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Personal Knowledge Management 2.0

Mery Citra Sondari

Abstract—Organizational Knowledge Management (KM)
starts from the individuals as a result from their Personal
Knowledge Management (PKM). To be able to understand the
process of PKM, we can derive the concept from KM process
concept. The process of PKM will effectively conducted through
help from appropriate tools, in this context, is the emergent of
new web 2.0 platform. This paper aims to proposed personal
knowledge management framework in the context of web 2.0
platform. Theoretically deductive nature in methodology is
employed and carefully synthesis and analysis are conducted to
develop PKM framework that will brings clear understanding
to this quite new field of research.

Index Terms—Knowledge management, personal knowledge
management, web 2.0.

I. INTRODUCTION

Knowledge creation begins with individuals [1] so that
organizational knowledge management starts from the
individuals as a result of their personal knowledge
management (PKM) [2]. Therefore, it is important to
understand how individuals manage their knowledge at
personal level [2]. As Pauleen [3] notes: “individuals need to
know how to decide on and seek out new and relevant
information, knowledge, experiences and I' learnings”. The
focus must be on the need for the constant renewal of
knowledge for constantly changing environment.”

To be able to manage their knowledge properly,
individuals need tools. To be able to choose the right tool to
manage personal knowledge, we should consider the nature
of personal knowledge management. Darl G. Kolb and Paul
D. Collins proposed what they call the “Duality of
Knowledge Creation” [4]. It is premises that (1) personal
knowledge is seldom, if ever ‘stand-alone’ knowledge; (2)
we need to be connected to create knowledge; and (3) we
need periods of regenerative disconnection in the process of
managing and creating PKM. Von Krogh and Roos (1995)
see knowledge from connectionism perspectives, which the
emphasis is to maintain connection between knowledge
objects and those who are knowledgeable about them [1].

Today’s emergent tools that seems supported the idea that
individual must be connected with other people to be able to
create new knowledge, is web 2.0. According to alexa.com,
top websites, that is the most favorite to visit, most of them
are websites with web 2.0 platform (e.g., facebook.com;
google.com; youtube.com). This platform emphasize the
‘network effect’ that it gets richer the more people interact
and are smarter the more people use the application [5]. So
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the connectivity is the main characteristic of its application.

There are a lot of researches conducted in knowledge
management field, but research that specifically examine the
process of personal knowledge management, especially
correlate it with web 2.0 technologies is still rare. This paper
aims to proposed personal knowledge management
framework in the context of web 2.0 platform.

Il. LITERATURE REVIEW

A. Knowledge and Knowledge Management

This section started with a quote from Dalkir [1]: “The
ability to manage knowledge is crucial in today’s knowledge
economy”, it is because that we can’t deny that knowledge
perhaps becomes the most valuable assets and also unique,
that management practices for another kind of assets can’t be
apply to manage knowledge.

One of the dimension of knowledge that is knowledge has
different forms, it can be either tacit or explicit [6]. Tacit
knowledge is more difficult to articulate and to transfer,
while explicit knowledge can be captured in tangible form [1]
Tacit knowledge is what Nonaka (1999) [7] say as “We know
more than we can tell”. Tacit knowledge is personal and
contextual in nature so that it is hard to transferred among
people, because it is experience-based knowledge that cannot
be expressed in words, sentences, numbers and formulate.
The other kind of knowledge, explicit knowledge, is able to
be codified. It refers to knowledge that is tranferrable in a
formal systematic language.

The forms of knowledge are dynamics, involving a
convertion process that according to Nonaka and Takeuchi [8]
consists of four stages: 1) socialization; 2) externalization; 3)
combination; and (internalization). Socialization is a
convertion process from tacit to tacit knowledge form. It
consists of the sharing of knowledge in face-to-face, natural,
and typically social interactions, that lead to understanding
through the sharing of mental models and brainstorming [1].
Externalization is a process to present the tacit knowledge
forms into concrete form of explicit knowledge so that it can
be easily shared to other people. Nest stage is combination
process of pieces of explicit knowledge so that can generate
new version of explicit knowledge. The last stage,
internalization, is how individuals can learn the explicit
knowledge and then adopt it to manifest a change in behavior,
as integration the new knowledge into individual mental
models.

Knowledge is unique because of its characteristics: 1)
Using knowledge does not consume it; 2) Transferring
knowledge does not result in losing it; 3) Knowledge is
abundant, but the ability to use it is scarce; and 4) Much of an
organization’s valuable knowledge walks out the door at the
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end of the day [1]. It gives sustainable advantages to a firm
only if the firm could identify what it collectively knows,
knows how to use its knowledge efficiently, and how quickly
it acquires and uses new knowledge [1]. In other words,
organization can obtain the competitive advantage through
its knowledge management.

Chen define knowledge management as “a set of tools and
processes companies use to create, track and share
intellectual assets” [9]. Aligned with Chen, Gunjal, Gaitanou,
and Yasin [10] give their own definition of knowledge
management as “the process of gathering, managing and
sharing stakeholders’ knowledge capital within an
organization”.

B. Personal Knowledge Management

Personal Knowledge Management (PKM) is a sub-domain
of knowledge management that focuses on the critical role of
individual in knowledge management process [11]. The
difference between KM and PKM is the focus, KM focus on
organizational knowledge, while PKM on individual
knowledge [11].

The term is ‘Personal Knowledge Management’ it-self
coined by Frand and Hixon (1999) through their working
paper [11]. According to Frand and Hixon (1999) PKM is a
system designed by individuals for their own personal use
[12]. Frand and Hixon defined PKM as a conceptual
framework to organize information that is important to be
including in our personal knowledge base, so that we can
transform it into something that can expand our personal
knowledge [13]. The purpose is “to provide a framework for
individual knowledge workers to manage new information,
integrate it and enrich each individual knowledge database in
an effective manner” [12].

C.Web 2.0

When the World Wide Web (www) is a global hypertext
system that uses the internet as its transport mechanism [14].
It has evolved , from the sophisticated technology that only a
few people can use it, into a mass (still sophisticated)
technology with user friendly characteristics, that everybody
can use it without skills more than the ability to point, click,
drag, drop, and type [15]. The current evolution stage of
www, called web 2.0 to differentiate it with the predecessor
that now is called web 1.0. The term web 2.0, coined by Tim
O'Reilly and Media Live International, and soon become a
buzz world since they use it as a name for a series of
conferences held by them [16].

Contrast with most of scholar that argue that web 2.0 is
result from the long evolution, Musser and O'Reilly [5] think
it is some kind of revolution, i.e revolution of the way of
thinking, because indeed, there is no something new
technically but, web 2.0 has different perspective in its entire
business.

From quotes cited by Levy [16] it can be concluded that
some of the difference between web 1.0 and web 2.0 are the
focus, which is Web 1.0 focus on commerce while Web 2.0
focus on people and web 2.0 represent a dynamic internet
computing, while web 1.0 is static. According to Boughzala
[17], the main characteristics of web 2.0 that it is emergent
(not planned and informal), open (indifferent to the

organizational borders) and massive (implies crowds). While
Musser and O'Reilly [5] mention three main characteristics of
web 2.0: user participation, openness, and network effects.

KM is not so much about managing knowledge but rather
about managing knowledge-related process [18]. PKM, even
though it is placed in individual level, but to make it works
i.e., complete the whole knowledge management cycle, it
require to involve participation of other people. Dalkir [1]
comment the idea that has been stressed by Davenport and
Prusak (1986) that “Knowledge-creating activities take place
between people and within each human being”. So that we
can conclude that both KM and PKM shared the same
process. To be able to develop PKM process, we can derive it
from KM process, although some scholars have developed
one.

Dorser (2000) defined seven core rational information
skills fundamental to PKM practices [19] : 1) retrieving
information; 2) evaluating / assessing information; 3)
organising information; 4) analysing information; 5)
presenting information; 6) securing information, and 7)
collaborating around information. Study from Ismail and
Ahmad (2012) in Ismail et al., [20] also correlates PKM with
skill of individual like Dorser did. They propose effective
personal knowledge framework that combine PKM process
with cognitive enabler of individual. PKM process according
to Ismail and Ahmad consists of Get / retrieve, understand /
analyse, share, and connect activities. From KM perspectives,
Dalkir [1] generate integrated KM cycle, consist of 1)
knowledge capture and/or creation process; 2) Knowledge
sharing and dissemination process; and 3) Knowledge
acquisition and application process. Between those processes,
there are activities that are believed represent personal
knowledge management, which are: Asses, Contextualize,
and Update. The comparison between three models,
illustrated in Table I.

DiscussioN

TABLE I: COMPARISON OF PKM CYCLE

Dorser (2000) in
Agnihotri & Troutt, 2009

Ismail and Ahmad

(2012) Dalkir (2011)

Retrieving Get / Retrieve

Evaluating / assessing Asses
Organising

Analysing Understand / analyze Contextualize
Presenting Share

Securing

Collaborating Connect Update
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Since the objective of KM is to leverage the knowledge
level or in the other hand, for PKM is to enhance knowledge
of individual, we have to adopt the Nonaka and Takeuci’s [8]
SECI model that explained how knowledge is convert into
form that can be internalized, embedded into application of
behavior of individuals. So that SECI model has to be the
base of framework developing of PKM 2.0.

Process of knowledge conversion start from socialization
process which individuals meet face to face to transfer tacit to
tacit knowledge between individuals. In context web 2.0, it is
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process of connect. In fact, when we use social network
software, the first steps that should be follow is identify or
invite contact. Individuals can connect each other through
chat or observed status that is shared to the whole contact.
Process externalization realized when individuals share their
ideas in explicit form such as daily journal written in blogs,
or other media. Capturing all explicit resources of knowledge
from the web, and modify it, is the process of combination. In
this process, individuals retrieve, assess, and organizing the
explicit knowledge from internet. From the explicit resource
they have collected, individuals learn and contextualize to
their own purpose and apply it to individual behavioral task
that is what we called internalization. And the process arrives
at its full cycle when individuals update the knowledge they
have learned and collaborate with other individual to enhance
the knowledge, bring back to the process of socialization
again.

TABLE Il: REVISED PKM PROCESS
SECI model (Nonaka and

Revised PKM process based

Takeuchi, 1995) on SECI model

Socialization Connect

Externalization Share

Combination Retrieve, Asses and organize
Internalization Analyze, understand,

contextualize

Re-Socialization Update, collaborating

IVV. CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATION FOR RESEARCH

This paper has proposed personal knowledge management
(PKM) 2.0 framework that had considered skill approach,
KM cycle approach and knowledge convertion process
approach. The proposed framework that PKM 2.0 includes
the process of: (1) Connect; (2) Share; (3) Retrieve, Asses
and organize; (4) Analyze, understand and contextualize; and
(5) Update and collaborating.

To be able to understand the process thoroughly, future
research is suggested to apply the framework into some
examples of web 2.0 application for personal knowledge
management, such as social network. It is also better to use
contextual study case for particular job of knowledge worker,
e.g education sector occupation, such as lecturer or
researcher, to illustrate the process of personal knowledge
management, since the web 2.0 application now is common
to be used in this area.

Research on multiple cases could give improvement for
the proposed framework in the future. It is also imperative to
validate the frameworks towards other variable such as
enhancement of personal knowledge as a result of full cycle
application of personal knowledge management.
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