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Abstract
Purpose – The purpose of this paper is to examine whether social networking site (SNS) communities
benefit from collective knowledge and collaboration, which represent a portfolio of knowledge transfer
on SNSs.
Design/methodology/approach – A survey was conducted on a large scale through an online
questionnaire. Structural equation modeling was employed to analyze data collected from 674
experienced SNS users.
Findings – The results indicate that all three exogenous variables, presented as user characteristics
and integrated into SNS user characteristics, were positively related to the knowledge transfer
portfolio, namely, to collective knowledge and collaboration, and these variables had significant
moderating effects on SNS users’ community cohesiveness. Early SNS adoption was more likely than
late SNS adoption to moderate the relationship between collective knowledge and community
cohesiveness and that between collective collaboration and community cohesiveness.
Practical implications – The findings provide useful insights for SNS operators to enhance the
process of collaborative knowledge transfer. They may also be used to obtain better insights into
important factors that require closer attention during SNS use.
Originality/value – The present study provides a systematic analysis of SNS use by considering a
new research model and investigating the effects of SNS-based knowledge transfer on user outcomes
based on three major characteristics of SNS users. The results are expected to provide a major
foundation for further SNS research and a better understanding of the relationships between SNS user
characteristics, knowledge transfer, and community cohesiveness.
Keywords Community cohesiveness, Collective knowledge, Collective collaboration,
Social networking site
Paper type Research paper

Introduction
The emergence and popularity of social networking sites (SNSs) in recent years have
revolutionized the internet environment, expanding it into a virtual community (Kim
et al., 2015; Ransbotham and Kane, 2011). Recent years have witnessed increasing
numbers of individuals using SNSs not only as a critical channel for sharing
information with their members but also as a major channel of knowledge transfer
(Burns et al., 2011; Ransbotham and Kane, 2011; Vivacqua and Borges, 2012).
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According to Sexton and Barrett (2004), knowledge transfer refers to the movement of
knowledge through certain channels from one individual or unit to another (Cress and
Held, 2013). A central issue in acquiring knowledge is its appropriate transfer beyond
the context and content of acquired knowledge (Kimmerle et al., 2010). Accordingly,
effective knowledge transfer involves not only some information transmission but also
absorption and use following the transmission (Slaughter and Kirsch, 2006). SNSs can
be a useful channel for knowledge transfer (Bonabeau, 2009; Ransbotham and Kane,
2011; Wang and Zhang, 2012; Shi et al., 2014), that is, the transfer of knowledge (e.g. a
user’s skill or experience) from SNS users (e.g. Twitter followers, Youtube viewers, and
Facebook users) to the whole community through available social media channels such
as Facebook.com and Wikipedia.org (Vivacqua and Borges, 2012; Gwynne and Gobble,
2012). Because knowledge transfer is not only an individual’s achievement but also a
community-related issue, the idea of combining knowledge transfer with community
cohesiveness could be fruitfully applied in the context of SNSs (Ransbotham and Kane,
2011; Vivacqua and Borges, 2012). Community cohesiveness based on SNSs is rooted in
a broader set of collective knowledge transfer (Ransbotham and Kane, 2011).
Community cohesiveness may be the appropriate theoretical background for
examining the effect of knowledge transfer in an SNS context because the virtual
community on SNSs is the medium through which an individual’s knowledge is
converted into collective knowledge and collaboration (Cress and Held, 2013) as well as
into a cohesive community, and therefore members value their membership and strive
to maintain positive social relationships with other members (Ransbotham and Kane,
2011). Despite the need for a comprehensive understanding of knowledge transfer on
SNSs, few studies have empirically examined this topic in the context of information
systems. In addition, there is no suitable model that describes knowledge transfer on
SNSs or theory that can explain the effect of SNS-based knowledge transfer on the
community cohesiveness of SNSs (Ransbotham and Kane, 2011; Wang and Zhang,
2012). In this regard, the following research questions are addressed:

RQ1. What are the major characteristics of users who influence knowledge transfer
on SNSs?

RQ2. Does SNS-based knowledge transfer influence user community cohesiveness?

RQ3. Does the level of SNS use moderate the relationship between SNS-based
knowledge transfer and community cohesiveness?

To address the research questions and provide the structure and foundation for the
research model, the study adopts a knowledge transfer framework (Slaughter and Kirsch,
2006) consisting of organizational design characteristics, knowledge transfer portfolios,
and software process performance. They investigates whether the knowledge transfer
portfolio affects the performance of software development process and provides some
valuable insights into the knowledge transfer framework applicable to research on SNS,
which serves as the basis for constructing the research model. For instance, participation,
openness, and sharing are three distinct features of Web 2.0 technologies (Pasek et al.,
2009; Ertmer et al., 2011), and they enable SNS users to form online communities,
facilitate participation among community members, and encourage the sharing of user-
generated content (Vivacqua and Borges, 2012). Given that SNSs are Web 2.0
technological artifacts (Pasek et al., 2009; Ertmer et al., 2011; Kane et al., 2014), the three
features of Web 2.0 technologies are regarded as major user characteristics of SNSs in the
proposed research model. Our study also includes knowledge transfer as a mediator of
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the relationship between user characteristics and SNS outcomes in the research model.
Previous studies have found that knowledge transfer mediates effects of various
variables such as accumulated knowledge, knowledge creation, and knowledge retention
on client firms’ productivity and community-based peer production (Chang and
Gurbaxani, 2012; Ransbotham and Kane, 2011). The present study focuses mainly on two
types of knowledge transfer, namely, collective knowledge (Sigurbjornsson and Zwol,
2008; Kimmerle et al., 2010; Ertmer et al., 2011; Vivacqua and Borges, 2012; Cress and
Held, 2013) and collective collaboration (Oliver and Roos, 2007; Ertmer et al., 2011;
Ransbotham and Kane, 2011), because they are likely to be influenced by SNS users’
characteristics included in the model and they tend to influence the community
cohesiveness of SNSs (Ertmer et al., 2011).

To test the model, structural equation modeling was employed to analyze data
collected from 674 experienced SNS users. The results provide support for the
theoretical model and verify that collective knowledge and collaboration mediate the
relationship between SNS user characteristics and community cohesiveness. This
study extends the literature on SNS community behavior by examining whether SNS
users’ features are related to SNS community cohesiveness. In addition, the study
extends SNS research by examining the mediating role of knowledge transfer factors
(collective knowledge and collaboration) in the relationship between SNS user features
and community cohesiveness.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: second section discusses the
theoretical framework and hypotheses. Third section presents the results for the
hypotheses, and fourth section concludes with some limitations and contributions to
research and practice.

Theory and hypothesis development
Virtual communities on SNSs provide virtual environments in which users join
together based on common interests, communicate, interact, discuss, and share one
another’s opinions, ideas, resources, information, experiences, and explanations (Cress
and Held, 2013). In particular, SNSs facilitate person-to-person relationships through
the sharing of information and knowledge, which are individually seen, as well as
through the application of information created by other users (Kwon and Wen, 2010;
Boyd and Ellison, 2008). In this regard, Pasek et al. (2009) examined three factors
influencing online social networking: participation (civic engagement), sharing
(political knowledge), and openness (interpersonal trust). They extrapolated that
those who intentionally use the internet for information tend to make positive use of
SNSs. This indicates varying patterns of participation, sharing, and openness (Susarla
et al., 2012). Because they provided mixed results for the effects of these factors for the
SNSs tested (Facebook and MySpace), the present study examines the specific
relationships between the three factors and SNS-based knowledge transfer to
determine the ideal combination for community cohesiveness. The study employs
participation, openness, and sharing for SNS user characteristics (Boyd and Ellison,
2008; Heinrichs et al., 2011; Wolff and Kim, 2012).

On the other hand, the term “knowledge” has been defined in various research fields
(Hall and Graham, 2004; Bonabeau, 2009; Yu et al., 2010). The collection of all accessible
and relevant knowledge in a special topic is often mentioned as the basic idea behind
knowledge management. SNSs represent the social aggregation emerging from a
network when enough users engage in some public discussion long enough with
sufficient human feelings to form networks of personal relationships and knowledge
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transfer online (Hall and Graham, 2004; Kane et al., 2014). Knowledge transfer is an
outcome of this process (Gwynne and Gobble, 2012; Vivacqua and Borges, 2012;
Wang and Zhang, 2012), and this leads to new content, which in turn fosters new
ideas (Wang and Zhang, 2012). As a result, what emerges from this knowledge transfer
is the dynamic flow of individually implicit and collectively explicit knowledge
(Chang and Lo, 2012).

Knowledge creation, sharing, and use on SNSs represent collective processes and
communication between participants (Ransbotham and Kane, 2011; Vivacqua and
Borges, 2012). Although the term “knowledge transfer” typically refers to the sharing
of knowledge with others, previous studies have defined it in diverse ways depending
on their objective and focus (Bock et al., 2005; Sue et al., 2010; Wang and Zhang, 2012).
Previous researchers have tended to address knowledge transfer on an individual-to-
individual basis instead of taking a macroscopic approach (Srivastava et al., 2006; Liu
et al., 2010) and generally defined knowledge transfer as a process or activity by which
the knowledge of an individual is transferred to other individuals (Peters et al., 2010).
In addition, knowledge transfer has been referred to as the emergence of some
intelligent behavior through interactions between individuals within a group or to as
mass collaboration (Liu et al., 2010; Malone et al., 2010). Previous studies have
conceptualized mass collaboration based on a large number of individuals who
generally have different interests and possess a diverse range of knowledge and
expertise, employing widely distributed computational and communications
technologies to achieve shared outcomes through loose voluntary relationships
(Ransbotham and Kane, 2011). According to Lykourentzou et al. (2010), online social
networks enhance the flow of information, and therefore individuals in such networks
gain information on opportunities and choices that otherwise would not be available to
them. Networking benefits may be related more to the creation or consideration of new
relationships between an individual’s existing information and knowledge than to the
acquisition of new information (Lykourentzou et al., 2010; Peña-López, 2012). In other
words, the value of online networking may lie not only in gaining new information but
also in relating new information to existing knowledge for the creation of something
new (Sandoval-Almazan and Gil-Garcia, 2012). In this regard, connections made
through social media have the ability to facilitate SNS users’ knowledge transfer
(Chai and Kim, 2012; Chang and Lo, 2012).

Knowledge transfer is a key factor to consider with respect to SNSs and their
community value (Chang and Lo, 2012; Ransbotham and Kane, 2011). It is widely
expected that the easier the knowledge transfer, the less the required time (Hall and
Graham, 2004) and effort and the more likely the transfer and its success. SNS-based
knowledge transfer can help bring people together by facilitating interactions between
individuals from different social groups that may not normally interact with one
another (Ransbotham and Kane, 2011; Wang and Zhang, 2012). SNSs offer various
possibilities, including increased social activity, improved community cohesion, and a
stronger society attachment (Wang and Zhang, 2012). The potential of SNS-based
collective knowledge can be especially pertinent in enhancing community cohesion
(Cress and Held, 2013). Community cohesiveness can be strengthened by executing
knowledge transfer through increased anonymity and impersonality in SNS
communities (Balmaceda et al., 2014; Fu et al., 2008).

Among various concepts of knowledge transfer, that at the individual level is
generally regarded as an important topic in the SNS context (Yu et al., 2010). In this
regard, with different aspects of knowledge transfer between SNS users taken into
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account, knowledge transfer on SNSs is composed of two dyadic factors: collective
knowledge, which take place as a by-product of people’s interaction with a
shared digital artifact (Sigurbjornsson and Zwol, 2008; Cress and Held, 2013), and
collective collaboration, which reflects a process-oriented perspective (Oliver
and Roos, 2007; Ertmer et al., 2011; Ransbotham and Kane, 2011). More specifically,
collective knowledge targets explicit information and knowledge occurring through
some exchange between human cognition and a shared digital artifact (Wang
and Zhang, 2012), whereas collective collaboration reflects explicit as well as
tacit knowledge from a process-oriented perspective (Sandoval-Almazan and
Gil-Garcia 2012).

Based on these theoretical building blocks, this study develops several hypotheses
that flesh out the relationships between SNS user characteristics (participation,
openness, and sharing), knowledge transfer (collective knowledge and collaboration),
and outcomes (community cohesiveness). Figure 1 shows the research model with these
relationships.

SNS user characteristics and knowledge transfer
Participation. The core focus of Web 2.0 is user participation (Bennett et al., 2012). In the
Web 2.0 environment, users are the main agents for information consumption, and at
the same time, they are the major participants in collective information creation
(Slaughter and Kirsch, 2006; Ransbotham and Kane, 2011). Social individuals tend to be
interested in current events and social issues and thus are likely to participate actively
in social agendas because of their broad social connections (Wolff and Kim, 2012). SNSs
allow for personal profiles, facilitate sharing and communication through connections
formed through relationships between users, and provide web-based services that
support interactions between users (Boyd and Ellison, 2008; Rishika et al., 2013).
The SNS model reflects a service based on participation and personal connections that
bridge the gap between offline and online social networking (Valenzuela et al., 2012).
In addition, the higher the level of an SNS user’s participation, the more likely he or she
is to acquire project information and thus successfully engage in collaborative efforts

H9a-H9b

H8

H7

H6

H5

H4

H3

H2

H1

Moderating effect
(1: Early adopter; 2: Late adopter)

SNS user
characteristics

SNS user
knowledge transfer

Participation

Openness

Sharing

Collective
knowledge

Collective
collaboration

Community
cohesiveness

SNS user
outcome

Figure 1.
Research model
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(Burns et al., 2011; Ertmer et al., 2011). Recent years have witnessed the explosive
growth of social networking and participation, and participation in social networking
may occur for its intrinsic rewards through the generation of collective knowledge
(Ransbotham and Kane, 2011; Wang and Zhang, 2012). Active SNS participation
enables users to exchange friendship networks and knowledge, and induces
community-based collaboration toward common goals (Ransbotham and Kane, 2011).
In this regard, the following hypotheses are proposed:

H1. SNS users’ participation has a positive effect on their collective knowledge.

H2. SNS users’ participation has a positive effect on their collective collaboration.

Openness. SNS users’ use motives tend to be influenced by their openness in
comparison with that of other users (Valenzuela et al., 2012; Wolff and Kim, 2012).
Wolff and Kim (2012) found that openness has considerable influence on individuals’
networking behavior, which is an important part of SNSs (Richards, 2009). Therefore,
SNS users are more active than non-SNS users in forming collective knowledge
through openness, such as acquiring information on recent social issues and
connections with influential figures (Yu et al., 2010; Kimmerle et al., 2010). In addition,
those individuals showing a high degree of openness are more likely to contribute
their time and talent to collective collaboration (Richards, 2009; Yu et al., 2010).
In this sense, Youtube-based media knowledge may be based on the activity of users
and thus may depend heavily on their online openness or what is known as
interpersonal openness (Susarla et al., 2012; Westerman et al., 2012). Further, Youtube
viewers with their revealed identity leave their comments or express their attitudes
with “likes” or “dislikes” (Susarla et al., 2012). In this way, they initiate collective
collaboration with online members, making Youtube the most watched media channel
online (Susarla et al., 2012; Vivacqua and Borges, 2012). In this regard, the following
hypotheses are proposed:

H3. SNS users’ openness has a positive effect on their collective knowledge.

H4. SNS users’ openness has a positive effect on their collective collaboration.

Sharing. Sharing among SNS users refers to their information-sharing behavior
(Heinrichs et al., 2011; Wang et al., 2014; Westerman et al., 2012). SNSs can induce user
addition because of their features facilitating sharing and communication, among
others, have become an integral part of users’ daily lives. SNS users can strengthen
their collective knowledge by sharing their knowledge and information (Vivacqua
and Borges, 2012). Technological developments or performance improvements
depend not on individual knowledge but on collective knowledge, which can be
achieved through SNS users’ collective ideas and information sharing (Ransbotham
and Kane, 2011). In addition, information and knowledge sharing among SNS users
can have considerable influence on their collective collaboration through their active
cooperation and exchange (Hsu, 2015; Rishika et al., 2013; Zhang et al., 2009). This
suggests that sharing information and knowledge on SNSs can be a major motive for
collective collaboration (Peters et al., 2010; Valenzuela et al., 2012). In this regard, the
following hypotheses are proposed:

H5. Sharing among SNS users has a positive effect on their collective knowledge.

H6. Sharing among SNS users has a positive effect on their collective collaboration.
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SNS user knowledge transfer and community cohesiveness
Collective knowledge. Knowledge is increasingly viewed as a collective process, and
collective knowledge is a shared activity that can be implemented only by interactive
users belonging to a community of action and understanding (Bonabeau, 2009;
Susarla et al., 2012; Vivacqua and Borges, 2012). Collective knowledge pays attention
to the consequences of knowledge indivisibility and the role of complementarities
between localized bits of knowledge possessed by each user (Kimmerle et al., 2010).
This perspective characterizes both the generation and dissemination of knowledge
in the system and values the contribution of external knowledge to the production of
new knowledge (Gwynne and Gobble, 2012). Classic examples of collective knowledge
include Wikipedia, product reviews for consumer products, and collaborative
filtering for recommending books and music (Peña-López, 2012). SNS users can
benefit from spiral collective knowledge based on SNSs to achieve their goals, and
this intellectual application can have considerable influence on their attitudes toward
community cohesiveness (Lykourentzou et al., 2010). In this regard, the following
hypotheses are proposed:

H7. SNS users’ collective knowledge has a positive effect on their community
cohesiveness.

Collective collaboration. Given SNSs as a channel for facilitating openness,
participation, and sharing, not only the generation and sharing of users’ content
and knowledge but also social production from collective collaboration represents an
important mechanism underlying knowledge formation and transfer (Ransbotham
and Kane, 2011; Kane et al., 2014). As demonstrated by Wikipedia.org, one of the most
representative examples, social production derived from SNS-based collective
collaboration can be an important driver of knowledge creation (Vivacqua and
Borges, 2012; Wang and Zhang, 2012). Wikipedia clearly demonstrates how a group
of ordinary individuals can dominate a particular area previously monopolized by
experts (Malone et al., 2010; Wang and Zhang, 2012). Because most individuals tend
to be specialists in certain areas, they can generate practical and useful knowledge
through SNS-based collective collaboration and thus realize more creative and value-
added outcomes (Ertmer et al., 2011; Kane et al., 2014). SNSs provide a more efficient
platform than traditional media, allowing more individuals to express their ideas or to
contribute their specific knowledge to various tasks and projects and thus enhancing
their community cohesiveness (Ransbotham and Kane, 2011). In this regard, the
following hypotheses are proposed:

H8. SNS users’ collective collaboration has a positive effect on their community
cohesiveness.

Moderating effect of SNS adoption
Previous studies of mobile banking (Laukkanen and Pasanen, 2008) and
smartphones (Verkasalo, 2011) have demonstrated clear differences in efficiency
between early and late adopters. Lee and Mendelson (2007) found that some
behavioral differences between early and late adopters can be explained by
differences in their personality traits. This study divides SNS users into early and late
adopters based on survey responses to analyze whether the level of an individual’s
SNS adoption moderates the effects of his or her collective knowledge and
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collaboration on community cohesiveness. In this regard, the following hypotheses
are proposed:

H9a. The effect of SNS users’ collective knowledge on community cohesiveness
varies according to the level of their SNS adoption.

H9b. The effect of SNS users’ collective collaboration on community cohesiveness
varies according to the level of their SNS adoption.

Research methodology
Measurement
This study’s questionnaire was composed of three sections: general information on the
survey, SNS use, and questionnaire items. The initial version of the questionnaire was
subjected to a review by SNS researchers/practitioners and graduate/undergraduate
students at a university in Korea who were active SNS users through informal
interviews. Based on the results, any ambiguous or unclearly explained items were
identified and revised. Then a pilot test was conducted for better clarity of the
instructions and items in the questionnaire by employing 50 SNS users from a Korean
firm. According to the pilot study, the reliability and validity of the scales (Nunnally,
1978) were assessed to verify the suitability of the questionnaire for an empirical
analysis in the SNS context.

Data collection
A survey of experienced SNS users was conducted over a four-month period from
January 6, 2015 to May 2, 2015. To maximize the corresponding response rate, the
SNS-generated online survey function of CyWorld, Facebook, and Twitter accounts
was employed. The questionnaire addressed the respondents’ experiences with specific
SNS sites such as Facebook, Twitter, Wikipedia, and CyWorld. Altogether,
758 responses were obtained. Here incomplete responses (61) and inexperienced SNS
users (23) were excluded to obtain a final sample of 674 responses for the empirical
analysis. To assess non-response bias, a t-test was conducted using the level of
education and age for the first and last 20 respondents. The results indicate no
significant differences in these variables between the two groups at the 0.05 level.

Table I shows the demographic characteristics of the final sample. A majority of the
respondents were in their 30s, had a university degree, and were employed. The results
for the demographic characteristics indicate that the respondents generally had a good
understanding of SNS use, satisfying the goal of obtaining a sample of experienced
SNS users.

Table II shows the respondents’ SNS use. They were most likely to use CyWorld
(24.2 percent), followed by Facebook (22.0 percent) and Twitter (16.8 percent). In terms of
their daily SNS use, over 70 percent spent more than 30 minutes a day on SNSs. In terms
of the length of their SNS use, approximately 15 percent were SNS users for one year, two
years, three years, or less than four years, indicating a relatively even distribution. In terms
of the number of daily visits, 33.2 percent visited once, and 28.7 percent, twice. Finally, 29.2
and 70.8 percent of the respondents were early and late SNS adopters, respectively.

Data analysis and results
Measurement model validation
Both validity and reliability were determined to evaluate our research model. The
reliability of constructs was evaluated by calculating Cronbach’s α, composite
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reliability (CR), and the average variance extracted (AVE) (Fornell and Larcker, 1981).
For a construct to possess good reliability, Cronbach’s α should be larger than 0.7, CR
should be at least 0.6, and the AVE should exceed 0.5 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). As
given in Tables III and V, all values exceed the generally accepted values, indicating
good reliability. Content validity and construct validity are often used to measure
validity. The variables in this study were derived from existing literature, thus
exhibiting strong content validity. Construct validity was examined by investigating
discriminant validity and convergent validity. We applied principal components
analysis to test the convergent validity of each construct. All of the factor loadings for
the items exceed the recommended level of 0.6 and are significant at po0.001. Thus, all
constructs in the model have adequate convergent validity.

Discriminant validity was examined using criteria suggested by Fornell and
Larcker (1981). Each construct has a higher loading on its corresponding construct
than its cross-loadings on other constructs, thus providing evidence of discriminant
validity (Table IV). In summary, the measurement model demonstrates adequate
reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity.

To assess how well the model represents the data, we employed AMOS 16.0 to
evaluate “Goodness of Fit” Indices. As given in Table V, χ2/df¼ 1.91, RMR¼ 0.036,
RMSEA¼ 0.061, GFI¼ 0.899, AGFI¼ 0.875, CFI¼ 0.920, NFI¼ 0.892, and IFI¼ 0.920

Category Frequency
Composition

(%) Category Frequency
Composition

(%)

Gender Age
Male 396 58.8 Under 19 60 8.9
Female 278 41.2 20-25 133 19.7
Total 674 100.0 26-30 121 18.0

31-35 146 21.7
36-40 123 18.2
Over 41 91 13.5
Total 674 100.0

Education Occupation
Some high school 20 3.0 Enterprisers (Including

self-employed) 56 8.3
High school
degree 39 5.8

Officials 68 10.1

Some college 54 7.9 Company employees
(office) 186 27.6

Bachelor’s degree 458 68.0 Company employees
(technical) 128 19.0

Graduate school 15 2.2 Professionals 107 15.9
Master’s degree 83 12.3 Students 101 15.0
Other 6 0.9 Housewife 6 0.9
Total 674 100.0 Others 22 3.3

Annual income ($)
Less than $11,000 155 23.0 Total 674 100.0
$11,001-33,000 186 27.6
$33,001-66,000 239 35.5
More than
$66,001 94 13.9

Table I.
Demographic

characteristics of
respondents
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are all within the commonly accepted thresholds suggested in the literature (Fornell
and Larcker, 1981). These indices provide satisfactory results for hypothesis testing.

The results of hypothesis testing are presented in Table VI. All of the paths are
significant in the expected direction. Our results indicate that participation are strongly
associated with collective knowledge (β¼ 0.222, t¼ 6.439, po0.001) and collective
collaboration ( β¼ 0.204, t¼ 6.752, po0.001). Thus, H1 and H2 are supported. The
effects of openness on collective knowledge ( β¼ 0.449, t¼ 7.941, po0.001) and
collective knowledge ( β¼ 0.124, t¼ 2.214, po0.05) are significant. Hence, H3 and H4
are supported. Our results also show that sharing exerts substantial effects on
collective knowledge ( β¼ 0.323, t¼ 7.886, po0.001) and collective collaboration
( β¼ 0.287, t¼ 6.312, po0.001), thus validating H5 and H6. The impacts of collective
knowledge ( β¼ 0.603, t¼ 11.296, po0.001) and collective collaboration ( β¼ 0.253,
t¼ 5.359, po0.001) are positively associated with community cohesiveness, thus
supporting H7 and H8 (Figure 2).

In addition, the moderating effects of the timing of SNS adoption were examined
using the method in Kim and Kim (2008): the difference in the χ2 between constrained
and unconstrained models. This difference was tested for H9a and H9b. First, there
was a significant difference in the effect of collective knowledge on SNS users’
community cohesiveness between early and late SNS adoption (⊿χ2¼ 4.817, po0.01),
providing support for H9a. Second, there was a significant difference in the effect of
collective collaboration on SNS users’ community cohesiveness between early and late
SNS adoption (⊿χ2¼ 5.492, po0.01), providing support for H9b (Table VII).

Category Frequency
Composition

(%) Category Frequency
Composition

(%)

Types of SNSs used Amount of time spent on SNSs (daily)
CyWorld 413 24.2 Less than 15

minutes 180 26.7
Facebook

375 22.0
Less than 30
minutes 187 27.7

Twitter 287 16.8 Less than an hour 192 28.5
YouTube 236 13.9 Less than 2 hours 80 11.9
Wikipedia 212 12.4 More than 2 hours 35 5.2
LinkedIn 118 6.9 Total 674 100.0
Other 65 3.8
Multiple responses
(Total) 1,706 (674) 100.0

Length of SNS use Number of visits (daily)
Less than a year 99 14.7 Occasionally 69 10.2
Less than 2 years 96 14.2 Once 225 33.4
Less than 3 years 103 15.3 Twice 197 29.2
Less than 4 years 106 15.7 Three times 93 13.8
More than 4 years 270 40.1 More than three

times 90 13.4
Total 674 100.0 Total 674 100

SNS adoption
Early adopter 197 29.2
Late adopter 477 70.8
Total 674 100.0

Table II.
SNS use by
respondents
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Discussion
Individuals who adopt SNSs may use them not only as a critical channel for sharing
information with their members but also as a major channel of knowledge transfer.
However, no previous empirical studies have examined the effect of SNS-based
knowledge transfer on the community cohesiveness of SNSs. In this regard, the present

Latent factor SRW Error Construct reliability Variance extracted

Participation
PA2 0.737 0.509 0.854 0.594
PA3 0.707 0.427
PA4 0.793 0.352
PA5 0.820 0.316

Openness
OP1 0.787 0.282 0.850 0.588
OP2 0.723 0.376
OP4 0.752 0.32
OP5 0.641 0.506

Sharing
KS1 0.775 0.25 0.905 0.703
KS2 0.810 0.236
KS3 0.782 0.27
KS4 0.781 0.289

Collective knowledge
CI2 0.744 0.358 0.859 0.604
CI3 0.713 0.339
CI4 0.748 0.379
CI5 0.723 0.327

Collective collaboration
CC2 0.796 0.287 0.877 0.643
CC3 0.856 0.207
CC4 0.734 0.352
CC6 0.658 0.453

Community cohesiveness
UPE2 0.720 0.412 0.897 0.593
UPE3 0.740 0.351
UPE4 0.785 0.302
UPE5 0.726 0.306
UPE6 0.673 0.361
UPE7 0.659 0.389

Table III.
Construct reliability

and the average
variance extracted

Latent factor PA OP KS CI CC UPE

Participation (PA) 0.771*
Openness (OP) 0.464 0.767*
Sharing (KS) 0.287 0.573 0.839*
Collective knowledge (CI) 0.541 0.698 0.637 0.778*
Collective collaboration (CC) 0.448 0.427 0.474 0.612 0.802*
Community cohesiveness (UPE) 0.444 0.678 0.557 0.666 0.552 0.770*

Table IV.
Factor correlation

coefficients
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Latent factor Estimate SE CR Loading Cronbach’s α

Participation
PA2 0.966 0.049 19.657 0.791 0.848
PA3 0.812 0.043 18.747 0.705
PA4 0.958 0.045 21.276 0.830
PA5 1.000 0.807

Openness
OP1 1.140 0.071 16.145 0.749 0.812
OP2 1.080 0.071 15.228 0.726
OP4 1.084 0.069 15.654 0.745
OP5 1.000 0.691

Sharing
KS1 0.915 0.045 20.434 0.746 0.866
KS2 0.999 0.047 21.409 0.807
KS3 0.972 0.047 20.632 0.792
KS4 1.000 0.758

Collective knowledge
CI2 1.017 0.057 17.718 0.680 0.822
CI3 1.001 0.059 17.034 0.696
CI4 1.050 0.059 17.815 0.750
CI5 1.000 0.651

Collective collaboration
CC2 1.199 0.070 17.177 0.764 0.843
CC3 1.284 0.071 17.969 0.860
CC4 1.092 0.068 16.149 0.741
CC6 1.000 0.643

Community cohesiveness
UPE2 1.000 0.650 0.863
UPE3 1.024 0.057 18.006 0.698
UPE4 1.086 0.057 19.044 0.761
UPE5 0.899 0.051 17.667 0.752
UPE6 0.834 0.051 16.387 0.662
UPE7 0.871 0.054 16.062 0.654
Notes: Model fit χ2=998.566; df=523; p=0.000; RMR=0.036; GFI=0.899; AGFI=0.875; CFI=0.920;
NFI=0.892; IFI=0.920; RMSEA=0.061

Table V.
Evaluation of the
measurement model

Hypotheses and paths Estimate SE CR p

H1: Participation → Collective knowledge 0.222 0.034 6.439 ***
H2: Participation→Collective collaboration 0.204 0.030 6.752 ***
H3: Openness→Collective knowledge 0.449 0.057 7.941 ***
H4: Openness→Collective collaboration 0.124 0.056 2.214 0.027*
H5: Sharing→Collective knowledge 0.323 0.041 7.886 ***
H6: Sharing→Collective collaboration 0.287 0.045 6.312 ***
H7: Collective knowledge→Community cohesiveness 0.603 0.053 11.296 ***
H8: Collective collaboration→Community cohesiveness 0.253 0.047 5.359 ***
Notes: *po0.05; ***po0.001

Table VI.
Results of the
hypothesis test
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study provides a systematic analysis of SNS use by considering a new research model
and investigating the effects of SNS-based knowledge transfer on user outcomes based
on three major characteristics of SNS users. The present results provide further
evidence that all the three exogenous variables, presented as user characteristics and
integrated into SNS user characteristics, are positively related to the knowledge
transfer portfolio, namely, to collective knowledge and collaboration, and these
variables have significant moderating effects on SNS users’ community cohesiveness.
The results can be summarized as follows.

First, participation has significant effects on collective knowledge and
collaboration, indicating that it is a critical factor in the formation of collective
knowledge as well as in the process of collective collaboration. This result is in line
with prior studies (Burns et al., 2011; Ertmer et al., 2011), which argued that
individuals showing high level of participation are more likely to acquire project
information and thus successfully engage in collaborative efforts. This finding also
implies that SNSs are highly user driven. That is, SNSs largely emphasize
individuals’ active participation and information sharing. Active SNS participation
enables users to exchange friendship networks and knowledge, and induces
community-based collaboration toward common goals. Thus, it is crucial to promote
individuals’ participation by providing users with a more compelling experience (e.g.
personalized services that better meet users’ needs). Furthermore, participation has a

H8: 0.253(***)

H7: 0.603(***)

H6: 0.287(***)

H5: 0.323(***)

H4: 0.124(*)

H3: 0.449(***)

H2: 0.204(***)

H1: 0.222(***)

SNS user
characteristics

SNS user
knowledge transfer

SNS user
outcome

Participation

Openness

Sharing

Collective
knowledge

Collective
collaboration

Community
cohesiveness

Notes: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001

Figure 2.
Test of

structural model

Hypotheses Category
Early

adoption (197)
Late adoption

(477) ⊿χ2 Results

H9a: Collective
knowledge→Community cohesiveness

Estimate 0.691 0.490 4.817** Adopted
SE 0.098 0.062
CR 7.037 7.894

H9b: Collective
collaboration→Community
cohesiveness

Estimate 0.142 0.332 5.492** Adopted
SE 0.072 0.060
CR 1.961 5.572

Notes: ⊿¼Equal constrained model−Unconstrained model. **po0.01
Table VII.

Moderating effects
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greater effect on collective knowledge than on collective collaboration, providing
support for the notion that SNS users are likely to add their specific knowledge to the
“wisdom of the crowd.” This finding is in accordance with the result of research
conducted by Wang et al. (2014), which argued that SNS users’ participation may be
especially relevant for collective knowledge in a voluntary context. However, the
impact of participation on collective collaboration may be more significant for
compulsory behaviors (e.g. in the workplace).

Consistent with previous research that showed a link between openness and
Youtube-based knowledge transfer (Susarla et al., 2012), openness is found to directly
influence collective knowledge and collaboration, indicating that it plays a significant
role in the formation of collective knowledge as well as in the process of collective
collaboration and providing support for the notion that SNS users are likely to
contribute their ideas and work together with others on SNSs. In this sense, SNS-based
knowledge transfer is probably based on the activity of users and thus depends heavily
on their online openness. Given that openness emerges as a stable individual
characteristic, it is crucial to identify and retain individuals who have a high level of
openness because they are more likely to form collective knowledge and initiate
collective collaboration with online SNS users.

In contrast to previous studies (Pasek et al., 2009; Wang et al., 2014), sharing is
confirmed to have significant positive effects on collective knowledge and
collaboration, providing support for the notion that uploading and sharing
information and knowledge can enhance collective knowledge, and sharing is a
crucial factor in collective collaboration. This finding is important because previous
studies mainly employed sharing as a determinant of SNS adoption, while neglecting
its considerable influence on the two types of SNS knowledge transfer. This result
indicates that in order to promote SNS knowledge transfer, we could consider adopting
measures, such as appropriate reward systems, to encourage individuals to share their
knowledge and information on a SNS platform.

In addition, the effects of collective knowledge and collaboration on community
cohesiveness are verified to be significant. This result is consistent with
previous studies in SNS literature that tested the relationship between knowledge
transfer and community value (Cress and Held, 2013; Lykourentzou et al., 2010;
Ransbotham and Kane, 2011; Wang and Zhang, 2012). For instance, Wang and Zhang
(2012) demonstrated that SNS-based knowledge transfer can offer various
possibilities, including increased social activity, improved community cohesion,
and a stronger society attachment. Our finding suggests that knowledge transfer
activities such as collective knowledge and collaboration play important roles in the
formation of SNS users’ community cohesiveness. According to this finding, SNS
users can benefit from spiral collective knowledge and collaboration based on SNSs
to achieve their goals, and this intellectual application can have considerable
influence on their attitudes toward SNS communities and thus enhancing their
community cohesiveness.

Finally, the present study validates the prediction that the timing of SNS adoption
has significant moderating effects on the relationships of collective knowledge and
collaboration to community cohesiveness. The result suggests that early SNS adopters
are more likely to influence the effects of collective knowledge and collaboration on
community cohesiveness. This finding is in line with previous studies (Laukkanen and
Pasanen, 2008; Verkasalo, 2011), which have demonstrated clear differences in
efficiency between early and late adopters in other contexts (e.g. mobile banking,
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smartphones). Our result further reveals a moderating effect on the relationship
between SNS-based knowledge transfer and community cohesiveness, providing
theoretical foundation for future research on these moderating effects.

Contributions to research and practice
Previous studies have demonstrated the positive effect of the SNS platform on
individual achievement, but little is known about the mechanism underlying this effect.
The study fills this knowledge void and makes several important contributions to
the literature.

First, the study contributes to the SNS literature by thoroughly examining three
major characteristics of SNS users, namely, participation, openness, and sharing.
Previous studies of SNS use have focused on various research subjects (Baker and
White, 2010), but no study has empirically examined the effects of user characteristics
represented by participation, openness, and sharing on knowledge transfer on SNSs
(Heinrichs et al., 2011; Boyd and Ellison, 2008; Wolff and Kim, 2012). The results
empirically verify the significant effects of these factors on collective knowledge and
collaboration. By examining these three characteristics of SNS users, this study
provides a theoretical background for the relationships between SNS users’
characteristics and knowledge transfer.

Second, the results verify collective knowledge and collaboration as major mediators
of SNS-based knowledge transfer. Knowledge transfer on SNSs provides useful
insights and better awareness for further research. That is, linking individuals’
characteristics to community cohesion through knowledge transfer demonstrates the
importance of knowledge transfer variables as mediating factors in the SNS context in
that the ultimate goal of SNSs is to manipulate and benefit from outcomes of the SNS
community. This study makes an important contribution to the IS literature by
highlighting how SNS users employ a set of mechanisms to transfer collective
knowledge and collaboration for community cohesiveness.

Third, the study examines the moderating effect of knowledge transfer on SNS
community outcomes. Based on previous research, the sample was divided into two
groups (early and late adopters). According to the results, the respondents’ knowledge
transfer for SNS user outcomes (early and late adoption) had significant moderating
effects on the relationships of collective knowledge and collaboration to community
cohesiveness. These results suggest that early SNS adopters are more likely to influence
the effects of collective knowledge and collaboration on community cohesiveness. In this
regard, SNS users’ knowledge transfer theoretically explains how and why collective
knowledge and collaboration are relevant to their effects on SNS community cohesiveness.

Fourth, this study makes an important theoretical contribution by providing new
insights into SNS community cohesiveness. Despite the increasing use of SNSs, many
SNS-based community sites fail to generate worthwhile outcomes such as community
cohesiveness. The nature of factors affecting the community cohesiveness of SNSs seems
to be different from that of traditional offline ones. In terms of this characteristic, the
results provide empirical evidence that collective knowledge and collaboration are distinct
factors facilitating the community cohesiveness of SNSs. This suggests a theoretical
anchor for identifying factors influencing SNS-based community cohesiveness.

The study also makes practical contributions. First, the results indicate that all three
user characteristics (participation, openness, and sharing) had significant effects on
knowledge transfer (collective knowledge and collaboration). In this regard, these results
have some important practical implications. The results indicate a need for a more
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holistic approach to SNS users’ characteristics that span their impact on the community
as a whole. That is, the results provide those responsible for the development and
provision of SNSs for commercial and community service purposes with some important
guidelines on what kinds of user characteristics can be attracted and retained.

Second, the representative examples that demonstrate the effects of SNS-based
collective knowledge on community cohesiveness include Wikipedia.com, Facebook.com,
and Twitter.com. The empirical results verify a positive relationship between knowledge
transfer and community cohesiveness. Indeed, SNS providers should carefully consider
the effects of SNS-based collective knowledge and collaboration on the whole community.
SNS providers should ensure that their SNS functions smoothly facilitate the exchange of
users’ knowledge and information during the knowledge transfer process.

Finally, the results provide a better understanding of some practical application for
SNS developers and providers. The importance of community cohesiveness highlights
a need for SNS developers and providers to carefully manipulate collective
collaboration and knowledge directly as well as SNS users’ characteristics indirectly.
The results suggest that SNS operators should focus not only on providing knowledge
transfer functions that facilitate the cohesiveness of the SNS community but also on
managing users’ features that can enhance the process of collaborative knowledge
transfer. In sum, public and private organizations can use the results to obtain better
insights into important factors that require closer attention during SNS use.

Limitations and future research
This study has some limitations. First, in the classification of SNS users, there was no
differentiation between wired and wireless internet users. However, because of the rapidly
increasing number of individuals accessing SNSs through their smartphones, future research
should consider mobile SNS users’ features. Second, in addition to the three characteristics of
SNS users considered in this study, future research should focus on other factors that may
influence collective knowledge and collaboration. Finally, future research should take a more
multidimensional approach by targeting an issue from various perspectives such
as psychology, society, and economics. Despite these limitations, the results provide
not only a valuable theoretical foundation for future research but also some practical
guidelines for developing and applying new business strategies that incorporate the
characteristics of SNS users, the knowledge transfer portfolio, and community cohesiveness.

References

Baker, R.K. and White, K.M. (2010), “Predicting adolescents’ use of social networking sites from
an extended theory of planned behavior perspective”, Computers in Human Behavior,
Vol. 26 No. 6, pp. 1591-1597.

Balmaceda, J.M., Schiaffino, S. and Godoy, D. (2014), “How do personality traits affect
communication among users in online social networks?”, Online Information Review,
Vol. 38 No. 1, pp. 136-153.

Bennett, S., Bishop, A., Dalgarno, B., Waycott, J. and Kennedy, G. (2012), “Implementing web 2.0
technologies in higher education: a collective case study”, Computers & Education, Vol. 59
No. 2, pp. 524-534.

Bock, G.W., Zmud, R.W., Kim, Y.G. and Lee, J.N. (2005), “Behavioral intention formation in
knowledge sharing: examining the roles of extrinsic motivators, social-psychological
forces, and organizational climate”, MIS Quarterly, Vol. 29 No. 1, pp. 87-111.

974

OIR
40,7

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 T

A
SH

K
E

N
T

 U
N

IV
E

R
SI

T
Y

 O
F 

IN
FO

R
M

A
T

IO
N

 T
E

C
H

N
O

L
O

G
IE

S 
A

t 2
2:

49
 1

5 
N

ov
em

be
r 

20
16

 (
PT

)

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.chb.2010.06.006&isi=000282155200046
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1108%2FOIR-06-2012-0104&isi=000330822300009
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.compedu.2011.12.022&isi=000305036400032
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?isi=000227199900005


Bonabeau, E. (2009), “Decisions 2.0: the power of collective intelligence”,MIT Sloan Management
Review, Vol. 50 No. 2, pp. 45-52.

Boyd, D.M. and Ellison, N.B. (2008), “Social network sites: definition, history, and scholarship”,
Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, Vol. 13 No. 1, pp. 210-230.

Burns, M.J., Craig, R.B., Friedman, B.D., Schott, P.D. and Senot, C. (2011), “Transforming
enterprise communications through the blending of social networking and unified
communications”, Bell Labs Technical Journal, Vol. 16 No. 1, pp. 19-34.

Chai, S. and Kim, M. (2012), “A socio-technical approach to knowledge contribution behavior: an
empirical investigation of social networking sites users”, International Journal of
Information Management, Vol. 32 No. 2, pp. 118-126.

Chang, W. and Lo, Y. (2012), “A social network based group decision support system”,
International Journal of Mobile Communications, Vol. 10 No. 1, pp. 41-64.

Chang, Y.B. and Gurbaxani, V. (2012), “Information technology outsourcing, knowledge transfer,
and firm productivity: an empirical analysis”, MIS Quarterly, Vol. 36 No. 4, pp. 1043-1063.

Cress, U. and Held, C. (2013), “Harnessing collective knowledge inherent in tag clouds”, Journal of
Computer Assisted Learning, Vol. 29 No. 3, pp. 235-247.

Ertmer, P.A., Newby, T.J., Yu, J.H., Liu, W., Tomory, A., Lee, Y.M., Sendurur, E. and Sendurur, P.
(2011), “Facilitating sudents’ gobal prspectives: collaborating with international partners
using web 2.0 technologies”, The Internet and Higher Education, Vol. 14 No. 4, pp. 251-261.

Fornell, C. and Larcker, D.F. (1981), “Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable
variables and measurement error”, Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 18 No. 1, pp. 39-50.

Fu, T., Abbasi, A. and Chen, H. (2008), “A hybrid approach to web forum interactional coherence
analysis”, Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology, Vol. 59
No. 8, pp. 1195-1209.

Gwynne, P. and Gobble, M.A.M. (2012), “Group intelligence, teamwork, and productivity”,
Research Technology Management, Vol. 55 No. 2, pp. 7-8.

Hall, H. and Graham, D. (2004), “Creation and recreation: motivating collaboration to generate
knowledge capital in online communities”, International Journal of Information
Management, Vol. 24 No. 3, pp. 235-246.

Heinrichs, J.H., Lim, J. and Lim, K. (2011), “Influence of social networking site and user access method
on social media evaluation”, Journal of Consumer Behavior, Vol. 10 No. 6, pp. 347-355.

Hsu, C.P. (2015), “Effects of social capital on online knowledge sharing: positive and negative
perspectives”, Online Information Review, Vol. 39 No. 4, pp. 466-484.

Kane, G.C., Alavi, M., Labianca, G. and Borgatti, S.P. (2014), “What’s different about social media
networks? A framework and research agenda”, MIS Quarterly, Vol. 38 No. 1, pp. 274-304.

Kim, C., Lee, C. and Elias, T. (2015), “Factors affecting information sharing in social networking
sites amongst university students: application of the knowledge-sharing model to social
networking sites”, Online Information Review, Vol. 39 No. 3, pp. 290-309.

Kim, H.Y. and Kim, Y.K. (2008), “Receptivity to advertising messages and desired shopping
values”, Journal of Marketing Communications, Vol. 14 No. 5, pp. 367-385.

Kimmerle, J., Moskliuk, J., Harrer, A. and Cress, U. (2010), “Visualizing co-evolution of
individual and collective knowledge”, Information, Communicati on & Society, Vol. 13
No. 8, pp. 1099-1121.

Kwon, O. and Wen, Y. (2010), “An empirical study of the factors affecting social network service
use”, Computers in Human Behavior, Vol. 26 No. 2, pp. 254-263.

Laukkanen, T. and Pasanen, M. (2008), “Mobile banking innovators and early adopters: how they
differ from other online users?”, Journal of Financial Services Marketing, Vol. 13 No. 2, pp. 86-94.

975

SNS
community

cohesiveness

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 T

A
SH

K
E

N
T

 U
N

IV
E

R
SI

T
Y

 O
F 

IN
FO

R
M

A
T

IO
N

 T
E

C
H

N
O

L
O

G
IE

S 
A

t 2
2:

49
 1

5 
N

ov
em

be
r 

20
16

 (
PT

)

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?isi=000300966700004
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?isi=000342493400014
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?isi=000262600500017
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.chb.2009.04.011&isi=000274616800017
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?isi=000262600500017
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.iheduc.2011.05.005&isi=000298071700007
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1504%2FIJMC.2012.044522&isi=000298612400003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.ijinfomgt.2004.02.004&isi=000221484800004
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.ijinfomgt.2004.02.004&isi=000221484800004
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1108%2FOIR-01-2015-0022&isi=000357422500003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1057%2Fpalgrave.fsm.4760077
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1083-6101.2007.00393.x&isi=000253241300011
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F3151312&isi=A1981LC54900004
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1002%2Fcb.377&isi=000306221200006
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F13527260701782168
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?isi=000311525500004
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1002%2Fbltj.20483&isi=000290840200003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1002%2Fasi.20827&isi=000256179200002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1108%2FOIR-12-2014-0314&isi=000360581500003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F13691180903521547&isi=000288986400002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1365-2729.2012.00491.x&isi=000317285400003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1365-2729.2012.00491.x&isi=000317285400003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.ijinfomgt.2011.07.004&isi=000302514500004
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.ijinfomgt.2011.07.004&isi=000302514500004


Lee, D. and Mendelson, H. (2007), “Adoption of information technology under network effects”,
Information Systems Research, Vol. 18 No. 4, pp. 395-413.

Liu, D., Ray, G. and Whinston, A.B. (2010), “The interaction between knowledge codification and
knowledge-sharing networks”, Information Systems Research, Vol. 21 No. 4, pp. 892-906.

Lykourentzou, I., Papadaki, K., Vergados, D.J., Polemi, D. and Loumos, V. (2010), “Corpwiki:
a self-regulating wiki to promote corporate collective intelligence through expert peer
matching”, Information Sciences, Vol. 180 No. 1, pp. 18-38.

Malone, T.W., Laubacher, R. and Dellarocas, C. (2010), “The collective intelligence genome”,MIT
Sloan Management Review, Vol. 51 No. 3, pp. 21-31.

Nunnally, J.C. (1978), Psychometric Theory, 2nd ed., McGraw-Hill, New York, NY.

Oliver, D. and Roos, J. (2007), “Beyond text: constructing organizational identity multimodally”,
British Journal of Management, Vol. 18 No. 4, pp. 342-358.

Pasek, J., More, E. and Romer, D. (2009), “Realizing the social internet? Online social networking
meets offline civic engagement”, Journal of Information Technology Politics, Vol. 6 No. 3,
pp. 197-215.

Peña-López, I. (2012), “Oriol Miralbell: social networking sites and exchange of knowledge”,
ICTlogy No. 110, ICTlogy, Barcelona, November.

Peters, L.D., Johnston, W.J., Pressey, A.D. and Kendrick, T. (2010), “Collaboration and collective
learning: networks as learning organisations”, Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing,
Vol. 25 No. 6, pp. 478-484.

Ransbotham, S. and Kane, G.C. (2011), “Membership turnover and collaboration success in online
communities: explaining rises and falls from grace in wikipedia”, MIS Quarterly, Vol. 35
No. 3, pp. 613-627.

Richards, D. (2009), “A social software/web 2.0 approach to collaborative knowledge
engineering”, Information Sciences, Vol. 179 No. 15, pp. 2515-2523.

Rishika, R., Kumar, A., Janakiraman, R. and Bezawada, R. (2013), “The effect of customers’ social
media participation on customer visit frequency and profitability: an empirical
investigation”, Information Systems Research, Vol. 24 No. 1, pp. 108-127.

Sandoval-Almazan, R. and Gil-Garcia, J.R. (2012), “Are government internet portals evolving towards
more interaction, participation, and collaboration? Revisiting the rhetoric of e-government
among municipalities”, Government Information Quarterly, Vol. 29 No. 1, pp. 72-81.

Sexton, M. and Barrett, P. (2004), “The role of technology transfer in innovation within small
construction firms”, Engineering, Construction and Architectural Management, Vol. 11
No. 5, pp. 342-348.

Shi, Z., Rui, H. and Andrew, W. (2014), “Content sharing in a social broadcasting environment:
evidence from Twitter”, MIS Quarterly, Vol. 38 No. 1, pp. 123-141.

Sigurbjornsson, B. and Zwol, R.v. (2008), “Filickr tag recommendation based on collective
knowledge”, WWW 2008/Refereed Track: Rich Media, pp. 327-336.

Slaughter, S.A. and Kirsch, L.J. (2006), “The effectiveness of knowledge transfer portfolios in
software process improvement: a field study”, Information Systems Research, Vol. 17 No. 3,
pp. 301-320.

Srivastava, A., Bartol, K.M. and Locke, E.A. (2006), “Empowering leadership in management
teams: effects on knowledge sharing, efficacy, and performance”, Academy of Management
Journal, Vol. 49 No. 6, pp. 1239-1251.

Sue, Y.C., Lee, H. and Yoo, Y. (2010), “The impact of information technology and transactive
memory systems on knowledge sharing, application, and team performance: a field study”,
MIS Quarterly, Vol. 34 No. 4, pp. 855-870.

976

OIR
40,7

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 T

A
SH

K
E

N
T

 U
N

IV
E

R
SI

T
Y

 O
F 

IN
FO

R
M

A
T

IO
N

 T
E

C
H

N
O

L
O

G
IE

S 
A

t 2
2:

49
 1

5 
N

ov
em

be
r 

20
16

 (
PT

)

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1467-8551.2007.00516.x&isi=000250984200002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?isi=000294088300006
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1108%2F09699980410558539
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.5465%2FAMJ.2006.23478718&isi=000243497600010
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.5465%2FAMJ.2006.23478718&isi=000243497600010
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.ins.2009.08.003&isi=000272108200003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F19331680902996403
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.ins.2009.01.031&isi=000267086700002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?isi=000342493400007
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?isi=000284086900011
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?isi=000276702000005
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?isi=000276702000005
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1287%2Fisre.1120.0460&isi=000315734200008
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1287%2Fisre.1070.0138&isi=000252201000002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1108%2F08858621011066062&isi=000282532400008
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.giq.2011.09.004&isi=000298515200008
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1287%2Fisre.1060.0098&isi=000240606800007
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1287%2Fisre.1080.0217&isi=000285383200018


Susarla, A., Oh, J.H. and Tan, Y. (2012), “Social networks and the diffusion of
user-generated content: evidence from youtube”, Information Systems Research, Vol. 23
No. 1, pp. 23-41.

Valenzuela, S., Kim, Y. and Gil, D.Z. (2012), “Social networks that matter: exploring the role of
political discussion for online political participation”, International Journal of Public
Opinion Research, Vol. 24 No. 2, pp. 163-184.

Verkasalo, H. (2011), “An international study of smart phone usage”, International Journal of
Electronic Business, Vol. 9 No. 1, pp. 158-181.

Vivacqua, A.S. and Borges, M.R.S. (2012), “Taking advantage of collective knowledge in
emergency response systems”, Journal of Network & Computer Applications, Vol. 35 No. 1,
pp. 189-198.

Wang, C. and Zhang, X. (2012), “Network positions and contributions to online public goods: the
case of chinese Wikipedia”, Journal of Management Information Systems, Vol. 29 No. 2,
pp. 11-40.

Wang, T., Jung, C.H., Kang, M.H. and Chung, Y.S. (2014), “Exploring determinants of adoption
towards enterprise 2.0 applications: an empirical study”, Behaviour & Information
Technology, Vol. 33 No. 10, pp. 1048-1064.

Westerman, D., Spence, P.R. and Heide, B.V.D. (2012), “A social network as information: the effect
of system generated reports of connectedness on credibility on Twitter”, Computers in
Human Behavior, Vol. 28 No. 1, pp. 199-206.

Wolff, H. and Kim, S. (2012), “The relationship between networking behaviors and the
big five personality dimensions”, Career Development International, Vol. 17 No. 1,
pp. 43-66.

Yu, T.K., Lu, L.C. and Liu, T.F. (2010), “Exploring factors that influence knowlegde sharing
behavior via weblogs”, Computer in Human Behavior, Vol. 26 No. 1, pp. 42-41.

Zhang, Z., Cheung, K.H. and Townsend, J.P. (2009), “Web 2.0 to bioinformatics”, Briefings in
Bioinformatics, Vol. 10 No. 1, pp. 1-10.

Appendix. Questionnaire items

Participation (Rishika et al., 2013)

• I use SNSs to participate in discussions.

• I use SNSs to spread news.

• I use SNSs to respond to others’ requests.

• I use SNSs to interact with other participants in the virtual community.

• I use SNSs to establish my own place in my group.

Openness (Wolff and Kim, 2012)

• I use SNSs to voice my ideas.

• I use SNSs to be exposed to new concepts.

• I use SNSs to reveal myself to others.

• I use SNSs to disclose valuable information to others.

• I use SNSs to gain trust of others.
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Sharing (Heinrichs et al., 2011)

• I use SNSs to convey specific information.

• I use SNSs to share knowledge.

• I use SNSs to pool ideas with others.

• I use SNSs to deliver general views.

Collective knowledge (Cress and Held, 2013)

• I obtain a diverse range of knowledge from others on SNSs.

• I receive more accurate conclusions from others on SNSs.

• I improve my understanding through others’ information on SNSs.

• I overcome my cognitive bias through discussions with others on SNSs.

• I reach enhanced intellectual outcomes with others’ help on SNSs.

• I increase my level of intelligence through others’ experience on SNSs.

Collective collaboration (Cress and Held, 2013)

• I learn teamwork with others on SNSs.

• I strengthen my ability to cooperate with others on SNSs.

• I help others as a team member on SNSs.

• I try to cooperate productively on SNSs.

• I widen my social network through SNSs.

• I perform non-personal tasks through the help of others on SNSs.

Community cohesiveness (Ransbotham and Kane, 2011)

• As an SNS user, I feel a sense of common belonging to the SNS community.

• As an SNS user, I feel positive about other users.

• As an SNS user, I respect the views of other users.

• As an SNS user, I recognize the common interests shared with others.

• As an SNS user, I experience interpersonal relationships with other users.

• As an SNS user, I feel attracted to other users.

• As an SNS user, I see myself and other users as part of a whole.
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