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Key Points 
 
 There is strong buy-in among OCLD members for a Knowledge Management 

System (KMS) 
 Email is the most preferred communication method  
 Results reflect the need for a better definition of OCLD  
 There are resources are available for implementing a potential KMS 

 

 

 
Introduction to Knowledge Management 
 
 Knowledge management (KM) is considered to be one of the biggest trends in organizations‘ 
ability to effectively use and manage knowledge and intellectual capital (Hibbard, 1997; Hlupic, Pouloudi, 
& Rzevski, 2002; Kakabadse, Kouzmin, & Kakabadse, 2001).  This literature review will serve to briefly 
highlight and define the various key terms, concepts, implications of KM including benefits and limitations. 
The literature review will also discuss the concept of knowledge transfer (KT), tools of KM, and utilizations 
of KM. For a more in-depth literature review, please see the attached Appendix. 
 
KM Definitions and Concepts 
 In particular, it is critical that differentiation between the terms data, information, and knowledge 
exists as to avoid the interchangeability of terms that are inherently very different from one another. Data 
is defined as ―a set of discrete, objective facts about events‖ (Davenport & Prusak, 1998, p.2). In 
comparison to data, information holds meaning, relevance, context, and purpose (Davenport & Prusak).  
Davenport & Prusak state ―Knowledge is a fluid mix of framed experience, values, contextual information, 
and expert insight that provides a framework for evaluating and incorporating new experiences and 
information‖ (Davenport & Prusak, 1998, p. 5).  

Knowledge can take the form of tacit knowledge, which is internalized knowledge that is hard to 
capture, formalize, and assess unless it is transformed into explicit knowledge; however, tacit knowledge 
often eludes methods of expression (Davenport & Prusak; Koskinen; McBriar, Smith, Bain, Unsworth, 
Magraw, & Gordon, 2003). On the other hand, explicit knowledge is usually in the form of words, 
drawings, plans, or numbers that can be easily communicated, controlled, systematically documented, 
codified, and archived (Kakabadse et al., 2001; Koskinen, 2004; McBriar et al., 2003; Nonaka & 
Takeuchi, 1995).   
 The concise knowledge management definition of ―organizational practices that facilitate and 
structure knowledge sharing among knowledge workers‖ serves as a concise definition for the purposes 
of this literature review (Huysman & de Wit, 2004, p. 82). 
 
Importance of Knowledge Management 
 Knowledge management practices represent an effort the ―make the competition irrelevant‖ by 
creating entirely new markets of superior resources (Hlupic, Pouloudi, & Rzevski, 2002, p.91). Currently, 
many view knowledge management as a practice that adds more value to a company than advances in 
technology do (Brown & Duguid, 2000).  There are many benefits to effective knowledge management in 
a company, including improvement of service to customers, increased employee morale, increased 
awareness of potential gaps in knowledge transfer, and greater chance of success of a business (Cross & 
Baird, 2000; Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Hlupic et al., 2002). 
 
Limitations of Knowledge Management 
 There are many barriers and limitations to effective knowledge management initiatives.  First, 
knowledge‘s innate limitation lies in the ineffectiveness of extracting, codifying, and understanding 
knowledge (Kakabadse et al., 2001; Matson et al., 2003).  Secondly, employees can often hinder the 
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implementation and use of KMS in several ways by lacking the drive, loyalty, discipline, and motivation to 
participate in KMS (Huysman & De Wit, 2004; Kakabadse et al.; Matson et al.). Thirdly, management 
support and commitment of KM initiatives must exist in order to have an effective KMS; managers must 
be convinced of the importance and benefits of KM (Butler, 2003; Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Kakabadse 
et al.; Nakra, 2000; Wong & Aspinwall, 2004).  Fourth, limitations in organizational structure such as 
ineffective means of delivery, inconsistent knowledge architecture, and uncoordinated KM systems add to 
the disarray of organizational structures unable to support KMS (Matson et al., 2003). Lastly, culture 
compatibility becomes a critical issue as the shift from economic-based culture to a culture grounded in 
knowledge is a limitation in that the implementation of KM will change the way individuals perceive, 
conceptualize, and organize knowledge (Holden, 2001; Nakra, 2000). 
 
Knowledge Transfer 
 Nonaka and Takeguchi (1995) describe a model in which knowledge transfer occurs and how one 
type of knowledge (tacit or explicit) can be transformed into another type of knowledge through the 
processes of externalization, combination, internalization, and socialization.  Once knowledge is captured, 
codified, and transferred efficiently, it can be easily utilized to promote innovation, build trust of 
participants via collaboration, speed up the process of decision-making, and promote the transfer of best 
practices (Kermally, 2002).  These benefits of knowledge transfer may not be realized if too many 
limitations to efficient knowledge transfer exist. Knowledge transfer particularly becomes a problem when 
individuals have differences in knowledge sharing practices (Huysman & de Wit, 2004). The key factors 
that can prevent knowledge sharing success are incompleteness of information, asymmetry of 
knowledge, and localness of knowledge (Davenport & Prusak, 1998). 
 
Tools of Knowledge Management 

The reason there is a disparity between the existence of information and the existence of 
knowledge is because the potential of expert systems can never be fully known without human action 
(Davenport & Prusak, 1998).  The joint work between technology and social networks supporting human 
knowledge is the key to truly "knowing" (J. S. Brown, personal communication, October 12, 2004).  
Neither tools alone, nor the total rejection of tools can create the ideal organizational environment (Brown 
& Duguid, 2000).  With the coupling of human participation and artificial aspects, the gap between 
referential and experiential knowledge can be reduced.  Tools may help to promote such knowledge 
management applications as communities of practice, document management, and virtual teams. 
 

 
Process 
 

The class of 12 people was broken up into several groups to gather data regarding Ithaca 
College‘s current and possible infrastructure systems, stakeholder contacts (OCLD alumni, faculty, 
undergraduate students, and graduate students), current KM literature, and faculty‘s previous experience 
with WebCT as a knowledge management tool. Then a separate group was formed to extract stakeholder 
needs through a preliminary quantitative questionnaire.  The results of the first questionnaire were 
mapped regarding knowledge areas and gaps, existing communication methods, and potential solutions.  
The results of this questionnaire were used to determine questions for a second, online quantitative 
survey. Results of the survey were also mapped to represent differences in stakeholders‘ expectations, 
and were used to shape the design of a potential OCLD KMS. 

 
 
Introduction to the Knowledge Audit 
 

Literature indicates that any knowledge management initiative must be in alignment with that of 
the organization‘s objectives, corporate mission, and strategies (Kernally, 2002; Nakra, 2000). This 
alignment ensures that the relationship between the knowledge and the organization‘s strategies is 
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properly communicated to employees so that the effort for knowledge management is clear (Nakra, 
2000).  

One of the major benefits of sharing and transferring knowledge is that organizations avoid 
wasting time on ―reinventing the wheel‖ and replicating past efforts (Kermally, 2002). Social Exchange 
Theory (Hall, 2001) suggests that there are several motivational factors that need to be considered in 
creating such a system. The need to participate in the knowledge management system across groups, 
including students, faculty and alumni, is that the system would serve as a single repository for all of our 
information. This system would be in stark contrast to our current distributed knowledge system 
composed of scattered in paper notes, emails, and other distributed sources held by individuals. The 
knowledge management system would thereby preserve the organizational history and promote collective 
knowledge among OCLD stakeholders.  

What follows are the main findings of a survey to OCLD stakeholders including OCLD faculty, 
undergraduate and graduate students, and alumni.  The survey was constructed from findings of a 
smaller initial pilot survey of a sample of each stakeholder group to determine where to focus the 
subsequent survey.  This pilot survey was more qualitative in nature and the subsequent survey was 
mostly qualitative. 
 
Objectives of the OCLD Program 

In accordance to Social Exchange Theory, eleven value-laden statements with respect to the 
OCLD program were identified through a pilot survey. In the subsequent survey, the respondents were 
asked to rate each of these statements as against the existing objectives and potential OCLD objectives. 
Generally speaking, the respondents across the various groups indicated that all the eleven statements 
are very important or important for the program. 

According to the faculty the top three objectives of the OCLD program that are very important 
were: ―to teach the students strategic communication‖ (five out of eight respondents), ―to integrate theory 
and practice in the field‖ (six out of eight respondents) and finally ―provide diverse learning opportunities 
to allow the students to perform in multiple industries.‖ They have indicated that these three objectives 
should also be considered most important while designing any potential objectives.  The alumni (41 
respondents) were in accordance with the faculty‘s point of view. However alumni identified ―teaching the 
students how to design effective organizations as additional objective‖ as very important.  

Graduate students, while they agree with the faculty, also feel that ―assisting students with 
internships while at school‖ (eleven out of sixteen) and ―job placements upon graduation‖ (ten out of 
sixteen) are also very important and should be considered as potential objectives. More than half the 
respondents indicated that ―enablement of a personalized curriculum‖ and ―enablement of students to 
assume leadership roles in organizations‖ are very important and should be considered while designing 
the OCLD objectives in the future.  

The undergraduate students were in agreement with the graduate students though they (24 out of 
32 students), also considered ―advising students on further academic pursuits,‖ as one other very 
important objective that is and should be an objective of the OCLD department. 

The one interesting point to be noted is that while a majority of the students groups and the 
alumni consider ―assistance with internships and jobs‖ as very important objectives of the OCLD program, 
only about half the number of faculty (four out of eight respondents) agreed that it was an important 
objective.  We will see this further evidenced in the results reported below. 
 
Reasons for participating in the Knowledge Management System 

The opportunity for collaborating, networking and information sharing were cited as the common 
interests for all groups to participate in the knowledge management system. Following information 
transformation patterns, although the three groups sought out the same data, the kinds of networking and 
the types of information differed from group to group based on their frameworks. 

The undergraduate and the graduate students wanted to learn about past internships, jobs and a 
concrete understanding of OCLD and its application in organizations. One graduate student expressed 
interest in the system if it allowed ―comparison of bibliographies for similar research projects.‖ Apart from 
these, the undergraduates wanted to participate so that they could learn more about the study abroad 
programs and also build their networks with the alumni.  

The alumni, while they agreed with the networking and sharing of best / new practices ideas, they 
also felt that the system could be utilized for hiring potential employees from the undergraduates / the 
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graduates / alumni pool of resources. The one other prominent reason for participation in the KMS that 
was reflected in the qualitative section was that the alumni wanted to ―give back to the program‖. Alumni 
said that as students of the OCLD program they either felt a lack of resources or benefited from the 
program. From either perspective, they recognize the need for information sharing and collaboration and 
want to contribute accordingly. Another aspect is that the system would help them reconnect with 
knowledgeable people who may have insights into relevant work issues and sharing information therefore 
will lead to both professional and personal growth. 

The faculty resonate with Kermally (2002) and this is their motivation for participating in a 
knowledge management system. According to faculty, a knowledge management system would ―help 
reducing redundancies in asking and responding requests for the same information from different 
sources‖ saving time and energy. The faculty agree with alumni that the system would aide professional 
development and participation in a learning community to build a stronger and more intellectually vibrant 
community.  
 
Knowledge Management System – Information needs and wants 
Faculty 

The groups had different interests when it came to the kinds of information expected in the OCLD 
knowledge management system. Surprisingly, information such as ―talking to other faculty about 
curriculum and OCLD students‖, and ―syllabi‖ were considered important but the information that the 
faculty (four respondents out of eight) most wanted was on instructional design. The faculty expressed 
interest in other topics such as knowing about collaboration tools, teaching methods, committee work, 
advising procedures. Apart from utilizing the system for sharing knowledge among students, faculty and 
staff, they also wanted the knowledge management system to incorporate discussions about 
developments in the fields, archives of projects / documents /media and information on streamlining and 
department decision-making.  

The majority of faculty, six out of eight would like to engage in team teaching as a form of 
collaboration with OCLD colleagues.  Half the faculty would like to do joint research projects with each 
other as well as have informal meetings. Five out of eight are interested in mentoring and shared 
development.  One of the faculty member also suggested they want to collaborate in consulting. 

All of the faculty members agree that reading literature is very important knowledge source to 
their work. The majority said books are very important source to their work with all eight faculty choosing 
books as very important.  For journal articles, 6 out of 8 felt they are very important.  Conducting research 
was found to be beneficial with 6 out of 8 saying they are very important.  1 member said that their own 
consulting experience is a good source to their work, and another said blogs, websites, and online 
resources are good sources. 

The majority agree that colleagues at IC are a very important knowledge source with 5 out of 8 
rating it as very important. On the other hand, the majority of faculty feel they do not need colleagues 
outside OCLD as a knowledge source.  Most of the faculty members agreed that conferences are a good 
source of knowledge with 5 out of 8 indicating they are very important.   
 
Alumni 

The common thread between faculty and alumni was that both were interested in knowing about 
the other group. Alumni‘s primary interests were networking (36 out of 41) and industry information (29 
respondents). They also suggested a forum for discussion, an intranet via the IC OCLD webpage, and a 
job network for both the students and the alumni. Overall, alumni (39 out of 42) are very engaged in 
sharing their knowledge and are highly willing to provide their personal and professional information via 
email/mailing address for this purpose. 

Faculty strongly wanted alumni (8 out of 9) to be guest speakers to share their professional 
working experiences, and internship availabilities (6 out of 9). Regarding graduate students, faculty 
members (6 out of 9 respondents) thought that clear definitions of classes and pre-requisites with 
graduate students is very important. Alumni (26 out of 42) are also interested in networking with faculty, 
but graduate students (11 out of 17) and undergraduate students (21 out of 33) are more interested in 
asking career information and resources from faculty. 
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Undergraduate Students 
The information undergraduates most wanted from their fellow undergraduates was information 

about careers (23 out of 34 respondents), networking (19 respondents), and sharing ideas (18 
respondents). A third of the participants indicated that they were interested in graduate study (13 
respondents), the graduate program (10 respondents), and mentoring (10 respondents). The least 
wanted information was information about new practices (6 respondents), new software (4 respondents), 
and new theories (4 respondents). In the qualitative section, undergraduates indicated that they would 
also like information on course combinations and loads, information on graduate programs (other than 
those at IC), and information about special programs (such as the LA program).   
 
Graduate Students 

Graduate students indicated there was several bodies of information they wished to receive from 
other graduate students. These included information on networking (10 out of 15 respondents), 
information on the graduate program (8 responses), sharing ideas (8 responses), new software (8 
responses), and new practices (8 responses). The least wanted information by graduate students was 
information on new theories (2 responses).   

Graduate students feel job postings are the most beneficial to them. More than half of the 
graduate students (13 out of 17) would like alumni to help them with their career goals. And many 
graduate students (6 out of 17) expressed that they are interested in exchanging project knowledge with 
undergraduates through sharing portfolios and collaborating on projects. 

The student groups had similar expectations of the knowledge management system. 
Interestingly, more than three quarters of graduates and undergraduates wanted information on OCLD 
classes, internships and jobs. The undergraduates also wanted information on the LA, DC, and 
Walkabout program while the graduate students did not find this relevant to their needs. However, both 
the groups were interested in knowing about the study abroad programs, though the undergraduates 
showed more interest in these programs (22 out of 32 respondents). With regard to information on the 
Cornell Exchange Program, the graduate students (eight out of 14 respondents) were more interested 
than the undergraduates (only about ten out of 32 respondents). In fact a majority of the undergrads (22 
respondents) indicated either indifference or irrelevance when it came to information on Cornell classes. 
One graduate student indicated they wanted more information on alumni, faculty resources, interaction, 
and thesis procedures and policies (1 graduate student).  

The undergraduate and graduate students indicated that the knowledge management system 
would be primarily used for three main purposes – jobs, internships and class work, in that order. 
Socializing and sharing work experiences were least preferred by the respondents. 
 
Preferred Communication Methods between Stakeholders 
 This section will describe and compare the responses from our survey to determine the preferred 
communication methods across each of the different stakeholder groups that we surveyed. 
 
Communication between Alumni and Alumni  

Alumni prefer to mainly communicate within a knowledge management system via email. 34 out 
of 42 respondents indicated email as a preferred communication tool. 22 alumni indicated that they would 
like to communicate via a website, and 21 alumni indicated that they would like to communicate via a 
discussion board. 16 alumni indicated that they would like to communicate face-to-face. This indicates 
that an internet-based KMS would be favorable among alumni, though the system should have 
opportunities for face to face interaction.  

 
Communication between Alumni and Faculty 
 Alumni and faculty were asked to select the method in which they would like to communicate with 
each other. Email proved to be mutually most preferred method of communication between alumni (37 
out of the 42) and faculty (six of seven).  
 
Communication between Alumni and Undergraduates 

Email proved to be the most preferred method of communication between alumni  (27 out of the 
42) and undergraduates (25 of the 34). Alumni (17 out of 42) also indicated a discussion board was the 
second preferred method of communication between alumni and undergraduates.  
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Communication between Alumni and Graduate Students 

With graduate students email proved to be the second preferred method to communicate with 
alumni. However 33 of 42 alumni and most of the graduate students (14 of 15) chose email as a preferred 
way to communicate with one another. The discussion board was the second preferred method of 
communication among alumni (20 of 42) to communicate with graduate students.  

 
Communication between Faculty and Faculty 

Out of nine faculty surveyed, six faculty indicated that they would prefer to use face-to-face 
communication to communicate with other faculty. This was closely followed by a preference for email 
(five respondents) and discussion boards (four respondents). Only two faculty indicated that they would 
like to communicate via a website.  

 
Communication between Faculty and Undergraduates 

The majority of faculty (six of the seven) respondents and undergraduates (25 of the 34) selected 
email as their preferred method of communication to correspond with each other.  Five of the seven 
faculty selected a website as their second preferred method of communication while undergraduates (17 
of 34)selected a discussion board as their second preferred method of communication.  

 
Communication between Faculty and Graduate Students 

Six of the seven faculty respondents selected email as their preferred method of communication 
to correspond with their graduate students. Five of the seven faculty selected a website as the second 
preferred method of communication with graduate students. Similarly, among the graduate students, 15 
of the 15 respondents selected email as the preferred method of communication with faculty. Face-to-
face communication was the second preferred method of communication among 11 out of 15 graduate 
students. Yet again, we conclude that the preferred method of communication between faculty and 
graduate students is email. 

 
Communication between Graduate Students and Undergraduates 

10 of the 15 graduate students selected email, a website, and a discussion board as their 
preferred methods of communication to correspond with undergraduates. Undergraduates selected a 
discussion board as their second preferred method of communication.  

 
Communication between Undergraduates and Undergraduates 
Undergraduates (24 out of 34 total) indicated they highly preferred email to other forms of communication 
when communicating with other undergraduates. The second most preferred method of communication 
was face-to-face (21 respondents). Undergraduates also showed a strong preference for Instant 
Messaging their fellow students, with 20 of 34 respondents indicating this preference.  
 
Communication between Graduate Students and Graduate Students 

Graduate students (12 out of 15) also preferred to use email to communicate with their fellow 
graduate students. Face to face was the second most popular choice (10 respondents). Instant 
Messaging, discussion boards, and phone were somewhat preferred by graduate students, with nine 
students indicating Instant Messaging, eight students indicating discussion board, and seven indicating 
they preferred communicating via the phone.  

Graduate students were also asked how they felt regarding the utility of office hours.  When the 
graduate‘s were asked if they felt office hours with faculty were helpful the majority of participants only 
somewhat agreed with the statement "I find office hours helpful".  
 
Specific information wanted within each stakeholder group 
Faculty 
 All faculty listed organizational communications as a personal or academic area that they are an 
expert in. Five out of eight listed instructional design.  This shows that all professors have a strong base 
in organizational communications whereas there is a minority focus on culture in organizations.  The 
majority have an interest in instructional design and half focus on theory. 
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 In terms of familiarity with OCLD colleagues‘ professional interests, the majority of faculty 
members felt that their level of familiarity is poor; only one of eight faculty surveyed indicated they knew 
their colleague‘s professional interests ―fairly well;‖  two out of eight said they knew a little about their 
colleagues‘ interests and goals, and one faculty member claimed they were not familiar with other‘s 
interests at all. One way to improve this situation is with the institution of a groupware calendar system 
that allows other faculty to know what colleagues are doing in terms of lectures, sponsored guest 
lectures, collaborations, and conferences, etc. 
 
Alumni 

The information that alumni most wanted from their fellow alumni was networking information (35 
out of 42 respondents). More than half of the alumni indicated that they wanted information on sharing 
ideas (28 out of 42 respondents), and new practices (24 out of 42 respondents). A third of the alumni 
indicated that they would be interested in receiving information and opportunities from other alumni 
regarding mentoring (15 out of 42 respondents) and new theories (12 responses out of 42). Alumni also 
indicated on the qualitative section that they would enjoy receiving information about employment, career 
opportunities, and interdisciplinary work.  
 
Undergraduate Students 

Undergraduates overwhelmingly (26 out of 30) indicated they would like to interact with OCLD 
professors outside of the Park Building. Here we can conclude that the knowledge managements system 
should include information where undergraduate students could attend a social gathering outside of the 
Park building with OCLD professors.  When asked where they would like to have informal social 
gatherings, the overwhelming response was that the events be conducted off campus at a graduate 
student‘s home.  
 
Graduate Students 

Graduate students want more information exchange between themselves and alumni; nine of 15 
participants wanted job information and four of 15 wanted information about the program, internships, and 
jobs. With this data we can conclude that the knowledge management system should concentrate on 
information about jobs, specifically targeted to the graduate students. 

When the graduate student‘s were asked where they learned about Cornell classes seven of 15 
students indicated though word of mouth, and seven online. Additionally, the majority of graduate 
students strongly agree that knowledge about Cornell classes is an important topic to share, and they 
would like a list of Cornell classes previously taken by IC graduate students shared via email. 

12 out of 15 graduate students also agreed that they would like more information concerning 
OCLDA and 7 people answered ―strongly agree‖ with the statement "I would attend APA citation 
workshops at the beginning of the semester". 

 

 
Infrastructure Audit 
 

The investigation of the current infrastructure in the Park School for a knowledge management 
software system was based upon a theoretical model proposed by Byrd and Turner (2000). This involved 
analyzing many of the tools, platforms, and other electronic systems available in the Park School, as well 
as their flexibility should a knowledge management system is introduced. The investigative model 
proposed by Filipczak (1997) was also used, where current technology is used as a starting point for 
further development and expansion for an organization‘s changing needs.  

Members of the infrastructure audit team also employed positive imagery to imagine the potential 
content of the knowledge management system. This positive imagery helped the team members to 
brainstorm possible tools and parts of the infrastructure that could be examined. It has been shown that 
positive imagery is much more effective when determining information requirements in such as system 
than negative imagery, or goal orientated imagery (Zmud, Anthony & Stair, 1993). Benchmarking other 
similar institutions and businesses was also a key in identifying the possible needs and tools that could be 
used in the system (Moore & Hendrey, 1999). 
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The ―supplier‖ and ―new technology selection‖ phases of the infrastructure report are based upon 
the theoretical internet search model proposed by Barua, Ravindarin, and Whinston (1997). In this model, 
the primary steps of the selection included web searching, comparing various vendors on measures of 
price, costs of communication with the vendor, and availability of the vendor to provide technical support 
and continued communication. While the primary search phase identified potential vendors, the 
secondary phase involved contacting the vendors themselves via phone. During these conversations, the 
vendors could expand on their ability to provide technical support as well as additional benefits and costs 
of their products. This investigation also considered the scope of the project and its recipient‘s needs and 
wants (Robles, 2001). During this searching phase, several elements were considered, including the tools 
functionality, vendor reputation, and ease of use/installation (Hsu, 2003; Robles, 2001).  
 Tool suggestions came from various sources and included: fax machines, scanner, 
photocopiers, digital cameras, electronic document management systems, multifunctional devices, 
antiviral systems, and the surge suppressor/power supply (Robles, 2001). Recommendations were made 
based upon the process identified by Filipczak (1997) which states that the primary step in acquiring new 
technology is to identify the current system and to use the existing technology as much as possible to 
develop new systems.  

The Internet has been one of the main catalysts in creating more and more unstructured data 
which has resulted in information overload. As a result many organizations are attempting to build portals 
on their intranets that, among other things, can act as central repositories for documents, images and 
other types of unstructured data.  

Professors at Harvard Business School (HBS) use case studies as their mode of teaching and 
hence after a long deliberation have started using a tool called the Video Cataloger (Moad, J, 1998). It is 
an indexing and retrieving engine which lets the user query large amounts of video data. Video cataloger 
scans video, looking for hints about its content based on displayed text information, audio, time codes 
and images and creates relevant indices. This tool is now being used across the school‘s intranet from 
web browsers. However, it sometime is a time-consuming process based on the video queried. 

Digidesign, an audio workstation maker uses Illuminar, a web-enabled content management tool, 
to manage its unstructured content (Moad, J, 1998). This tool captures the metadata about each 
document that it manages such as the document‘s author, its creation date or any other user-defined 
criteria. Users then can query the Illuminar Web server from any browser and track the required 
documents. 

The US Army Corps' believes that Groove network was the solution that helped its transition into 
a ―learning organization‖. The organization describes their knowledge management portal and learning 
network as critical as to its goal of becoming a "team of teams" (groovenetworks, 2004) The Corps will 
need to rely on cross-functional teams to accomplish its mission of being the world's premier public 
engineering organization responding to U.S. needs in peace and war. Hence keeping up with industry 
standards, the Corps have signed up with Groove Virtual Office and Tomoye Simplify software - two tools 
for achieving their objective of leveraging the intellectual capital through collaboration, anywhere at 
anytime. The common operating environment is critical to the organization's objective of developing 
standardized project management processes, and to its goal of better supporting burgeoning 
Communities of Practice (COPs) and virtual teams. Tomoye Simplify embeds the best practices, 
processes and social architecture unique to COPs into a single technology platform that allows the staff to 
locate experts, share knowledge and have conversations online to help them meet their organization's 
strategic goals. 

Another firm called the St.Paul‘s Companies, St.Paul Minn realizes that knowledge is a key 
resource and needs to be harvested (Ellis, 2001). The employees get an access to the website that gives 
them course content, contact to the instructor or facilitator, instructions for any pre-work required. The 
classes are normally face-to-face and post-course work involves the company‘s Knowledge Exchange – 
an element of the company intranet which uses story telling narratives as a technique for sharing 
knowledge. 

At the other end of the spectrum, Classmates, an American personal networking service, 
connecting friends, family, military and work colleagues use Verity‘s K2 Catalog (K2C) which works on 
three tiers of knowledge management: search, categorization and personalization. The personalization 
element caters to both people and documents thus Verity in collaboration with Classmates works on the 
social networks theory and the application of related technology. 
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Categories of Communication   
 
Synchronous Communication  
o Mediated meetings: 

 Audio-conferencing 
  Videoconferencing 

o Wired meetings 
o Text based 

 Instant messaging  
 Chat rooms 

o Face-to-face 
o Meetings 
o Virtual worlds 
o Telephone 
 

 
Asynchronous Communication 
o Discussion boards 
o Email 
o List serves 
o Newsgroups 
o Weblogs 
o Whiteboard 
o Fax 
 

Based on the personal communication with Kevin Thornton (September 25, 2004), it can be concluded 
that the above mentioned categories of communication are well supported by the existing infrastructure.  
 
Existing System: WebCT 
Park School currently uses WebCT as their main knowledge sharing software amongst the various 
constituencies. Below is a list and description of WebCT tools that are available for use in the Park 
School: 
 

Assignments - Allows the instructor to distribute course assignments to students.  
Features include assignment description, maximum grade value, a utility for attaching 
files that are related to the assignment and student submission of completed 
assignments. 

Audio - Allows the course designer to associate audio clips to a page in a content  
module, which will be accessible through a hyperlink in the Action Menu of the specific 
page. 

Bookmark - Enables the course designer and students to mark a place within the pages  
of content in a course. 

Calendar - Provides a way for the instructor and students to exchange information about  
class events. Information can be made public or private. 

Chat - Allows users to have real-time conversations with users utilized for online,  
interactive sessions such as tutorials or discussions. 

Compile - Allows users to gather several pages from a Content Module into one file for  
viewing or printing 

Content Module - A collection of sequentially arranged HTML pages with a table of  
contents, built-in navigation links, and optional interactive tools. Each module may be 
thought of as a ‖chunk" of information that offers the advantage of student and page 
tracking. 

Course Map - Allows users to view the structure of the entire course on one page. This is  
useful for complex courses, and can greatly simplify navigation through a course. 

Discussions - Allows asynchronous communication among all course participants  
(instructor, graders and students). WebCT tracks which postings each student  
reads. 

Glossary - Allows the designer to create a list of specialized words and their definitions  
that can be accessed through the Glossary hyperlink or by clicking a hyperlinked  
keyword. 

Goals - Allows the designer to post the learning goals for a page of content. 
Image Database - Searchable image archive that allows the association of annotations  

and free text with each image. 
Index - Allows a designer to define and cross-link key words for a particular page. 
Language  - Allows users to choose available languages for the designer or student view  

of course. Language settings apply only to the WebCT course interface. WebCT  
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cannot translate course content created by instructors. 
Link  - Allow the designer to add a hyperlink to the visible page's Action Menu that will  

take the user to either a local file or an external Uniform Resource Locator  
(URL). 

Mail - Allows private messages, with or without attachments, to be sent from one  
participant to another within a course. 

My Grades - Allows a student to view his or her own grades as entered by the instructor  
or teaching assistant. When enabled by the designer, students can see the class  
statistics for a quiz or assignment as well. 

My Progress - Allows students to view a history of which pages they have visited and  
the number of times visited. 

Organizer Page - Allows designers or instructors to group related WebCT tools on one  
page for ease of access. 

Quiz/Survey - Allows designers to write and deliver exams or surveys online, securely,  
at a predetermined time and with predetermined specifications. Survey results are  
submitted anonymously and WebCT compiles statistics for both. 

References - Allows the designer to direct students to supplementary information  
sources, which can be textbooks, articles or URLs. 

Resume Course - Upon entering a course, this tool allows students to restart on the  
content page where they left off the last time they accessed that course. 

Search - Allows student and designer to locate specific information within the index,  
titles, headings, or all text of a course. 

Self-Test - Allows the designer to create multiple-choice review questions with  
immediate feedback. They are not viewed by the instructor and are not graded. 

Single Page - Allows the designer to present supplementary or optional course material  
that is not included in a Content Module. 

Student Homepages - Lets students create a greeting page for view by others in the same  
course and to provide information about themselves. This tool encourages  
students to share what they know and assists in creating a collaborative learning 
community. 

Student Presentations - Provides individual students, or a group of students, with  
authoring privileges so they can upload web pages to their own Manage Files area  
for viewing by the instructor and class. 

Student Tips - Allows the designer to write tips or hints for students in a particular  
course. These tips will display randomly each time students log on to the course.  
Students can control whether or not they see the Student Tip of the Day. 

Take Notes - Allows a student to write individual notes or make a journal entry on a  
specific page. The student is the only one who can view the annotations. 

URL - Allow the designer to add an icon linking either to a local file or an external  
Uniform Resource Locator. 

Video - Allows the course designer to associate video clips to a page in a content module,  
which will be accessible through a hyperlink in the Action Menu of the specific  
page. 

Whiteboard - Allows groups of users to dynamically share and alter images on a  
common graphical palette in real time. 

 
Previous uses and evaluation of WebCT by faculty 

The OCLD faculty collectively decided on adopting WebCT as a knowledge sharing database for 
use by faculty and students.   While deciding on a database, the faculty had considered a departmental 
intranet and licensing specialized tools such as Groove.   

The main strengths of WebCT are that it is quick and easy to use and it is already in place.  Also, 
most people already know how to use it. In all, WebCT is a good way to provide a resource of all the 
collective knowledge, forms, calendars, and other tools that are shared between faculty, staff and 
students in the program.  

Despite this, the general agreement is that WebCT is not a good way to stay in contact with other 
faculty in the program, especially because people do not frequently (if ever) check the site; thus it is easily 
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―out of sight, out of mind.‖ A more appropriate KM system would have better indexing abilities and a way 
to send out notifications when items are posted or changed via email to prompt users to check the site.  
Also, the WebCT interface is better suited for an online classroom than the type of information resource 
its planners had envisioned. The design is clunky and not intuitive. Also, it's not really a knowledge 
management tool.  For example, one does not have the ability to search text or organize thoughts.    

WebCT has an opportunity to be a very rich repository for departmental information. It also allows 
for engaging in dialogues that, because of their complexity and time availability, can stretch out over a 
long period of time.  WebCT allows for the community to exist regardless of geography (an advantage 
over face-to-face) and, as it offers multiple features in one 'space', it can provide many means of 
information sharing (vs. being restricted to text, visual, synchronous/asynchronous etc.)   It could bring 
more of the extended network into the everyday life of the program (alumni, professionals, friends, etc.)  
However, WedCT was not highly favored among stakeholder groups as the ideal KM tool.  Below we 
describe the importance of system components of a potential KMS, then we describe a potential KMS for 
OCLD. 
 

Introduction to OCLD KMS 
Knowledge management and the sharing of knowledge, data, and information within a knowledge 

system is a growing multibillion dollar organizational trend (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Kakabadse et al.) 
Organizations are seeking the knowledge in their employee‘s head in order to stay competitive as 
technology is becoming more of a commodity and less of a contributing factor to a competitive edge 
(Brown & Duguid, 2002). Likewise, OCLD stakeholders have indicated a strong interest in participating in 
an OCLD KMS.  The key goal of an OCLD KMS is to assist in the formation of a stronger OCLD 
community of practice (COP).  This is beneficial to the OCLD program as a COP facilitates the 
spontaneous exchanges essential to knowledge transfer and the formation of organizational memory 
(Cross & Baird, 2000).  This system would facilitate knowledge and information sharing among 
stakeholders in order to solidify OCLD members into a more networked COP.  In designing this KMS, the 
members of Dr. Tammy Shapiro‘s Communication Technology and Organizations course have 
incorporated stakeholders‘ current knowledge base, and willingness to share knowledge both within and 
across stakeholder groups.  

From Xerox‘s Eureka KMS of we learn that a KMS can establish ways for organizational 
members to get to know one another, and from the Army, we learn that a KMS does not necessarily need 
to be technology based in order to be successful (Brown, 2001; Lausin et al., 2003).  The following KMS 
will incorporate both technology and people-based opportunities for interactions among stakeholders in 
the hopes that the use of both of these components of the system will evolve with use and enable 

knowledge transfer through second and third wave knowledge management (KM) (Huysman & De Wit, 
2004; Laszlo & Laszlo, 2002).   

Though the system will initially represent a first wave system where knowledge is shared to 
answer questions and distribute organizational knowledge, it will evolve to facilitate second and third 
wave KM with stakeholder use.  In second wave KM, knowledge sharing is embedded in one‘s daily 
routines, and both tacit and explicit knowledge are shared across organizational levels where and when 
knowledge is needed.  In third wave KM, the system leads to the creation of meaning, learning, and 
innovation and equal, democratized access to knowledge by stakeholders is centralized.  After 
stakeholders enter the system to participate in first wave KM, through interaction with others, the system 
should evolve to facilitate the formation of informational relationships through complementary media 
ecologies (Nardi & Whittaker, 2003).  These media ecologies will enable second and third wave KM as 
they will be socially negotiated among stakeholders as they and participate and contribute to the KMS 
(Nardi & Whittaker, 2003).  

According to scholars, the use of a KMS is heavily dependent upon the degree to which 
individuals perceive rewards in its use, and it‘s fit with organizational goals and culture (Chua, 2003; Hall 
2001; Huysman and de Wit 2004).  Often KMS fail because employees are unmotivated to use it as 
contributing and extracting knowledge becomes a chore (Huysman & De Wit, 2004; Kakabadse et al.; 
Matson et al.). Though our surveys we have found that OCLD stakeholders are overwhelming in support 
of using and contributing to an OCLD KMS.  Regarding organizational culture, organizational 
administrative leaders must also be convinced of the KMS‘ utility (Butler, 2003; Davenport & Prusak, 
1998; Kakabadse et al.; Nark, 2000; Wong & Spinal, 2004). This is the area where the OCLD system may 
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face opposition.  Though OCLD faculty may support the idea of an OCLD system, necessary managerial 
issues such as purchasing computer hardware, possibly software, maintenance, and event planning will 
induce costs to the OCLD Department.  The system we propose has taken this into consideration and 
attempts to foresee these costs and make them minimal; however support of OCLD administration is 
necessary for funding and continual improvement of the system, and of supporting face to face system 
components.  

As aforementioned, this system will combine complementary technology and face to face 
interaction.  This mix is essential to as interaction is the key to knowledge creation and transfer (Kermally, 
2002).  Below describes both the IT and face to face system components.  

 

 
OCLD Knowledge Management System Design 
 
Introduction 

WebCT provides an appropriate launch point for assembling the knowledge management system.  
Elements such as calendar, email, discussion boards, search ability, and homepages all address different 
concerns surrounding the KMS.  However, utilizing restricted, proprietary software, especially one already 
so closely aligned with student and faculty coursework, may be something to avoid.  Externalizing the 
system would increase OCLD control, cost little or no money, and could easily be integrated into learning, 
through either a graduate student project or assistantship.  As will be addressed later, simple web-based 
computer programming ability, one server computer, and outside-the-box thinking are the major 
requirements for assembling and maintaining an OCLD KMS. 

The preferred method of communication between all stakeholder groups is clearly email (see 
Appendix G), which is an important tool for communicating asynchronously due to spatial and temporal 
differences.  Another important conclusion drawn from the results, related to KMS time and space, is how 
faculty internally prefer face-to-face communication, something a technology-heavy knowledge 
management system cannot easily and directly promote.  However, their alternatively favored methods – 
email and discussion boards – could promote face-to-face communication upwards.  For example, faculty 
discussing a topic online might feel more at ease in walking over to the other‘s office to talk in-person.  
For some, the KMS‘ communication techniques may not act as primary methods, but rather as 
complimentary or maintenance methods. 

One last significant feature influencing the design of the KMS surrounds stakeholders‘ responses 
about the objectives of the OCLD program.  Their responses to the first two questions of the survey affect 
their responses about the KMS, either to reinforce beliefs about the existing structure of the program, or 
to help in shaping their desired structure.  The strongest example stemming from the survey is faculty‘s 
general opinion that job and internship information and placement is of lesser importance.  This is of stark 
contrast to both students who wish OCLD were more placement-oriented, and to alumni who wanted to 
share ―real world‖ information and opportunities.  Also, alumni consistently reported the objective to 
―teach students to design effective organizations‖ highly, an admission signaling inconsistency in OCLD‘s 
connection outside academia. 

These discrepancies directly address core concerns not of the KMS, but of OCLD.  The 
differences of perspectives shadow how the KMS might work, or should work (Brown and Duguid, 1991).  
This could result in strong cultural resistance from authority within OCLD, but for the purposes of 
designing this system, areas like a job and internship section will be considered on the grounds that 
survey results directly and accurately echo the voice of everyone involved in the program.  The KMS 
could indicate to the primary determiners of curriculum how new ideas, trends, and desires of everyone 
involved in OCLD should be considered in shaping the program.  Knowledge management systems are 
ever-evolving organisms (Wexler, 2001).  To rely heavily on infrequently updated syllabi would be to 
ignore the ever-changing world outside OCLD, the world in which students should be preparing to 
engage.  In the KMS, simple evaluative feedback mechanisms, such as rating systems on every 
webpage, help determine what aspects of the system, and by extension OCLD, are most useful and most 
appropriate. 
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Technical Design Details 
The proposed knowledge management system design is focused on a centralized website, 

programmed in PHP, with three (initial) integrated MySQL databases.  Each database corresponds to the 
three main sections of the KMS: the general user area, the job & internship area, and the OCLD events 
calendar. 

The first section involves user information and the main discussion board, separate from the job & 
internship board.  Details include user profiles, areas of interest, place of employment, contact 
information, resumes and cover letters, projects, portfolios, and pictures.  There may also be an option for 
discussion board anonymity.  The second section, the job & internship posting area, would look like a 
regular discussion board on the front-end (the user interface), but is housed in a separate database on 
the back-end (the master server).  There would be separation because, logistically, this database would 
very frequently be updated and added to, and should be considered a separate entity from the rest of the 
KMS storage.  The third section is the OCLD calendar of events, which also constitutes the third 
database.  This interface would more closely resemble that of a simple calendar, nothing as detailed as a 
program like CorporateTime.  Initially, there would be no further abilities besides event additions and 
deletions, but more widespread interactivities could be developed in the future, like an ‗accept/decline‘ 
feature.  There would also be a file directory section, accessible from most individual webpages within the 
system (i.e. to upload a picture right from the profile page).  Uploaded files would include pictures, 
portfolios, resumes and cover letters, and details about jobs and internships. 

Throughout the knowledge management system, email would be maintained as the primary mode 
of communication through simple hyperlinks.  Its use would be abundantly suggested around the site‘s 
individual webpages, though room for other methods, like instant messaging or telephoning, would still 
exist.  Also, changes would be tracked all throughout the KMS, especially in the area of jobs and 
internships.  This will help in assessing various frequencies, such as a user‘s last login date, the 
popularity of specific areas of the KMS, or a job posting‘s number of views.  Many of these detai ls would 
be determined by policy, an important aspect addressed in further detail later in this report. 

The first page users would see would be a login page, giving the option of registration for 
newcomers.  Registration would be required for anyone wanting to use the KMS, but the process would 
be minimal.  After successfully logging in, the user would appear at the main page, possibly tailored per 
group or per individual (SEE APPENDIX).  This main page would be the starting point for everyone using 
the KMS, composed mostly of links to the following individual areas: 
 
Job & Internship Database 

The job & internship database is utilized in three ways: search, view, and save.  Users could 
search all postings according to specified criteria, view individual postings, and save interesting posts for 
their future reference.  Because changes to the KMS system would be tracked, providing users with all 
new postings since their last login would be relatively simple.  The details of this section require further 
assessment, especially regarding administration and posting ability. 
 
Discussion Board (General) 

Available on the Internet are many free (but powerful), prepackaged discussion board software 
bundles, such as phpBB [phpbb.com].  Similar to the job & internship board, users would be able to 
search and view postings, but not save.  However, all users would be allowed to post, and, like the job & 
internship board, new postings would be easily trackable.  The content of this discussion board would be 
separated by main topics, such as ―New Trends‖ or ―Ithaca: Around Town‖.  Some topics have already 
been embellished through survey results, while others would emerge naturally throughout the course of 
use.  The main purpose of the discussion board is to turn tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge. 
 
Calendar 

CorporateTime is a very robust calendar program for many organizational needs.  However, only 
the bare essentials, easily replicated in many web-based programming languages, are needed in this 
KMS, specifically, an events calendar.  The calendar would be used for both recurring and one-time 
events.  It‘s been noted from both student groups and faculty that, due to decentralized communication 
and untimely notices, members of the OCLD program lack socialization, an important element of 
knowledge creation, utilization, and sharing (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995).  Traditional methods, such as 
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posting flyers, could still be used as complimentary approaches, and administrative access to the online 
calendar must still be determined. 
 
Profiles (General) 

Each user of the knowledge management system would detail their own personalized profile, with 
such information as contact information, picture, experiences, and areas of interest (standardized for 
efficient searchability).  These individual details would probably be used in many sections of the KMS, 
especially the boards and for searching registered users. 

 
Registered Users (General) 
 Searching registered users in the knowledge management system is useful for anyone looking to 
find stakeholders through shared interests and commonalities.  This is most important as an alumni-
networking tool, especially for the idea of mentor-protégé relationships.  When logged in the KMS, such 
relationships, both past and present, can show others how successful connections can form in the 
system.  Also, students or faculty looking for research subjects can quickly and easily contact OCLD 
members willing to assist. 
 
File Directory (General) 
 This directory will be a simple folder for document management on the master server, holding all 
relevant files to the system.  Students would most likely be given a limit to file space, and all uploads 
would be time-sensitive with expiration dates for automatic deletion (most relevant for the job & internship 
database). 
 
Non-Technical Design Details 
Face-to-Face System Components 

In designing the face-to-face components of the system, it is essential to consider the spatial 
divide between the OCLD Department, students, and faculty, to alumni.  Alumni are all over the world and 
want to exchange information and knowledge with the other three stakeholders.  Though the preferred 
communication method among all stakeholder groups was e-mail, stakeholders also indicated they would 
like to meet others during informal gatherings.  For Alumni, meaningful visits to Ithaca or to campus may 
be perceived as rewards and further stimulate motivation to participate in the IT-based KMS.  These 
informal gatherings will serve to complement the IT-based KMS, and assist in knowledge transfer by 
providing alternative forums for the creation of learning opportunities and meaningful informational 
relationships.  The users networked through the IT-KMS will have a chance to meet and collaborate face-
to-face, thus reinforcing the sense of community and open, sharing cultural values in OCLD. This is 
important; as noted above, it is essential for the KMS to complement the organizational goals and culture.  
Organizational culture needs to be open; information hoarding for the sake of personal power cannot be 
accepted practice (Huysman & de Wit, 2004).   The creation of safe, informal physical spaces to share 
and exchange knowledge and form relationships will facilitate the creation of a stronger more networked 
OCLD COP, and lead to greater personal reward associated with participating in the KMS.  
 
Potential Informal Stakeholder Gatherings 

To initiate members into the OCLD culture upon arrival, the class feels we should have 
gatherings outside of the initial meet-and-greets at the start of each fall semester.  It was brought up 
numerous times throughout the group process and when brainstorming that the current graduate OCLD 
curriculum does not address the issue of learning group dynamics, inter-group communication, and team 
building.  One possible way to learn these skills and initiate new members into the OCLD organizational 
culture would be to participate in team building activities offered by the Cayuga Nature Center.  This 
activity is not limited to graduate students, and could be planned by the newly formed event planning 
class.  This coordination of application and learning is an OCLD organizational value, and it would set the 
stage for sharing and team work as a cultural value among new members.  This is essential as the OCLD 
program as many projects are group projects yet the program offers no training in this area. 

Other areas for informal gatherings throughout the course of the year for all four stakeholders to 
interact could be at local bars.  Because undergraduate students expressed the desire to interact with 
graduate students, we feel that regular meetings at a local bar for these two groups would facilitate a 
more open relationship and organizational culture of equality and sharing.  We realize to attend local bars 
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one needs to be over 21, but we feel this is an asset as attending these events could be seen as a reward 
for seniority among OCLD majors, and would make these experiences desired and more valued.  The 
purpose of having off campus informal learning and knowledge sharing opportunities is to facilitate 
learning through storytelling. Butler (2000) posits that informal forms of communication such as 
storytelling can foster knowledge sharing.  The class believes having spaces to interact with other 
stakeholders‘ off-campus would lead to a more natural exchange of ideas among stakeholders as the 
power dynamics more explicit on campus are lessened.  

We want alumni and faculty to attend these informal functions as well, and we realize availability 
among these groups may be strained due to family and professional commitments.  Therefore, we 
propose informal coffee shop gatherings at a cafe one Friday each month for the school year.  We would 
make the times and places of these gatherings consistent for the school year so they are easier to plan. 
 
Remaining Design Issues 
 While this initial design addresses many concerns of the OCLD stakeholders groups, there are 
still some major issues that need resolution before the knowledge management system can get 
underway.  First, who will manage the KMS after its launch?  This question directly addresses the leaky 
nature of knowledge maintenance over time through computer-mediated communication (Cramton, 
2001).  Second, the system requires policies, rules, and guidelines for all users to follow.  As addressed 
earlier, many aspects of the prospective design require definitive answers, most likely to stem from Ithaca 
College administrative authorities.  Third, who and how will the KMS be marketed?  Some alumni have 
already asked to be informed of the system‘s advancements.  There could potentially be regular mass 
emails sent to all OCLD stakeholders informing of the KMS‘ status, as notification is important for the 
development and the culture of the system (Hildebrand, 1995).  Lastly, a hosting server is required 
especially for document management; preferably this would be housed under OCLD, separate from 
Ithaca College‘s Information Technology Services department. Administration could be through the Park 
School or through OCLD stakeholders, specifically.  
 Also, the motivation of most users is still nebulous.  For the knowledge management system of 
OCLD to be considered second or third-wave, its functionalities must become nearly automated because 
of relevant content and appropriate communication methods.  This proposed design covers knowledge 
sharing and knowledge distribution, but users will be relied upon for knowledge creation. 

 
 
Evaluation 
 
Knowledge Management Overview 
 Knowledge intensive organizations such as Ithaca College, operating in such dynamic 
environments characterized by continuous and at times, even radical change need to create a new 
framework for approaching knowledge sharing and management. As illustrated in the article KM: 
Maximizing Human Potential published by the OSD Comptroller iCenter, organizations are facing 
challenges of operating amidst increasingly shrinking assets (people, inventory, facilities), with diminished 
time for employees to gain new knowledge in environments that demand increasingly shortened cycles of 
knowledge creation and product development. Given the above challenges and constraints, more and 
more organizations require actions that are "anticipatory, adaptive and based on faster cycles of 
knowledge creation" (OSD, 2002, p2).  
 The main issues encountered by organizations attempting to institutionalize and evaluate KM 
programs seem to be the inability to accurately measure the benefits of such an investment, the inability 
of find the best way to manage knowledge in the organization, and most importantly the inability to 
generate buy-in for the system. The lack of a shared understanding of what exactly constitutes such a 
program, and the value gained from it seem to be some of the main inhibitors in attempting to implement 
such a system.  KM has often been referred to as a "fuzzy concept", with confusion about the nature of its 
efforts (Gupta, Pike & Roos, 2002, p02). Nevertheless, the success of the KM system requires an 
understanding of what is being managed, how it is managed and who is utilizing it to achieve which ends.  
 
Evaluating OCLD's Knowledge Management System 
 The challenge of attempting to evaluate a potential KMS for the OCLD program, is that 
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―knowledge is used in different ways in different places‖ (Gupta, Pike & Roos, p6). Moreover, the very 
nature of knowledge differs from person to person and across departments. In this regard the chosen 
evaluation method(s) should be aware of the distinction between tacit and implicit knowledge and should 
show sensitivity towards community building and fostering trust and inclusion. They should also, most 
importantly, seek an alignment with organizational objectives with a focus on how the system will assist in 
facilitating and realizing these objectives. Given that current KM practices are highly subjective and 
understood in a multitude of contexts, we propose utilizing evaluation processes that allow for flexibility, 
adaptation and most importantly those which take into account all aspects of the KM process.  
 Analyzing the needs and desires of OCLD stake-holders supplied through the initial questionnaire 
and survey we understand that the proposed evaluation system needs to support a culture that is at times 
centralized and at times devolved, with a focus on both information technology (IT) as well as on human 
resources. Taking all of the above into account we propose a Total Quality Management (TQM) 
approach, which comprises of a codification strategy centered on the IT resources and a personalization 
strategy centered on the human resources. Therefore the TQM approach utilized will provide the holistic 
and integrated, IT and humanist perspectives necessary for further organizational learning and innovation 
(Gloet, 2002).   
 This TQM approach we feel is appropriate for this specific KM system in that it allows us to 
analyze and measure the success of the system at all levels with a constant focus on the organizational 
objectives. However, prior to implementing such a system it is imperative that the ideological and material 
infrastructure is in place to facilitate its growth and adoption. For this we propose concentrating on the 
following: 

1. Create a shared meaning around the KM system - This will generate more buy in and also assist 
in sustaining the system once its in place 

2. Justify and gain support from top management for a KM budget - This can be done by developing 
a value proposition for KM that's tied to the long and short term organizational strategies 

3. Structure and train the leadership and following necessary to support and sustain the KM strategy 
- This would initially look into the advantages and disadvantages of a top-down or bottom-up 
approach, the roles created in the organization to support these strategies and finally the aspect 
of training and continued development of the employees  

4. Provide the technical support necessary for the KM system - This would include the creation and 
leveraging of intranets, databases and other forms of knowledge sharing technology.    

5. Methods and avenues for feedback and opportunities for rethinking the process, analyzing its 
effectiveness and altering certain aspects of the system when appropriate 

 
 Our TQM approach would look into the value chain of OCLD i.e. each major product or process 
core and asses this in regards to how well it assists in achieving the overarching objectives of the OCLD 
stakeholders.  Evaluation should be conducted at each stage to discover the gaps and potential tensions 
present, allowing for a more refined and narrower approach to seeking solutions.  
 KM is governed by ―the dynamic use of knowledge‖ and as such requires multiple evaluative 
devices to capture the entire system. The most commonly used critical measures of evaluation are 
analysis of costs vs. budgets, and the number of hits on KM websites and databases.  Other such 
measures would be calculating the value of the organization's intellectual capital, including its tacit 
knowledge base. A more comprehensive approach is assessing the quality of the knowledge base which 
includes an analysis of how 'current, accessible and easily updated it is' (Gupta, Pike & Roos, 2002, p07). 
Readings have also suggested that the databases be monitored for useful information and the creation of 
an intermediary who will select which information is included in these KM systems. However, given that 
this is an academic institution encouraging diverse perspectives, we believe this last recommendation 
might adversely affect the inclusiveness and collaboration of the community.  
  
Knowledge Management: Towards a TQM approach 
 In 2002, the Knowledge Management Magazine conducted a series of interviews with several 
industry leaders for their opinions regarding the KM systems in their respective organizations. Larry 
Prusak, director of IBM's Institute for Knowledge Management, illustrated that technology does not cause 
networks, it just enables them (Barth, 2000). He further argued that one of the biggest mistakes in 
designing and implementing KM projects is the treatment of human capital as mere quantifiable resource. 
Prusak suggests that KM managers focus on natural, dynamic networks that organize themselves around 
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communities of practices, rather than pursuing control mechanisms to push knowledge sharing. In a 
manner that almost confirms Mr. Prusak's arguments, Tom Stewart, a member of Fortune magazine's 
board of editors argues that KM should deal with connection rather than collection, and suggests that a 
"simple coffee-maker in the network" can enable great amounts of connecting (Barth, 2000).  
 We define TQM measures as explicit definitions of the characteristics, or comparisons to 
performance criteria of organizational inputs, processes, and outputs, or stakeholder behaviors or 
perceptions. These measures involve the use of symbols (text, numbers, images, etc.) to communicate 
about, and are symbols themselves for, activities in progress, processes, performance, results and 
consequences, responses to these processes and outputs (Lehr & Rice, 2002). Different philosophical 
and theoretical approaches toward TQM will influence what is considered as measurable, how it is 
implemented and analyzed, and what role it plays in organization. In this section we will be exploring the 
TQM approach and demonstrate how it can be applied to KM practices at OCLD.  
 According to Stan Zetie, professor, Knowledge Management Centre at the University of Central 
England, knowledge management systems can be linked to a quality management system on two 
manners (Zetie, 2002). The first way Zetie explores is the efforts of knowledge management in attempting 
to discover the profound knowledge, such act can be juxtaposed to the TQM models continuous effort of 
creating the profound knowledge. The other way Zetie explores is the realization that an organization's 
quality manual is the depository of its process knowledge - what can also be called the embedded 
knowledge. The process of constructing this knowledge is comprised of similar practices that of TQM.  
 The quality approach suggested by Lehr and Rice (2002) argues that actions should be driven by 
the needs and the expectations of the organization's stakeholders. In order to fulfill this goal, the 
emphasis of the KM should be on the processes and people that contribute to the products and services 
used by the stakeholders. In other words, the KM evaluation should assess the efficiency of internal 
processes and supporting employees who fulfill the tasks associate with KM processes. One of the core 
concepts of TQM practice is that it assumes there is always room for improvement and that commitment 
and continual and incremental improvement is necessary.  
 Key features of TQM as illustrated by Lehr and Rice (2002) are: 
 
1. Customer Focus - KM systems needs to clearly and specifically identify the customers and 
stakeholders - both external and internal to the organization. All activity KM generates should be 
supportive of customers' needs and should achieve highest customer satisfaction. It is expected that the 
system will not only meet the needs of the customers, but also exceed the customer's demands, yielding 
ultimate satisfaction.  
 
2. Leadership - Top management support is crucial for the success of TQM models. Leadership should 
promote and propagate both the actions and the conversations around the TQM concepts and practices. 
Also, leadership should become the role model for TQM practices.  
 
3. Communications - There have to be feedback systems for customers, both internally and externally. 
This is a vital necessity of the TQM model, because obtaining information regarding the customer needs, 
expectations, and experiences should come back to the organization through established feedback loops. 
At the same time, the organization should proactively communicate itself, and explore and employ various 
mediums to express itself to the consumers to cultivate a mutual understanding.  
 
4. The use of data - Insights into customer needs must be derived from established and highly reliable 
data resources. Such data should be trackable to explore processes and procedures employed by the 
organization and see their impacts on the customers. In order to grasp a comprehensive picture, the data 
gathered should not be limited to simply qualitative or quantitative, but should be a mixture of both. The 
data should be also gathered on both the consumers and the organization itself, which will allow 
benchmarking practices if possible.  
 
5. Organizational assessment - It is important that the organization initially analyses itself before any 
initiatives take place. There should be internal as well as external analyses of the organization to capture 
a holistic understanding and illustrate potential discrepancies.  
 
6. Continuous improvement - The TQM model realizes that quality does not occur naturally or within a 
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short period of time. There needs to be commitment to long-term change and improvements within the 
organization. Improvements should be seen as an on-going practice and should be welcomed at any 
time.  
 The role of communication in TQM approach is embedded in each of the core concepts of the 
framework. Communication is necessary for the organization in learning about internal and external 
consumer needs and expectations, for convening leadership, for using data and assessment, and for 
continuously identifying and implementing improvement. It is expected that TQM approach will explicitly 
and formally implement communication processes and structures, such as increased feedback across 
levels, explicit and understandable procedures and service requirements, and collection and analysis of 
evidence and related data.  
 TQM approach presumes that intensive self-assessment through measures of current processes, 
as well as external comparative benchmarking, are required for understanding and improving 
organization's capabilities. Such measures are aimed at overcoming habits, traditions, ignorance and 
fragmentation that can be seen in the organizational settings. Measures in TQM should be used to drive 
improvement efforts. Measures should document processes and outcomes, source of problems, causes 
of insufficient quality, and the consequences of changes in these processes. The TQM approach 
assumes that tacit knowledge in organization routines may become identified and communicated through 
designed interactions and processes. The KM should be constantly assessed and each process and its 
consequences should be closely analyzed to avoid any negative improvement.  
 In regards to measurements, it should be noted that measuring the wrong parameters would 
eventually drive the KMS to failure. Quality program activities, such as the number of process 
improvement teams as well as aspects of organizational processes should be considered for 
measurement. Also the organization should avoid compiling too much data, failing to base decisions on 
data, and incomplete and inconsistent measurements.  
 
Evaluation Methods for a potential OCLD Knowledge Management System 
 Below are listed methods for evaluating a potential OCLD KMS incorporating TQM principles.  

 Website Discussion board KM system as a 
whole 

Comments 

Stakeholder 
Focus 

User-friendly 
interface & 
straightforward 
navigation 
 
Customizable 
 
Visually appealing 
(subjective 
judgment) 
 
 

Enable anonymous 
and identifiable (user) 
contributions 
 
Allow for natural flow 
of moderated 
discussions 
 
Minimum censorship 
 
Stakeholders should 
have the ability to 
generate discussion 
threads and 
customize their 
contributions (color, 
fonts) 
 
User-friendly and 
easy to navigate 
 
Allow archiving and 
compilation of past 
records 
 

Should reflect 
stakeholder needs  
 
User-friendly 
interface & 
straightforward 
navigation 
 
Utilize media 
ecologies to provide 
media richness and 
satisfy diverse user 
requirements 
 
Include both a 
technical and a 
humanist approach 
 
System changes 
should be first 
discussed among the 
stakeholders before 
implemented 
 
 

KM systems needs to 
clearly and 
specifically identify 
internal and external 
stakeholders 
 
All activity KM 
generates should be 
supportive of 
stakeholders' needs 
and should achieve 
highest stakeholder 
satisfaction.  
 
 

Leadership OCLD 
Administrators 

OCLD Administrators 
should actively use 

KM system should 
not be forced by the 

OCLD Administrative 
support is crucial for 
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should actively 
use the site and 
promote its use to 
other constituents 
 

the discussion board 
with minimum 
censorship being 
imposed on other 
users 
  
We encourage the 
use of invitational 
rhetoric, given the 
power position of the 
management 
 

leaders upon the 
constituents 
 
Leaders / managers 
should be actively 
engaged in using the 
system themselves 
 
OCLD Administrators 
should demonstrate a 
positive attitude 
towards the KMS and 
promote its usage  
 

the success of TQM 
models. Leadership 
should promote and 
propagate both the 
actions and the 
conversations around 
the TQM concepts 
and practices. Also, 
leadership should 
become the role 
model for TQM 
practices.  
 

Communications  Enable continuous 
feedback on each 
page.  
 
Indicate the 
contact person 
and methods in 
which to provide 
feedback (ex: 
Email, Phone, 
Mail) 

Allow feedback tools / 
channels to 
communicate with 
OCLD and 
moderators 
 
Allow reporting of 
hostile users / 
flamers / 
anonymously  
 
 

System must enable 
diverse 
communication 
methods (F2F, CMC) 
 
Must not be 
restrictive of the 
communication 
abilities of the 
stakeholders 
 
Ongoing feedback 
mechanisms are 
required for every 
level, and at every 
phase of the system 

There needs to be 
feedback systems for 
stakeholders, both 
internally and 
externally. This is 
necessary to the 
TQM model, because 
obtaining information 
regarding needs, 
expectations, and 
experiences should 
come back to the 
organization through 
established feedback 
loops.  
 
 

Use of data Track usage 
patterns 
 
Analyze the 
quality of the data 
/ information in the 
system (subjective 
measurement) 
 
Data-mine based 
on the above 
information – 
these should be 
utilized to justify 
any change in the 
future.  
 
All decisions need 
to be 
substantiated 
using concrete 
data 

Track users and 
usage patterns  
 
Analyze the quality of 
the data / information 
in the system 
(subjective 
measurement) 
 
Mark active users, 
inactive users, 
lurkers, hostile users 
and track changes 
overtime 
 
Track the number of 
new discussions per 
month and the most 
popular topics 
  

Track and analyze 
users and usage 
patterns  
 
Utilize data to support 
change 
 
Measure the quality 
of the system 
(subjective 
measurement) 
 
Avoid repetitive and 
duplication of 
information 
 
Data should be 
updated and archived 
regularly (technical 
systems need to be 
updated daily) 
 
Respect 
confidentiality and 
anonymity  

Insights into 
stakeholders needs 
must be derived from 
established and 
highly reliable data 
resources.  
Such data should be 
traceable to explore 
processes and 
procedures employed 
by the organization 
and see their impacts 
on the stakeholders. 
In order to grasp a 
comprehensive 
picture, the data 
gathered should not 
be limited to simply 
qualitative or 
quantitative, but 
should be a mixture 
of both. The data 
should be also 
gathered on both the 
consumers and the 
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Data should not be 
sold, or lent to other 
organizations 
 

organization itself, 
which will allow 
benchmarking 
practices if possible.  
 

Organizational 
Assessment  

Assess how the 
website affects 
organizational 
operations 
 
Assess if the 
organization and 
customer 
objectives are 
converged and 
satisfied through 
the website 
 
Assess what 
objectives are not 
met and 
reevaluate the 
system 

Assess what 
questions/ 
suggestions arise in 
regards to 
organizational 
operations 
 
Assess if the 
organization and 
stakeholder 
objectives are 
converged and 
satisfied through the 
discussion board 
 
Assess what 
objectives are not 
met and reevaluate 
the system 

Assess how the KM 
system assists the 
organization to 
realize its objective 
 
System should be 
analyzed for its use 
and the way in which 
it operates 
 
Complaints and 
feedback should be 
analyzed carefully to 
see what changes 
are required 
 
KM system should 
maintain the dual 
focus on technology 
and humans and not 
emphasize one over 
the other 
 
A separate 
committee should be 
in charge of 
overseeing the 
system and its 
assessment and 
should include 
members of all 
stakeholders groups 
 

It is important that the 
organization initially 
analyses itself before 
any initiatives take 
place. There should 
be internal as well as 
external analyses of 
the organization to 
capture a holistic 
understanding and 
illustrate potential 
discrepancies.  
 

Continuous 
improvement  

Continuously 
assess what 
objectives are met 
and which are not 
and reevaluate 
and redesign the 
system 
 
System should be 
flexible and 
receptive to the 
feedback provided  
 
Improvements 
should be 
anticipated and 
change should be 
viewed as 

Continuously assess 
what objectives are 
met and which are 
not and reevaluate 
and redesign the 
system 
 
System should be 
receptive to the 
feedback provided 
and be able to adapt 
and change 
accordingly 
 
Any alterations 
should be supported 
by the data gathered 
through the previous 

Change should be 
regarded as 
continuous and 
should lead to 
achieving 
organizational 
objectives 
 
System should be 
receptive to the 
feedback provided 
and be able to adapt 
and change 
accordingly 
 
Any alterations 
should be supported 
by the data gathered 

The TQM model 
realizes that quality 
does not occur 
naturally or within a 
short period of time. 
There needs to be 
commitment to long-
term change and 
improvements within 
the KMS. 
Improvements should 
be seen as an on-
going practice and 
should be welcomed 
at any time.  
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continuous 
 
Any alterations 
should be 
supported by the 
data gathered 
through the 
previous stages  

stages through the previous 
stages 
 
When possible 
benchmarking is 
encouraged required 
as well as the 
observation of best 
practices 
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Appendix A - Knowledge Management Literature Review 
 
Introduction 
 Knowledge management (KM) is considered to be one of the biggest trends in organizations‘ 
ability to effectively use and manage knowledge and intellectual capital (Hibbard, 1997; Hlupic, 
Pouloudi,& Rzevski, 2002; Kakabadse, Kouzmin, & Kakabadse, 2001).  This literature review will serve to 
highlight and define the various key terms, concepts, and approaches to KM. In addition, implications of 
KM, benefits and limitations, will be explored and discussed.   The literature review will also focus 
specifically on the concept of knowledge transfer (KT), tools of KM, and utilizations of KM.  The 
concluding section of the literature review will provide best practice KM initiatives from two different 
organizations in an effort to highlight the benefits of effective KM implementation.  
 

Definitions & Concepts within Knowledge Management 

In order to properly understand the importance of knowledge management (KM), it is first 
necessary to define and differentiate among the follow key terms and concepts in KM: data, information, 
knowledge, tacit knowledge, explicit knowledge, and finally, knowledge management.  In particular, it is 
critical that differentiation between the terms exists as to avoid the interchangeability of terms that are 
inherently very different from one another (Davenport & Prusak, 1998).  
 
Data  

Data is defined as ―a set of discrete, objective facts about events‖ (Davenport & Prusak, 1998, 
p.2). Activities within data include both data collection and the recording of transactions, which are 
typically evaluated in terms of cost, time, access, and comprehension (Davenport & Prusak).  It is 
important to note that while data collects and records transactions; data does not indicate or interpret the 
transaction; therefore, there are no intrinsic connotations evident in data (Davenport & Prusak).  Data‘s 
main contribution is to serve as the foundational building blocks of the conceptualization of information 
(Davenport & Prusak).  
 
Information 
 According to Davenport & Prusak (1998), information takes the form of a message between a 
sender and a receiver, with the purpose of the information being to inform and elicit a response based on 
the receiver‘s perceptions or actions to the communicated message.  The receiver decides whether or not 
to classify the message as information or as communicative noise (Davenport & Prusak).  
 In comparison to data, information holds meaning, relevance, context, and purpose (Davenport & 
Prusak, 1998).  Once data is organized, the following steps take place in the process of transforming data 
into information: contextualization, whereby the rationale for the data collection is provided; 
categorization, in which the units of analyses within the data are identified; calculation, which refers to any 
mathematical or statistics tests run on the data; correction, in which all miscalculations have been 
removed from the data; and condensation, which the data is abbreviated and succinct (Davenport & 
Prusak).  
  
Knowledge 

The following is a widely cited definition of knowledge used in knowledge management literature: 
Knowledge is a fluid mix of framed experience, values, contextual information, and expert insight 
that provides a framework for evaluating and incorporating new experiences and information.  It 
originates and is applied in the minds of knowers.  In organizations, it often becomes embedded 
not only in document or repositories but also in organizational routines, processes, practices, and 
norms (Davenport & Prusak, 1998, p. 5).  

 Davenport & Prusak‘s (1998) definition of knowledge illustrates the fact that the definition of 
knowledge is not standardized, as the various definitions of knowledge reflect the fact that the nature of 
knowledge itself is as multi-faceted as the variety of definitions given to it (Wong & Aspinwall, 2004). 
Knowledge is somewhat challenging to describe, as the culmination of the elements that make up 
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knowledge are often in opposition to one other; while knowledge is ―fluid‖ it is also ―framed‖ and 
structured (Davenport & Prusak, 1998, p.5). 
 As data transforms into information, Davenport & Prusak (1998) state that information transforms 
into knowledge.  This is accomplished through the following steps: comparison, whereby information is 
compared in relevance to familiar situations; consequences, in which repercussions of the information 
affect assessment and proceedings; connections, in which the knowledge is correlated to other 
knowledge areas; and conversation, which refers to how people judge the knowledge and if they choose 
to believe it. 
 Other characteristics of knowledge include the influence that experience has on increasing the 
knowledge stored in order to apply it to new situations (Davenport & Prusak, 1998).  Considering 
knowledge‘s fluidity, it also has the ability to adapt to and deal with complexity, leading to better decisions 
and problem solving (Davenport & Prusak; Kakabadse et al., 2001). Unlike data and information, 
judgments are evident in knowledge, which allow for various ways of thinking about new situations based 
on perceptions and assessments of the environment (Davenport & Prusak; Kakabadse et al.; Nooteboom, 
2000). Furthermore, knowledge contains meaning and values that influence how the knower perceives, 
selects, and organizes knowledge; thus, knowledge can only be comprehended in the social context in 
which the knowledge is created (Kakabadse et al.; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995).  Lastly, Brown (2001) 
states that essential in knowledge is the idea that individuals are participating in the creation of the 
knowledge, and comprehension is thus socially constructed. 
 
Tacit Knowledge 
 Tacit knowledge can be defined in terms of mental models such as ―schemata, paradigms, 
perspectives, beliefs, images of reality and vision of the future, which shape the individual‘s perception of 
the world‖ (Kakabadse et al., 2001, p. 140).  Tacit knowledge is based on individual experiences and the 
creation and sharing of tacit knowledge is particular to a specific context and time (Kakabadse et al.; 
Koskinen, 2004; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995).  Thus, tacit knowledge that has been internalized is hard to 
capture, formalize, and assess unless it is transformed into explicit knowledge; however, tacit knowledge 
often eludes methods of expression (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Koskinen; McBriar, Smith, Bain, 
Unsworth, Magraw, & Gordon, 2003).  
 
Explicit Knowledge  
 Explicit knowledge is usually in the form of words, drawings, plans, or numbers that can be easily 
communicated, controlled, systematically documented, codified, and archived (Kakabadse et al., 2001; 
Koskinen, 2004; McBriar et al., 2003; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995).  Tacit knowledge explains things, while 
explicit knowledge seeks to explain why things work (Koskinen). Furthermore, since explicit knowledge 
can be captured, it is possible to calculate the strength of explicit knowledge in order to assess any gaps 
in knowledge that an organization may have (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; McBriar et al.).  
 
Knowledge Management 

Hlupic, et al. (2002) recognized that the wide variety of definitions in the KM field reveal the fact 
that those working in the field come from diverse backgrounds, thus as a result, the KM field is 
multidisciplinary.  Therefore, depending on the author of the KM literature, the definitions of KM are all 
extremely different. The concise KM definition of ―organizational practices that facilitate and structure 
knowledge sharing among knowledge workers‖ serves as a concise definition for the purposes of this 
paper (Huysman & de Wit, 2004, p. 82).  

While there are countless definitions of KM, there are common characteristics of KM definitions 
among authors.  Hlupic et al. (2002) suggest that KM is the culmination and interdependency of soft 
(organizational), hard (technological), an abstract (philosophical) issues. Much of KM literature suggest 
that the success of KM systems corresponds to the amount of knowledge sharing that occurs in the 
organization as part of a daily routine (Hlupic et al., 2002; Huysman & de Wit, 2004; Nakra, 2000). KM 
also exists in order to retrieve past organizational knowledge in order to make improved solutions and 
decisions by providing the right information at the right time (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Hlupic et al., 
2002; Kakabadse et al., 2001; Nakra, 2002).  

The focus on human contribution in KM is represented in almost all KM definitions (Brown & 
Duguid, 2000; Hlupic et al., 2002; Huysman & De Wit, 2004; Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Kakabadse et 
al., 2001; Liebowitx & Beckman, 1998).  Brown & Duguid state that knowledge lies not in knowledge 
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repositories, but in the individuals within the organization. Other literature concurs with the idea that KM is 
used to manage human intellectual assets in organizations (Brown & Duguid, 2000; Hlupic et al., 2002; 
Kakabadse et al.). 

 
 

Theoretical Underpinnings to Knowledge Management 
 
 Hall et al. (2003) state that currently there is a wealth of KM literature, but no inclusive theoretical 
context that encompassing organizational learning, organizational memory, and KM. Therefore, as there 
is no unifying theory for KM, this section will focus on social exchange theory and game theory‘s 
contributions in understanding KM. 
 
Social Exchange Theory 
 Thibaut and Kelley‘s (1959) social exchange theory is centered on rational choice theory derived 
from economics, and states that an individual‘s relationship contentment is based on that individual‘s 
motivation to share knowledge and be active participants in organizational knowledge sharing.  Therefore, 
Koper et al. (2004) state that social exchange theory is the ideal theoretical framework with which to 
explain individual‘s motivation to share knowledge.  For example, individuals will only take the time to 
share knowledge if they believe that perceived benefits of the reciprocation of their knowledge justifies 
their time and sharing costs; this is based on individual‘s self interest to share (Chua, 2003; Tiwana & 
Bush, 2001).    
 Hall (2001) states that based on social exchange theory, there are four motivational factors that 
influence individuals to choose to share knowledge. The first, personal need, states that individuals will be 
more likely to share knowledge if they get valuable knowledge in return. Secondly, if the sharing is likely 
to improve an individual‘s reputation, an individual will have more motivation to share.  The third 
motivational factor, altruism, motivates individuals to share if the organizational culture is one that views 
knowledge sharing as critical. Lastly, individuals are more likely to share knowledge when there is a 
tangible reward for their contributions.  
 
Game Theory 
 Chua (2003) suggests that game theory has the ability to provide a theoretical structure to 
knowledge sharing.   Game theory, similar to social exchange theory, has roots in economics and 
rationality.  Game theory states that individuals‘ approach to a particular situation and their subsequent 
decision is based on rational strategy (Chua).   Game theory dictates that there are players, choices, 
payoffs, and preferences to payoffs inherent in the choices individuals make.  In other words, the 
behaviors of one player can affect another player‘s outcome.   
 Chua (2003) likens game theory to knowledge sharing because both activities occur within a 
defined social context. Specifically in KM, this occurs in communities of practice. Secondly, both activities 
involve two or more individuals, or players.  Third, in both KM and game theory, individuals choose 
between two decisions, in KM it is the decision of to share or not to share knowledge.  Fourth, individuals 
in both game theory and KM activities will choose the decision that has the highest payoff or reward 
specifically for them.  In KM, individuals must consider the following factors when making a decision to 
share knowledge: value of all participants‘ knowledge; value that would result from collaboration; and the 
value of hoarding the knowledge (Chua). 
 Chua‘s (2003) further findings in relating game theory to knowledge sharing, were that an 
individual‘s choice to share knowledge is driven by the motivation of how high the payoffs to share were.  
However, it is important to note that the payoffs perceived by the individuals are relative only to the social 
environment in which the sharing takes place.  Lastly, Chua found that individuals are more likely to share 
knowledge when others were also engaging in sharing.  
 
 
Approaches to Knowledge Management 
 

There are several approaches and perspectives of KM that include the following: knowledge 
markets, information-based versus people-based KM, and first wave versus second wave KM.  First, this 
section will outline the major trends within the KM field. 
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In the last 20 years, 90% of the jobs in the United States have been in the knowledge services 
sector (Hibbard, 1997). Crawford (1999) estimates that the KM market is projected to increase from $2 
billion in 1999 to $12.2 billion in 2003. Currently, KM services are concentrated in the following fields:  
consulting, implementation support, operations management, and training (Nakra, 2000). 

Presently in organizations, knowledge management (KM) is being instituted at high rates, 
whereby KM is quickly becoming a trend slated as the new managerial cure-all for organizational 
problems (Hlupic et al., 2002; Kakabadse et al., 2001). Throughout the 1990‘s many organizations 
plunged headfirst into developing expensive and elaborate knowledge management systems (KMS) 
without first understanding them (Matson, Patiath, & Shavers, 2003).  

The growing trend in KM can be attributed to the following factors: global and local competition; 
rapid organizational changes; seeking sustainable advantages upon the competitive; and the trend 
towards more streamlined organizations (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Kakabadse et al.). 

Most importantly, KM is being viewed as a means with which to transform intellectual capital into 
valuable assets in order to provide innovative solutions for organizations (Kakabadse et al., 2001).  This 
implication results in a shift from an economically driven organization to organizations based on 
information focused on the ability to manage intellectual capital (Hlupic et al., 2002; Holden, 2001; 
Kakabadse et al.).  
 
Knowledge Markets 
 Currently, KM is viewed as an invaluable asset for organizations; therefore, KM in organizations 
is often viewed in terms of knowledge markets.  Chua (2003) states that the basis of KM markets is 
grounded in economic exchange theory.   Inherent in knowledge markets are buyers, sellers, and 
brokers; all participants in the knowledge market are interdependent on another, forging relationships for 
their own purposes (Davenport & Prusak, 1998).  According to Davenport & Prusak, a successful 
organization depends on a knowledge market in which organizational knowledge is frequently evaluated 
and filtered. 
 Buyers are the individuals that are seeking knowledge in order to solve a problem or overcome a 
challenge (Davenport & Prusak, 1998).  Buyers view knowledge as being valuable in aiding their ailment 
or enhancing positive judgments or skills. 
 Davenport & Prusak (1998) define sellers as those individuals that have a reputation for 
possessing expert knowledge in a particular area, and that either sell their knowledge or are 
compensated by a salary.  However, not all sellers are able to articulate their knowledge in order to sell it 
and other sellers exhibit knowledge hoarding, refusing to sell their knowledge. 
 Lastly, brokers are the gatekeepers that make bridge relationships between the buyers and the 
sellers (Davenport & Prusak, 1998). 
  
Information-based versus People-based Knowledge Management  
 Iverson & McPhee (2002) separated KM approaches in information-based versus people-based.  
Inherent in information-based KM is the codification, archiving, synthesis, and dissemination of 
information.  The fault with this approach lies in the way in which the knowledge is changed into 
information, thereby eliminating contextual meaning found in tacit knowledge and social networks.  
 Conversely, people-based KM approach emphasizes collaboration in KM systems among 
knowers (Iverson & McPhee, 2002).  This approach views knowledge as influenced by social and 
contextual factors that shape the knowers‘ perceptions of knowledge.  People-based KM states that 
knowledge is too complicated to transfer and is knowledge often absorbed, not archived.  
 
First Wave versus Second Wave KM 
 As KM is becoming more readily implemented in organizations, managers have been calling 
attention to the fact that there essentially two levels of KM: first wave and second wave KM.  In first wave 
KM, knowledge is shared with the sole purpose of satisfying upper managerial needs and answers the 
question of how to distribute existing organizational knowledge (Huysman & De Wit, 2004; McElroy, 
2000). Typically knowledge in first wave KM is only shared on an operational level and only when there is 
an opportunity to do so.  Emphasis in first wave KM is on individual human capital, and codified 
knowledge is shared via electronic networks and repositories (Huysman & De Wit; McElroy).   
 Second wave KM is evident when the sharing of knowledge becomes embedded in the daily work 
routines within the organization (Huysman & De Wit, 2004). Shared knowledge is no longer limited to the 
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operational level, but rather both tacit and explicit knowledge is shared at all levels throughout the 
organization and collectively whenever there is a necessity to do so (Huysman & De Wit).  Furthermore, 
social capital and the development of informational relationships aid in achieving sustainable knowledge 
creation through innovation, as opposed to first wave KM‘s focus of imitation (McElroy, 2000). As a result 
of second wave KM‘s focus on knowledge creation, second wave KM is a major source for organizations 
to sustain their competitive advantage (McElroy). 
 Laszlo & Laszlo (2002) suggest the possibility of third wave KM in which the question of ―know-
why‖ is answered through meaning, learning and innovation.  In addition, the democratization of 
knowledge would be a central focus, allowing for ethical equal access to information. 
 
 
Importance of Knowledge Management 
 
 Knowledge creation can happen in any discipline, and although it seems only communication 
scholars are preoccupied with discussing components of knowledge, every field notices the need for 
knowledge access and management techniques.  In the next section, it is necessary to discuss the need 
for knowledge management, the benefits of managing knowledge in organizations, and the new role of 
the knowledge worker. 
 
The Need for KM 

Competitive Advantage 
Because the global economy is changing so quickly, companies are starting to focus on the 

actual running of the business rather than the products the business creates. Intellectual capital is 
becoming America‘s most valuable resource (Nakra, 2000).  KM practices represent an effort to ―make 
the competition irrelevant‖ by creating entirely new markets of these superior intellectual resources 
(Hlupic, Pouloudi, & Rzevski, 2002, p. 91).   In view of this, KM is needed in companies to provide them 
with a competitive advantage over others.  Competitive advantage is based on looking at knowledge with 
a resource-based view (Carlsson, 2003).  Thus, if the knowledge in a company can be converted  into 
products and services, that organization has a competitive advantage (Zack, 1999).    Obtaining a 
competitive advantage offers an organization a more strategic asset for the future (Kakbadse, Kouzmin, & 
Kakbadse, 2001).  

The Shift of Importance from Technology to Knowledge   
There is now a trend for products and services to be knowledge-based and personal in nature. 

This trend is based on the idea that knowledge assets increase with use, while material assets decrease 
with use (Davenport & Prusak, 1998). Companies are now even viewing the management of knowledge 
as a value-adding technique that is more important than advances in technology.  Davenport and Prusak 
(1998) contest that this change in value is occurring because eventually technology will be available to 
everyone and it provides no long-term edge for organizations (Brown & Duguid, 2000). 
 
The Benefits of Effective KM in Organizations 

Service 
 When knowledge is transferred and managed effectively in an organization, everyone in the 
company has access to all of the knowledge they need to do work well.  As the stock of knowledge 
increases, employees are able to provide better service to customers because they have more 
knowledge to provide (Hlupic et al., 2002). 

Employee Morale 
 An increase in the repositories of knowledge also helps create buy-in of the employees: 
―A healthy knowledge market means that employees see that their expertise is valuable and know that 
others in the organization will cooperate with them when they need expert assistance" (Davenport & 
Prusak, 1998, p. 49). 

Organizational Future & ―Freshness‖ 
 Knowledge sharing will not only keep an organization fresh, but will also increase the likelihood 
that an organization will have a future.  If there is no knowledge transfer between professionals, the 
employees will have very specific tasks and there will be no development of renaissance communicators.  
Employee learning does not improve when an organization employs people based on current expertise in 
work, and contracting work from people in this manner a destructive tactic (Cross & Baird, 2000).  
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Eliminating ideas from an organization because they are ―not of expert opinion‖ can potentially stall the 
innovative capabilities of that business.  The future of a company depends on the contribution of ideas 
from fresh perspectives and from ―thinking outside of the box.‖ 

Awareness 
 KM allows users to be more aware of the potential gaps in knowledge transfer. To reveal gaps, 
the knowledge that an organization does not have in order to fulfill its obligations can be juxtaposed with 
the knowledge this organization already possesses (McBriar et al., 2003). A good KM system can reveal 
what knowledge already exits, as well as identify the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats of 
an organization (Hlupic et al., 2002). 
 
The Knowledge Worker 

In every job, there are small day-to-day activities of KM that have to be accounted for. Whether or 
not they are considered ―the management of knowledge,‖ tasks are performed by employees that 
contribute somehow to knowing.  Yet in order to make KM an organizational priority, full-time knowledge 
leaders should be employed. 
 The most popular knowledge-related jobs are knowledge integrators, librarians, synthesizers, 
reporters, and editors (Davenport & Prusak, 1998).  Knowledge workers must be able to ―extract 
knowledge from those who have it, put it in structured form, and maintain or refine it over time" 
(Davenport & Prusak, 1998, p. 110).  Knowledge workers should be technically talented, and they should 
also excel in interpersonal communication interactions. If an employee is extremely talented, he or she 
may be eligible for the role of Chief Knowledge Officer (CKO). The CKO may have numerous 
responsibilities, but success in the technical (creating a KM infrastructure), human (creating knowledge 
culture), and financial fields (showing ROI from these activities) will be the most important for the CKO 
(Davenport & Prusak, 1998). 
 
 
Limitations 
 
 As there are many benefits and advantages of KM, there are just as many limitations. The 
following KM limitations will be discussed: knowledge, employees, management buy-in, organizational 
structure, and culture compatibility.  
 
Knowledge  
 Knowledge‘s innate limitation lies in the ineffectiveness of extracting, codifying, and 
understanding knowledge (Kakabadse et al., 2001; Matson et al., 2003).  Kakabadse et al. state that the 
misunderstanding what KM represents also results in the lack of cohesive definitions.  
 Finding knowledge sources is often problematic in that in addition to gathering internal 
knowledge, organizations are often faced with the problem of acquiring external knowledge sources 
(Kakabadse et al., 2001). However, Matson et al. (2003) state that in limiting themselves to only internal 
knowledge, organizations decrease the quality of knowledge that they could have. Davenport & Prusak 
(1998) assert that the asymmetry of knowledge present in organizations results in a surplus of knowledge 
in one area, and a shortage of knowledge in another.  However, while a certain amount of asymmetry 
must exist in a knowledge market, abnormal asymmetry often disrupts the distribution and dissemination 
of knowledge.  These knowledge gaps also prove to be costly to the organization (Davenport & Prusak). 

Once knowledge is attained, it is hard to classify what is considered valuable knowledge and 
what is not (Matson et al., 2003). Lack of standardized codification instruments contribute to this 
limitation, resulting in various incompatible means of organizing information (Matson et al.). 

Perhaps the biggest limitation of knowledge is the attempt to turn tacit knowledge into explicit 
knowledge (Butler, 2003).  Butler states that the transformation is challenging because the knowers do 
not have the ability both educationally and cognitively to articulate tacit knowledge.  Furthermore, in the 
transition from tacit to explicit knowledge, much of the critical social context of the knowledge is lost 
(Matson et al., 2003). 

Lastly, knowledge can exhibit the characteristics of ―de-knowledging‖ or ―moving down the value 
chain,‖ whereby recedes to data or information classifications (Davenport & Prusak, 1998, p.7).  This 
occurs when knowledge is either no longer useful or understood, and as a result, the knowledge simply 
becomes data once again. 
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Employees 
 Employees can often hinder the implementation and use of KMS in several ways.  First, 
employees often lack the drive, discipline, and motivation to participate in KMS (Huysman & De Wit, 
2004; Kakabadse et al., 2001; Matson et al., 2003). Some employees feel that contributing to the KM 
system is extra work, or employees prefer to work independently in creating solutions (Huysman & De 
Wit). Also, the organizational trend of downsizing has decreased employee loyalty, and has had a direct 
effect on lowering employee motivation (Nakra, 2000). Therefore, management must find a means with 
which to motivate employees with a reward system or incentives for contributing to the KMS (Matson et 
al.). 
 Sometimes motivation is not the issue, but rather the shortage of time to contribute the KM 
system hinders knowledge sharing (Kakabadse et al., 2001).  Many employees claim that they are under 
too many pressures to do their work already without the addition of contribution and knowledge sharing 
(Maston et al., 2003).   
 Finally, employees may exhibit knowledge hoarding in attempt to maintain their current status of 
expert knower and power in a particular knowledge area (Butler, 2003; Kakabadse, et al, 2001; Nakra, 
2000).  Some employees feel that by sharing knowledge and making it public, they jeopardize their job or 
their chance of promotion (Bulter; Nekra).  Furthermore, Matson et al., (2003) suggest that sharing 
knowledge loses value as it becomes public unprotected intellectual property. 
 
Management Buy-in 
 Management support and commitment of KM initiatives must exist in order to have an effective 
KMS (Butler, 2003; Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Kakabadse et al., 2001; Nakra, 2000).  Managers must 
first be convinced of the importance and benefits of KM, along with a KM implementation framework 
(Wong & Aspinwall, 2004).  However, many managers struggle with the concept of knowledge sharing, in 
that managers feel they are giving up the power associated with possessing valuable knowledge 
(Kakabadse et al.). Furthermore, with the introduction of a KM implementation framework, new rules and 
constraints are introduced that managers must also abide to, thus, contributing to managers‘ feelings of 
loss of control (Kakabadse et al.). 
 In addition, 2/3 of IT managers reported that the biggest obstacle in implementing KM systems is 
a result of the lack of management support, inflexibility, and cooperation (Nakra, 2001).  Butler (2003) 
states that KMS need not just technical support, but also social support from management. Furthermore, 
Nakra attributes the lack of management support to management‘s inability to effectively adjust to a new 
business model and disregard the traditional bureaucratic model. Butler additionally adds that managers 
need to stop thinking in the functionalist perspective of seeing employees‘ brains as computers, whereby 
knowledge is only transferred from books and manuals. Butler states that instead, managers should 
adopt a more interpretivist approach to knowledge creation and sharing, realizing that informal 
communication such as storytelling, has the ability to foster knowledge sharing. 
 
Organizational Structure 

Limitations of organizational structure involve the problems that transpire when attempting to 
make the knowledge readily available (Kakabadse et al., 2001). For example, organizations may have 
inflexible organizational structures or the organizations may too fragmented to implement KM systems 
(Kakabadse et al.).  Other limitations in organizational structure such as ineffective means of delivery, 
inconsistent knowledge architecture, and uncoordinated KM systems add to the disarray of organizational 
structures unable to support KMS (Matson et al., 2003). Furthermore, Zack (1999) states that even when 
the proper KMS infrastructure is implemented, it does not guarantee that knowledge will still be shared 
and managed in the most effective manner.  

 
Culture Compatibility 
 Knowledge sharing is a socialization process; therefore, sharing knowledge demands cultural 
changes that many organizations are not willing or able to make (Kernally, 2002; Nakra, 2000).  The shift 
from economic-based culture to a culture grounded in knowledge is a limitation in that the implementation 
of KM will change the way individuals perceive, conceptualize, and organize knowledge (Holden, 2001; 
Nakra).  Furthermore, Tiwana & Bush (2001) further support the influence that culture has in KM 
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initiatives in that knowledge sharing occurs as a result of routines which are essentially cultural norms of 
the organization.  
 In order for KM to work effectively, the organizational climate needs to be one that supports 
collaboration, experimentation, teamwork, trust, and open communication in order to share and create 
knowledge, not a culture that simply orders employees to share (Holden, 2001; Kernally, 2002; Nakra, 
2000). Nakra suggests that great compassion should be used when introducing change in organizational 
culture; employees‘ initial reactions will be that of hesitation as KMS may alter behaviors and redefine 
routines. 
 Finally, the KM initiative must be in alignment with that of the organization‘s objectives, corporate 
mission, and strategies (Kernally, 2002; Nakra, 2000).  Alignment ensures that the relationship between 
the knowledge and the organization‘s strategies is properly communicated to employees so that the effort 
for KM is clear (Nakra). 
 
 
Knowledge Transfer 
 
The Definition 
 Knowledge transfer (KT) should not be confused with KM: "Although the term 'knowledge 
management' implies formalized transfer, one of its essential elements is developing specific strategies to 
encourage such spontaneous exchanges" (Davenport & Prusak, 1998, p. 89).  The degree of difficulty of 
transferring knowledge depends on whether a person is dealing with tacit or explicit information 
(Davenport & Prusak).  Explicit knowledge transfer usually involves static information technology systems, 
while tacit knowledge transfer requires more personal, dynamic elements. 
 
A Model of Knowledge Transfer 
 
 

Socialization Externalization 

 
 
Internalization 
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(Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995).  
 

This model of KT focuses on how one knowledge type can be transformed into another through 
the processes of externalization, combination, internalization, and socialization. The key ingredient to 
knowledge creation and transfer is interaction (Kermally, 2002).  The drawing represents the need to 
change the static routines of people and break the practices that maintain order known as ideology (T. 
Shapiro, personal communication, November 1, 2004). Shapiro (2004) stresses how the model also 
focuses on enhancing utopian practices and shattering the order that dominates the way in which people 
learn in the work environment  
 
How to Approach KT: Effective KT Environments and Conditions 
 Some of the most effective knowledge transfer methods are also the most unrealistic: 
"Companies committed to transferring tacit knowledge often set up formal mentoring programs and make 
passing on knowledge to young employees an explicit part of the job descriptions of skilled senior staff" 
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(Davenport & Prusak, 1998, p.95).  While new employees in the field may not have such  privileged 
learning processes, there are a few guidelines of practice that exist for ensuring a complete knowledge 
transfer. 
 Lenses 

With explicit knowledge in the foreground, the use of lenses in an organizational setting attempts 
to "disentangle knowledge from the tacit background" (Patriotta, 2003, p. 3).  The best way to make the 
transfer from tacit to explicit information is to utilize each lens: review the history and practices of the 
company, scrutinize existing narratives, and investigate any of the breakdowns in the organization 
(Patriotta).  These practices produce discontinuities that allow exposure of knowledge and the 
deconstruction of meaning in the SECI model (Patriotta).  In this way, tacit knowledge turns to explicit 
knowledge, and socialized ways of knowing can be externalized. 
 Frameworks 

For effective KT, a KM system should be implemented using a framework.  This is necessary 
because organizations may overlook the changes that need to be made in managing tacit knowledge 
once there is improved access to explicit knowledge (Wong & Aspinwall, 2004).  According to Wong & 
Aspinwall (2004), setting up a knowledge implementation framework will: 

 Provide people in the organization with a common vocabulary 
 Explain how knowledge will be handled in a systematic manner 
 Expose factors that influence KM (i.e., culture, mission, possible partnerships) 
 Give overall guidance as to what the KM initiative plans to do 
 Ensure all relevant KM issues have been covered 
Task-Based Example 

Investigation of a KT study involving a tool called a TOOM gives insight  
to an effective method of knowledge acquisition.  The study by Croasdell & Paradice (2002) varied 
knowledge type and task complexity to determine the best conditions in which to obtain knowledge.  
Results from the study indicate that information systems help capture knowledge by creating a task-
based method of knowledge collection, and this knowledge is the richest when both tacit (historical, in this 
case) and procedural knowledge is provided.  The combination of tacit and explicit knowledge is 
especially valuable for learning information when the task at hand is of high complexity. 
 
The Benefits of Knowledge Transfer 
 One of the major benefits of transferring knowledge is that organizations avoid wasting time on 
―reinventing the wheel‖ and replicating past efforts (Kermally, 2002).  Once knowledge is captured, 
codified, and transferred efficiently, it can be easily utilized to promote innovation, build trust of 
participants via collaboration, speed up the process of decision-making, and promote the transfer of best 
practices (Kermally). Additionally, good knowledge transfer throughout all units succeeds in creating a 
natural knowledge setting that can ease the induction of new staff members (Kermally). As mentioned, it 
also greatly contributes to the financial success of the company via a competitive advantage.  
 
Forces that Prevent Efficient KT 
 There are many situations in which the knowledge flow in an organization is stunted before it 
reaches its spreads final destination.    KT specifically becomes a problem when one considers that 
individuals have different needs and interests when it comes to engaging in knowledge sharing practices 
(Huysman & de Wit, 2004).  Many people feel the need to be innovative and to develop their own 
solutions to knowledge problems, while others feel that they need multiple examples of best practice at 
their disposal in order to create solutions (Huysman & de Wit).  Some individuals partake in knowledge 
hoarding because they feel that if they give away their knowledge there is a subsequent loss of power 
(Huysman & de Wit).  KT can suffer if a company runs under a problem-driven framework, for the sharing 
of knowledge will only occur if it is deemed absolutely necessary (Huysman & de Wit).  Balanced 
knowledge sharing is a prerequisite to adequate knowledge transfer. The key factors that can prevent 
knowledge sharing success are incompleteness of information, asymmetry of knowledge, and localness 
of knowledge (Davenport & Prusak, 1998). 

Incompleteness of Information 
Some of the problems that arise in organizations are novel or complex, and the information about 

where the solutions reside in an organization may be difficult to locate (Davenport & Prusak, 1998). It is 
possible that explicit knowledge material simply may not be available for employee review. 
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Asymmetry of Knowledge 
One department in an organization may be more based on abstract tactics in order to perform job 

requirements. At the same time, another sector of the company may have large explicit informational 
stores.  The inequality of amount and type of information located between departments of an organization 
may create many knowledge gaps (Davenport & Prusak, 1998). 

Localness of Knowledge 
This concept counters the assumption that individuals will expend large amounts of energy on the 

search for optimal knowledge (Davenport & Prusak, 1998).This view states that individuals are solely 
focused on obtaining knowledge at the operational level (Huysman & de Wit, 2004). Because individual 
knowledge is easier to evaluate, management may even encourage the importance of individual 
knowledge rather than collective knowledge and operational knowledge over optimal knowledge  
(Huysman & de Wit).  This ―good enough‖ knowledge approach can lead to lower market efficiency and 
can lower the value of the company as a whole (Davenport & Prusak, 1998, p. 41). 
 If knowledge remains local, there will be no collective acceptance of knowledge and it will be 
harder to decide what knowledge is actually pertinent to transfer throughout the organization (Huysman & 
de Wit, 2004).  Dispersed learning can help solve the human problem of codification of worthless 
knowledge that is not in alignment with company goals (Holden, 2001). 
 
 
Tools 
 
The Human Use of Tools 

The tools of KM represent the actual technologies that attempt to increase the feasibility that 
knowledge will be transferred in an organization.  Specifically, tools are used to document processes 
(Bou & Sauquet, 2004). Tools can provide information repositories, but there is a danger in equating the 
availability of information with the value of information. Additionally, the focus on documenting process 
does not take actual practice into account (Brown & Duguid, 1991). As Brown & Duguid (2000) note, it is 
a myth that access to information via a digital agent is sufficient to pursue organizational goals.  Although 
it is assumed that networks can help connect people with knowledge, "the medium turns out not to be the 
message and does not even guarantee that there will be a message" (Davenport & Prusak, 1998, p. 19).   

 The reason there is a disparity between the existence of information and the existence of 
knowledge is because the potential of expert systems can never be fully known without human action 
(Davenport & Prusak, 1998).    The joint work between technology and social networks supporting human 
knowledge is the key to truly "knowing" (J. S. Brown, personal communication, October 12, 2004).  
Neither tools alone, nor the total rejection of tools can create the ideal organizational environment (Brown 
& Duguid, 2000).  With the coupling of human participation and artificial aspects, the gap between 
referential and experiential knowledge can be reduced. 
Kinds of Tools 
  Characteristics of tools cannot always support every function for how knowledge should be 
managed (Hlupic et al., 2000). For example, Bou & Sauquet (2004) note that a documenting tool cannot 
always make practice explicit, and there will always be a gap between tacit reality and explicit reality.  At 
the same time, a tool used solely for synchronous communication cannot store valuable practices in a 
thorough manner.  According to the categorization of Laudon & Laudon (1999), there are four kinds of 
tools: those that support knowledge sharing, those that support knowledge distribution, those that capture 
and codify knowledge, and those that create knowledge.  Below is a list of tools, although not exhaustive, 
that are mentioned and utilized in organizational settings (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Hlupic et al., 2002; 
McKnight, 2001; Straus, Miles, & Levesque, 2001) .  The tools are placed in the appropriate groups 
based on their main function, yet the authors recognize that a few tools may have overlapping roles. 
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Support Knowledge 
Sharing 

 
Support Knowledge 
Distribution 

 
Support Knowledge 
Creation 

 
Support Knowledge 
Capture and 
Codification 

 
Groupware  
Internets 
Intranets 
Recorded narratives 
Lexis/Nexis 
Repositories 
 

 
Electronic calendars 
Desktop databases 
Desktop Publishing 
Email 
Telephone 
IM 
 

 
Investment workstations 
Computer Assisted 
Drawing (CAD) 
Virtual Reality 
Video conferencing 
Grooveware 
 

 
Neural networks 
Intelligent agents 
 

The Functions of Specific Tools 
 While the above list of tools is general, there are a few specifically named tools that are worth 
describing. 

Case-Based Reasoning (CBR) 
 Case-based reasoning is the pairing of narratives and the codification of knowledge on computers 
(Davenport & Prusak, 1998).  Applications that resemble CBRs are help functions and trouble-shooting 
databases involving customer service. 

Lotus Notes 
  Lotus Notes features database management, discussion groups, and databases for remote use 
(Davenport & Prusak, 1998). One of the major elements of this program is that there is a replication 
feature in which a person can view information offline. 

GrapeVINE 
 This application conducts searches through a knowledge map, defined as a "hierarchical map of 
an organization's knowledge terms and relationships" (Davenport & Prusak, 1998, p. 133).  This practice 
involves the use of a "knowledge editor" who codifies data based on priority. 

Neural Networks 
 These quantitative networks use statistics to make conclusions about data (Davenport & Prusak, 
1998). They are usually described as being "smart" networks. 
 
Limitations and Problems with Tools 
  As previously noted, different tools have different functions, and no one tool can contain every 
capability.  Thus, a tool that is designed specifically for system flexibility may not support the issues of 
knowledge reuse.  A result of this system flexibility could cause a deterioration in codified knowledge and 
subsequently a loss of standardized and ready-made solutions for employees (Huysman & de Wit, 2004).   
  Match 
 The culture of the organization has to be in alignment with the principles of the employees in 
order for the effective implementation of a tool.  If a system depends heavily on knowledge sharing for 
proper functioning, yet the employees participate in knowledge hoarding, the tool will never become 
beneficial (Huysman & de Wit, 2004). 

Dependency 
 Individuals or groups of people may become too dependent on one tool, as noted by Huysman et 
al. (2003) in their investigation of "media stickiness."  Employees may appropriate tools in such a rigid 
way that they limit their interactions (Huysman & de Wit, 2004.).  Although people engage in this practice 
to create a comfortable routine; communication processes can no longer adapt as a result (Huysman et. 
al, 2003; Moffet, McAdam, & Parkinson, 2004).  Thus, if a team picks an inappropriate tool, they will 
continue to use it regardless of its efficacy. It is also possible for people to become dependent on a 
certain type of knowledge provided by a tool, and as a result the importance of codified knowledge can 
supersede the importance of situated knowledge (Huysman & de Wit)   

Biased Data Input 
 Because the maintenance of knowledge stores is sometimes the responsibility of only one 
person, the way in which knowledge is documented is value-laden.  As a result, the transfer of knowledge 
to re-users may not be complete or relevant (Dixon, 2004; Markus, 2001).  The best way to solve this 
problem is to gain collective acceptance by codifying knowledge within a team, or have the team that 
originally created the knowledge translate the knowledge as well (Dixon, 2004; Huysman & de Wit, 2004). 



 42 

Utilization of KM Applications 
 

Although there are a vast amount of practical KM mechanisms that are currently being utilized, 
there are only a few that have been thoroughly tested and explained by more than one author.  In order to 
provide a general overview of the applicability of KM mechanisms, the following trends will be discussed 
in detail: Communities of practice, document management, and virtual teams. 
 
Communities of Practice (COPs) 

COPs represent informal interactional groups of people that form based on common interests and 
common goals (Davenport & Prusak, 1998).  These communities work in natural knowledge settings and 
succeed in engaging participants to negotiate meaning (Iverson & McPhee, 2002).   As described by 
Wenger (1998), the characteristics of COPs are mutual engagement, shared repertoire, and negotiation 
of joint enterprise.  According to Iverson & McPhee (2002), the three terms can be described as the 
following: 

Mutual Engagement:   
Based on interaction, this characteristic explicates the way in which individuals negotiate 

practices and meanings. In mutual engagements participants can offer insights, adopt others‘ practices, 
and critique others‘ practices. 

Negotiation of a joint enterprise:  
This represents the main purpose of the interaction in COPs.  The purpose of an enterprise can 

define the significance of the project, shape the practices of the individuals, and allow the individuals to 
view things from a larger context.  An explicitly communicated goal adds to the mutual accountability that 
allows for the construction of knowledge in a purposive manner. 

Shared Repertoire:  
This category represents the set of resources that people use in a community in the process of 

meaning creation. The resources include stories, jargon, theories, and all other forms of communication 
that may be relevant to the group. 

  COPs are not necessarily work groups as they may exist independent of organizational 
boundaries (Iverson & McPhee, 2002).  COPs are capable of expressing uniquely held information 
because the individuals in a COP have the privilege of interacting face-to-face (Cramton, 1994). Although 
COPs are often viewed by others as unnecessary because they rely on informal knowledge, these tacit 
knowledge transfer groups are an asset to be preserved.  Supporters of COPs contest that there is too 
much focus on measurable work, and the value of these communities is becoming invisible.  They claim 
that interactional knowledge is just as important, if not more important, than informational knowledge 
(Iverson & McPhee).  One of the most important functions of COPs is that they help to facilitate 
spontaneous exchanges, which are key components of KT.  This KT can provide insight to the ways in 
which other individuals solve problems, which in turn can add to overall organizational memory (Cross & 
Baird 2000). 

 
Document Management 
 Documents are useful as knowledge repositories because they are important indicators of project 
management history, as they can keep track of activities, milestones, resources, responsibilities, and 
authorizations (Amami & Beghini, 2000).  Documents are also provide complex linkages between these 
various aspects of projects (Amami & Beghini)  In essence, DM improves the management of ideas and 
provides a place for long-run memory of an organization. 
 For Use in Project Teams 
 With documents and their data repository features, project teams have rich information at their 
reach (Amami & Beghini, 2000).  Yet, this information needs to be efficiently and effectively managed for 
re-use.  The management of these documents may include the review and update of their components to 
keep all information relevant and correct.  Additionally, future teams may discuss the information eligible 
to be documented so that documents are not as viewed as such a static tool.  As described in a study by 
Bou & Sauquet (2004), documents produced a ―knowledge-sharing situation where a common 
understanding of practice was developed through shared meanings that were the result of concept 
discussions among others‖ (p. 43).  The knowledge making from the documents can thus be personalized 
to the group, and can become a representation of ―collective knowledge‖ if discussed by the members. 
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Criticisms exist explicating that documentation does not really reflect how work is done (Bou & 
Sauquet, 2004).  Documents in terms of knowledge should be viewed as helping employees not by 
inventing a new practice, but by acting as guidelines for future practice.  Documented practices should 
not be taken as reality; in order to have success in re-use of knowledge, team members should adapt the 
knowledge that is provided in the databases rather than blindly adopt (Dixon, 2004). 

 
Virtual Teams 
 Virtual teams consist of groups of dispersed people who interact using computer-mediated 
communication and have developed a sense of community in the virtual world (Blanchard, 2004).   The 
people in virtual teams may be separated temporally, spatially, or both; individuals collaborate without the 
confines of physical co-presence (Huysman et. al, 2003).  There are cited benefits about this distance 
between workers, and there are equally as many problems that are attributed to this factor. 

Benefits of Virtual Teams 
 Virtual teams allow for greater access to business people who are not in the same proximity 
(Spears & Lea, 1994). The fact that workers are expanding their experiences and working with non-local 
partners increases their influential abilities (Spears & Lea, 1994).  Additionally, virtual teams maximize the 
use of scarce resources when they seize international opportunities (Cramton, 2001).  Virtual teams, as a 
computer mediated communication application, can be seen as a site of resistance to traditional politics 
(Spears & Lea, 1994), for it releases one from the influences and proximal powers of a group.  Because 
there is barely any social regulation, there are reduced power cues (Spears & Lea).  The anonymity of the 
situation may also reduce any evaluation anxiety that can occur in face-to-face interactions.  Lastly, 
asynchronous communication call allow group members assessment (reaction) time and message-
crafting time (Warkintin, 1997) 

Drawbacks of Virtual Teams 
Rather than reducing power cues, Spears & Lea (1994) found that computer communication 

actually reinforces power relations because the social cues that are embedded  can still imply status of 
the user.  Global teams lack socially contextual information about each other, and because there is a lack 
of contemporality and sequentiality  there are high ―understanding costs‖ associated with the use of the 
computer-mediated communication (Friedman & Currall, 2003, p.1328).  Additionally, the lack of cues can 
provoke a team member to enact the principles of attribution theory and increase the likelihood of 
recognizing attributes as dispositional rather than situational (Cramton, 2001).  There would be an overall 
lack of situational cues, and if a technological problem occurs a person may assume his or her co-worker 
is not reliable (rather than blame the tool). This lack of situational information inhibits trust in team 
members (Cramton).   

Asynchronous communication is considered dangerous by some authors because of this so-
called assessment time that members are given to craft messages. Friedman & Currall (2003) insist that 
asynchronous communication can easily be misinterpreted, and the silence of a member may actually 
cause conflict escalation. These authors contest that the anonymity feature of CMC that supposedly helps 
virtual teams may actually weaken interpersonal binds between people, because not only does CMC 
reduce self-awareness, it also reduces the actual information that one party gets about another (Friedman 
& Curall).   

Another limitation of virtual teams and their use of CMC is that the maintenance of mutual 
knowledge is more difficult based on the fact that not all information will be made available to all members 
(Cramton, 2001).  This is due to human and technological errors, as well as the fact that when teams are 
virtual, it is hard to know who has the required knowledge and expertise, where knowledge and expertise 
are located, and where knowledge and expertise are needed (Alavi & Tiwana, 2002).  It is also possible 
that members of the teams will incorrectly assign social categories to others, as assumptions of 
knowledge based on professional status or organizational membership are not complete (Cramton). 
Cultural and organizational differences may actually be more important than job title in defining how 
people work. Finally, teams working in a setting that is virtual  may not be able to easily integrate their 
specialized knowledge, and this can lead to poor interactions and constrained transactive memory (Alavi 
& Tiwana). 
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Best Practices 
 
 The importance of studying best practices of KM assists in gaining a more thorough 
understanding of not only KM, but also what KM initiatives an organization‘s competitors are doing (Zack, 
1999).  Kermally (2002) adds that benchmarking your organization‘s KM initiatives against other 
organizations results in the following: guidelines for improvement, increase competitive awareness, 
establishment of possible collaborations with other organizations, helps to identify the weaknesses of 
your organization, and fosters innovation. 
 This section will outline two KM best practice cases involving Xerox and the US Army in an 
attempt to learn useful lessons pertaining to KM initiatives.  It should be noted that KM literature 
specifically pertaining to university settings was scare, and only encompassed failed KM initiatives (Hall, 
2003; Heiskanen & Assinen, 2003). 
 
Xerox 

 Xerox gained popularity with their organizational identity as ―the document company‖ in the late 
1980‘s (Kernally, 2000).  As a result, Xerox saw the possibilities of KM initiatives in their organization to 
be an innate extension of their current document management.   

Xerox first and foremost, recognized that they wanted KM initiatives to improve both customer 
service and financial performance; however, they made sure that any KM initiatives that they 
implemented would be reflective of Xerox‘s business strategy (Kernally, 2000).  Secondly, Xerox 
analyzed all the implications, underlying interests, and drivers that a KMS would have on the 
organization.  Next, Xerox established a library of best practice KM case studies in an effort to learn from 
other organizations.  After management had had time to go through their newly established KM library, 
Xerox began helping employees understand KM and the benefits associated with KMS, thereby creating 
both consistency in KM definition and a shared vision for Xerox. 

While Xerox had many beneficial KM initiatives, their first initiative Eureka, was a KM effort based 
on the business requirement to share intellectual capital (Kermally, 2002).  Eureka established a 
knowledge repository in which knowledge was shared and created among 25,000 Xerox representatives 
around the world.  Xerox managers felt that the main function of Eureka was to publicize narratives and 
personal solutions to problems so that other representatives could learn from other‘s mistakes and cut 
time spent crafting independent solutions.  Xerox estimates that it saved 5-10% on labor and parts costs 
as a result of the Eureka initiative, and increased Xerox‘s learning curve by over 300% (Brown, 2001; 
Kermally).   

Furthermore, Xerox praises Eureka as being entirely self-sustaining in terms of knowledge 
creation and knowledge sharing (Kermally, 2002).  Representatives are able to contribute knowledge at 
their own pace whenever they have time.  There are also no penalties for not contributing; however, the 
motivation for contributing is the recognition that representatives receive from management for creative 
solutions.  In addition, Eureka contributes to improving Xerox‘s social capital by establishing means for 
representatives to get to know one another (Brown, 2001). 

One of the key lessons to take away from Xerox‘s KM best practice is Xerox‘s ability to educate 
employees about KM, resulting in the alignment of collective thinking with a shared goal. (Kernally, 2002).  
Perhaps most importantly, throughout all the KM initiatives that Xerox implemented, management was 
supportive and critical in terms of implementation and communication of changes.  Xerox admits that their 
KM initiatives are far from perfect as they would like to build communities of practice, increase knowledge 
sharing, and find improved ways of gaining financial assistance for KM initiatives (Kermally).     
 
US Army 
 The US Army has been using paper-based KM strategies for over 200 years, aided by a KMS 
that is a highly standardized structure for transforming tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge (Lausin et 
al., 2003).  The Army has very ordered ways of handling knowledge, whereby everyone follows the same 
set of rules when collecting, categorizing, classifying, and storing knowledge, regardless of the 
substance, source, or receiver (Lausin et al.). The highly standardized KMS of the Army is also beneficial 
in that reassignments within or across departments is common; therefore, a successor to a new position 
can easily understand the coding and communication of the previous worker in that it is all based on the 
established standards of communication within the Army.   
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 Lausin et al. (2003) assert that the US Army also is organized for learning, meaning the Army‘s 
foundation of KM lies in the ability to practice and facilitate effective communication throughout the chain 
of command.  In the Army, each department is linked to one another and contributes to the larger KMS; 
as a result a ―virtual cycle of knowledge sharing‖ ensues (Lausin, et al., 2003, p.219).  Furthermore, in an 
attempt to counter information overload, information is organized and shared in manageable amounts 
(Lausin et al.). 
 The US Army highly values the use of face-to-face communication in order to establish trust and 
improve knowledge sharing (Davenport & Prusak, 1998).  For example, the Center for Army Lessons 
Learned (CALL) asks experts to observe actual military operations to provide feedback to the soldiers 
about what was positive and negative.  Furthermore, the Army also has an After Action Review (AAR) 
program that asks a group of soldiers for a response about a particular situation based on their 
knowledge.  AAR recognizes that it is important that the soldiers learn from their mistakes, and possess 
the ability to establish a relationship between knowledge and decisions.   
 At first, the US Army had dismissed technology to aid in KM initiatives, as they view technology to 
be an enabler, not a prerequisite to an effective KM system (Lausin et al., 2003).  However in recent 
years, the Army had realized the potential of technology in KM and has selected a KM software called 
Entrieva to devise customized taxonomies for the Army‘s 100 communities of practice (Lausin et al., 
2003).  Entrieva incorporates both structured knowledge found in databases, and unstructured knowledge 
found in email, text files, and PowerPoint.  Entrieva will be instituted in the Army‘s portal – Army 
Knowledge Online, and will serve to grant access to shared knowledge to more than 1.2 million users.  
Through Entrieva, users will be able to not only browse and search through knowledge, but also uncover 
relationships, trends, and patterns.   
 Recently, the US Army has signed a contract with Groove for use of its Groove Virtual Office 
program for communication, collaboration, and knowledge sharing within and across departments (Author 
Unknown, 2004).  Groove software will support the Army‘s Battle Command Knowledge System (BCKS), 
which aims to share knowledge for improved decision making by contributing narratives and personal 
experiences of soldiers to foster a learning organization in which communities of practices are 
constructed for soldiers with similar experiences. 
 The first key lesson to be learned from the US Army is that organizations can benefit from the 
Army‘s process of standardizing all forms of communication and knowledge processing which allow for 
unification within a KM system (Lausin et al., 2003). Furthermore, organizations can learn that they do not 
need to rely on technology in order to have an effective KMS.   
 
Conclusion 
 

This literature review has outlined the definitions, theories, applications, importance, limitations, 
knowledge transfer, tools, utilization of tools, and best practices for the field of knowledge management.  
There is no perfect implementation for any new knowledge management initiative, and following the rules 
and procedures utilized in best practice does not guarantee successful knowledge transfer (Bou, 2004).  
The dance between individual and collective sense-making can only be achieved with the employment of 
multiple methods of knowledge transfer, and it is necessary that the human elements in the organization 
are constantly made a priority so that innovation and originality can still exist. 
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Appendix E - Infrastructure Audit 
 
Interview Summary 
Below are key points from an interview with Kevin Thorton, Manager Multimedia Production Facilities 
conducted on September 25, 2004 to determine current IT infrastructure at Ithaca College Park School.  
 
Existing Hardware / Software 

 Currently the Park School has 97 computers (approx) in the labs (including grad lab)  

 All computers have been updated as of Summer, 2004 (except the grad lab). 

 Park School changes them every 3 years. 

 Platform(s) used - PC and Mac 

 32 Macs, 65 PCs- Not counting editing suites and uses Pentium 4 

 Special equipment – computers PK 219 are set up to run Final Cut Pro.  
 
Peripherals  

 All computers are equipped with DVD players (only external burners in PK 219), CD players / 
Burners / Zip discs (PC‘s only, not the Macs.). Floppy drives are no longer supported. 

 Up gradation takes place once in every 3 years. 

 Additional peripherals  
 Speakers   
 Web-cam   
 Microphones – Only in PK 275 (around 18 computers) 
 Internet            
 Scanners           
 Printers             

 Computer memory - 512 MB RAM 

 Hard drive space - 40 Gig 

 Software –Microsoft products, Adobe, Final Cut Pro, and many others 
 
Plans for future 

 Hardware - Will be replaced every 3 years. 

 Software - Replaced, as curriculum needs change. Often using Capital funds. 
 

Budget 

 Current budget for hardware / software- Capital requests are turned in and voted on by the 
Technology Planning Committee. 

 Budget for maintenance – None.  

 Budget for infrastructural facilities - Capital budget. The amount changes every year. 
 
Infrastructure 

 Network used – LAN 

 Potential for wireless – Currently ITS only allows wireless in the library at this point. Wireless can 
only be used on laptops provided by the library. 

 Internet connection speed - T3  
 

Procedure for budget approval (personal communication, Ari Kissilioff, September 26, 2004) 
Generally there is no set budget allocated for the Park School for the purpose of upgrading / adding 
technology. It is usually examined on a case-by-case basis. 

 Need for new / upgrade of software arises. 

 Concerned faculty proposes to the Technology Planning Committee the new/ updates of software 
/ hardware / peripherals. 

 Committee reviews proposal – decides whether the requirement is justified and fits in the budget. 
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Did you know?  
Many campuses have been providing individual students with their own laptops. Several example 
programs include:  
Hartwick College: http://www.hartwick.edu/ 
Remington College: http://www.remingtoncollege.edu/honolulu/ 
Albertson College: http://www.albertson.edu/ 
University of Minnesota, Crookston: http://www.crk.umn.edu/technology 

 
 
Supporting Knowledge Management Software 
 
Listed here is software that can be used to support the KM system.  There are several different varieties 
of bibliographic software available on the market. The majority of these allow you to create, search and 
compile bibliographies. Below the major bibliographic software products and their major features are 
listed. Prices for the software and the company‘s webpage is listed for more information.  
 
 
Endnote Version 8.0: 
This product is used mostly for personal use.  

 Can create unlimited databases of any size. 

 Can label each reference using 52 fields for entering reference data.  

 Can sort references based upon field data.  

 Can use Endnote‘s features to directly search an Endnote created bibliography using a variety of 
fields or search fields.  

 Can use endnote to directly search many online bibliographic databases, including ISI Web of 
Science, the Library of Congress, and many Ovid databases, as well as online university course 
catalogs.  

 Searches can be saved and loaded into Endnote.  

 Includes hundreds of import filters, specific import filters can be designed. 

 References can be ―dragged and dropped‖ directly into Endnote, without any other importation.  

 Can print and preview bibliographies in over 1000 bibliographic styles.  

 Can directly link the bibliographic reference to actual pdf file of article or chapter. (Note: this may 
infringe on copyright laws if not for personal use.) 

 Endnote can be run on a network.  

 Can be run on both Windows and Mac platforms.  
Cost: For Windows or Mac platforms, software prices run from about $239.95-$299.95, upgrades are 
normally run $89.95-99.95. Additional licenses are required to run the software on more than 1 computer.  
More information is available on Endnote‘s website: www.endnote.com 
 
 
ProCite:  
 This product is used mostly for collections and collection development.  

 Search for references on the internet directly through ProCite from over 200 public Internet 
libraries.  

 Can import text files from online, CD-ROM, and many other data services.  

 Compatibility with Web of Science (citation database), Current Contents Connect (current 
awareness database), and Discovery Agent (alerting service). 

  Can link directly to the article from the reference.  

 Can be searched using a variety of fields.  

 Bibliographies can be sorted using pre-determined fields, or you can set your own.  

 Has advanced duplication deletion.  

 Functionality is very similar to most Windows applications.  

 Supports output styles for hundreds of journals.  

 Can be networked, allowing some users to have access to read-only versions of the database.  

http://www.crk.umn.edu/technology
http://www.endnote.com/
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 Can be used on both Windows and Mac platforms.  
Cost: For Windows or Mac platforms, software prices run from about $239.95-$299.95. Additional 
licenses are required to run the software on more than 1 computer.  
More information is available on ProCite‘s website: http://www.procite.com/ 
 
Reference Manager:  
  This project is used mostly for workgroups and other networked groups.  

 Search for material directly from Reference manager.  

 Exports references from Current Contents and Discovery Agent.  

 Functionality is similar to most Windows applications. 

 Allows for spell-checking and customizable dictionaries.  

 Can export bibliographies to the web easily using Reference Managers Web-publishing tool.  

 Formats bibliographies into hundreds of bibliographic styles.  
 
Cost: Pricing is based on the number of concurrent users or workspace options. For Windows or Mac 
platforms, software prices run from about $239.95-$299.95. Additional licenses are required to network 
the software. More information is available on Reference Manager‘s website: http://www.refman.com 
  
 
RefViz:  
 RefViz is bibliographic software that allows reference literature to be presented visually.  

 Presents reference information in a graphical way to show relatedness of articles and subjects.  

 Allows researchers to search for a wider category of references based on relatedness.  

 Works with the search results from many popular databases, including ISI Web of Science, 
OCLCO, PubMed, and many other types of bibliographic software (ProCite, EndNote, and 
Reference Manager).  

Cost:  For Windows or Mac platforms, software prices run from about $179.95.  Additional licenses are 
required to network the software. More information is available on RefViz‘s website: www.refviz.com 
 
 
WriteNote:  
 Used primarily to find and organize resources. 

 Allows users to create, collect, and organize references. 

 Can format references and footnotes in hundreds of publishing styles.  

 Work entirely in Windows, Macintosh and Linux web-browsers.  

 Users can work from any computer.  

 Can import references from over 250 content providers.  

 Formats bibliographies using RTF files.  
Cost: Cost is dependent upon how many users an organization provides for.  More information is 
available on WriteNote‘s website: www.writenote.com 
 

 
Products available from Biblioscape Products: 
 
Biblioscape: 

 Organizes references 

 Allows references to be posted on the internet. 

 Automatically generates citations 

 Searches and captures Bibliographic data on the internet.  
Cost: Ranges from $49-$600 based upon features necessary. 
 
BiblioWeb:  

 Contains all basic features of bibliographic software. 

 Operates through a web-browser.  
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 Ideal for groups.  

 Allows differences between read-only accounts and write accounts. 

 Can add, edit, delete, import, format, and export through the web browser.  

 Supports a threaded discussion forum.  
 
BiblioExpress 
BiblioExpress is a freeware program that can be run from a floppy disk. It has a similar look and feel as 
Biblioscape. Can format records into APA, MLA, and ACS styles.  
 
Programs are also available that allow Biblioscape-type products to work on Palm and Pocket computers.  
 
Other types of bibliographic Software which are occasionally used include:  
(Many of these systems are older versions and may not be compatible with newer operating systems or 
hardware.) 
 

o Papyrus  
o Bookends  
o Library Master  
o Citation  
o Bibliographica 

 
 
 

Calendar Systems 
 
Several Calendar Systems are currently available on the market. Many of these are available as part of 
larger systems. 
 
Oracle Calendar 
Oracle Calendar is a part of the Oracle Collaboration Suite, this includes: 

 Web conferencing 

 Content management 

 Email 

 Voicemail 

 Calendar 
All tools are integrated to work together. You can store and search for the information you need, when 
you need it, using the power of Oracle Database. Your employees get integrated tools that let them 
communicate anytime, anywhere, with any device. 
 
 
 

Organizational Systems 
 
Organizational systems run in addition to other management software. They allow for computerized 
searching of online/intranet documents, extraction of relevant data, and reviewing by all system users.  
 
grapeVine 
o grapeVINE creates a knowledge chart, an outline of a list of items about which a company wants to 

accumulate knowledge.  
o One person administers or maintains the chart, but any number of people can help compile it 
o grapeVINE works by comparing the content of documents on your company's intranet and other data 

sources. When it finds a match, an extract of the document is placed in a central database that‘s 
hierarchy matches the submitted outline. The extract links to the location of the entire document. 

o Allows browsing of entire database 



 53 

o Employees can set up a personal interest file, which allows grapeVINE to alert you only to the most 
relevant documents. 

o Can change alert level on documents to notify your colleagues of things of critical importance.  
o Can run in concert with Lotus Notes and many other types of knowledge management software. 
Cost: Dependent on size of organization. More information is available at: 
http://choo.fis.utoronto.ca/iss/km/Grapevine.ja.html 
 
File Systems  
File systems organize files and make them available to multiple users at the same time. They are server 
run and make certain procedures, including backups, easier.  
 
Coda  
Coda is a system that allows for file sharing that was developed at Carnegie Mellon. It boasts several 
features, including: 

 Greater security than many other systems including authentication, encryption and access control 

 Server replication 

 Network bandwidth adaptation 

 Currently only available on older Windows operating systems and on Linux. 
 
Cost: Open-source. More information is available at: http://www.coda.cs.cmu.edu/index.html 
 
NTFS 
It boasts several features, including: 

 File-level security, compression and auditing.  

 Supports large volumes and is a powerful storage solution  
Ability to encrypt files and folders to protect your sensitive data. 

 Is available for Windows 2000, XP, and NT 
 
Cost: Open-source. More information is available at: http://www.ntfs.com/ 
 
Lustre (Linux based) 
Lustre is a system that allows for file sharing boasts several features, including: 

 Reliability with high stability 

 Runs on some of the largest supercomputers in the world, including the largest Linux clusters 

 Ability to work with many types of hardware 

 No vendor lock-ins. 
Cost: Open source. More information is available at: http://www.clusterfs.com/ 
 

 
 
Alternative solutions: Knowledge Based Software 
 
Alternative solutions outline software other than WebCT that can be used in the knowledge management 
system. 
 
Groove:  
Groove is knowledge management software that allows groups to organize and share information and 
conduct projects and meetings.  

 Allows individuals to network inside and outside your organization.  

 Allows you to know who‘s online using Groove.  

 Merges information including data, files, messages, edits, forms and calendars in one place.  

 Allows users to work online and off-line, saving bandwidth.  
Cost: Prices range from $69.00-$299.00 depending upon version and features. More Information is 
available at: www.groove.net 

http://www.coda.cs.cmu.edu/index.html
http://www.clusterfs.com/
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Knowledge Base 3.3 & Document Manager 3.3 (NOVO solutions): 

 Ability to create documents and store them on a networked server.  

 Allows users to rank articles helpfulness and track the number of times an article is viewed.  

 Ability to search articles.  

 Ability to categorize and search articles.  

 Web-based. 
Cost: Depends upon size of organization.  
More information available at: http://www.novosolutions.com 
 
ServiceWare Enterprise:  

 Using technology that enables it to search information for matches based on experience. 

 Allows personalization of knowledge 

 Allows discussion groups. 

 Allows managers to track information system use and performance.  

 Provides users with Chat and email capabilities.  

 Browser based.  
Cost: Dependent on size of organization.  
More Information is available at: http://www.serviceware.com/ 
 
AskMe 
 AskMe is an employee-based knowledge management tool.  

 Allows searching of documents.  

 Employees add information through email.  

 Creates employee information profiles based upon what documents they have authored.  

 Best practices search engine outlines all pervious procedures used when dealing with an issue.   

Cost: Dependent on size of organization. For more information: http://www.askmecorp.com 

 
 

Other Software Alternatives include the following:  
 
Many other knowledge management software products besides those identified here exist and can be 
found through Google (www.google.com) at: 
http://directory.google.com/Top/Reference/Knowledge_Management/Software/ 

KnowledgeBase.net: Knowledge Management Software 
Online knowledge management software to store, organize, search and publish to the web any kind of 
digital file: word, excel, PDF, HTML or PowerPoint.  
More information is available at: http://www.knowledgebase.net/ 

Atlassian: Knowledge Management Tool 
 Confluence is a knowledge management tool that was designed to make it easy for a team to share 
information.  
More information is available at: http://www.atlassian.com 
 
 

 
Current Software Best Practices in Knowledge Management 
Currently, the most widely used knowledge management software by businesses is Lotus Notes. 
Although obtaining Lotus Notes is most likely too cost prohibitive for this project, it is important to note its 

http://www.novosolutions.com/
http://www.serviceware.com/
http://www.google.com/
http://www.knowledgebase.net/
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features and advantages. The alternative to purchasing Lotus Notes is to match the most critical and 
desired features in this software with similar features available in WebCT and supplementing these 
features with additional systems, such as bibliographic software.  
 
Real time & Team collaboration – IBM Lotus software 

Lotus offers a range of real-time and team collaboration products that can be used stand-alone, 
as an integrated solution or in the context of other applications. They are available in multiple languages, 
provide cross-platform support and embrace standards. More important, they are designed to meet one‘s 
unique organizational needs. It provides the bridge to collaborate with colleagues, customers, business 
partners and suppliers and generate results. Its inbuilt features use presence awareness to see who's on-
line and available to converse from one‘s desktop or favorite wireless devices. Use instant messaging to 
converse in real-time. One can use web conferences to share a document, application or your entire 
desktop or conduct a white boarding session. And use team spaces to centralize and share information 
on any project or ad hoc initiative. Broadly Lotus software caters to the following needs 
 

 Document and Web content management: Create, organize, share, and publish the right 
information for the right people – on demand. 

 Learning: Manage training programs and deliver a variety of learning experiences to our users 

 Messaging: Access messaging solutions with maximum flexibility for our needs 

 Real-time and team collaboration: Improve efficiency with instant messaging, presence 
awareness, Web conferencing and team spaces 

 Remote access and administration: Can extend messaging and collaboration for anywhere, 
anytime, anyplace connectivity 

 Application development and portal: Integrate and extend your Lotus Domino, Web Sphere® 
Portal and Lotus Workplace platforms. 

 
Lotus Notes set the standard for innovation in the messaging and collaboration market over a 

decade ago. As an integrated collaborative environment, the Lotus Notes client and the IBM Lotus 
Domino server combine enterprise-class messaging and calendaring & scheduling capabilities with a 
robust platform for collaborative applications. 

Lotus Notes is available in two packages: Notes for Messaging (access to messaging functions 
only) and Notes for Collaboration (both messaging and applications). Either option allows one to take 
advantage of advanced functionality, reliable performance and dependable security - and help reduce the 
total cost of ownership in the process. 

 Integrates the most valuable messaging, collaborative and personal information management 
(PIM) resources—like e-mail, calendar, to-do list—to allow users to access them while connected 
with or disconnected from your network  

 Gives users a single, unified access point to the tools, tasks and the people users work with - 
through the new Lotus Workplace for Notes welcome page  

 Integrates Lotus Instant Messaging functionality to provide presence awareness and enable 
users to initiate chats with colleagues—without launching a separate application  

 Maximizes responsiveness and ease of use through follow-up function and visual indicators to 
show users when they've forwarded or replied to e-mail messages  

 Provides industry-leading calendaring and scheduling functionality, which lets users easily 
collaborate and schedule meetings with colleagues across the world  

 Helps reduce total cost of ownership through minimal training requirements, end-user productivity 
enhancements and built-in management function like Smart Upgrade 

II. IBM Lotus Domino Document Manager (Version6.5.1)  - Collaborative Document Management  

 Improves organizational efficiency by managing knowledge and intellectual assets  

 Manages the lifecycle of a document - authoring, review, approval, distribution, archiving  

 Integrates with Lotus Workflow to provide document management in a collaborative environment 
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 Improves business process efficiency and lower cost of operations through document reuse 

 Delivers an organization-wide control system to securely capture, store, manage, and access 
business documents  

 Allows teams to work together more effectively through collaborative document management  

 Allows the organization to find and deliver business documents rapidly in support of business 
processes and decision-making  

 Enables teams to work more effectively across multiple time zones and geographies via shared, 
concurrent access to all documents  

 Provides archival protection so that important documents are not lost or destroyed  

 Maintains the integrity of documents, providing confidence that users are working on the current 
version  

Domino Document Manager (Domino.Doc) improves the organization's efficiency through enhanced 
collaboration and information management. Domino Document Manager delivers the scalability, flexibility 
and low cost of ownership required to support both enterprise-wide Document and Records Management, 
while serving as a foundation for your Knowledge Discovery solution.  Domino Document Manager offers 
complete document life cycle management-from authoring through review, approval, distribution and 
archiving -- for every user and every document in the organization, from narrowly focused niche 
applications for small groups of specialists, to broader, scalable applications deployed enterprise-wide to 
every user across the organization. 

Operating Systems: Windows 2000, Sun Solaris, Windows NT, AIX 
Cost: $99 (Per user license & s/w maintenance – 12 months) 

III. IBM Lotus Domino Everyplace – A complete wireless solution 

 Supports multiple mobile devices, including PDAs, smart phones and pagers.  

 Helps move organizational-critical information throughout the organization more 
efficiently using Domino technology  

 Can easily integrate and manage mobile devices, wireless network 
connectivity and the information mobile users access without having to learn new applications or 
interfaces  

 Can rapidly create and deploy mobile solutions and services  

 Offers familiar Lotus Notes capabilities, for example, accepting meeting 
invitations in your inbox and having them automatically added to your calendar  

 Provides a centralized administrative interface that enables unified access to 
business-critical applications from multiple clients  

 Offers the flexibility to set up and manage default profiles for users, while 
enabling users to easily customize their personal home pages.  

 IBM Lotus® Domino Everyplace™ software is a complete wireless solution that gives mobile IBM 
Lotus Notes® and Domino™ users access to their e-mail, calendars, to-do lists, directories and 
other applications from virtually anywhere, at any time. Domino Everyplace software supports 
multiple mobile devices, including personal digital assistants (PDAs), smart phones and pagers, 
from a single platform.  

 
Cost: $ 75.84 User License & s/w maintenance (12months) 
 
IV. IBM Lotus Domino Utility Server Express + IBM Lotus Domino Collaboration Express + IBM 
Domino Messaging Express - 
 

 Complete end-to-end solutions - Quick and easy installation of your messaging and 
collaboration environment -- with proven high reliability, security, and powerful performance.  

 Easy to learn and use - Domino technology makes it easy to manage the complexities of an 
organization. Simplify your management tasks and increase performance and uptime. 
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Achieve better administrative control with tools like policies, archiving, mail quota 
management and SPAM filtering. Benefit from the flexibility and customization options.  

 Simple to install and manage - Simplifies administration, saves disk space, improves 
performance, and enhances replication.  

 Integrates easily - Complement and coexist with your company's other applications servers, 
such as IBM Lotus Instant Messaging server, IBM Lotus Team Workplace server, IBM 
WebSphere Application Server and Microsoft Exchange 

Cost: IBM Lotus Domino Utility Server Express -$2500 
IBM Lotus Domino Collaboration Express -$133 
IBM Domino Messaging Express - $96 

 
Blackboard  
Blackboard courseware was founded in June 1997 and is used prevalently in many universities including 
Cornell University. Blackboard builds on the belief that effective use of course management tools plays an 
integral part in developing quality online education(Lewis, MacEntee, & Youngs-Mather, 2003). The tool 
can accommodate text, graphics and audio materials and the course material does not have to be HTML 
documents. Ithaca College used Blackboard in the past. However, changes in the institution‘s needs 
demanded for a different software and now WebCT has replaced Blackboard. 
 
Below is a comparison of the three main knowledge management tools – WebCT, Blackboard and Lotus 
Notes. There are four main tables to examine Faculty & Instructor Privileges, Student / user tools, Group 
rights, and Navigation & Interface. 
 
TABLE 1: Faculty & Instructor Privileges 

Instructors can… WebCT Blackboard 
Lotus 
Notes 

Content Development    

Select different Courses components    

Create a copy of an existing course    

Hide work in progress    

Upload files from desktop to server    

Edit uploaded text online    

Release content based on student viewing certain 
prerequisite materials 

   

Release content based on chronological order    

Release feedback within quizzes    

Release content to specified groups of users    

Release content based on custom-designed criteria, 
such as number of bulletin board postings, students 
whose last name starts with M, etc. 

   

Attach learning goals to content pages    

Attach review questions to content pages    

Create references    

Use automated tool to build glossary    

Use automated tool to build content index    

Use automated tool to build searchable image database    

Integrate online courses with CD-ROM    

    

Monitoring students participation & progress    

Can view number of hits per page    

Can view date and time of each student‘s first and last 
login 

   

Can view a complete history of each student‘s time 
spent online in the entire course 

   

Can view a graphic break-down of total online time (%)    
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each student has spent on content  

Can analyze the class by combinations of information, 
such as students who logged in after a certain day and 
have posted a certain number of articles 

   

Can view how many bulletin board articles a student has 
read / posted. 

   

Can view a transcript of course chat room activity / 
discussion 

   

Student can view & compare own grade to class 
summary data 

   

 
 
TABLE 2: Student / user tools   

Features WebCT Blackboard 
Lotus 
Notes 

Bulletin Boards / Discussion areas    

Multiple bulletin boards / discussion areas per course    

Private bulletin board / discussion for each group    

Instructors can allow anonymous postings    

Instructors can delete messages    

Instructors can move messages    

Users can mark and view messages read / unread or as 
threaded / unthreaded 

   (faculty 
only) 

Users can compile a self-selected set of postings from 
bulletin board for their own notes 

   

Users can e-mail posting authors directly from the 
bulletin board 

   

    

Calendar    

Calendar on login page displays events from all courses    

Announcements from all courses display on login page    

Instructor can upload multiple events from a file     

Instructor  can add links to calendar entries    

Students can add entries to the course calendar    

    

Chat /Whiteboard / E-mail    

External e-mail (accessible through regular e-mail client)    

Internal e-mail (with forwarding capabilities)    

Chat transcripts / logs    

Multiple chat rooms under a single course     

Restricted access to group chat members    

Save whiteboard images into course content    

Private messaging in chat    

Ring in chat - notifies another user you want to chat with 
them 

   

Alert in chat – notifies when someone enters the chat 
room 

   

Whiteboard facility    

Access whiteboard through chat only    

Export whiteboard images    

    

Other tools – students can    

Can study guide     

Resume reading content at previous stopping point    
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Add notes on course content Web page    

Take notes in an internal notepad    

Compile a set of e-mail messages    

Take self-tests created by the instructor    

Search course material    (faculty) 

Create original content on own web pages    

  
TABLE 3: Group rights  

Features WebCT Blackboard 
Lotus 
Notes 

Group Sharing    

Instructors can create groups manually    

Instructors can have program create groups and assign 
members randomly 

   

Users can e-mail members of a group    

Group members can share files    

Group members can have a private chat area / bulletin 
boards 

     
(bulletin) 

Group members can have web content presentation 
areas 

   

    

Audio & Video    

Embed RealPlayer in pages    

Embed MP3 in pages    

Embed Quick Time player in pages    

Add audio and video content that is stored within 
courseware product 

   

Add streaming PowerPoint presentation created with 
Real Video, Real Presenter, Window Media Encoder 

   

  
TABLE 4: Navigation & Interface 

 Features WebCT Blackboard 
Lotus 
Notes 

Gateway page allows users to view all courses in which 
they are enrolled 

   

Instructor can change page design globally during 
course design 

   

Courseware product defaults to graphic interface    

Courseware product automatically generates header and 
footer on new pages 

   

Instructor can substitute buttons or icons of own design    

Instructor can specify a customized course banner    

Courseware product can display components of the 
interface in a language other than English (in student-
view only) 

   

Users can search contents    

 
 
TABLE 5: Site Administration 

Features WebCT Blackboard 
Lotus 
Notes 

User log in with password and login name    

Administrators and instructors can assign multiple 
instructors to a course 
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Administrators can create  system-wide accounts (within 
multiple course for example) 

   

Instructors can automatically upload class roster files    

Instructors can create groups    

Course controls are on a separate page    

Course controls are integrated with student view    

Users can navigate with a consistent, logical user 
interface  

   

Navigational trail shows the path taken to a particular 
screen 

   

Instructors can create an unlimited amount of course 
content 

   

Instructors can upload and create folders and upload 
files into a file manager 

   

On-line help is context sensitive    

Users can search the on-line manual    

Users can log out without exiting their browser    

Users can print out PDF versions of the manuals    

(Adapted from: Boston University, 2002) 
 

The above tables are restricted to comparing WebCT and Blackboard with just Lotus Notes. Note that 
IBM Lotus has more than just the Notes software as described in the earlier section. These up-gradations 
such as the Lotus Domino Utility Server Express, Domino Collaboration Express, and Domino Messaging 
Express expand the horizons of what this software can do for an organization. For instance, apart form 
being document manager, Lotus provides with wireless solutions which is the currently prevalent in the 
most of the Ivy League schools as well as the corporate sector (the wireless ambience). In these aspects 
Lotus mostly reigns over WebCT and Blackboard. However considering the fact that Ithaca College has a 
long way to go wireless, we restrict ourselves to this framework 
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Appendix F – Online Survey of Undergraduates, Graduate students,  
 Faculty, and Alumni 

 
 
UNDERGRADUATE SURVEY 
 
1. How important do you consider each of the following objectives of the OCLD program? 

 Assist with job placement upon graduation 
 Advise on further academic pursuits (ex: graduate school, conference papers, PhD Programs) 
 Teach students to design effective organizations 
 Teach strategic communication 
 Teach the latest communication technology tools 
 Provide diverse learning opportunities to allow students to perform in multiple industries 
 Integrate theory and practice in the field 
 Enable a personalized curriculum 
 Enable students to assume leadership roles in organizations 
 Assist students to get internships while at school 

 
2. How important should each of the following objectives be in the OCLD program? 

 Assist with job placement upon graduation 
 Advise on further academic pursuits (ex: graduate school, conference papers, PhD Programs) 
 Teach students to design effective organizations 
 Teach strategic communication 
 Teach the latest communication technology tools 
 Provide diverse learning opportunities to allow students to perform in multiple industries 
 Integrate theory and practice in the field 
 Enable a personalized curriculum 
 Enable students to assume leadership roles in organizations 
 Assist students to get internships while at school 

 
3. If the OCLD department created a Knowledge Management System, what would be the most important 

information? 
 Cornell classes 
 OCLD classes 
 Non-OCLD, Ithaca College classes 
 Study Abroad 
 LA, DC, Walkabout program 
 Internships 
 Jobs 
 Other (please specify): 

 
4. How would you most like to communicate with Faculty via a Knowledge Management System? 

(Select all that apply) 
 IM 
 Email 
 Discussion Board 
 Chatroom 
 Phone 
 Website 
 Face-to-face 
 Other (please specify): 

 
5. How would you most like to communicate with other Undergraduates via a Knowledge Management System? 
(Select all that apply) 

 IM 
 Email 
 Discussion Board 
 Chatroom 
 Phone 
 Website 
 Face-to-face 
 Other (please specify): 

 
6.How would you most like to communicate with Alumni via a Knowledge Management System? 
(Select all that apply) 

 IM 
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 Email 
 Discussion Board 
 Chatroom 
 Phone 
 Website 
 Face-to-face 
 Other (please specify): 

 
7. How would you most like to communicate with Graduate students via a Knowledge Management System? 
(Select all that apply) 

 IM 
 Email 
 Discussion Board 
 Chatroom 
 Phone 
 Website 
 Face-to-face 
 Other (please specify): 
 

8. What information from Faculty would be most beneficial to you? 
(Select all that apply) 

 Faculty Expertise 
 Job Postings 
 Internship Availabilities 
 Alumni Mentoring 
 Personalized Feedback 
 Clear definition of OCLD 
 Career information and resources 
 Peers in other Concentrations 
 Other (please specify): 

 
9. What information from Alumni would be most beneficial to you? 
(Select all that apply) 

 Alumni Network 
 Job Postings 
 Internship Availabilities 
 Alumni Mentoring 
 Sharing Previous Experience 
 Advice on Careers 
 Other (please specify): 

 
10. What information from Graduate Students would be most beneficial to you? 
(Select all that apply)  

 What Graduate students are Studying 
 Advice on Careers 
 Advice on OCLD graduate program 
 Mentoring opportunities 
 Networking opportunities 
 Sharing and gaining ideas 
 New Software 
 New theories 
 New practices 
 Other (please specify): 

 
11. What information from other Undergraduate Students would be most beneficial to you? 
(Select all that apply) 

 Undergraduate Portfolio Sharing 
 Undergraduate interest in grad-undergrad collaboration 
 Personalized Feedback 
 Advice on Careers 

 
12. If you had a Knowledge Management System in the OCLD program, what would be your primary use for it? (Please 
choose one) 

 Sharing previous work experiences 
 Socializing 
 Jobs 
 Internships 
 Class work 
 Other (please specify): 
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13. If you could interact with OCLD professors/graduate students outside of the Park building, for an informal social 
gathering, would you attend? 

 Yes 
 No 

 
14. Where would you feel most comfortable having an informal social gathering? 

 On Campus 
 Graduate Home 
 Faculty Home 
 Other (please specify): 

 
15. What would be your reasons for participating in a system that works to preserve and share knowledge among faculty, 
alumni, and students (undergraduate & graduate)? 
 
Please use this space to write any additional comments concerning the Knowledge Management System or the OCLD 
department. 
 
 

GRADUATE STUDENT SURVEY 
 

1. How important do you consider each of the following objectives of the OCLD program? 
 Assist with job placement upon graduation 
 Advise on further academic pursuits (ex: graduate school, conference papers, PhD Programs) 
 Teach students to design effective organizations 
 Teach strategic communication 
 Teach the latest communication technology tools 
 Provide diverse learning opportunities to allow students to perform in multiple industries 
 Integrate theory and practice in the field 
 Enable a personalized curriculum 
 Enable students to assume leadership roles in organizations 
 Assist students to get internships while at school 

 
2. How important should each of the following objectives be in the OCLD program? 

 Assist with job placement upon graduation 
 Advise on further academic pursuits (ex: graduate school, conference papers, PhD Programs) 
 Teach students to design effective organizations 
 Teach strategic communication 
 Teach the latest communication technology tools 
 Provide diverse learning opportunities to allow students to perform in multiple industries 
 Integrate theory and practice in the field 
 Enable a personalized curriculum 
 Enable students to assume leadership roles in organizations 
 Assist students to get internships while at school 

 
3. If the OCLD department created a Knowledge Management System, what would be the most important 

information? 
 Cornell classes 
 OCLD classes 
 Non-OCLD, Ithaca College classes 
 Study Abroad 
 LA, DC, Walkabout program 
 Internships 
 Jobs 
 Other (please specify): 

 
4. How would you most like to communicate with Faculty via a Knowledge Management System? 

(Select all that apply) 
 IM 
 Email 
 Discussion Board 
 Chatroom 
 Phone 
 Website 
 Face-to-face 
 Other (please specify): 

 
5. How would you most like to communicate with other Undergraduates via a Knowledge Management System? 
(Select all that apply) 

 IM 



 64 

 Email 
 Discussion Board 
 Chatroom 
 Phone 
 Website 
 Face-to-face 
 Other (please specify): 

 
6.How would you most like to communicate with Alumni via a Knowledge Management System? 
(Select all that apply) 

 IM 
 Email 
 Discussion Board 
 Chatroom 
 Phone 
 Website 
 Face-to-face 
 Other (please specify): 

 
7. How would you most like to communicate with other Graduate students via a Knowledge Management System? 
(Select all that apply) 

 IM 
 Email 
 Discussion Board 
 Chatroom 
 Phone 
 Website 
 Face-to-face 
 Other (please specify): 
 

8. What information from Faculty would be most beneficial to you? 
(Select all that apply) 

 Faculty Expertise 
 Job Postings 
 Internship Availabilities 
 Alumni Mentoring 
 Personalized Feedback 
 Clear definition of OCLD 
 Career information and resources 
 Peers in other Concentrations 
 Other (please specify): 

 
9. What information from Alumni would be most beneficial to you? 
(Select all that apply) 

 Alumni Network 
 Job Postings 
 Internship Availabilities 
 Alumni Mentoring 
 Sharing Previous Experience 
 Advice on Careers 
 Other (please specify): 

 
10. What information from other Graduate Students would be most beneficial to you? 
(Select all that apply)  

 What Graduate students are Studying 
 Advice on Careers 
 Advice on OCLD graduate program 
 Mentoring opportunities 
 Networking opportunities 
 Sharing and gaining ideas 
 New Software 
 New theories 
 New practices 
 Other (please specify): 

 
11. What information from Undergraduate Students would be most beneficial to you? 
(Select all that apply) 

 Undergraduate Portfolio Sharing 
 Undergraduate interest in grad-undergrad collaboration 
 Personalized Feedback 
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 Advice on Careers 
 Experiences in the OCLD undergraduate program 

 
12. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: "I find office hours helpful." (Please choose one) 

 Strongly Agree 
 Somewhat Agree 
 Neutral 
 Somewhat Disagree  
 Strongly Disagree 

 
13. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: "I would like to have a communication forum 
with undergraduate students." (Please choose one) 

 Strongly Agree 
 Somewhat Agree 
 Neutral 
 Somewhat Disagree  
 Strongly Disagree 
 

14. What is the most important aspect of communicating with alumni? (Please choose one) 
 Information about the program as a prospective student 
 internship information as a current student 
 job information as a graduating student 
 all three (a, b, & c) are equally important 

 
15. Where do you find out about Cornell classes? 
(Select all that apply) 

 Word of mouth 
 Advisor 
 Online Catalogue 
 Other (please specify): 

 
16. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: "I would like a list of Cornell classes taken by 
other Graduate students." (Please choose one) 

 Strongly Agree 
 Somewhat Agree 
 Neutral 
 Somewhat Disagree  
 Strongly Disagree 
 
If you strongly agreed or somewhat agreed, how would you most like to receive this list? 

 Lounge bulletin board 
 On-campus mailbox 
 Online list 
 Email 
 At-home mailbox 

 
 
17. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: "I would like more information about OCLDA." 
(Please choose one) 

 Strongly Agree 
 Somewhat Agree 
 Neutral 
 Somewhat Disagree  
 Strongly Disagree 

 
18. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: "I would attend APA citation workshops at the 
beginning of the semester." (Please choose one) 

 Strongly Agree 
 Somewhat Agree 
 Neutral 
 Somewhat Disagree  
 Strongly Disagree 

 
19. What would be your reasons for participating in a system that works to preserve and share knowledge among faculty, 
alumni, and students (undergraduate & graduate)? 
 
Please use this space to write any additional comments concerning the Knowledge Management System or the OCLD 
department. 
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FACULTY SURVEY 
 

1. How important do you consider each of the following objectives of the OCLD program? 
 Assist with job placement upon graduation 
 Advise on further academic pursuits (ex: graduate school, conference papers, PhD Programs) 
 Teach students to design effective organizations 
 Teach strategic communication 
 Teach the latest communication technology tools 
 Provide diverse learning opportunities to allow students to perform in multiple industries 
 Integrate theory and practice in the field 
 Enable a personalized curriculum 
 Enable students to assume leadership roles in organizations 
 Assist students to get internships while at school 

 
2. How important should each of the following objectives be in the OCLD program? 

 Assist with job placement upon graduation 
 Advise on further academic pursuits (ex: graduate school, conference papers, PhD Programs) 
 Teach students to design effective organizations 
 Teach strategic communication 
 Teach the latest communication technology tools 
 Provide diverse learning opportunities to allow students to perform in multiple industries 
 Integrate theory and practice in the field 
 Enable a personalized curriculum 
 Enable students to assume leadership roles in organizations 
 Assist students to get internships while at school 

 
3. If the OCLD department created a Knowledge Management System, what would be the most important 

information? 
 Talking to other faculty about curriculum and students OCLD classes 
 Instructional design  
 Textbooks  
 Syllabi  
 Other (please specify): 

 
4. How would you most like to communicate with other Faculty via a Knowledge Management System? 

(Select all that apply) 
 IM 
 Email 
 Discussion Board 
 Chatroom 
 Phone 
 Website 
 Face-to-face 
 Other (please specify): 

 
5. How would you most like to communicate with Undergraduates via a Knowledge Management System? 
(Select all that apply) 

 IM 
 Email 
 Discussion Board 
 Chatroom 
 Phone 
 Website 
 Face-to-face 
 Other (please specify): 

 
6.How would you most like to communicate with Alumni via a Knowledge Management System? 
(Select all that apply) 

 IM 
 Email 
 Discussion Board 
 Chatroom 
 Phone 
 Website 
 Face-to-face 
 Other (please specify): 
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7. How would you most like to communicate with Graduate students via a Knowledge Management System? 
(Select all that apply) 

 IM 
 Email 
 Discussion Board 
 Chatroom 
 Phone 
 Website 
 Face-to-face 
 Other (please specify): 
 

8. What information from Alumni would be most beneficial to you? 
(Select all that apply) 

 Internship Availabilities 
 Alumni Mentoring 
 Sharing work experiences 
 Career/Industry information relevant to students 
 Professional Associations 
 Relevance of OCLD curriculum to job experiences 
 Guest Speakers 
 Other (please specify): 

 
9. What information from other Faculty would be most beneficial to you? 
(Select all that apply) 

 Research  
 Internship availability 
 Course ideas 
 Sharing within common academic areas (e.g. theories, cultural issues) 
 Clear definition of OCLD 
 Advice on career and career resources 
 Other (please specify): 

 
10. Do you have personal/academic ties to a particular subject area or course? 
(Select all that apply) 

 Organizational communication 
 Culture and diversity issues 
 Research 
 Instructional design 
 Theory 
 Other (please specify): 

 
 
 
11. How important are the following sources to your work as an OCLD faculty member? 
(Likert scale importance) 

 Conventions 
 Reading literature in the field 
 Colleagues at Ithaca College, in OCLD 
 Colleagues at Ithaca College, outside of OCLD 
 Colleagues at other institutions 
 Conferences 
 Books 
 Journal articles 
 Research 
 Other (please specify): 

 
12. How familiar are you with your OCLD colleague's professional interests and goals? (Please choose one) 

 Very well 
 Fairly well 
 A little 
 Poorly 
 Not at all 

 
13. What types of collaboration would you like to engage in with your colleagues in OCLD? 
(Select all that apply) 

 Team teaching 
 Joint research projects 
 Informal social meeting 
 Mentoring 
 Shared professional development opportunities (e.g. workshops, conferences, etc.) 
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 Other (please specify): 
 
14. Please rate the information you want to share with graduate students in terms of importance. 

 Faculty expertise 
 Clear definitions of classes and pre-reqs 
 Portfolio development 
 Networking system for careers 
 Job placement opportunities 
 Further educational opportunities 

 
15. Please rate the information you want to share with Alumni in terms of importance. 

 Trends in market 
 New theories and practices 
 Internship opportunities 
 Speaking at classes 
 OCLD opportunities 
 New software 
 Mentoring opportunities 
 Alumni re-education 
 Networking opportunities 

 
16. What would be your reasons for participating in a system that works to preserve and share knowledge among faculty, 
alumni, and students (undergraduate & graduate)?  
 
Please use this space to write any additional comments concerning the Knowledge Management System or the OCLD 
department. 
 
 
 

ALUMNI SURVEY 
 

1. How important do you consider each of the following objectives of the OCLD program? 
 Assist with job placement upon graduation 
 Advise on further academic pursuits (ex: graduate school, conference papers, PhD Programs) 
 Teach students to design effective organizations 
 Teach strategic communication 
 Teach the latest communication technology tools 
 Provide diverse learning opportunities to allow students to perform in multiple industries 
 Integrate theory and practice in the field 
 Enable a personalized curriculum 
 Enable students to assume leadership roles in organizations 
 Assist students to get internships while at school 

 
2. How important should each of the following objectives be in the OCLD program? 

 Assist with job placement upon graduation 
 Advise on further academic pursuits (ex: graduate school, conference papers, PhD Programs) 
 Teach students to design effective organizations 
 Teach strategic communication 
 Teach the latest communication technology tools 
 Provide diverse learning opportunities to allow students to perform in multiple industries 
 Integrate theory and practice in the field 
 Enable a personalized curriculum 
 Enable students to assume leadership roles in organizations 
 Assist students to get internships while at school 

 
3. If the OCLD department created a Knowledge Management System, what would be the most important 

information? 
 Newsletter 
 Network 
 Listserv 
 Industry Information 
 Other (please specify): 
 

4. How would you most like to communicate with other Alumni via a Knowledge Management System? 
(Select all that apply) 
 IM 
 Email 
 Discussion Board 
 Chatroom 
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 Phone 
 Website 
 Face-to-face 
 Other (please specify): 

 
5. How would you most like to communicate with the Faculty of the department via a Knowledge Management 
System? 
(Select all that apply) 

 IM 
 Email 
 Discussion Board 
 Face-to-face 
 Phone 
 Website 
 Regular social gatherings 
 Guest speaking 
 Other (please specify): 

 
6.How would you most like to communicate with Undergraduate students via a Knowledge Management System? 
(Select all that apply) 

 IM 
 Email 
 Discussion Board 
 Face-to-face 
 Phone 
 Website 
 Regular social gatherings 
 Guest speaking 
 Other (please specify): 

 
7. How would you most like to communicate with Graduate students via a Knowledge Management System? 
(Select all that apply) 

 IM 
 Email 
 Discussion Board 
 Face-to-face 
 Phone 
 Website 
 Regular social gatherings 
 Guest speaking 
 Other (please specify): 
 

8. What information from other Alumni would be most beneficial to you? 
(Select all that apply) 

 Mentoring opportunities 
 Networking opportunities 
 Sharing and Gaining Ideas 
 New Software 
 New theories 
 New practices 
 Other (please specify): 

 
9. What information from current Undergraduate students would be most beneficial to you? 
(Select all that apply) Research  

 Interest in being mentored 
 Interest in networking 
 Sharing ideas 
 New Software 
 New theories 
 New practices 
 Other (please specify): 

 
10. What information from current Graduate students would be most beneficial to you? 
(Select all that apply) 

 Interest in being mentored 
 Interest in networking 
 Sharing ideas 
 New Software 
 New theories 
 New practices 
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 Other (please specify): 
 

11. What information from Faculty would be most beneficial to you? 
(Select all that apply) 

 Interest in being mentored 
 Interest in networking 
 Sharing ideas 
 New Software 
 New theories 
 New practices 
 Other (please specify): 

 
12. What information would you be most willing to share with the OCLD program? 
(Select all that apply) 

 Internship Availabilities 
 Alumni Mentoring 
 Sharing work experiences 
 Career/Industry information relevant to students 
 Professional Associations 
 Relevance of OCLD curriculum to job experiences 
 Guest Speakers 
 Other (please specify): 

13. Would you be willing to provide your personal information for an OCLD Knowledge Management System? 
 Yes 
 No 
If yes, would you be willing to share the following specific pieces of information? 

 Phone Number 
 Mailing Address 
 Email Address 
 Past Projects 

 
14. Would you be willing to provide your professional information for an OCLD Knowledge Management System? 

 Yes 
 No 

If yes, would you be willing to share the following specific pieces of information? 
 Phone Number 
 Mailing Address 
 Email Address 
 Past Projects 
 Professional Contacts 

 
15. What would be your reasons for participating in a system that works to preserve and share knowledge among faculty, 
alumni, and students (undergraduate & graduate)? 
 
Please use this space to write any additional comments concerning the Knowledge Management System or the OCLD 
department. 
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Appendix G 

 


