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Abstract 

Networking is a social structure that allows users to communicate and cooperate with other users, 

including the capacity to use the web, search, invite friends to connect and communicate with the web 

globe. In the web 2.0 globe, social software not only increases the practical usability of the library, but 

also helps the librarians to add value to their job, considering the importance or potential of a librarian 

being questioned in the data landscape. This article examines the importance of social networking 

technology instruments in academic libraries, purpose, advantages and issues of using social 

networking instruments in libraries; and lastly some suggestions have been made to reduce the 

library's issues and difficulties.  
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Introduction  

The World Wide Web enables people to 

access, create content and disseminate 

ideas more effectively. It optimizes the 

social networks in which people are linked 

by expanding channels of communication 

and reducing expenses (Barsky and Purdon 

2006). Social networking sites first 

emerged for Internet users to discover 

long-lost friends & classmates, linking to 

each other to share profiles. Because these 

sites are free and easy to use, a large 

number of individuals have become 

members of one or more social networking 

sites that lead to an increase in 

membership. These social networking sites 

have gained a foothold among companies, 

organizations, and even leaders who want 

to reach their target populations (Read 

2006). Academic libraries have been 

suggested to use these social networking 

instruments to disseminate data, market 

services and encourage fresh releases 

(Burkhardt 2010).  

There are different definitions of 

websites / tools for social networking. 

Alexander (2006), for example, provided a 

wide definition: social networking can 

include nearly all cooperative 

environments using Web 2.0 technologies. 

Web 2.0, also known as Participative (or 

Participatory) Blank, Grant Reisdorf, 

Bianca (2012) and Social Web, relates to 

World Wide Web sites that emphasize 

user-generated content, usability (ease of 

use even by non-experts), participatory 

culture and interoperability (this means 

that a website can function well with other 

products, technologies and devices) for 

end customers. The word was created by 

Darcy Di Nucci in 1999 and popularized at 

the O'Reilly Media Web 2.0 Conference at 

the end of 2004 several years later by Tim 

O'Reilly and Dale Dougherty.  

Tim, O'Reilly (2005). Jonathan ( 

2007). Darcy, Di Nucci (1999). Tim 

Berners-Lee.' (2006) Web 2.0 does not 

refer to updating any technical 

specifications, but to modifications in the 

design and use of web pages. The 

transition was progressive and there is no 

precise date on which the change occurred. 
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A Web 2.0 website may allow consumers 

to communicate and cooperate as user-

generated content creators in a virtual 

community in a social media dialogue, as 

opposed to the first generation of Web 1.0-

era websites where individuals were 

restricted to passive content viewing. 

Examples of Web 2.0 characteristics 

include social networking sites and social 

media sites (e.g. Facebook), blogs, wikis, 

folksonomies(' tagging' websites and 

keywords), video sharing sites (e.g. 

YouTube), hosting services, internet apps(' 

apps'), cooperative consumer platforms, 

and mash-up apps. World Wide Web 

inventor Tim Berners-Lee, who defines the 

word as jargon, has questioned whether 

Web 2.0 is substantially distinct from 

previous Web technologies, Lee-Berners 

(2005). On the other hand, Berners-Lee, 

Tim; James Hendler; Ora Lassila (2001) 

by Berners-Lee created the term Semantic 

Web (sometimes referred to as Web 3.0) to 

refer to a web of information where the 

meaning could be processed by pcs. Web 

2.0 systems pledge to encourage client 

cooperation and create fresh alternatives to 

satisfy the evolving society's requirements 

(Chu & Kennedy 2011; Chu, Chan and 

Tiwari in the media ; Glassman & Kang 

2011). Web 2.0 offers a fresh way of using 

the internet for interactive reasons instead 

of referring to a fresh standard or natural 

progression in the growth of Web systems 

(Murray 2008). These instruments include 

blogs, wikis, RSS, podcasting, social 

bookmarking, social networking, feeds, 

and Google utilities (Churchill 2007).  

Social networking tools enable 

users to share interests and interact with 

others Barsky and Purdon (2006) clarify 

that pages of social networking collect 

membership information, store user 

profiles and share them. These websites 

are free and enable users in the form of 

pictures, music, and videos to readily 

generate personal pages filled with 

information. Such websites operate as a 

social network, as members can share 

internet pages with friends and find fresh 

friends with comparable interests. Blogs 

have also been seen as a type of social 

networking as blogs that promote social 

connections (Taylor-Smith & Lindner 

2009). Wikis, blogs, chat rooms, instant 

messengers, message boards and social 

bookmarking are Web 2.0 technology apps 

that have been used to promote 

communication between employees and 

are therefore known as social networking 

tools (Jones & Conceicao 2008). It should 

be observed that while websites such as 

YouTube and Flickr enable users to build 

profiles and share links, they are 

recognized rather than social networking 

as sharing videos and pictures (Hoffman 

2009).  

While social media use has been 

suggested to be all about sharing, learning, 

conversation and providing (Burkhardt 

2010), sites like Flickr and YouTube focus 

on content sharing with restricted potential 

for social networking. Slide sharing, Issus 

and blogs are also instruments for content 

sharing with the potential for user-to-user 

discussions. This research therefore 

embraced a comparatively limited 

definition of social networking 

instruments, referring to those not mainly 

intended for content sharing (Boyd & 

Ellison 2007; Burkhardt 2010; Hoffman 

2009).  

Purpose of using social networking 

toolswere supposedly used for marketing 

and advertising, improving reference 

facilities, and sharing knowledge among 
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employees for the purposes of using social 

networking tools within the operational 

definition of this study. Participants have 

been found to use Facebook and Twitter 

for marketing, while prior study has shown 

that libraries are indifferent to Facebook 

marketing (Charnigo & Barnett-Ellis 

2007). It has been reported that instant 

messaging has been used to handle 

inquiry-related services and internal 

communication with employees. This tool 

has been demonstrated to improve the 

social presence of customers and promote 

a feeling of connection not supplied by 

emails and standard Web 1.0 websites 

(Boulos & Wheelert 2007). It is reported 

that wikis were also used to manage 

requests and frequently requested 

questions (FAQ), which is compatible with 

Chu's previous results (2009) that wikis 

facilitated communication between 

librarians and users. Wikis were also used 

for information generation, capture, 

sharing, and transfer (Chu 2008).  

Using social networking instruments in 

libraries 

Study in the mid-2000s demonstrates that 

most U.S. library managers and the general 

public did not believe libraries played a 

part in social networking (De Rosa et al. 

2007). Libraries ' emphasis on teaching 

was considered inappropriate with the 

nature of social networking, and issues 

were raised about time and money spent 

on social networking instruments. Using 

Facebook and MySpace (Chu & Nalani-

Meulemans 2008) has proved the potential 

of using social networking in libraries. 

Through profiles showing a standardized 

identity, Facebook and MySpace were 

discovered to be useful in the social 

visibility of libraries. It was also 

discovered that MySpace enabled various 

librarians to contribute expertise and data, 

keep a profile together and encourage fresh 

collections of libraries. Librarians 

proposed that Facebook could provide 

library facilities and interact with 

customers (Charnigo & Barnett-Ellis 

2007). Facebook was used to provide 

guidance, library tours and facilities 

promotion (Graham, Faix, & Hartman 

2009).  

This library has also discovered 

that Facebook has helped peers get closer 

and understand each other better 

personally. While social networking 

websites appear to have library 

advantages, their use was not omnipresent, 

partially due to the perceived constraints of 

librarians in their ability to set up profiles 

and maintenance time (Hendrix et al. 

2009). While Facebook's adoption by 

public libraries has also been dissuaded by 

council choices prohibiting its use (e.g., 

Lowe, 2008), the absence of public interest 

in the involvement of libraries in social 

networking instruments has also been 

observed as a discouraging factor in 

government libraries ' use of Facebook (De 

Rosa et al. 2007).  

This seems to be a relevant factor 

since it has been discovered that 

involvement in social networking websites 

depends on subjective standards and social 

identity (Cheung & Lee 2010). Students 

were shown not to be particularly willing 

to interact with teachers on Facebook or 

MySpace (Chu & Nalani-Meulemans 

2008) when it comes to educational 

reasons, and they preferred email as it is 

considered to be more reliable. Students 

reported feeling more comfortable and 

interested in using social networking 

instruments to interact with individuals 

they considered to be friends, which 
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probably would not include librarians. 

Some college learners also demonstrated 

adverse emotions about librarians using 

Facebook and MySpace as outreach 

instruments as they may infringe their 

feeling of private privacy (Connell 2009). 

It appears that it is necessary to further 

understand the application of social 

networking as a library instrument in order 

to pave the way to exploit its future 

advantages. Since only the use of 

Facebook and MySpace has been 

documented, it would also be helpful to 

look at the social networking instruments 

of librarians from a broader view. We 

intended to obtain a deeper understanding 

of the ideas of librarians while gaining a 

broader geographical view at the same 

moment.  

Benefits from the use of social 

networking tools  

Benefits from the use of social networking 

instruments were also noted to include 

rapid dissemination of data through easy 

actions; communication and promotion; 

increased interaction between library and 

learners; and access to comments and 

suggestions from learners. Thus implying 

that the tools served a role in public 

relations by allowing the transmission of 

‘quick and direct information'. Also 

revealed were social networking 

instruments to help library employees keep 

up-to-date with their profession's resources 

and activities and find possibilities to learn 

new technology. It was also reported that 

Twitter was useful in maintaining updates 

for students who were active Twitter users, 

and little time was required to do so. The 

primary cost source was viewed as the 

extra time employees spent on studying 

and administering instruments for social 

networking. The price of monetary training 

was minimal, and free technology was 

obtained. Boulos & Wheelert (2007) had 

previously pointed out that the cost of 

cheap growth made use of these social 

networking instruments worthwhile. One 

of the respondents in this research pointed 

out that whether the advantages 

outweighed the expenses or not depended 

on the library's requirements and 

knowledge.  

Challenges in the implementation of 

social networking tools in libraries 

 A number of difficulties have been 

recognized in the use of social networking 

tools in libraries, the most pressing of 

which seems to be limits connected with 

insufficient time. This can be difficult 

because the use of social networking 

instruments was not given priority owing 

to the lack of time to learn how to use 

them. Another participant observed that 

these instruments were very technical, not 

allowing them to learn, explore and 

execute social networking instruments in 

the library because of the restricted 

moment they had. There was also some 

difficulty in administration. For example, 

since Twitter's threads and newsfeeds 

required personal care, they were hardly 

monitored by library personnel users. The 

surveillance of social networking 

instruments was generally viewed as 

requiring extra time and resources in the 

library. One challenge to address is to find 

a way to use these instruments without 

spending too much time. Associated with 

the restricted time available to know how 

to use social networking instruments, it 

was also considered that insufficient 

technology mastery was a challenge. It 

was considered that social networking 

instruments were evolving rapidly and that 

library users might not be able to maintain 



 Journal of Interdisciplinary Studies on Contemporary Issues, Vol. 6, (1 & 2), 2020 

 

14 

 

up. While extra time had to be spent on 

mastering the technology, regular updating 

of the instruments can also take time. 

Besides time, it was also hard for the 

libraries' aging and shrinking employees' 

to follow the tools ' technological 

developments. In addition, some 

difficulties were viewed in' 

comprehending how each instrument 

worked and how to align it with its 

particular company model.' As a result of 

the ongoing evolution of social media, the 

process of determining which tool users 

could welcome movement was viewed as 

challenging. Such concern was recognized 

in a previous research in which libraries 

found it hard to recognize famous sites as 

the instruments continue to develop (Chu 

& Nalani-Meulemans 2008). Library 

staff's involvement in social networking 

instruments had also been restricted, 

mainly because they discovered these 

instruments hard to comprehend. Some 

departments were more prepared to use 

these instruments, while others were 

reluctant, resulting in a lack of agreement.  

Conclusion  

This research shows that a number of 

academic libraries used social networking 

instruments. It is considered that the 

advantages of using these instruments 

outweigh the expenses claimed to be 

minimal, if not none. In encouraging 

library facilities and interacting with 

learners, social networking tools were 

considered to be useful. In addition, the 

instruments were also noted to be useful to 

communicate with inner employees. 

However, the application by library 

employees of these instruments was 

discovered to be challenged by a restricted 

amount of time and the employees 

considered inadequacy to maintain pace 

with technology development. Training 

was discovered to be insufficient for 

employee users, and this suggests a 

component that needs to be resolved by 

organizations that plan to efficiently 

launch social networking platforms. A 

number of libraries that did not use these 

instruments stated plans to embrace them 

in the future, depending on the library 

users ' reaction. The experiences of 

librarians in using social networking 

instruments that can provide a helpful 

foundation for library employees and 

practitioners considering the option of 

adopting social networking as part of their 

scheme. The social networking tools 

phenomenon is probable to continue to 

evolve quickly. As this happens, libraries 

form one group that can also profit from 

the changing use of these instruments.  
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