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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1Overview of the project area  

This dissertation was developed in conjunction with another dissertation, both 

dissertations addressing the requirements of a non-profit organisation called 

desireland. This dissertation as previously described is focussed on the internal 

knowledge sharing and creation and the support of these processes with open source 

lightweight tools within the organisation. The other dissertation investigates the 

introduction of light-weight open source tools which encourage volunteerism, user 

participation, community awareness between stakeholders. A single acquisition was 

conducted to serve the purposes of both projects. This was possible and effective in 

that some areas of the acquisition were common to both projects, and other areas were 

very distinctively pertinent to the knowledge sharing project while other sections were 

related to the other dissertation. It was less time consuming on both the interviewers 

and interviewees, and easier on the interviewers to arrange one meeting with the 

interviewees instead of two separate meetings. 

 

This project will investigate the challenges of knowledge sharing and communication 

in non-profit organizations with a high dependence on volunteers. Projects of this type 

typically rely heavily on the knowledge of the volunteers for success and while many 

projects have some mechanisms through which they communicate and share 

knowledge such as a web presence, typically the knowledge is disparate, highly tacit, 

embedded in the minds of the people involved. A scattered approach is typical with 

knowledge and information on several different forums managed by several different 

people with no obvious connection. There is unlikely to be a cohesive, coherent 

approach in place to retain volunteer knowledge, facilitate knowledge sharing and 

make use of valuable knowledge to improve current and future projects.  

The attrition of volunteers has a potentially significant impact in a non-profit 

organization as the loss of volunteer knowledge can be extremely difficult to replace,  

New volunteers usually need a period of training within a non-profit organization, the 

loss of existing knowledge can make the training process more problematic. It’s crucial 
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that such knowledge is retained in the organization preferably explicitly in electronic 

format, to allow new volunteers to access, share and contribute to the knowledge base. 

 

This project will focus on identifying how such projects store, communicate and 

facilitate sharing of necessary knowledge between the project and its volunteers and 

among volunteers themselves, use the knowledge of its volunteers and manage such 

knowledge to support current and future activities. The project will identify and 

implement appropriate mechanisms, to enhance the capture and recording of 

knowledge, the transfer of knowledge from person to person, the exploitation of 

knowledge and stimulate the generation of new knowledge within the project. A light-

weight open-source knowledge sharing and communication tool-kit will be designed 

and implemented.  Particularly, Web 2.0 technologies will be investigated. Existing 

tools may be leveraged however, tools will be selected to support the types of 

knowledge identified and communication and sharing mechanisms identified as most 

effective.   

 

A range of volunteer dependent projects will be used to conduct the required 

knowledge acquisition and elicitation to identify the knowledge needs of such projects. 

The processes and toolkit designed will be implemented in a specific project, the 

desireland project, to test and evaluate their effectiveness. 

1.2 Background   

This project builds on work completed as part of the Knowledge Acquisition and 

Modelling module of this MSc programme. An initial knowledge and elicitation was 

conducted for a volunteer project in partnership with the DIT Students Learning with 

Communities (SLWC) programme. SLWC promotes and supports community-based 

learning and community-based research initiatives for mutual benefit. The initial work 

was completed with the desireland project, a broadly-based community project 

grounded in “experiments in living systems technologies”.  It is a citizen-led action-

based project located in Dublin 7 and as such is an exercise in social constructivism.  

This work resulted in the creation of an initial conceptual knowledge model for the 

desireland project and identification of key challenges and barriers faced by this 

project in terms of volunteer recruitment and management. 
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This dissertation project will extend this work, working with a broader range of 

projects with the focus on investigating need, challenges and barriers to knowledge 

sharing in non-profit, volunteer dependent projects and designing a toolkit to support 

knowledge sharing in these projects. This will again be conducted in partnership with 

the SLWC.  

A generic set of mechanism and a generic tool-kit will be designed to fit the needs 

identified by this group of projects. These mechanisms and tool-kit will be tuned to the 

specific needs of volunteers within the desireland project, and will be deployed and 

tested in this environment. 

The desireland project offers a very appropriate test bed for this project. desireland is a 

community based project and therefore volunteers and participation are core elements 

of the project essential not only to ensure its survival and continuation but to its 

effectiveness as a project. The core issue is that the majority of the active desireland 

knowledge-base is tacit. Of approximately 50 individuals involved with the project, the 

primary driver and knowledge source is the project founder. If for any reason the 

project co-ordinator is unavailable, all project progress slows. There is a definite need 

to capture the founder’s vision and how it is comprised, in order that the Project may 

progress in her absence. Similarly there is an issue with how people interact and 

participate with the project in any formal codified manner. There is no formal mode of 

interaction or scheduling of participation. Rather activities and interactions appear to 

be in an ad hoc, unrecorded but creative manner. The situation as described is a classic 

Knowledge Management issue – how may tacit knowledge be converted into explicit 

knowledge. 

1.3 Research problem  

This project will investigate the challenges of knowledge sharing and communication 

in non-profit organizations with a high dependence on volunteers.  

Emphasis will be on sharing of internal knowledge and retention of knowledge when 

volunteers leave. This project aims to codify and externalize existing tacit knowledge. 

 Focus will also be on collating, storage, categorization and making accessible existing 

knowledge within the organization for existing volunteers, potential volunteers, 

stakeholders and donors. 



 

  4 

Mechanisms will be investigated to facilitate user participation and sharing within the 

non-profit organization. Focus will also be on making the organization and its projects 

visible, ensure it has a strong on-line presence and have the ability to attract and retain 

volunteers. The project will identify and implement appropriate mechanisms, to 

enhance the capture and recording of knowledge, the transfer of knowledge from 

person to person, the exploitation of knowledge and stimulate the generation of new 

knowledge within the project. 

A light-weight open source toolkit will be investigated to support these processes and 

in particular Web 2.0 technologies will be explored. 

 

A range of volunteer dependent projects were used to conduct the required knowledge 

acquisition and elicitation to identify the knowledge needs of such projects. The 

processes and toolkit designed were implemented in a specific project, the desireland 

project, to test and evaluate their effectiveness. 

 

While the system will be tested and used in this environment, it will be capable of 

being implemented and used for any community group with limited technical 

knowledge. Knowledge acquisition will be used as a key tool to carry out research into 

similar projects in the area. The main area of focus will be around knowledge sharing 

between volunteers, volunteers and projects, between projects and retention of 

knowledge when a volunteer leaves. Communicating knowledge to the proposed 

volunteers, and providing a forum for feedback and knowledge sharing about projects 

will be highlighted. 

1.4 Research objectives  

The following objectives have been achieved throughout the dissertation and 

contributed to the overall outcome: 

1. Conduct an academic literature review of the Knowledge Management domain 

(breadth) and in particular of knowledge sharing (depth) to inform the design of 

the elicitation and acquisition, and to identify mechanisms, tools and 

techniques to promote and support knowledge sharing with particular focus on 

resource limited, non-profit organisations. 
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2. Conduct an academic literature review to identify the potential of Open Source 

tools, in particular Web 2.0, to support knowledge sharing. 

3. Conduct a knowledge elicitation and acquisition exercise with a range of 

volunteer dependent organisations to investigate knowledge sharing within the 

non-profit area, with focus on knowledge sharing and retention  internally 

within projects, tools currently in use,  and requirements for tool-support. 

4. Develop a set of knowledge sharing mechanisms to support knowledge sharing 

in volunteer organisations with particular emphasis on knowledge sharing and 

creation between volunteers, within projects, between volunteers and projects 

and retention of knowledge when a volunteer leaves. 

5. Develop a Web 2.0 open source web generic toolset to address the knowledge 

sharing mechanisms as identified in 4, and to address the identified 

requirements suitable for the level of users involved, with supporting materials, 

ensuring that the tools are easy to learn and use, and are perceived to be useful 

which can be used by a range of volunteer communities. 

6. Evaluate the effectiveness of the mechanisms and tool-kit developed by 

deploying and testing them in a specific volunteer community - The desireland 

project. Measurement will be achieved by qualitative and quantitative measures 

using appropriate quantitative and qualitative tools. 

7. Assess and evaluate the outcomes of this project within the partner groups 

used, the broader volunteer sector, and with respect to existing literature. 

1.5 Research methodology 

Both primary and secondary research was conducted during this project. 

The secondary research involved performing a literary review to compare with case 

studies of best practice and to assist with meeting of the project objectives. 

The areas covered in the literature review were: 

 Knowledge – what is Knowledge? 

 Knowledge Sharing 

 Knowledge Management in non-profit organisations 

 Web 2.0 

 Web 2.0 and KM 

 Web 2.0 in non-profits 
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Various different sources were used to complete the literature review, which 

include the following: 

• Journals 

• White Papers 

• Conference proceedings 

• Books 

• Organisational websites 

 

Both quantitative and qualitative research methodologies were employed during this 

research. Knowledge acquisition was a key tool in this process. This method was 

selected to offset the weakness of individual approaches and to provide more 

comprehensive answers to research questions going beyond the limitations of a single 

approach. A broad acquisition was conducted initially with a number of selected 

partners, followed by a more specific elicitation with a sub-set of these.  These 

organisations were carefully chosen as a broad representation of non-profit 

organisations in Ireland. 

Initially knowledge acquisition questionnaires were distributed to these organisations, 

focussing on internal knowledge sharing and retention of knowledge when a volunteer 

leaves. The questionnaire focussed on questions relating to current practices for 

knowledge creation and sharing, identification of gaps in this process, identifying of 

areas where knowledge sharing solutions can be identified.  

Questions were also focussed on barriers, challenges and enablers to knowledge 

sharing investigating culture, structure and current knowledge sharing processes and 

tools. 

Semi-structured interviews were conducted with a small number of organisations to 

validate and expand on the information acquired during the questionnaire process. 

This type of interview was chosen as opposed to the structured interview. The 

structured interview is very formal and as the questions are set by the interviewee, 

important questions may be omitted. It is proposed to conduct these interviews with 

representatives from a number of volunteering organisations with a view to obtaining a 

more in-depth view of the volunteering sector and their knowledge management 

issues. Consequently semi structured interviews were used in preference to structured 

or unstructured interviews, for gathering information from key persons. This is 
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because it is important that those being interviewed are able to expand upon their 

expertise and experience, rather than being confined by very specific questions. As 

part of the semi structured interviews additional questions were to probe the 

interviewee for more detail, for specific answers, or to allow them to elaborate or 

expand on specific issues. 

 

All of the interviews were transcribed and text analysis software was used to enable 

the interviewer to analyse specific texts or groups of texts and, among other things, 

determine the frequency with which words or phrases are used, view words in context, 

study patterns in texts, create text matrices and compare different documents with 

regard to text, views and concepts contained therein.  The use of text analysis software 

was useful to compare all interview transcripts and enable evaluation of any 

contrasting perspectives for all interviewees.  An analysis of all interview transcripts 

has added to the quality and depth of the insights provided by the interviewees about 

the volunteering projects.   

 Coded and analysed thematic comparisons between project conceptual model, 

presented back to groups for refinement 

 Results from experiment- usage of system (quantitative) and interview results 

(qualitative) 

 One to one interviews on usage of system 

 Follow up surveys 

 Usage of tools (metrics)  

1.6 Resources 

Technical: 

 Personal Laptop 

 Internet Connection 

 Microsoft Word 

 Back Up External Hard Drive 

 Olympus Voice Recorder/iPhone 4 as backup 

 Google Docs (for survey implementation) 

 Express Dictate  - NCH Software (for transcribing interviews) 

 MAXQDA text analysis software 
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 Open source software (Web 2.0) 

- WordPress and numerous Plugins (for experiment) 

 Email and Skype for communication both with Project partner and Project 

supervisor, 

 

Non Technical: 

 Library 

 Survey candidates 

 Interview candidates 

 Partner Organisations 

 Experiment subjects 

 Project supervisor guidance  

1.7 Scope and limitations  

The aim of this research was not to be exhaustive, but to be a snapshot of knowledge 

sharing and communication in the non-profit sector. A range of volunteer dependent 

projects were used to conduct the required knowledge acquisition and elicitation to 

identify the knowledge needs of such projects.  

These volunteer dependent projects ranged in size, social missions and background. 

The non-profit with the largest amount of volunteers in Ireland (approx 9,500) was 

included as was also a non-profit with only 50 volunteers. Their social missions range 

from caring for the elderly, relief of poverty and assistance to underprivileged and 

facets of urban regeneration and healthcare design. One of the partner organizations 

receives 65% of their funding from the government, while one of the organizations 

receives no formal funding at all. 

All of the non profits have one common goal – to help the less privileged and thereby 

contribute to society. 

The results of the knowledge acquisition and elicitation were used to inform the design 

of the open source toolkit. This dissertation was conducted in conjunction with another 

dissertation as referred to in 1.1. A single acquisition was conducted to serve the 

purposes of both projects. This was both possible and effective as there was some 

overlap in the information requirements for both projects.  Areas of overlap included 

the face sheet information i.e. organizational background, IT use and social media.  
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Each interviewer focused on the section of the acquisition that was relevant to their 

individual project. In the case of this project, along with the face sheet, funding, IT and 

social media use, the other sections relevant were Information Management, 

Knowledge Sharing, Formal Handover and Lapsed Volunteers.The processes and 

toolkit designed were implemented in a specific project, the desireland project, to test 

and evaluate their effectiveness. 

 

While the system was tested and used in this environment, it will be capable of being 

implemented and used for any community group with limited technical knowledge. 

Thorough research was carried out into similar projects in the area. The main area of 

focus was around knowledge sharing between volunteers, volunteers and projects, 

between projects and retention of knowledge when a volunteer leaves. Communicating 

knowledge to the proposed volunteers, and providing a forum for feedback and 

knowledge sharing about projects was highlighted along with volunteer track. The 

research indicated that most partner organisations did not have any platform for 

knowledge sharing among its users, and all respondents indicated that they thought it 

would be a useful tool for their organisation. 

“Interviewer 1: Do you think the volunteers are happy with knowledge sharing 

practices at the moment? 

Respondent C: No. 

Interviewer 1: They would be interested in improving it in some way. 

Respondent C: Absolutely.  That’s a real challenge too because volunteers fill out their 

quarterly reports and then it goes to the programme office and they don’t hear.” 

 

The experiment ran over a three week period, and while initial results and feedback 

were encouraging, it is difficult to gain an accurate assessment over this limited time. 
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1.8 Organisation of the dissertation  

This dissertation is divided into seven chapters and is organised as follows: 

 

 Chapter 2 - Knowledge Management in non-profit organisations 

The concept of Knowledge and Knowledge Management is introduced, 

followed by an introduction to knowledge sharing; Knowledge sharing in the 

non-profit sector will be discussed in detail. 

 

 Chapter 3 – Web 2.0  

Web 2.0 and its principles will be discussed in detail, followed by a discussion 

on Web 2.0 tools and systems used to support knowledge sharing in the non-

profit sector. 

 

 Chapter 4 – Knowledge Acquisition 

The design of the experiment is described, beginning with the design of the 

survey, who was targeted and how it was executed, followed by the design of 

the interviews and the execution of these. The purpose of each question and 

what it was trying to address will be discussed. The survey findings and results 

and analysis from the subsequent interviews informed the experiment, which 

addresses knowledge sharing in non-profit organisations. 

 

 Chapter 5 – Design and implementation of toolkit 

The background to the desireland project will be discussed in more detail, the 

relationship of the knowledge acquisition and elicitation artefacts to the 

experiment design will be discussed, and the experiment artefact and its 

implementation will be described. 

 

 Chapter 6 – Evaluation 
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User feedback - one to one interviews on usage of system 

Follow up surveys 

Usage of tools (metrics) of project sponsor and participants 

Discussion on how effective the implementation addressed the needs identified 

in the survey and subsequent interviews 

 

 Chapter 7 – Conclusions 

This chapter will summarise the project, and discuss possible future work and 

research in this area. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

  12 

2. KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT IN NON-PROFIT 

ORGANISATIONS 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter will address the key issues surrounding knowledge, knowledge 

management, and knowledge sharing in the non-profit sector. They will be discussed 

in relation to organisational culture and structure and comparisons will be drawn with 

the profit sector. The importance of knowledge sharing particularly within the non-

profit sector will be discussed with focus on the key challenges and barriers to 

knowledge sharing within this sector. 

2.2 What is Knowledge? 

Davenport and Prusak (1997) define knowledge as a fluid mix of experiences, values, 

contextual information and insight that provides a framework for evaluating and 

incorporating new experiences and information. 

Japanese management expert Ikujiro Nonaka, published a series of articles and books 

in relation to knowledge management (Nonaka, 1991; Nonaka, 1994) in which the 

‘knowledge creation process’ was described as an iterative cycle, known as the ‘spiral 

of knowledge’. In the spiral, Nonaka describes two main types of knowledge – tacit 

and explicit. Tacit knowledge which is knowledge embedded in people minds and 

explicit knowledge - knowledge codified in books, documents, reports, training 

courses, etc. Tacit knowledge can be described as elusive, as it exists only in peoples’ 

minds. It can be difficult to extract and articulate. Sometimes people are unaware that 

they even possess the knowledge and in fact people nearly always have far more tacit 

knowledge than they realise.  

The Spiral of Knowledge process helps us understand how knowledge is transformed 

or converted from one  knowledge category to another,  how knowledge is shared how  

knowledge may be acquired, created, improved or expanded. 

“The key to knowledge creation lies in the mobilisation and conversion of tacit 

knowledge.”(Nonaka and Takeuchi, 2005)  
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Figure 1 (2.1) Spiral of Knowledge creation 

By Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) taken from  

 “The Knowledge Creating Company: How Japanese Companies Create the 

Dynamics of Innovation”(1995) 

 

In Nonaka’s spiral of knowledge, tacit knowledge can be exchanged and shared  between 

individuals during interpersonal communications – (the socialisation process) and 

subsequently the tacit knowledge is converted to explicit knowledge through the use of 

metaphors, analogies, diagrams, figures, stories etc (the externalisation process). Explicit 

knowledge can be evaluated, analysed, enhanced, criticized and combined with other 

knowledge – (the combination process) to simulate new insights and ideas - i.e. to create 

new knowledge. Finally, explicit knowledge can be converted back into tacit knowledge 

(the internalisation process) through learning and experience for the process to begin 

again. 

 

Nonaka’s S-E-C-I model proved to be quite successful, it had a very significant influence 

of the field of Knowledge Management, but it was not however without is criticisms. 

Those involved in the more philosophical aspects of knowledge such as Gourlay (2006) 

felt it was too limited in scope to be philosophically satisfactory. Nevertheless “Despite 

these criticisms, Nonaka’s model had the advantage of suggesting practical ways of 

addressing knowledge that could be of real benefit to working businesses.” (Thompson, J, 

2010). In contrast to this Polyani’s assertions satisfied the philosophical criteria, but were 

found not to have any real practical application. 
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2.3 Knowledge Management  

John Thompson (2010) says that KM aspirationally may be said to hope to enhance the 

recording of existing knowledge, enable the transfer of existing knowledge from 

person to person, facilitate the exploitation of existing knowledge, and to stimulate the 

creation of new knowledge. 

According to Huck et al. (2011) KM facilitates the sharing of tacit and explicit 

knowledge between individuals and across organizations to meet organizational 

knowledge needs 

KM embraces any practices, cultures, processes, mechanisms, techniques and 

technologies espoused by related disciplines that might assist with any tasks that have 

a knowledge element and can deliver potential commercial advantages. (Thompson, J, 

2010) 

KM is about making the right knowledge available to the right people. It is about 

making sure that an organization can learn, and that it will be able to retrieve and use 

its knowledge assets in current applications as they are needed. In the words of Peter 

Drucker it is "the coordination and exploitation of organizational knowledge resources, 

in order to create benefit and competitive advantage" (Drucker, 1999). 

According to WIIG (1997) “the objectives of knowledge management (KM) are:  

To make the enterprise act as intelligently as possible to secure its viability and overall 

success and to otherwise realize the best value of its knowledge assets.” 

Knowledge Management has its origins in the economic slump that affected American 

manufacturing in the late 1980’s and early 1990’s. (Thompson, J, 2010) At this time 

there was widespread concern that American companies were increasingly unable to 

compete with foreign competitors, not just on price but on quality also. This was 

particularly notable with respect to the success at the time of Japanese electrical and 

mechanical goods in penetrating American and European markets. Business managers 

and strategists began investigating the reasons why traditional working methods were 

hampering success and they began to explore the role that knowledge and knowledge 

processes could play. The first introduction of KM to business management was by 

Peter Senge’s book in 1990 called ‘The Fifth Discipline’. His book  defined learning 

organisation’ as an organisation that emphasises learning by promoting the exchange, 

use and creation of knowledge, and where “people continually expand their capacity to 

create the results they truly desire, where new and expansive patterns of thinking are 
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nurtured, where collective aspiration is set free, and where people are continually 

learning to see the whole together”. (Senge, P,1990). This is essentially an organisation 

in which KM is a primary activity. 

“Knowledge is a critical factor affecting an organization's ability to remain 

competitive in the new global marketplace. Organizations therefore need to recognize 

it as a valuable resource and develop a mechanism for tapping into the collective 

intelligence and skills of employees in order to create a greater organizational 

knowledge base. Knowledge management accomplishes this goal.”(Bollinger and 

Smith,2001) 

2.3.1 Why is Knowledge Management necessary? 

 Organisations don’t know what they already know; knowledge in the 

organisation is not visible. Organisations can often waste time and money in 

rediscovering knowledge that they already knew. 

 Employees don’t know what their colleagues know; knowledge is not shared 

rapidly within the organisation. There may be a localisation of expertise; this 

may result in competitors innovating at a faster rate. 

 Knowledgeable employees leave the organisation or retire; the impact of this 

can be grave on the organisation. Critical expertise built up over years is lost 

overnight .Expertise may move to competitors without being retained within 

the organisation, Key customer relationships may be affected and overall 

organisational knowledge is reduced, hence tacit knowledge walks out the door 

and will not return. 

 Employees closely guard their individual knowledge 

 Organisational knowledge is unreliable or out of date, the ways and means of 

keeping knowledge up to date are not available or not being used. 

 Organisational functional barriers prevent the rapid innovation of new 

products/services, The ways and means of multidiscipline collaboration are not 

available, there is no collaboration on the design of products or services. 

Incorrect assumptions can be made; time and money can be wasted. 

 The organisation is slow to respond to changes in the market and is unable to 

use organisational knowledge to anticipate market trends; this can lead to loss 

of business, loss of customer confidence and loss of competitor advantage. 
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2.3.2 What is good KM? 

Good Knowledge Management strives to achieve the following 

 Makes organisational knowledge visible no matter where it is 

 Provides access to an organisation’s collective expertise 

Anywhere in the organisation 

 Retains the organisation’s knowledge in times of change 

 Exploits knowledge as an organisational asset 

 Helps to ensure that knowledge is up to date and relevant 

 Helps the organisation to do the “right” thing 

 Embeds knowledge in the organisation’s processes 

 Assists the survival of the organisation 

2.3.3 Typical KM systems and what they are used for?  

Knowledge management is essentially about people, processes and technology. 

It is mainly about people and capturing, organising and maintain the tacit knowledge 

that these people possess. Bhatt (2001) argues it is, rather, the interaction between 

technology, techniques, and people that allow an organization to manage its knowledge 

effectively. By creating a nurturing and ‘learning-by-doing'' kind of environment, an 

organization can sustain its competitive advantages.   

“IT, at best, can be used as an enabler to turn data into information. It is only through 

people, that information is interpreted and turned into knowledge.” (Bhat, 20031 

It is achieved through five main processes, capturing knowledge, organising 

knowledge, target knowledge, transfer knowledge and maintaining the captured 

knowledge (Awad and Ghaziri 2004). KM is about making an organisations 

knowledge visible and accessible. 

It is about capturing and codifying tacit knowledge of employees, which is very 

important if any employee leaves the organisation or retires. Tacit knowledge is 

information that employees have in their heads, it can be described as common senses, 

rules of thumb, heuristics etc. Explicit knowledge also needs to be properly captured, 

organised and maintained. It is also beneficial for new staff to be able to access the 

codified tacit knowledge and the organised, maintained explicit knowledge.  

Information technology is used to support KM systems. There is huge diversity in the 
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types of system or application considered under the banner of KM.  Some of the most 

common forms as discussed in KM literature are as follows: 

 

 Communities of Practice - for sharing and developing knowledge. 

“Communities of practice are groups of people who share a concern or a 

passion for something they do and learn how to do it better as they interact 

regularly.” (Wenger, 2006)  

A community of practice is a group of stakeholders who share a common 

interest in a specific area of competence, and are willing to work together. 

They are not a formal team or workgroup, normally “volunteers” and may 

often involve who are people geographically dispersed and cross 

organisational, may often includes internal and external people, and while they 

have scope, they have no formal outputs. CoP’s may operate in the following 

way: 

o Poses and answers questions 

o Discusses best practices 

o Solves problems that arise in day to day work 

o Explores new insights 

o may initiate new knowledge creation 

o Communicates and shares using various technologies (mail, chat, on-

line forums/blogs, etc.) 

 

 ‘Knowledge Repository’ for making explicit knowledge visible and accessible. 

The technology behind these initiatives may range from a large corporate 

intranet in the profit sector to a small on-line forum or blog in the voluntary 

sector. A knowledge repository is a place where explicit knowledge 

(knowledge content) is held. Knowledge content is accessible by everyone who 

is authorised to access it, there may be varying access rights. Knowledge 

content can be presented in a form that can be understood by the majority of 

users.  Users are generally active in setting up and maintaining knowledge 

content and keeping up to date and relevant. 

 Knowledge Yellow pages lists the sources of tacit knowledge, internal and 

external to the organisation , in essence, a directory of people with specific tacit 

knowledge classified or structured by “knowledge area”.  A “knowledge area” 

is something that is important to an organisation’s business. The yellow pages 
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does not contain knowledge itself but rather points to individuals who have 

tacit knowledge. 

Employees often hoard knowledge, they believe knowledge is power. Employees 

sometimes don’t know what they know or what their colleagues know. This can lead to 

duplication of knowledge as in creation of knowledge that already exists in the 

organisation, but no one is aware of it. Knowledge Management is about capturing, 

organising and maintaining this knowledge and making it visible and shareable among 

an organisations employees, to contribute to the performance of the organisation as a 

whole and by treating knowledge as a very valuable asset, thereby increasing the 

organisations competitive advantage in the market place. 

Both information and knowledge are grounded on data. The two can be differentiated 

if one considers interpretation and meaning. Information by definition is informative 

and, therefore, tells us something. It is data from which meaning can be derived. 

Knowledge is directly related to understanding and is gained through the interpretation 

of information. Knowledge enables one to interpret information i.e. derive meaning 

from data. The interpretation of meaning is framed by the perceiver’s knowledge. So 

what one person perceives as information can equate to meaningless data to another. 

So information that is interpreted generates meaning and new knowledge. Thus, 

information can be added to knowledge to increase what is known. It is also valid to 

state that knowledge comes before both information and data since one needs to know 

the context of data before it can be interpreted as information. Hence it can be seen that 

knowledge is subjective and can only reside within the mind of the individual. So what 

do we mean by sharing knowledge, if knowledge cannot exist outside the individual? 

2.4 Knowledge Sharing 

According to Davenport and Prusak (1998) knowledge is increasingly been seen as the 

most important strategic asset in organisations and a crucial resource to achieve 

sustainable competitive advantage. As a significant amount of organisational 

knowledge is in the minds of the employees, it is important for organisations to 

determine what motivate employees/volunteers to share knowledge, and what 

constitutes barriers to sharing knowledge. 
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 “Sharing is a process whereby a resource is given by one party and received by 

another. For sharing to occur, there must be an exchange; a resource must pass 

between source and recipient. The term knowledge sharing implies the giving and 

receiving of information framed within a context by the knowledge of the source. What 

is received is the information framed by the knowledge of the recipient. Although 

based on the knowledge of the source, the knowledge received cannot be identical as 

the process of interpretation is subjective and is framed by our existing knowledge and 

our identity “(Miller, 2002). 

By definition, an information system shares information. So then what is the difference 

between information-sharing and knowledge-sharing? The sharing of information 

covers a broad spectrum of exchanges and does not necessarily lead to the creation of 

new knowledge (Van Beveren, 2002). Knowledge-sharing intrinsically implies the 

generation of knowledge in the recipient. 

 

There are many approaches to knowledge sharing. Knowledge sharing within the 

business sector can take the form of meetings, brainstorming sessions, and the use of 

knowledge yellow pages (listing employees and their knowledge specialist area) and 

technology based platforms  such as intranets, forums, wiki’s and blogs, and internal 

communities of practice. CoPs have been described as “groups of people informally 

bound together by shared expertise and passion for a joint enterprise"(Wenger & 

Snyder 2000).  They differ from teams or functional units as they are self-organising 

and their lifespan is determined by its members. Such communities are not constrained 

by time and space and therefore can span organisational boundaries (Wenger 1998).  

CoP’s are very relevant to the not for profit, highly dependent on volunteer 

organisations, as by their very nature volunteers are coming together to contribute” 

their shared expertise and passion” for a common goal. 

 

When discussing knowledge sharing it is important to understand what exactly is being 

shared. An understanding of knowledge is key. There are two main types of  

knowledge-  Tacit knowledge which is Knowledge embedded in people minds and  

Explicit knowledge - Knowledge codified in books, documents, reports, training 

courses, etc. as discussed in the previous section and referred to previously by Nonaka  

(Figure1(2.1) Knowledge spiral in 1995)  
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A knowledge-friendly organizational culture is one of the most important conditions 

leading to the success of KM initiatives in organizations (Davenport & Prusak, 1998).  

A seismic cultural change is sometimes necessary for the introduction of KM 

processes, as traditionally organizations usually reward employees for individual 

performances. Specifically, cultural barriers to KM (e.g., cultural norms that promote 

and encourage knowledge hoarding) must be replaced by an organizational culture that 

promotes and encourages knowledge sharing. It is important that the new culture 

promote attitudes and behaviors that encourage, allow, and reward sharing of 

knowledge and insights. An employee must not perceive that his or her value to the 

organization is worth more if important knowledge is withheld i.e., knowledge 

hoarding. (Hurley et al., 2005). 

Organisational structure can either enhance or prevent knowledge sharing.  

Organisations with a centralized bureaucratic management style can stifle the creation 

of new knowledge, whereas a flexible decentralized organizational structure 

encourages knowledge sharing, particularly knowledge that is more tacit in nature. 

(Sharratt and Usoro, 2003). It is argued that the flatter that organizations with a less 

hierarchical structure may benefit from increased levels of knowledge sharing. 

Technology can be both an enhancer and an inhibitor to knowledge sharing. 

McDermott (1999) argues that technology can inspire knowledge management and 

sharing but cannot deliver it. While traditional technologies can facilitate knowledge 

collaboration and transfer of knowledge, they are limited in their ability to transfer 

knowledge that is more tacit in nature (Hildreth and Kimble, 2002). For technology to 

be an enhancer to knowledge sharing the technology itself must be easy to use, and 

there must be a perception that outcome of using the technology is useful in itself. In 

order for technology to be successful within a knowledge sharing system, it must be 

seen to be used by many. Knowledge attracts knowledge! Knowledge sharing systems 

must be easy to use, and participation must be encouraged by the perceived value and 

benefit of the content, which in turn will encourage further participation. This builds 

on O’Reilly’s (2005) principle of active participation of users. 

 “The greater the use of a knowledge sharing system, the greater one’s use of the 

systems for knowledge sharing” and “the greater the perceived usefulness of the 

knowledge-sharing system the greater a user’s participation in knowledge sharing”. 

(Sharrat and Usaro, 2003) 

 



 

  21 

As knowledge resides within individuals, they must be encouraged and motivated to 

share their tacit knowledge. It is argued that some incentive may be necessary to 

encourage the sharing of knowledge. These may be extrinsic as in financial rewards or 

intrinsic as in if an employee feels that he is well supported by an organization they 

tend to be more willing to participate in an organizations knowledge sharing 

initiatives. 

 

A study by Dell and Grayson (1998, cited by Sharratt and Usoro 2003) argues that if 

the “process of sharing and transfer is not inherently rewarding, celebrated and 

supported by the culture, then artificial rewards won’t have much effect”.  

 

Hertzberg (2003) in his Hygiene and Motivation theory found that although extrinsic 

factors such as financial rewards and other external factors are important to avoid 

unpleasantness at work, they are not necessarily motivating.  He argues that that 

motivational factors are based on an in individuals need for personal growth, and that 

motivating factors can create job satisfaction and can encourage an individual to 

achieve above average performance. Herzberg (2003) includes the following as 

intrinsic motivating factors – status, opportunity for advancement, gaining recognition, 

responsibility, challenging / stimulating work and sense of personal achievement and 

personal growth in a job. 

 

A sense of community, as in communities of practice, by their very nature motivate 

individuals to participate and share knowledge as they feel that that knowledge sharing 

is beneficial to the group as a whole, and to themselves individually 

. 

“To direct individual knowledge for the organizational purposes, an organization 

should develop and nurture an environment of knowledge sharing, transformation, and 

integration between its members” (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). 

In order to make knowledge management initiatives work in practice, the employees 

within the organisation must be willing to share their knowledge with others. Leaders 

must promote this culture of knowledge exchange and sharing within its workforce. 
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2.5 KM in the non-profit sector 

The non-profit sector or non-governmental agencies is a collective label for a variety 

of very different organisations. They differ from other organisations as they are not 

profit oriented and they work towards common goals from which the public benefits. 

They have a very different culture and structure to for-profit organisations. Their 

culture is based on community values and they tend to be flatter in structure, de-

centralised and more flexible.  

“The less hierarchical an organisation’s structure, the greater the instances of 

knowledge-sharing.”(Sharratt and Usoro, 2003). For non-profits the knowledge of 

their members is an important asset and a resource that may have to be called on in 

specific complex situations during their working day. While non-profit 

members/volunteers frequently posses valuable tacit knowledge drawn from their field 

experience, they do not always share it.  While one volunteer in a non-profit is 

struggling with a problem, another may have already solved it previously. Non-profit 

members need both factual knowledge and procedural knowledge (knowledge on how 

to perform an activity) combined with tacit knowledge (drawn from their own 

experience) to perform their functions within their non-profit community. 

There is an enormous amount of tacit knowledge in non-profits that is difficult to 

exchange, but is nevertheless important to the non-profit’s development and success. 

Consequently, non-profits need to have a way of harnessing this knowledge to 

facilitate this knowledge exchange and sharing within its community. 

 

Despite the different range and number of non- profit organisations (approx 15,000 in 

Ireland, Volunteer Ireland) according to Matschke et al. (2012), many of them have the 

following features in common: 

 Voluntariness – much of their work is dependent on volunteers 

 Participation - non-profits usually have  less hierarchical, flatter structures and 

decisions are often taken at grass-roots level, using democratic procedures 

 Personal relevance – a person’s voluntary contribution   is closely tied to his 

personality – volunteering requires strong personal commitment 

 Non-formalisation – As many not for profit organisations have neither the 

human or financial resources to provide significant training, volunteers often 
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learn their knowledge through observation and are in this way socialised into 

their responsibilities. 

2.6 Knowledge sharing in the Non-profit sector 

According to Huck et al. (2011) KM facilitates the sharing of tacit and explicit 

knowledge between individuals and across organizations to meet organizational 

knowledge needs. 

“While KM has found strong support in the large for profit organisations  

comparatively less attention has been given to KM in smaller Non-Profit 

Organizations (NPOs) and Non-Government organisations,  even less focus has been 

given to its application in volunteer communities.” (Huck et al., 2011)  

As managing knowledge is a significant challenge for the profit sector, there is no 

reason to believe that the non profit sector does not face similar difficulties. Managing 

knowledge in non-profits indeed has its challenges, not least due to lack of or 

insufficient funding for use on KM systems. KM has its roots in the domain of 

business, its early development and theories addressed the large for profit 

organisations. Large non-profits have similar needs to large for profits such as human 

resources, IT resources, and customer service. “ Much like FPOs, NPOs and NGOs 

must compete for sponsors, ensure effective and efficient operations, and undertake 

public promotion, and KM plays an important role in these functions (Lettieri et al., 

2004; Kipley et al., 2008; Helmig et al.,2004; Kong and Prior, 2008; Gregory and 

Rathi, 2008, cited by Huck et al, 2010)” 

“Recognition of the unique characteristics of small-scale NPOs and volunteer 

communities has led to an emerging interest in their KM needs “(Lemieux and Dalkir, 

2006; Gregory and Rathi, 2008, cited by Huck et al, 2010). 

KM’s significance in any domain cannot be underestimated, and there are many 

questions concerning the use of KM in volunteer communities that need to be 

addressed. For example, how can KM benefit small volunteer communities, what are 

the technological barriers to adopting KM systems, what is the perception of KM 

among volunteers, and what innovative approaches should be adopted by volunteers to 

manage knowledge within a community? Although small voluntary community 

organisations do not have the financial resources to implement large scale intranets or 

KM systems, they can still benefit from KM to enhance their delivery of service. 
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Organisations with a flatter less hierarchical structure tend to benefit from increased 

knowledge sharing. In contrast to many state or profit based organisations, non-profits 

tend to be flatter in structure, hence less hierarchical. Differences in status where they 

exist, are less formalised, and are more difficult to recognise than in other 

organisations.  

To promote knowledge sharing in organisations, most of the KM literature stresses the 

importance of developing an organisational culture that is based in a sense of 

community and that encourages interaction between employees in order to enable 

knowledge sharing among individuals.  Non-profits by their very nature are based on a 

sense of community. An important aspect of a KM strategy is to promote gathering of 

people for meetings and brainstorming sessions. Another important facet is the 

inclusion of people onto projects that have experience on similar projects before, in 

order to access the tacit knowledge of experienced people thus avoiding costly 

mistakes. 

The use of user friendly and appropriate technology is an important part of a KM 

strategy and it is vital that new technology is used efficiently. “Technology and KM 

does not provide you with an answer to your problem, rather it facilitates the learning 

of the answer” (Call, 2005, p20). 

“Despite the lack of KM research in the non-profit sector, it is recognised that sharing 

expertise and knowledge is at the heart of voluntary sector organisations” (Ragsdell, G, 

Journal of Knowledge Management Practice, Vol. 10, No. 1, March 2009 ).  

Knowledge sharing within the non-profit sector has been said to be concerned with 

“connecting people together through the sharing of knowledge and experience” 

(Gilmour and Stanliffe, 2004, p124). Some barriers to this knowledge sharing can 

include inaccessibility to technology due to the high cost of purchasing and installation 

and also in some cases lack of IT skills which could make IT in itself more difficult or 

sharing of knowledge more cumbersome and also lack of funding. 

Knowledge sharing within the non-profit sector is important to ensure provision of an 

effective service, continuation of a voluntary project etc.  The sometimes transient 

nature of volunteers makes it crucial for knowledge to be shared rapidly and 

effectively to ensure a stable knowledge base for the volunteer organisation. As in the 

corporate sector there are common factors that can either inhibit or enhance the sharing 

of knowledge within the voluntary sector. These are management support and 
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commitment, a culture that supports knowledge sharing and trust and appropriate 

technology to facilitate sharing. 

Non-profit organisations can learn lessons from corporate knowledge management. In 

particular the impact of organisational structure, creation of community within an 

organisation and how this impacts knowledge sharing are useful for non-profit 

organisations. The Knowledge maturity model is often used as a metric for 

benchmarking the level of knowledge maturity existing in an organisation. This model 

is based on the Capability Maturity Model (CMM) of the Software Engineering 

Institute (SEI) at Carnegie Mellon University 

.  

Table 1 (2.1) - General Maturity Levels -(Kulkarni, U, St.Louis, R, 2003) 

 

The 5 levels span from level 1 - the willingness of employees to share knowledge to 

Level 5 - mechanisms and tools to leverage knowledge assets being widely accepted 

i.e. continuously improved. Within the not for profit volunteering community, the 

aspiration would be to achieve level four of this maturity model i.e.  

participants/volunteers find it easy to share knowledge assets and that tools for 

supporting knowledge management and sharing are easy to use. This can be achieved 

by the introduction and implementation of open source Web 2.0 tools that facilitate 

knowledge sharing and knowledge creation as in community blogs and on-line forums 

that are both intuitive and have a short learning curve for participants/volunteers. 
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2.7 Conclusion 

In this chapter knowledge and its definition and the spiral of knowledge by Nonaka has 

been discussed.  The following chapter discussed knowledge management  in terms of 

people, processes and technology, the benefits of KM and what KM strives to achieve.  

A brief introduction to the non-profit sector follows explaining that they differ from 

other organisations as they are not profit oriented and they work towards common 

goals from which the public benefits. Knowledge sharing is defined, followed by a 

more in-depth discussion in KS in the non-profit sector and the Capability Maturity 

Model was introduced. 

It has been argued that organisations with flatter, less hierarchical structures are better 

for knowledge sharing as in the case of many non-profits, whose organisational culture 

is normally based in a sense of community whose focus provides individuals with a 

commitment to cooperate. 

 

The next chapter will discuss Web 2.0 technologies, social media in the context of 

Web 2.0, and how Web 2.0 and its principles align with, and support KM and KS in 

the non-profit sector. 
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3. WEB 2.0 

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter will discuss Web 2.0, what is meant by Web 2.0 and social media and 

how it can be used to facilitate knowledge creation and sharing in the non-profit sector. 

Why non-profits by their nature, culture and structure are particularly suited to use of 

Web 2.0 tools and the similarities of non-profits to the principles of Web 2.0 will also 

be articulated. Current use of Web 2.0 tools for KM and in particular to support KM 

and KS in the non-profit sector will be discussed and the importance of social media 

strategy for use of these tools will be highlighted. 

3.2 What is Web 2.0? 

The precursor to Web 2.0, Web 1.0 was perceived as the static web, for example - web 

designers or author’s compiled web pages and published them on the internet. These 

sites were static and provided information for the readers. The term Web 2.0 implies 

the concept of participation in which users are actively involved in the creation of 

content; the web has evolved from static to interactive! 

“Recent knowledge management literature has emphasised the importance of 

interactive knowledge management technologies, in bringing the human side into the 

knowledge management equation “(Ardichvilli et al, 2003). These technologies take 

the form of blogs, on-line forums/discussions, wikis and other social media. According 

to Paroutis et al. (2009) such technologies have distinct technical features that unleash 

passion for engaging in knowledge sharing and address the drawbacks of current 

technologies in organisations.  

 

There are several different definitions of Web 2.0 by several different authors. McLean 

suggests “Web 2.0 is the catch–all descriptor for what is essentially much more 

dynamic internet computing” (McLean, 2007). In effect Web 2.0 is about people and 

the interactive web. 

“Web 2.0 is the reorientation of the Web that promotes unbounded interaction, 

collaboration and participation of people. It is characterized by the emergence of a 
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large amount of content generated by a collective of Internet users. It harnesses 

networking effects and leverages the long tail.” (Bebensee, T, et al., 2011).  

The term itself was coined by Tim O’Reilly at Media Live International in 2004, and 

was defined by him two years later as ‘‘the business revolution in the computer 

industry caused by the move to the internet as platform, and an attempt to understand 

the rules for success on that new platform. Chief among those rules is this: Build 

applications that harness network effects to get better the more people use them’’ 

(Musser and O’Reilly, 2006). 

O’Reilly (2005) states that Web 2.0 does not have a hard boundary but a gravitational 

core. The core which O’Reilly refers to, are a set of principles that imply on several 

aspects of the internet industry from software development, through marketing and 

content development and day to day operations. These principles are described in 

many papers (O’Reilly 2005) and also in Wikipedia and are as follows: 

 

 Web as a platform – the web should be treated as a platform and not the main 

application, for example just as the telephone is considered a channel, and the 

conversation over the telephone line is the essence.  Other examples are eBay 

and Amazon; they provide the channel through which the content is purchased. 

 Active participation of users – in the Web 1.0 era, content managers and 

experts collected, created, organised and categorised the content for the web. 

Users mainly accessed this content. In the Web 2.0 era, users are active 

participants, by means of blogging/WIKI’s and on-line forums which gives 

added value to the content. 

 The service improves automatically the more it is used – users participation 

influences the web – for example with the Google search engine ranking. The 

ranking is significantly influenced by the number of accesses of previous users 

to pages on the results domain of the search. The more people search, the more 

statistics are collected, and hence the quality of the ranking will be higher. This 

is not a new concept, the academic field has used this metric when assessing a 

researcher – based on the number of times they were cited by other researchers. 

 Collective intelligence – this refers to the ‘long tail’ i.e. 20 per cent of the 

customers buy 80 percent of the products. The long tail refers to the 80 percent 

who perhaps only buy one book. Also referred to as collective intelligence is 
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the power of small sites that make up the bulk of the web's content. Their 

collective significance is important. For example eBay enables occasional 

transactions of only a few dollars between single individuals, acting as an 

automated intermediary. O’Reilly states that hyperlinking is the foundation of 

the web. As users add new content, and new sites, it is bound in to the structure 

of the web by other users discovering the content and linking to it. The link is 

the foundational element for connecting the entire web together (Hinchliffe, 

2006). Wikipedia is a good example of collective intelligence – harnessing the 

wisdom of the contributors. 

 Content is core : Control over unique, hard-to-recreate data sources that get 

richer as more people use them for example Amazon’s database, Amazon 

relentlessly enhanced the data, adding publisher-supplied data such as cover 

images, table of contents, index, and sample material. Even more importantly, 

they harnessed their users to annotate the data, such that after ten years, 

Amazon is the primary source for bibliographic data on books. Every 

significant web application to date has been supported by specialised databases 

for example Google’s web crawl and eBay’s database of products and sellers. 

 The perpetual beta: software is developed iteratively and often, with users 

being co-developers as in open source systems. For example, WordPress’ 

functionality is extended by ‘plugins’ that are developed and maintained by an 

open source community for the community.  

 Software above the level of a single device – with the explosion of the 

Smartphone and tablet revolution, software needs to be developed and 

optimised for the mobile market. 

 

O’Reilly (2005) argues that the competitive opportunity for new entrants is to fully 

embrace the potential of Web 2.0. Companies that succeed will create applications that 

learn from their users, using architecture of participation to build a commanding 

advantage not just in the software interface, but in the richness of the shared data. 
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Figure 10 (6.3) Screenshot depicting visits to the top ten sections of the desireland.ie site 

The screen shot above, illustrates the amount of page visits to the desireland forums 

and somewhat surprisingly it has the highest number of page visits to the site to date, 

and the highest number of unique page visits. 

Despite this stimulus and numerous emails and reminders to ten users (previously 

asked by the project sponsor to participate in the testing of the forums), only four of 

these people replied and actually posted to the forum. This aligns with the discussion 

in the previous chapter and the following quotation by Matschke et al. (2012) 

 “Practical experience has shown that an exchange of knowledge will not 

automatically occur on platforms that have been set up for this purpose. Information is 

read and used, but only few of the users make active contributions to such platforms 

and contribute their own knowledge. From the point-of-view of each individual user, 

the most effective strategy would be only to extract information from such a platform, 

but not to contribute anything.”  

 

Several factors have been identified as causing barriers to users engaging in knowledge 

sharing in an on-line open forum. Losing face has been identified as one. (Ardichvili et 

al. 2002). Sharratt and Usoro (2003) argue that  the fear of posting an incorrect or 

misleading contribution, or the belief that one’s contribution may not be sufficiently 

important or relevant, can have a significantly negative effect on one’s motivation to 
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share knowledge. Another barrier may be the technology itself, the project sponsor 

found the software cumbersome to use, though not impossible and voiced the 

following opinion:  

“Interviewer 1: Do you think that the actual forum platform is a barrier to people 

using it? Do you think it’s because you don’t think that it’s that intuitive? 

Respondent E: I don’t think it’s that intuitive” (excerpt from feedback interview 

conducted with project sponsor, 12
th

 March 2013). 

It was perceived that if the platform was easier to use, it would be used more, and 

O’Reilly’s (2005) principle” The service improves automatically the more it is used – 

users participation influences the web” would be realised. 

 

The feedback interview highlighted the potential usefulness of the forum platform to 

encourage users to engage and participate in on-line discussions; it also highlighted a 

potential barrier to their use in this project. It came to light that the project sponsor had 

previously attempted to introduce a forum into an old website using an existing 

community of practice as the test bed. The forum was unsuccessful, and the project 

sponsor was reticent to ask the community of practice to engage in another forum, if 

there was a risk that, it too would be unsuccessful. Hence, an existing community of up 

to three hundred users were not invited to engage. This could have made a significant 

difference to the outcome of the forum usage. 

 

A survey was developed using SurveyMonkey to elicit the views of the group of users 

that had originally agreed with the project sponsor to participate in this project for 

testing purposes. The survey questions broadly addressed the following areas, purpose, 

design and content of the main site, then specific questions regarding the forum 

platform,  ease of use, effectiveness as a knowledge sharing tool, aesthetics etc.  

Although there were only 3 replies to the survey (out of 10 sent), all of them were 

positive about the site as a whole, and positive about the forum as a knowledge sharing 

tool. It is also proposed to upload the link to the survey onto the website, to elicit the 

wider public opinion. 
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Figure 11 (6.4) Feedback Survey on usage of the Forums 

 

 

Figure 12 (6.5) Feedback Survey on usage of the Forums as a Knowledge Sharing 

Tool 
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There have been 3 enquiries to the website via the ‘Contact Us’ form, each message 

indicating the interest of the sender to get involved with the desireland projects. This 

information is recorded on the system database and will enable the project founder to 

use this information to get in touch with these people regarding projects in the future. 

 

A face to face unstructured interview was conducted to elicit the project sponsors view 

of the entire project.  This also took place approximately two and a half weeks after the 

initial implementation, and proved to be very positive in some aspects. 

 

Below is an excerpt from the original knowledge and acquisition interview with the 

project founder in December 2012, in which the project sponsor summarises the 

requirements and her hopes for a solution: 

 

“Interviewer 1: So that brings us on I suppose to possibly the last question.  In a 

year’s time where would you like to see desireland be? 

Respondent E: Well I would like to see desireland as a package rather than just these 

sort of disparate projects and nobody really knows what the overarching principles 

and ethos in desireland is and it’s more than just … I don’t think most people know 

that desireland is behind the Lifeline or behind SPUDS and that there is this, umbrella 

of thinking that pulls all this together.  So the research that I’m doing professionally is 

… there are sort of  overarching principles emerging from that research that I’m 

employing in my voluntary projects. So if I could do that it would be brilliant.” 

(Interview with project sponsor, Organisation E, December 2012) 

 

The experiment addressed the requirements of the project sponsor in terms of merging 

all of the organisation’s existing knowledge under one umbrella for ease of access by 

the sponsor and other stakeholders including potential volunteers. Also, tools to 

support knowledge sharing, creation and communication have been implemented, and 

the effectiveness of them will continue to be monitored into the future. 
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volunteers. The project identified and investigated an open source Web 2.0 toolkit to 

enhance the capture and recording of knowledge, the transfer of knowledge from 

person to person, the exploitation of knowledge and the stimulation of new knowledge 

within the project. An experiment was conducted and evaluated over a limited 

timescale, and while the initial results were encouraging in some aspects, it is expected 

that usage of other aspects of the tool may be improved with the project sponsors 

encouragement and participation in the future. 

7.3 Contributions to body of knowledge  

The research conducted in this dissertation highlighted lack of IT resources, lack of 

funding in general, and lack of expertise in hampering knowledge sharing in small 

voluntary organisations.   

“Interviewer 1: Do you believe that xx makes full use of IT to achieve its social 

mission? 

Respondent C: Absolutely not.   We are desperate (laughter).  Really, it’s one of the 

big things.  At every senior meeting I am at…   We have big plans and are rolling them 

out and I am on an IT Task Force to get things moving and we are achieving certain 

things but it’s going to take another two to three years to get to where we want to be.” 

(excerpt from interview conducted with Organisation C on 12
th

 December 2013). 

 

The research has further shown how open source Web 2.0 tools can address these 

issues as Web 2.0 tools are typically free or of minimal cost and have a short learning 

curve, and by their nature encourage user contribution and participation. The tool has 

proven to be effective in desireland. It has contributed significantly to the exposure of 

the organisation and enabled it to build and enhance its on-line profile, and has made 

its knowledge base accessible to all stakeholders and potential volunteers. It has 

encouraged contribution to this knowledge and has provided platforms for sharing and 

creation of knowledge for its audience.  

 

This research has also shown that Web 2.0 tools can be used easily and effectively, 

collating a myriad of different media types in a small non-profit organisation with 

minimal technical expertise and funding, and that these tools could be used with 
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minimal modifications and customisation in any similar organisation or small business 

with little technical expertise and funding. 

7.4 Experimentation, evaluations and limitations  

The aim of this research was not to be exhaustive, but to be a snapshot of knowledge 

sharing and communication in the non-profit sector. The organisations chosen 

represented a large range of non-profits in Ireland, all with similar ad hoc use of IT, 

social media and Web 2.0 tools.  The literature review was somewhat limited due to 

the “lack of research of KM in the non-profit area” (Ragsdell, G, 2009). 

The implementation of the experiment consisted of developing a WordPress Blog and 

website with on-line discussion forum platform to encourage user participation and 

knowledge sharing. WordPress is both a content management system and a blogging 

tool.  The existing material was gathered from all of the disparate sites and organized 

into the new site, with static pages being created for the static information and a blog 

on the homepage for the project coordinator to constantly keep the information up to 

date and ensure that constant traffic is directed to the site, thus keeping the site high up 

in the search engine ratings.  The content management system allowed for the 

collation, categorization and storage of all of the collected knowledge artefacts from 

the myriad of disparate platforms for ease of maintenance and accessibility to the 

project stakeholders and potential volunteers.  

Indicators show that the project coordinator, while aspiring to the principles of 

knowledge sharing did not consciously champion the specific knowledge sharing 

platform – the on-line discussion forum. Barriers in the form of previous unsuccessful 

implementation of a similar principle arose and resulted in the reluctance of the project 

sponsor in using an existing community of practice (300 members) as a test bed for 

this tool. Results of the usage and effectiveness of this forum could have been much 

increased if these barriers had not existed. 

Interestingly, while many others registered with the site through the forum registration, 

many failed to engage; this aligns with Matsche et al. (2012): 

 “practical experience has shown that an exchange of knowledge will not 

automatically occur on platforms that have been set up for this purpose. Information is 

read and used, but only few of the users make active contributions to such platforms 

and contribute their own knowledge. From the point-of-view of each individual user, 
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the most effective strategy would be only to extract information from such a platform, 

but not to contribute anything.” 

7.5 Future work and Research  

While this toolkit was deployed within a small, non-profit, community organisation it 

is also capable of being deployed with some modifications, within other small 

organisations that face similar challenges such as lack of funding and technical 

expertise. It would appear to be an ideal option for any small start up company that has 

little budget for knowledge sharing tools. 

Research indicated that some sort of strategy for deploying Web 2.0 tools/Social media 

is important, rather than the ad hoc nature of deployment as indicated by a majority of 

the research participants. 

The development and implementation of such a strategy for non-profits could be 

researched and implemented with the help and guidance of the umbrella organisation 

for non-profits that participated in the current research. Indeed the toolkit that was 

developed for this research project could be made available for the use of other non-

profits with similar barriers and challenges. 

It was recognised that introducing an on-line forum in a non-profit organisation with 

transient volunteers is somewhat of a challenge, as there is no consistent set of 

volunteers to interact with it. Applying this project in an organisation with a more 

consistent volunteer base would possibly improve the outcomes of the experiment in 

relation to the specific knowledge sharing tool. However, indicators from research 

within these organisations highlighted that knowledge sharing needs more of a 

personal attitude or organisational change. When asked about the benefits of 

developing an on-line knowledge sharing platform/forum, one respondent articulated 

their lack of interest to moderate such a forum:  

“Interviewer 1:  It would be a meeting type of thing?  But do you think it would be of 

benefit to have something technologically based that people could give ideas like a 

forum that people could…. 

Respondent A: Yes, maybe.  They are setting up a website so maybe yes.  My 

immediate reaction would be who’d man it?  Who’s going to look after it?  ‘Hopefully 

not me’.  That’s what I’m saying.  You might come up with an idea like that.  I think 

they are going to come up with a forum where people can go in and look at different 
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publications and stuff - an interactive website.  I don’t know what they call it but 

anyway… people can go in, post comments..” (excerpt of interview conducted with 

Representative A, from organisation A, 7
th

 January 2013) 

7.6 Conclusion 

This chapter summarised the project in the non-profit research area. It gave an outline 

of the background to the project, the problem definition and the research overview. An 

extensive literature review was conducted addressing knowledge management, the 

non-profit sector and knowledge sharing within this context. Web 2.0 was discussed 

and usage of Web 2.0 tools both in profit and non-profit sectors were analysed. The 

usage of Web 2.0 tools as a knowledge sharing mechanism in the non-profit sector 

were investigated and articulated. 

A knowledge acquisition was conducted using both quantitative and qualitative 

methodologies with a selected range of non-profit organisations, the results of which 

were used to inform the design of the experiment.  

A lightweight open source tool called WordPress was identified as being suitable for 

the project requirements – facilitating knowledge capturing, sharing and storing 

knowledge in the desireland project. It is expected that the toolkit will continue to be 

used to capture, organise, externalise and transfer existing knowledge within 

desireland, creating new knowledge and continuing to facilitate engagement of its 

stakeholders and attract potential volunteers. 

Metrics used to assess the success of the project were encouraging with a high number 

of users participating and engaging with the tool as a whole. 

However, the usage of the discussion forum needs further motivation and 

encouragement from the project sponsor in this particular project, and a change of 

personal attitude/organisational change may be needed to further encourage knowledge 

sharing and user participation. 

 

“The greater the use of a knowledge sharing system, the greater one’s use of the 

systems for knowledge sharing” and “the greater the perceived usefulness of the 

knowledge-sharing system the greater a user’s participation in knowledge sharing”. 

(Sharrat and Usaro, 2003) 
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APPENDIX A – SURVEY QUESTIONS AND OBJECTIVES 

SECTION QUESTIONS OBJECTIVES  

Section 1 – 

Personal & 

Organisation 

 

This section 

provides an 

overview of 

respondents in 

terms of roles & 

experience.  Basic 

organisational 

information is 

elicited re. their 

area of work and 

membership. 

11. Your Name 

12. Your Organisation 

Name 

13. What is your role in 

the organisation 

14. If you are a Paid 

Employee in your 

organisation, please 

enter your Job Title 

15. What is the primary 

area of work of your 

organisation? 

16. How many volunteers 

are currently involved 

with your Organisation 

in Ireland? 

17. How long have you 

been involved with 

Your Organisation? 

18. Have you ever been a 

volunteer or paid 

employee with any 

other non-profit 

voluntary 

organisation? 

Sections 1 & 2, consist of, largely, closed-ended questions 

and investigate issues such as organisational size, number 

of volunteers, number of paid employees, volunteer  

demographics, funding,  etc. This initial elicitation 

provides the necessary respondent and organisational 

information required by both projects.  

 

Section 1 provides an overview of the organisation types, 

their respective social missions and their volunteers.  It is 

expected that respondents will be either full-time 

employees in senior organisational positions or highly 

experienced volunteers (10 + years) – these respondents 

are expected to possess significant knowledge re. 

volunteerism, the training & selection of volunteers, 

Knowledge Management and Knowledge Sharing within 

the organisation and the use of IT within the organisation.   

 

 

Section 2 – 

Funding 

Partner 

organisations 

range from those 

which have a 

variety of income 

sources to those 

with none. How 

does this affect 

issues such as 

training, IT, KM 

and the use of 

Web 2.0 tools? 

 

19. How is your 

organisation funded? 

Some partner organisations receive state funding and/ or 

have other significant sources of funding.  Others have no 

sources of funding or relatively insignificant funding.  It is 

argued that “through their fundraising activities nonprofits 

affect the amount of funds available to them” (Luksetich, 

2008).  These fundraising activities can impact ultimately 

upon state funding for the organisation. 

 

It is apparent that there is also a link between funding and 

Knowledge Management.  It is held that NGOs routinely 

create programs from scratch instead of drawing on “best 

practices” developed by another organization. As a result, 

investment dollars from funding agencies are not 

effectively leveraged” (Hurley & Green, 2005) 
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How does funding and the availability of funds affect the 

role and use of IT, the selection & training (if any) of 

volunteers, the use and efficacy of KM within the 

organisation etc? 

Section 5 – 

Information 

Technology 

Introductory 

questions re. the 

use and benefit of 

IT in the 

organisation. Have 

the organisations 

the IT “pre-

requisites” 

required? (Hackler 

& Saxton, 2007) 

20. Does your 

organisation have a 

dedicated IT 

Department? 

21. If you answered ‘NO’ 

to the above question – 

How does your 

organisation maintain 

its technology? 

22. Does Your 

Organisation Fully 

Use IT to Achieve its 

Goals? 

It is argued that “the diffusion of IT throughout the 

nonprofit sector has brought with it considerable potential 

for organisational change” (Hackler & Saxton, 2007) The 

use of IT and the ability of paid employees and /or 

volunteers responsible for the management and utilisation 

of IT has a vital role in organisational goal achievement.   

 

The application and use of IT has the potential also to play 

a key role in KM, knowledge sharing and knowledge 

mapping 

Section 6 – 

Knowledge 

Management & 

Knowledge 

Sharing 

 

Elicitation of 

significance to this 

dissertation re. 

KM – knowledge 

sharing and 

knowledge 

mapping 

23. Does Your 

Organisation Keep 

Formal Records on all 

work performed by 

Volunteers? 

24. Please indicate how 

your organisation 

stores information 

about your volunteers, 

your projects & your 

work 

25. How is knowledge 

primarily shared 

between the volunteers 

and paid-employees in 

your organisation? 

26. When a Volunteer 

Leaves your 

Organisation is there a 

formal handover 

policy? 

27. How is the departing 

volunteers knowledge 

captured? 

28. Does Your 

Organisation Engage 

With Its Lapsed 

KM is critical for voluntary organisation goal attainment.  

It is argued that nonprofit organisations “should establish 

and encourage an organizational culture that values and 

rewards the transferring of tacit knowledge to explicit 

knowledge among employees and workgroups” (Hurley & 

Green, 2005) 

 

The internal knowledge section focuses on questions 

relating to current practices for knowledge creation and 

sharing, identification of gaps in this process, identifying 

of areas where knowledge sharing solutions can be 

focussed.  

 

The questionnaire helped to identify the types of 

knowledge currently shared and the sharing of knowledge 

that would be beneficial to the organisation to share in the 

future. 

 

 

Questions focus on the capturing and retention of 

knowledge when a volunteer leaves the organisation so 

that the valuable knowledge that has been attained by the 

volunteer is not lost to the organisation. 
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Volunteers? 

-  

Section 7 – Web 

2.0 Tools. 

 

Introductory 

questions - to be 

developed in 

subsequent 

interviews. 

Provides a basis 

for the 

understanding of 

usage and 

understanding of 

such tools in 

partner 

organisations 

29. Does your 

organisation currently 

use Web 2.0 Tools? 

30. If you answered ‘YES’ 

to the above question – 

What Web 2.0 tools 

does your organisation 

currently use? 

This provided a basic elicitation re. the use of Web 2.0 

tools in partner organisations.  Some of these already use 

some form of these tools while others do not.  Can the use 

of such tools inform the development of this projects 

toolkit? 

 

The questionnaire was used to elicit key requirements from 

the partners in terms of the types of tools currently in use 

and those required to support the knowledge sharing needs 

identified. It was also used to elicit information on the 

current knowledge sharing culture within the organisation .  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

  91 

APPENDIX B (ANALYSIS OF SURVEY RESULTS)  

SECTION 1 (of 7) - PERSONAL & ORGANISATION 

DETAILS  

Brief Personal & Organisation Details 

Your Name 

Respondent 1, Respondent 2, Respondent 3, Respondent 4, Respondent 5, Respondent 6, 

Respondent 7, Respondent 8, Respondent 9, Respondent 10, Respondent 11, Respondent 

12, Respondent 13, Respondent 14, Respondent 15 

Organisation Name 

Organisation A, Organisation B, Organisation C, Organisation D, Organisation E, 

Organisation f, Organisation G 

 

What is your role in the organisation? 

 

Volunteer 
 
6 38% 

Paid-Employee 
 
9 56% 

I am both a Volunteer 

and Paid Employee in the 

organisation 
 
1 6% 

Other 
 
0 0% 

 

If You Are A Volunteer Please Specify How Many Hours Per Week You Volunteer 

 

1-3 Hours Per Week 
 
13 81% 

3-6 Hours Per Week 
 
0 0% 

Over 6 Hours Per Week 
 
3 19% 

 

If you are a Paid Employee in your voluntary organisation, please enter your Job Title in 

the organisation 

Shop Manager Director of Services Cork & Kerry director of services Co-Ordinator of 

Garden Centre Programme Director of Care Local Communications & Information 

Manager Executive Director Assistant Manage... 

What is the primary area of work of your organisation? 

 

Charitable (Includes relief of poverty & assistance to underprivileged) 
 
7 44% 

Education 
 
2 13% 

Environmental 
 
1 6% 

Health 
 
2 13% 

Arts, Culture & Heritage 
 
0 0% 
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Sporting 
 
0 0% 

Work with people who are physically or mentally disabled 
 
4 25% 

Other 
 
0 0% 

 

How Many Volunteers Are Currently Involved With Your Organisation In Ireland 

 

1-49 Volunteers 
 
8 50% 

50-99 Volunteers 
 
1 6% 

100-149 Volunteers 
 
0 0% 

150-199 Volunteers 
 
1 6% 

200-249 Volunteers 
 
0 0% 

250 + Volunteers 
 
6 38% 

 

How long have you been involved with your organisation? 

 

0 - 5 years 
 
4 25% 

5 - 10 years 
 
1 6% 

10 - 15 years 
 
3 19% 

15 - 20 years 
 
3 19% 

20 - 25 years 
 
3 19% 

Over 25 years 
 
2 13% 

 

Have you ever been either a volunteer or paid employee with any other non-profit 

voluntary organisation? 

 

Yes 
 
14 88% 

No 
 
2 13% 

 

Section 2 (of 7) FUNDING  

Brief description of your organisations funding 

How is your organisation funded? 

 

State Funding 
 
14 88% 

Public Donations 
 
13 81% 

Charitable / Church Funding 
 
9 56% 

Organisation Retail Outlets (e.g. Shops) 
 
9 56% 

Annual Collection 
 
7 44% 

We do not have any funding 
 
1 6% 

Other 
 
6 38% 

People may select more than one checkbox, so percentages may add up to more than 

100%. 

Section 3 (of 7) VOLUNTEERS  

This section will briefly examine Volunteerism and the issues attracting volunteers  
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Does your organisation recruit new volunteers to assist in your work? 

 

Yes 
 
16 100% 

No 
 
0 0% 

Don't Know 
 
0 0% 

 

Is your organisation currently accepting applications from potential volunteers? 

 

Yes 
 
15 94% 

No 
 
1 6% 

Don't Know 
 
0 0% 

 

Does your organisation currently receive sufficient applications from people wishing to 

become involved as volunteers? 

 

Yes - we have 

sufficient numbers of 

volunteers 
 
5 31% 

No - we require 

additional volunteers  
10 63% 

Don't Know 
 
1 6% 

 

Is information easily available to potential volunteers about the work of your organisation? 

 

Yes 
 
12 75% 

No 
 
4 25% 

Don't Know 
 
0 0% 

 

How Does Your Organisation Advertise For New Volunteers? 

 

National Media - National Newspapers, TV, Radio 
 
6 38% 

Local Media - Local Newspapers, Local Radio 
 
8 50% 

Posters (e.g. in public areas - shops, churches etc) 
 
9 56% 

Online - via Organisation website, other websites 
 
13 81% 

Social Media - Twitter, Facebook etc 
 
8 50% 

Recruitment Meetings 
 
7 44% 

Other 
 
6 38% 
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People may select more than one checkbox, so percentages may add up to more than 

100%. 

Does Your Organisation Experience Problems Retaining Volunteers? 

 

Yes - this is an issue for our organisation 
 
3 19% 

No - this is not an issue for our organisation 
 
4 25% 

We experience issues with some volunteers leaving but this is not a major 

problem  
8 50% 

Don't Know 
 
1 6% 

 

If you answered ‘YES’ to the above question, please indicate the main reason for this 

 

Volunteers have insufficient information about the goals and mission of the 

organisation  
10 63% 

Volunteers receive insufficient training 
 
1 6% 

Volunteers receive insufficient support from head office 
 
0 0% 

Other Reasons 
 
3 19% 

Don't Know 
 
2 13% 

 

Section 4 (of 7) SELECTION & TRAINING OF 

VOLUNTEERS  
Is there a Selection Process for All Volunteer Applicants to your organisation? 

 

Yes 
 
11 69% 

No 
 
2 13% 

It Depends upon the 

role  
3 19% 

Don't Know 
 
0 0% 

 

Is There a Training Process for all new Volunteers? 

 

Yes 
 
14 88% 

No 
 
2 13% 

Don't Know 
 
0 0% 

 

What type of training do new volunteers undergo? 

 

Informal - 'on-the-job' training 
 
5 31% 

Formal - before the volunteer commences work 
 
7 44% 

It depends upon the work the volunteer is doing 
 
3 19% 

No Training is Required 
 
1 6% 

 

Who Trains New Volunteers? 
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Other Current or Ex-Volunteers 
 
8 50% 

Paid-Employees of the Organisation 
 
11 69% 

Third Party Specialist Trainers 
 
6 38% 

No Training Is Provided or Needed 
 
1 6% 

Other 
 
0 0% 

People may select more than one checkbox, so percentages may add up to more than 

100%. 

Section 5 (of 7) INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 

(IT)  

Does your organisation have IT Support 

 

Yes 
 
12 75% 

No 
 
4 25% 

Don't Know 
 
0 0% 

 

If you answered 'NO' to the above question - How does your organisation maintain its 

technology (computers, laptops etc), website and online presence 

 

A third party / outside agency is paid for IT services 
 
13 81% 

This is paid for by supporters of the organisation 
 
0 0% 

A volunteer donates his/her time to maintain the organisations IT and online 

presence  
0 0% 

We use the personal computer/laptop of a volunteer for our IT requirements 
 
3 19% 

We do not use IT and have a website / online presence 
 
0 0% 

 

Does Your Organisation Use IT for any of the following? 

 

Attract & Recruit Volunteers (for example by the use of Social Media) 
 
13 81% 

Manage Volunteers (for example, by maintaining volunteer records) 
 
12 75% 

Maintain Records of Work Done by Volunteers 
 
9 56% 

Don't Know 
 
2 13% 

People may select more than one checkbox, so percentages may add up to more than 

100%. 

Section 6 (of 7) INFORMATION MANAGEMENT & 

SHARING  

This section examines the management and sharing of information in the Organisation. 

Included in this is the sharing of information between volunteers and between volunteers 

and the organisation. 

Does Your Organisation Keep Formal Records On All Work Performed By Volunteers? 

 
Yes - all volunteer work in formally recorded 

 
6 38% 
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No - there is no formal recording of work 
 
5 31% 

It depends upon the work done and the volunteers involved 
 
5 31% 

Don't Know 
 
1 6% 

People may select more than one checkbox, so percentages may add up to more than 

100%. 

Please indicate how your organisation stores information about your volunteers, your 

projects & your work 

 

Technology - databases, on servers, personal computers 
 
6 38% 

Paper-based - files, notes 
 
2 13% 

Mixture of technology and paper-based 
 
13 81% 

Personal knowledge of volunteers (i.e. in 'their heads') 
 
6 38% 

Don't know 
 
0 0% 

People may select more than one checkbox, so percentages may add up to more than 

100%. 

How is information primarily shared between the volunteers and paid-employees in your 

organisation? 

 

Technology Based - Email, Blogs, Wiki's, Intranet etc 
 
4 25% 

Paper Based - Files, Notes, Memoranda, Letters 
 
3 19% 

Informally - Conversations/phone calls etc between volunteers & paid 

employees  
3 19% 

A Mixture of all of the above 
 
11 69% 

There are no paid-employees in the organisation 
 
1 6% 

Don't Know 
 
0 0% 

People may select more than one checkbox, so percentages may add up to more than 

100%. 

When a Volunteer Leaves your Organisation is there a formal handover policy? 

 

Yes 
 
4 25% 

No 
 
4 25% 

It depends upon the 

volunteer and the work 

they do 
 
7 44% 

Don't Know 
 
1 6% 

 

How is the departing volunteer's knowledge captured - e.g. in order that it may be passed 

to new volunteers ? 

 

Informal Exit Chat 
 
6 38% 

Formal Handover with Notes taken 
 
4 25% 

Technology - e.g. web, email, blog, wiki, Facebook 
 
1 6% 

There is no capture of knowledge of departing volunteers 
 
4 25% 

I don't know if there is any capture of knowledge of departing volunteers 
 
1 6% 

 

Does Your Organisation Engage With Its Lapsed Volunteers? 
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Yes - We Regularly Keep In Touch With Our Lapsed Volunteers 
 
3 19% 

No - Once A Volunteer Leaves We Generally Do Not Engage With Them After 

That  
5 31% 

It Depends Upon The Volunteer And The Work They Did 
 
8 50% 

Don't Know 
 
0 0% 

 

Section 7 (of 7) SOCIAL MEDIA  

Note: Social Media includes Facebook, Twitter, Blogs and Wiki's. 

Does your organisation currently use Social Media? 

 

Yes 
 
13 81% 

No 
 
2 13% 

Don't Know 
 
1 6% 

 

If you answered 'YES' to the above question - What Social Media does your organisation 

currently use? 

 

Twitter 
 
5 38% 

Facebook 
 
12 92% 

Blogs 
 
3 23% 

Wiki's 
 
0 0% 

Other 
 
1 8% 

People may select more than one checkbox, so percentages may add up to more than 

100%. 

Thank You!  

We would like to thank you for completing this questionnaire. Your assistance is very 

much appreciated. 

Would You Agree To Speaking To Us About The Issues Contained In This Questionnaire 

 

Yes 
 
15 94% 

No 
 
1 6% 

Please Contact Me To 

Discuss  
0 0% 
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APPENDIX C – SAMPLE OF RESPONSES TO 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS CODED USING  MAXQDA 

 

Organisation C, 

Respondent C 

Knowledge Sharing Interviewer 1: Do you think the volunteers are happy with 

knowledge sharing practices at the moment?Respondent C: 

No.Interviewer 1: They would be interested in improving it in 

some way.Respondent C: Absolutely.  That’s a real challenge 

too because volunteers fill out their quarterly reports and then it 

goes to the programme office and they don’t hear..Interviewer 

1: It’s lost?  They feel like they are doing this and there’s no 

feedback? 

Respondent C: I think we are doing much better but I think it 

still needs to improve 

Respondent E Interview 

Transcript 13 December 

2012 

Knowledge Sharing Interviewer 1:   Do you have a specific forum for volunteers to 

share information about what they’ve done – blogs or anything 

like that?  

Respondent E: No. 

Interviewer 1: Do you think it would be a good idea.  Do you 

think the volunteers would be interested in something like that? 

Respondent E: I’d say they probably would be. 

Interviewer 1: They could swap information about stuff they’ve 

done or share ideas – or even information and lessons learned 

from different things… 

Respondent E: Yes I think that would be really useful.  In fact in 

the process of developing this new site one of the things I want 

to put up is an ideas section so that people who are looking at 

the project or who are in the project would start making 

suggestions to the website.   
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Respondent C: 

Interview 

Transcript 

Social 

Media 

INTERVIEWER 1: From a recruitment or publicity point of view – but from a 

knowledge sharing perspective it might be.  It might be more useful if it is 

developed more? 

RESPONDENT C: How much knowledge can you share by Twitter? 

INTERVIEWER 1: Not much by Twitter.  But Facebook or Blogs, something like 

that? 

RESPONDENT C: Blogs definitely.  We do a lot of blogging.  All of our volunteers 

that are linked to donors here – they all blog. So, we have a blog every quarter from 

them. 

INTERVIEWER 1: How effective is that? 

RESPONDENT C: That’s great.  Donors love it and I think it’s what differentiates 

us in the market.  When someone knocks on the door – We’re kind of the new 

missionary, if you like.  The legacy is still there of people going overseas and doing 

great work and we’ve kind of filled that space.  The other side of it is the Irish 

public are coming quite cynical about NGO’s – wondering how much 

administration – where is all this money going and so forth.  We have a very simple 

proposition -   “Here is John going to Eritrea.  Support him!”  And people get it.  

They understand. 

Respondent E: 

Interview 

Transcript 13 

December 2012 

Social 

Media 

RESPONDENT E: I’ve been, I think, particularly poor at that.  I’ve gotten better 

through the SPUDS project has been interesting from that standpoint… it forced me 

to start communicating and also to ask for help and so immediately I was working 

with people who helped me with the project but also, when we divided up the work 

we decided to start using Twitter and we also …  I was using Facebook for personal 

reasons but I decided to....  I guess I did start with the Lifeline I developed a page 

for that.  SPUDS has a page and I’ve gotten a lot better.  I’ve sorted of gotten sucked 

into watching those graphs and seeing what captures peoples imagination and what 

doesn’t. 
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APPENDIX D – RESULTS OF FEEDBACK SURVEY 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

  101 

  



 

  102 

 

 



 

  103 

 

 

 

 



 

  104 

 

 

 


