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ABSTRACT

Post-modern societies are characterized by thesitiam from material to knowledge-
based economies, where the humanity is facing wiggpconnectivity but, at the same time, the
weakening of social structures that creates areasing need for cognitive and affective bases
for life (Rheingold, 1992; Wasko & Farah, 2005; Alsson, 2008).

In this scenario is the phenomenon of virtual donitworks that is putting together
millions of individuals exchanging text-based megesa images, and videos everyday (Nielsen,
2012), and organizations investing more and morenigage in those new trends (McWilliam,
2000; Reichheld & Schefter, 2000; Yoo, Suh & Le@)2, Arvidsson, 2008). Consequently, one
of the most important questions that arises andsganportance for academics and practitioners
is: why people share? (Monge, Fulk, Kalman, Flamigzarnassa & Rumsey, 1998; Lin, 2001)

Based on a multi case methodology approach dewlopBrazil and France, this study
aims to produce a significant theoretical reviewndp relevant insights from different contexts,
and propose a model for assessing the main mainsafor knowledge sharing in virtual social
networks. They were systematized in five main disn@ms: structural, cognitive, and relational
capital reasons, personal motivations, and mone&asons (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Wasko
& Faraj, 2005; Chiu et al, 2006).

The findings suggest that the process of knowlestgging in virtual networks seems to
be consequence of a combination of community atfebsented motivations that vary slightly
according to different goals and contexts of theskne communities, where monetary reasons

seem to be secondary.

Key words

Social media, virtual social networks; knowledgarshg; social production.



RESUMO

Sociedades poOs-modernas caracterizam-se pelactiandie economias baseadas em
ativos tangiveis para economias de conhecimentale oindividuos vivenciam uma
imprescindivel conectividade, mas ao mesmo temppereanentam um enfraquecimento das
estruturas sociais, que tem generado uma cresnenessidade de se criar bases cognitivas e
afetivas para a vida (Rheingold, 1992; Wasko & Fa2805; Arvidsson, 2008).

Nesse cenario se desenvolve o fendmeno das redais sdrtuais, agregando milhdes de
pessoas que compartilham mensagens de texto, ima&geideos todos os dias (Nielsen, 2012)
fazendo com que organizacbes privadas foguem cadanvais seus investimentos para
acompanhar as novas tendéncias (McWilliam, 200@;hReld & Schefter, 2000; Yoo, Suh &
Lee, 2002; Arvidsson, 2008). Consequentemente, desamais importantes questdes que vem
ganhando importancia no meio academico e entréspiafiais darea € justamente: por que as
pessoas compartilham conhecimento online? (Mongék, FKalman, Flanigan, Parnassa &
Rumsey, 1998; Lin, 2001)

Por meio de uma metodologia de estudo de caso emiadno Brasil e na Franca, este
estudo objetiva produzir uma relevante revisdoida@cerca do tema, trazendo novas idéias de
diferentes contextos, e propondo um modelo paraawes principais motivacoes que conduzem
individuos a compartilhar conhecimento em redesiasocvirtuais. Essas razdes foram
estruturadas em cinco dimensdes: capital estryoghitivo e relacional, motivacbes pessoais e
razOes monétias (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Wasko & Faraj, 20DBiu et al, 2006).

As evidéncias sugerem que o processo de partieipasmpartilhar conhecimento em
redes sociais virtuais € resultado de uma comptexabinacdo de motivacbes de orientagédo
pessoal e coletiva, que parecem variar pouco del@a@mm os diferentes objetivos e contextos

dessas comunidades, onde as razdes financeiragpeser secundarias.

Palavras-chave

Midia social, redes sociais virtuais; compartimatgaonhecimento; producéo social.



1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

Post-modern societies are characterized by thesitiam from material to knowledge-
based economies. Individuals live in a constanhgimg process with an increasing connectivity,
consequence of the diffusion of information, innbx& communication technologies and the
advance of Internet. Conversely, social structudestities and guidelines seem to be weakening
and there is a growing necessity to produce newitiog and affective frameworks for life
(Rheingold, 1992; Wasko & Farah, 2005; Arvidss@02.

In this context, it is possible to notice the umedented phenomenon of virtual social
networks. Every day thousands of individuals jomiree communities and exchange billions of
text-based messages, images, and videos (Niel8gR).2rganizations invest more and more on
social media in order to reach potential customsgsymunicate, understand and segment them,
but also to engage in the new trends of co-prodadivicWilliam, 2000; Reichheld & Schefter,
2000; Yoo, Suh & Lee, 2002; Arvidsson, 2008).

These virtual spaces gather millions of individuaith mutual interests, objectives or
practices interacting, sharing knowledge and emgpgn social relationships (Chiu, Hsu &
Wang, 2006). Although these communities are ususdlif-organizing and voluntary spaces
where individuals can easily profit from the contprovided by other users they will probably
never meet in real life, many virtual communitiespoactice have shown a great amount of
knowledge shared online every day (Wasko & Fai@)52.

The importance of intangible assets is indubitdbleprivate organizations nowadays
(Bouty, 2000), and has been showing to be even imgperative for virtual social networks. In
this context, one of the most important questiomst tarises and is gaining interest among
academics and practitioners is: why people shavishde, Fulk, Kalman, Flanigan, Parnassa &
Rumsey, 1998; Lin, 2001)

Although virtual social networks configure a recehenomenon and academic studies in
the field are still limited, its interest has bessing substantially in the past decade. The

academic review indicates a combination of comnyuihd self-oriented reasons, besides



possible influences of the macro-environment, caltissues and personality characteristics for
knowledge sharing. However, these dimensions ateangonsensus and have never been
analyzed together.

Based on some previous studies, the main impontatitvations for knowledge sharing in
the internet arena were identified and systematized/e main dimensions of motivations: (i)
structural capital reasons; (ii) cognitive capitabsons; (iii) relational capital reasons, (iv)
personal motivations, and (v) monetary reasons gNiegh & Ghoshal, 1998; Wasko & Faraj,
2005; Chiu et al, 2006).

Monetary rewards in virtual spaces have been coeatsy debated by academics studying
social networks, electronic networks and voluntegrilnterestingly, the main evidences have
shown that economic reasons are secondary motifatwors for joining and participating
actively in these virtual spaces (Von Hippel & v&rogh, 2003; Benkler, 2006; Briggs et al,
2010).

Owing to the relevance of the subject, the limiéed sometimes controversy researches
in the theme, the main purpose of this study iglémtify potential dimensions explaining the
process of sharing knowledge in virtual social reks, producing a significant theoretical
review about this recent phenomenon; bringing imsigand new contributions through an
exploratory study conducted with a Brazilian (Its®®) and a French (Drawin) virtual
networks; and testing these qualitative findingstigh quantitative research.

The results of this study aims to support, a nmadttural investigation, taking into
account demographic characteristics, besides tlmateld community and personal-oriented
motivations for knowledge sharing. Although thesailong way to pursue for understanding this
multifaceted subject, the findings of this studyeatives to help practitioners and researchers in

the field, and to foment the discussion of the e@ador knowledge sharing.



1.2  Objectives

The main purpose of this study is to identify whailnensions can explain the process of

sharing knowledge in virtual social networks.

In order to accomplish the main objective, someerimediary objectives should be

achieved, and they are listed below:

a.) To produce a significant theoretical review abdug tecent phenomenon of virtual
social networks, focusing on the main motivatiomskinowledge sharing previously
studied by different authors;

b.) To bring relevant insights and new contributiongareling these factors through an
exploratory study of two virtual communities fronfferent contexts and countries
(Brazil and France);

c.) To test these qualitative findings through quatitigaresearch, and to suggest a

structured model in order to help the understandirtgis complex process.

1.3 Structure of this work

This work is divided into five chapters. This fi@he introduces the theme, its relevance
and the objectives. In the second chapter, the ledge review is presented. The third chapter
presents the methodology. Afterwards, results effitst exploratory phase are presented and, in
the sequence, outcomes of the quantitative reseaectiescribed in the fourth chapter. Finally, in
the fifth chapter the conclusions, theoretical arahagerial implications are presented as well as
the work limitations and proposals for future sagdi



2 KNOWLEDGE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

Social networks have been studied since the ertieoXIX century (Durkheim, 1893;
Simmel, 1908). In recent years the internet phemaméras created the necessity to understand
the characteristics and peculiarities of a socg&tivork in the virtual space (Wasko & Faraj,
2005; Chiu, Hsu & Wang, 2006; Arvidsson, 2008).

Virtual social networks create new kinds of relagibips since they allow people to share
information quickly and globally (Wasko & Faraj, 3. In these virtual spaces one of the
behaviors that draw attention for practitioners asddemics is the phenomenon of knowledge
sharing (Monge et al, 1998; Lin, 2001). In otherrdg) what are the reasons for someone,
without receiving any financial reward, to shareermation and knowledge?

Although virtual social networks configure a recehenomenon and academic studies in
the field are still limited, its interest has begrowing substantially in the past decade. This
theoretical review tries to summarize the main egi€ and findings studied so far.

The first part conceptualizes virtual social netvgyrexamines their main characteristics
and highlights the importance of this trend. Theose part focuses on the existent explanations
for online knowledge sharing and its implicatioms practitioners and business organizations.
This process has been gradually discussed in shéwa decades, but conclusions are still very
limited. Aiming a better understanding about thetiwations for online voluntary content

exchange, the main ideas previously debated witlibeussed.

2.2  The phenomenon of Virtual Social Networks

The complex phenomenon of social networks has beehed for centuries and it can be
defined by structured collective systems with thegppse to meet one or more participants’ needs
(Kadushin, 2002). In simple words, a social netwisrkdescribed as the minimum number of
actors who, if removed from the group, would disgexct it as a whole (Moody & White, 2003).



Social networks are intrinsic related to the comaéstructural cohesion that is defined as
a “group property characterizing the collectivigy,positional property that situates subgroups
relative to each other in a population, and indraldmembership properties” (Moody & White,
2003, p. 103).

The dissemination of internet access acceleratedntiportance and strength of social
networks for two reasons. First, easier commurocatiavored deeper interaction among
members. Second, it allowed the conception of a type of social grouping: the virtual social
network (Chiu et al, 2006).

Online social networks are any kind of group assomns in which “people with common
interests, goals, or practices interact to shai@nmtion and knowledge, and engage in social
(online) interactions” (Chiu et al, 2006, p. 1873).

Besides the growing access to the virtual worldhert reasons can explain the
dissemination of this social phenomenon: the b&siman need for personal relationships
(Rheingold, 1992); the diffusion of information andw communication technologies such as
new mobile services and social media platforms @&a& Farah, 2005); the transition from a
material to a knowledge-based economy; a post-mod®ndition that weakened social
structures, identities and guidelines (e.g. famihgrriage); and an unprecedented necessity to
produce a new cognitive and affective frameworKlifer(Arvidsson, 2008).

According to Arvidsson (2008), the strength andbiiisy of this phenomenon is also
related to an increasing activation of civil sogigirough multiple expressions such as political
activism, new social movements, increasing numdepenple that self-identify as artists,
emerging social entrepreneurships, global soligantovement, new forms of New Age
spirituality and body practices and a host of aklive lifestyles.

Besides its importance as a social phenomenon,whyal social networks have been
increasingly highlighted in the past years? Théeaplanation, according to Yoo et al. (2002),
is that online communities became a new markebiminesses and consequently large numbers
of companies have been investing on them for cormialguurposes.

Due to the undeniably rising of its economic impade, the interests surpass the sphere
of Social Sciences studies. Organizations have beessting on online networks to meet their
customers or potential ones (Yoo et al, 2002);nioa@ce loyalty and brand awareness; to gather
information for better segment them and direct aitkement (McWilliam, 2000; Reichheld &



Schefter, 2000); and to include consumers in thecges where value is produced around
products and brands (Arvidsson 2008), recentlyedadls co-production, co-creation, or customer
cooperation.

The focus of this study is the virtual “social netw of practice”, defined by Brown and
Duguid (2001) as larger, loosely knit, and geogiegdly distributed group of individuals
engaged in a shared practice. Wasko and Faraj 29®%eyond when defining ‘electronic
network of practice’ as a special case of ‘netwarkpractice’, where the sharing of knowledge
happens primary through computer-based communicéichnologies.

According to Wasko and Faraj (2005), the main atteréstics of these communities are
self-organizing, voluntarily choice to participated an open activity system focused on a shared
practice. Members may not know each other or exjoacteet them in real life. In theory, there is
no control over what is shared, and individuals paofit from the disposable knowledge without
contributing for it (Wasko & Faraj, 2005).

Although there are no expectations of obligatiorremiprocity and users may not know
each other, many virtual communities of practicesehdeen showing a great amount of
knowledge shared among their members (Wasko & F2085). According to Brown & Duguid
(2000), when members share a common practice, kugel readily flows and it enables
individuals to create sustainable social netwooksupport content exchange.

For many years, authors have been emphasizingnjperiance of intellectual capital as a
major source of competitive advantage for compa(iBesity, 2000). For social networks, and
consequently for economic organizations, the rélentangible capital is even more imperative
since physical assets are less relevant. Oncentinnaterial capital is expressed in the form of
knowledge sharing, the willingness to share is abbp one of the most fascinating aspect for
academics and a great challenge for practitior@ngu(et al, 2006).

2.3 Knowledge Sharing in Virtual Social Networks

The number of new virtual social networks platforimas been booming, surpassing 1.200
in 2010 in United States, a figure six times higtien in 2005 (Nowotarski, 2011). According to
the “State of Social Media 2011” from The Nielseonipany (2012), for the first time in history

social media has overtaken pornography as the pyiraativity on the web, with 81% of



American adults engaged in at least one virtuabsoetwork, accounting for 23% of all the time
spent online.

The amount of content, in the form of text, imagasiures, videos, songs, etc., shared
online by more than 1 billion users worldwide iseevmore remarkable. According to the
numbers of the “Digital Brand Engagement 2011” fr@mobono (2012), users share everyday
more than 30 billion pieces of content on Facebagach 2 billion videos on YouTube, and post
more than 40 million ‘tweets’.

Another important trend is the fact that contenthie form of images and videos has been
gaining importance, growing faster than texted-tasgormation. Image content already
accounted for more than 10% of all Facebook paosta0iLl, 4 million pictures were uploaded
everyday on Flickr and more than 50 thousand hoiwgleos on YouTube (Omobono, 2011).

Content is the existence support of virtual soaetiworks of practice, once they have
limited value when they lack rich knowledge (Chtwak2006). On the other hand, the process of
knowledge contribution is socially complex and ilwas a variety of actors with different needs
and goals (Wasko & Faraj, 2005). Once it is absbubard to stimulate online sharing, the
willingness to share is probably the largest cimgiéefor practitioners and the most studied aspect
for academics (Chiu et al, 2006).

According to Arvidsson (2008), the concept of sbpi@duction can support the initial
explanation of knowledge sharing. The author dsfithes process as “self-organized systems of
(mostly immaterial) production that have evolveduard the diffusion of networked information
and communication technologies” (Arvidsson, 2008,3p6), and manifested in the form of
immaterial production (such as creativity and krenige).

Currently, 58 to 83 percent of the population afustrial societies is engaged in some
kind of social production activities, a consequeatéhe lack of clear structures, identities and
guidelines of the Postmodern condition, that leasedeties to a context marked by both an
unprecedented need and possibility to produce acognitive and affective framework for life
(Arvidsson, 2008, p. 330). Blau (1964) postulatedt tonly social exchange tends to engender
feelings of personal obligation, gratitude, andtrwhile purely economic exchange does not.

The study of knowledge sharing is also relatechéodoncept of Ethical Economy, where
“socially recognized self-expression is the mairtivadion” and “community contribution is the

main measure of value” in social networks (ArvidgsB008, p. 326). From this point of view,



the significance of social networks for their usexysbased on recognition processes, even if
individuals play a marginal role in the process@ation.

Consequently, the value of these networks reliesenam the processes than on the
products of interactions, evidenced by the fact the highly valued individuals are the ones who
most contribute to the strength, quality and endiceaof the interaction processes by organizing
social cooperation. Conversely, networks can besidened an “extension of a person’s social

impact, or how many people to whom he or she n&t{@rvidsson, 2008, p. 333).

Assessment of knowledge sharing

Before the discussion of the factors motivating pnecess of knowledge sharing, it is
substantial to highlight that the definitions anéasurement of what is knowledge in virtual
social networks are also another central discussidre majority of the studies measuring
knowledge shared online (including this one) coaid the volume, but not the quality of the
content as it dependent variables due to the coditplef the definition and measurement of
quality of information.

Although the focus of this study is not to disctiss measurement of knowledge sharing
but its motivation, it is important to emphasizattteven the assessment of the volume of
knowledge sharing has been proved as an extremelyplex task involving the
conceptualization, categorization and selectiorthef content that can be considered or not as
‘knowledge’.

In order to quantify knowledge, some authors asoBaiget al (2004) or Zhang & Hiltz
(2003) used combined measures of declared patimipaéehavior in absolute terms, such as
‘How many times did you chat online with your grauphe last 2 week$dr ‘How much time
did you spend on average when you chatted with gmup?; while others used stated measures
on scales of agreement, e §of me, the site is just a place where | can getesinformation I
won't post anything or communicate with anyone tigio it or ‘There is a great chance | can
collaborate through this virtual community

Few other more sophisticated combinations derivechfthe Factor Analyses of those
types of declared questions (Butler, Gibson & ShaG02). Butler et al (2002) developed an
interesting framework measuring ‘community buildimgrk’ with 9 questions assessing what

they defined as content provision (time spent casimgpand posting messages), infrastructure




and maintenance (time spent maintaining, postind, @ublishing files), social encouragement

(the type of activities members usually do inside metwork), social control (social purposes of

the content shared by users), external promotiotiviges members do outside the network that

are related to the promotion of it, e.g. postimidi related to the community in another website),

and_audience engagement (time spent reading masagethe others).

The majority of authors that tested the motivatitorsknowledge sharing used simplified
measures for it as the number of replies (Cons@prtoull & Kiesler, 1996), or the number of
total posts excluding or not words considered éwaht such as ‘thank you’, ‘great’ or ‘ok’ (Chiu
et al, 2006; Wasko & Farah, 2005).

Motivations for knowledge sharing

A countless number of motivations were discussepoasible predictors of the quantity
and quality of knowledge sharing in virtual comntigs. The first studies tested few isolated
motivations and their influences on contributiortirog

In 1998, using data from multiple respondents ihthé business units of a large
multinational electronic network, Tsai & Ghoshab@8B) proposed the categorization of social
interaction ties, trust and trustworthiness, andreth vision into three respective dimensions
named as ‘structural, relational, and cognitive efigsions of social capital’. In 2005, Wasko &
Faraj used data from a professional legal assoaqiati order to test other motivations related to
those three dimensions, and to include ‘reputataord ‘enjoy helping’ as a fourth dimension,
named ‘individual motivations’. In 2006, Chiu et eonstructed a model investigating
motivations in the same three dimensions addinguathh and a fifth dimensions named as

‘personal outcome expectations’ and ‘community oote expectations’.

Based on those previous studies (Tsai & Ghosh&B;1®/asko & Faraj, 2005; Chiu et al,
2006), this research structured the motivationskimowledge sharing that will be discussed
bellow into five dimensions: (i) structural capitaasons; (i) cognitive capital reasons; (iii)
relational capital reasons, (iv) personal motivagicand a fifth one, named as (v) monetary

reasons.
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Structural capital can be defined as structural links or connecticetsvéen individuals
or the overall pattern of connections between aotdfasko & Faraj, 2005). Collective action is
easier to achieve when there are social directiete/een members, making them also more
likely to sustain contributions (Wasko & Faraj, 8)0Tie strength is “a combination of the
amount of time, the emotional intensity, the intayar mutual confidence, and the reciprocal
services which characterize the tie” (Granovetéi3, p. 1361).

In this dimension the most debated motivation fiecéme cohesion or sense of community
(Chiu et al, 2006) and centrality or individual'sieeddedness (Wasko & Faraj, 2005). Kadushin

(2002) states that denser cohesive structuredsrestamulated when costs of interaction are low

and_visibility is high.

Cohesion or_sense of community can be describatea$eeling of ‘being part’ of the

community and explains why community ties and &atiton with member-member and
organizer-member interactions provide importantditbons for content exchange (Chiu et al,
2006).

While cohesion is related to the feeling of ‘bepagt of it’, embeddedness or centrality is

related to ‘how deeply is the involvement. Waskad Faraj (2005) use the term ‘centrality’ to
describe how central is an individual to the nektbrough social ties. Embeddedness is a “logic
of exchange that shapes motives and expectatiothsparmoted coordinated adaptation (...)
actors do not selfishly pursue immediate gains, temcentrate on cultivating long-term

cooperative relationships” (Kadushin, 2002, p. 87).

Cognitive capital is related to the cognitive competence to undedsi@nd apply the
knowledge in the social environment (Wasko & Fa@)05). In order to achieve common
representations, interpretations, and meaning igstome factors are critical such as shared-
language and vocabulary (Chiu et al, 2006), exgeeir tenure in the field (Constant, Sproull &
Kiesler, 1996), and shared vision or goals (Chial €2006).

The concept of shared language is broader tharudgmgitself, relating also to shared

codes, acronyms, subtleties, underlying assumptamassymbols (Chiu et al, 2006). In Chiu et
al. (2006) study regarding professional electramétworks, shared language showed positive

significant effects on knowledge quality, but natguantity of sharing.
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Even motivated, an individual will contribute ju#t the person has the required
‘expertise’ for it (Constant, Sproull & Kiesler, 98). Individuals would be likely to be more
motivated if they are confident in their ability share that specific knowledge — in terms of
technical skills or expertise on the field, espkgie voluntary shared environments (Bandura,
1982).

Relational capital is associated to how strong and to which kind eftronships
members have developed towards others throughahf interactions (Wasko & Faraj, 2005).
The central factors regarding this dimension amarmadgment (Wasko & Faraj, 2005), norm of
reciprocity (Bagozzi, Dholakia & Pearo, 2004; Kakins 2002), identification with the collective
(Chiu et al, 2006), shared vision and trust (KaduysB002; Chiu et al, 2006). In this sphere,
willingness to share would be connected to therdesi developing meaningful social ties with
others, what Lazzarato (1997) callgdilia.

Commitment is defined as “a sense of responsibitithelp others within the collective
on the basis of shared membership” and, for sow@alorks, it is related to the willingness to
give and receive content (Wasko & Faraj, 2005, 3). &ince commitment is an “implicit or
explicit pledge of relational continuity betweencb&nge partners” (Dwyer, Schurr & Oh, 1987,
p. 19), higher commitment should result in stroatjadorations.

Commitment can be based on economic concerns,l$mtoa intrinsic aspects, such as
identification, social interactions and shared ealBarki, 2010) and decreases opportunistic
behavior and uncertainty in networks (ShamdasaBhé&th, 1995).

Norm of reciprocity concerns what Bagozzi, Dholakiad Pearo (2004) called “group

norms” that would strongly impact “we-intentions’hd justify time and effort spent in
contributions. Reciprocity is high when knowledgelganges are mutual and perceived as fair by
the parties (Chiu et al, 2006). According to Bo(2900), people are willing to help those who
helped them before and not repay help with harmgtiver words, “if you act in a certain way
towards the other, the other will in turn satisfuy needs” (Kadushin, 2002, p. 82).

Identification is a positive feeling toward the gpoand the sense of belonging that can
also be positively correlated to the quantity andliy of sharing (Chiu et al, 2006). Bagozzi and
Dholakia (2002) defined identification relating tperceptions of ‘self-conception’ and ‘group

inclusion’ and it could also be related to the @ptof shared vision.



12

Shared vision makes parties more likely to becoartnprs and embodies the collective
goals and aspirations of the whole associations Heilps to integrate and combine resources,
giving meaning to their contributions. Shared wistan also be classified as relational capital,
once it is usually developed according to the gfitenf the relationships members develop (Chiu
et al, 2006).

One of the main characteristics of dense sociavards is the sense of trust, which is
exemplified in the following passage “if you actarcertain way towards the other, the other will
in turn satisfy your needs” (Kadushin, 2002, p..82)st creates positive atmosphere to enhance
knowledge (Chiu et al, 2006) and influences howppeanteract with each other once it is an

optimistic view and a belief that others have thme fundamental values (Uslaner, 2000).

Personal motivationsare related to the expectation of individual bé#safhen accessing
the network, reviewing questions, choosing the ahey are able and willing to answer, and
formulating their contributions (Wasko & Faraj, Z)(Q. 42). People are not just looking for
enrich knowledge and information, but also seekargoutcome expectations such as reputation
(Butler, Gibson & Sharp, 2002), self-expression $&éa& Faraj, 2005; Arvidsson, 2008; Briggs
et al, 2010), friendship (meet people) and sengelmingingness (Chiu et al, 2006).

Although in some electronic networks of practiceuwstic reasons seem to be prevalent,
previous studies had confirmed that personal gaiesalways existent. They can be expressed as
indirect career benefits, learning about one’s comiy, expressing one’s own deeply held
values or moral principles, living up to the idealsothers, etc. (Briggs, Peterson & Gregory,
2010).

Reputation is connected to sense of approval aimgjlseen as skilled, knowledge-able or
respected (Butler, Gibson & Sharp, 2002). Many aengtthad suggested this factor as one of the
primary reasons to contribute in virtual networkeialth, 1999; Kollock, 1999; Von Hippel &
von Krogh, 2003; Wasko & Faraj, 2005). ArvidssoA(&) concluded in his study that networks
are a measure of the extension of a person’s soodct and reputation is a measure of the
quality of this impact.

Self-expression appears as another important ntotivaelated to the individuals’

willingness to see their efforts socially recogeizes inventive, creative and beautiful (Wasko &
Faraj, 2005; Arvidsson, 2008; Briggs et al, 20183cording to Weber (2004, p. 137), “open



13

source lets you show the world how creative youlyese”, what corresponds to place your
finest production in a gallery.

Friendship and sense of belongingness are linkeketgrowing desire to build new and

alternative forms of social relations, a consegaeoicthe weakening of social structures and
soaring manifestations of loneliness and alienafidmnang & Hiltz, 2003; Chiu et al, 2005;
Arvidsson, 2008).

Although Wasko and Faraj (2005) could not prove thenevolence or the feeling of

enjoying helping is a significant antecedent oftbkime or value of contributions, other authors

stated that altruist motivations could also bevahe factors (Kollock, 1999; Ridings, Gefen &
Arinze; 2002; Briggs et al; 2010). This personahretteristic tends to be more related to the
feelings of ‘some new value will be created’ or Wothe effort’ and maybe the understanding
that something is going to come back to themsgMabapiet & Ghoshal, 1998).

Status, formal recognition, hierarchy, public feachb and other forms of self-related

motivations were considered applicable in previstiglies (Von Hippel & von Krogh, 2003;
Wasko and Faraj, 2005; Benkler, 2006; ArvidssonQ&0 Arvidsson (2008) proved that
individuals with higher status and recognition téndshow stronger, better and more durable

inputs in virtual networks.

Monetary reasons and economic rewardshave been controversy discussed by
academics regarding social networks, electroniovoids and volunteering. Despite some
conclusions that ‘other-oriented’ reasons seenat@ more influence on pro-social attitudes than
‘self-focused’ ones, theorists of volunteering segjghat intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are two
of the primary motives for these practices andeimerging consensus is that both altruistic and
egoistic motives exist (Von Hippel & von Krogh, Z)Benkler, 2006; Briggs et al, 2010).

The majority of surveys founded related to socraldopiction and virtual social networks
shows that monetary motivation (extrinsic rewardgynexist to some extent, but it has been
evaluated as least important or even not treatedn@st of surveys, once the majority of
relationships and professionals virtual networksxdbreward directly individuals shared-content
(Wasko & Faraj, 2005; Chiu et al, 2006; Arvidssaa08).

This way, monetary stimuli cannot be excluded asrgrortant motivator (Von Hippel &

von Krogh, 2003; Benkler, 2006), although it hasrbevaluated as less important or even not
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included in most of surveys related to social patiden and virtual social networks (Wasko &
Faraj, 2005; Chiu et al, 2006; Arvidsson, 2008).

Two probable justifications can explain why mongtawards are usually considered less
important. First, the valuable resources in sog@adduction are labor time and access to
information, what is highly abundant in the virtsplace because of a multitude of volunteers and
once that are no distinction between labor and Hecond, there is simply too little money
enrolled in social production to be a strong mdbvaonce it moves outside the monetary
economy of capitalism (Arvidsson, 2008).

On the other hand, according to social exchangayhbehavior can be understood under
rational self-interest and knowledge can be stitedlavhen its rewards exceed its costs (Kelley
& Thibaut, 1978). According to Von Hippel & von Kgh (2003), monetary rewards in social
networks can avoid free riding and enhance motwitd share knowledge.

The table 2.1 presents a summary of the main fgedoiscussed from previous authors

regarding sharing knowledge in social networks.



Table 2.1: Literature review: reasons for sharingudedge in virtual social networks

Author(s) Why people share?

Contribution is more related social impac rather tha monetary

Arvidsson, accumulation. Main motivations for coproduction are social rgwition, self-
2008 expression, self-realization, desired experiendsaofng meaningful social ties
with others philia), networks, respect, and reputation.
B ) Group norms (commitment to a set of goals, values, beliefs, @m/entions
agozzi, . - . .
) shared with other group members) aodial identity (sense of emotional
Dholakia & ] ) ] )
involvement with the group or affective commitmemve effect on we-
Pearo, 2004

intentions to participate in virtual communities.

Bandura, 1982

Competenctandsocial acceptanc are more important than external rewa
Confidence in thability to share that specific knowledge is another important

factor for social production.

Benkler, 2006

Social production in networks is a combinatiolintrinsic motivations (come
from within the person such as pleasure, selffs&tion) andextrinsic
motivations (money, reward, a judge for complying with, orifail to comply

with, specifically prescribed behavior).

Exchange depends on the extenacquaintance, mutual trust, andlevel of

Bouty, 2000 competition with the others membensiterpersonal relations play an important
role. Another motivation is theccesgo new information, expertise, and ideas.
) Other oriented (benevolence, value expression) me-oriented (achievement
Briggs et al. career) reasoning the attitude toward others. lanteering pro-social attitudes,
2010 altruistic reasonsseem to be prevalent, pairsonal gainsare also important.
Butler et a, The primary reason for individuals to share knogkeds theilexpectation to be
2002 seenas skilled, knowledgeable or respected.

Chiu et al, 2006

Knowledge sharing is explained social capita: a)structural dimension:
social interaction ties; bielational dimension trust, norm of reciprocity,
identification; c)cognitive dimension shared vision and shared language; and
outcome expectationsa) community-related outcome expectations

(expectation of benefits to the virtual communéyd b)personal outcome

expectations(support, friendship, and sense of belongingness).

15
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Constant et al,
1996

Shared knowledge depends onstrength (theory of ‘strong weak ties’) ar
diversification (different connections leads to more opportunitiggies, and

motivation andresources(expertise) of the individuals.

Kadushin, 2002

The motivational foundations of social networks cohesive and dense ti,
sense of communityguest forsupport and comfort (safety), andense of trust
Social production is higher when tbests of interactionare low,visibility is
high, andmoral obligations are more salient. Individuals of highsercial classes

have more diverse and cohesive social networksghesons of lower social class
(more geographically local cohesive networlkdacro socio-cultural systems
also influence.
Three factors for cooperatioreciprocity, reputation andsense of efficac. The
Kollock, 1999 feeling ofenjoying helping (sharing just because someone needs) can beth four
factor; andattachment or commitment can be a fifth factor (sharing because i
will be the best for the group).
Langerak eti, | Satisfactions with “memb-to-member”, and “organiz-to-member” interaction
2004 have positive effects on patrticipation.
Leana & var Social capital is realized through member’s levfecollective goalorientation
Buren, 1999 andshared trust, which create value by facilitating successfulextive action.
Classified the main motivations to share contetat fhree categoriesstructural
Nahapiet & capital: structural links or connections between individueognitive capitd:
Ghoshal, 1998 | individuals have the cognitive capability to undensl and apply the knowledge
andrelational capital: their relationships have strong and positive ab@ristics.
Ridings et ¢, Trust, ability, benevolenc andintegrity are related to the desire to give ¢
2002 receive information.
] Structural (social interaction tie, cognitive shared visio), anc relational
Teal & (trust and trustworthinesdjmensionsof social capital have significant effects on

Ghoshal, 1998

resources exchange in social networks.

Von Hippel &
von Krogh,
2003

Monetary rewards andreputation avoid free riding and enhance motivatior
contribute. Collective action model helps to explanowledge sharing
emphasizing the creation loing term relationshipsand the importance of
private benefits such credentials in the form of enhanced sociatioas,
enhanced reputation, privileged access to sodatioas, etc.




17

Structural capital (centrality),cognitive capita (self-rated expertise, tenure
Wasko & Faraj, | the field),relational capital (commitment, norm of reciprocity), amersonal

2005 motivations (enjoy helping, reputation, social recognition aetf-expression) ar

[1°)

the main motivations to share content in virtualmoeks.

Yoo, Suh & The relation betweesense of communit and participation in virtue

Lee, 2002 communities is strongly significant.

Zheng & Hiltz, | Meet other peopl¢, seek suppor andfriendship, andsense of belongingne

2003 are important reasons to develop knowledge shamimgtual communities.

Source: Elaborated by the author

2.4  Conclusion of Knowledge Review

The literature review was segmented into two completary parts: the discussion of
virtual social network and its characteristics asimportant social phenomenon of the past
decades, and the theoretical review of previoudiesuabout factors, motivations and reasons
explaining knowledge sharing. The object of thiglgtis a recent phenomenon and consequently
the literature is still scarce, although has bemretbping in fast paces.

Despite the designation these authors gave to dlaeors they explored explaining
knowledge sharing, three are the most relevanirfged First, they indicate that this process is
undoubtedly a complex mix of collective and selated magnitudes. Second, although the
purpose of the communities of practice, their imdlnals’ profiles and their macro-environments
around can strongly differ, the motivations for i@ knowledge seem to remain around the
same factors. Finally, monetary reasons may inflaesomehow when they are present, but
appear to be less important than other strongaoteeand personal motivations.

Figure 2-1 summarizes the main motivations for kieolge sharing in virtual social

networks discussed by previous authors and stredtilnem into the five dimensions discussed.



Structural capital []
Cohesion!

Centrality |

Cognitive capital [
Technical expertise
Expertise on the subject

Shared language

Relational capital [

Shared vision Knowledge
Sharingl!

Collective-related dimensions

Commitment!
Trust!
Identification ]

Norm of reciprocity’

Per sonal motivations’|
Reputation’
Self-expression
Friendship’
Feedback
Status!

Self-related dimensions

Benevolence

Monetary reasons |
Financial rewards

Figure 2-1: The five dimensions of knowledge shguand selected motivations

Source: elaborated by the author.
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In order to accomplish the objectives presentedHisr study, two research questions were

established based on the model presented:

a.) Are those motivation factors of knowledge sharing teuctured into coherent

dimensions for assessing the willingness to share?

b.) Which dimensions have a significant effect on the ilingness to share

knowledge on virtual social networks?
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3 METHODOLGY

3.1 Introduction

In order to accomplish the objectives of this siuttg methodology was divided into two
distinct phases, a first and more qualitative orith whe objective to explore the possible
motivations that stimulate individuals to share Wtexlge in online social communities and
provide a comparison between two different netwarksgiverse contexts; and the second one,
more quantitative, with the aim to statisticallgttéhe importance of the dimensions identified to
share knowledge in the exploratory phase and ithberetical background, and propose a model
for assessing this phenomenon.

During the first phase a multi case approach (¥894) was conducted, consisted on the
selection of two comparable virtual social netwofikem Brazil and France; the description of
their mechanisms, similarities and differences;dbeduction of qualitative research in the form
of focus groups, interviews and direct observatiangd the discussion of the main findings
regarding knowledge sharing motivations.

Based on the results of the exploratory part, #heosd phase involved a quantitative
research through online questionnaires; the forimraof a measurement model through
factorial analysis and based on the five dimensioh&nowledge sharing discussed in the

theoretical review; a multiple regression analyarg] the presentation of the results.

3.2  Exploratory research

After preliminary analyses of possible and complralirtual communities in terms of
characteristics, purposes and sizes, the BraatB&fOON and the French Drawin were chosen to
be the object of this study. The two countries waresen by convenience, but also because they
present different cultural characteristics. Anothegison for the choice of these countries was
because of the difference in average income opthmilation, which might be important when

analyzing monetary rewards.
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Those virtual networks present some similaritieshsas the number of members between
8.000 and 10.000, the age around 2-3 years simteftlundation and the fact that they can be
classified as electronic networks of practice (Asdon, 2008). Besides that, they share a
common ‘artistic orientated purpose’ and the mabmtent shared online is in the form of
‘creations’ — paintings, photographs, movies, atideo variations such as compositions or
sculptures. In both cases, content can be expressée form of software-based creations or
reproductions of handmade ones.

Their online platforms also perform in a similaryance they provide instruments to
stimulate public sharing, such as ‘public wall’,noment boxes, and status mechanisms; and
dispose tools to enhance relationships and inferectsuch as the friendship or ‘following’
systems, open and close dialogs, and forums.

Besides these similar characteristics, in bothuglrspaces there is the possibility to make
money: Drawin artists can sell or buy their creagidhrough the platform without any costs;
ItsNOON members can earn money according to thityoétheir posted workings.

The majority of users are located in their coustrié origin. Even though ItsNOON is
already present in The Netherlands and South Afrieae than 95% of its members are located
in Brazil. This rate is even higher when represenirench users in Drawin, although it also has
members from United Kingdom, Switzerland, Belgiwang other few countries.

The first phase of the qualitative research waslaoted in Brazil from November 2010
to June 2011. During this period, one focus grouh wix active members and three in-depth
interviews were performed with ItsSNOON users, besidneetings with different stakeholders
(founder, pedagogue, manager, client and partiiég.second phase was conducted in France
from January 2012 to April 2012, when seven in-Heipterviews were carried out with its
members, besides one with its founder.

Altogether, the research generated approximatelersehours of interviews. The
interviews were conducted on users’ own languaBeaz(lian Portuguese and French) in order
to avoid communication or interpretation issues.

Although each interview covered the same broadctyphe researcher maintained the
possibility to explore areas of special significandrom different interviewees. The

guestionnaires of these interviews and the focusugg guidelines can be seen in the
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APPENDIXES 1 and 2. Interviews were conducted tacece or via Skype and all this material
were recorded, transcribed, read and codified.

During this time, the author was subscribed in boghworks, and also performed direct
observation, studying the functioning mechanismaath platforms, the type of interactions
among their members and online discussions. Duhagnalysis, reviews of the website, client
reports, and site visits were done.

It is critical to emphasize that the author hademeparticipated posting or commenting on

these virtual communities, and has no relationshilp any members of them.

3.3  Quantitative research

For the quantitative research data were collectenh fJune to August 2012 via online
guestionnaire sent individually for approximatelyp@® users of ItSNOON and 2.500 users of
Drawin. A rate of 3,5% of answers was obtained Witld completed responses from the French
and 102 from the Brazilian networks.

The information provided by the users was treateduding inconsistent answers and the
ones that presented more than five standard dengafrom the average number of posts and
comments. For the final analysis, 94 valid respsnsere considered for Drawin and 88 for
[tsNOON.



23

4 RESULTS

This section is divided in two parts. The first canalyses the results of the exploratory
phase, initially describing each of the cases stlidind then jointly analyzing the qualitative

research results. The second part analyses thiésreSthe quantitative phase.

4.1  Exploratory Research

4.1.1 ItsNOON

Inspired on the idea of creating a virtual soc@henunity where mostly young and low-
income individuals could collaboratively produceative works about important civic and social
issues, ItsNOON was founded in Bahia state in J3nR@10. As a private organization, the
management recruits companies, government ageao@ther large institutions to sponsor
creative dialogs in exchange for the knowledge ezl about a specific topic of interest.

Through what they named “creative calls”, tsSNOQgKsaits users to think critically and
bring artistic creations to meaningful topics depeld together with its sponsors. Members
express themselves in varied forms of art work$ siscdrawings, paintings, photos, films, songs,
poems and radio programs.

The process provides the sponsors a deep undargjasfdthe themes discussed and the
community itself, both through the process of e¢oratind the content analysis, but also gives
them credibility as socially responsible actors atichulates insights for innovation. On the other
hand, members develop valuable skills, earn inconferm of rewards, build community ties
and learn in a cooperative way.

Figure 4-1 illustrates how ItsSNOON Business Modelke.
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THE ITSNOON MODEL

OPPORTUNITY

itSNOON

Online network to foster creative expression,
critical thinking and self-esteem

Low-Income, Low-Skill Communities

= Poverty = Vibrant oral

= Lack of voice tradition

= Lack of educational, = Rise of on-
job opportunities line social

= Low self-esteem networking

Client sponsors “creation call” seeking
new perspectives and engagement
y
ItsNoon formulates a
question and posts the call

\
Network members respond with
essays, music, films, photos,
poems and other expressive forms
y
ItsNoon facilitates member
dialog, learning about digital
arts creation

Private and Public Sector Institutions
= Pressure to innovate
= Need to connect with low-

income populations

i A ’ \
= Lack intelligence on society

INTENDED RESULTS

Network Members

= Increased participation in
knowledge/culture creation

= Valuable skills

= Modest income

= Voice and self-esteem

Clients

= Greater consciousness of
social issues

= Understanding of
consumers

= Innovative ideas

= Branding support

Society at Large

= Creation of a “learning and
earning” platform for under-
represented communities

= Development of knowledge

Creations are jointly selected workers
for recognition and payment = Poverty reduction

and culture
= Seek social purpose initiatives

Figure 4-1: ItsNOON Business Model
Source: LaFrance, 2011.

Currently, ItsNOON has around 10.000 members mbgtem in Brazil, but around 700
in South Africa and in The Netherlands (less th@0 inembers). Almost 20.000 submissions
were created until January 2011 and more than 7AO%teanetworks’ members have contributed
at least one submission, compared to YouTube’sl3®%6rance, 2011).

The functioning of the “creation calls” is simpleggether with the sponsor, ItsSNOON
management defines the theme, formulates the apgteg question and posts it in the Internet
platform. Following this launching phase, usersehame or two months to generate submissions,
discuss and co-create among themselves, develaphighly connected process of knowledge
sharing. Through a voting process that engagespbesor, tIsSNOON management and network
members, they award, in average, from R$ 100 to &fh (from US$ 50 to 150) in cash
payments for 20 to 150 contributors, dependinghenduration of the ‘creation call’ and budget
of the sponsor. Until January 2011, around 3,000nesis had been paid more than 1 million

Brazilian reais (approximately US$ 500 thousands).
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Important to mention is the interaction between toerrorganization. ItsSNOON
management is highly concerned to provide an opanesto stimulate the learning practice, and
they participate during the “creation call” procgpang tips regarding possible references about
the themes; indicating electronic tools to devebater creations — such as how to use photo-
editing software for example; and giving feedbaickthe creators.

Members have also the possibility to share theim cantents independently of the theme
of the creation calls in their profiles and shawttial values” among them — they can give
‘love’, ‘happiness’, ‘inspiration’, ‘courage’ ottrust’ for the users or creations they want; and
money in the form of stimulus to the others.

4.1.2 Drawin

Drawin is a French private startup created in thedie of 2010 aiming to be a social
network of art ‘as complete as possible’. The idédhe founders, the brothers Jonathan and
Benjamin, was to develop a web service that alleweryone to publish and share their art for
free. The goal is to offer the ability to store amimited number of creations online, to share
them with other users and to obtain feedbacks¢srnd suggestions in order to evolve in his art
of predilection.

Since November 2010 the social virtual networkwafiartists to sell their creations as a
totally free-of-charge activity. The intention w&s develop a real marketplace of arts and
creative handmade goods. The users can exchangevtrks in two distinct forms: the original
(the buyer and seller are in contact and the se#leds his work by traditional mail), and prints or
reproductions (the buyer and seller are in cordadtthe work is printed and delivered through a
Drawin partner).

According to the founders, in its second year afktexce, Drawin had around 8.000
members, growing consistently in the past monthg dmount of creations until April 2012 was
more than 52.000 being traditional drawings andntpags the most common ones (70%
classified in these categories), followed by “nuicfedrawings (acquired, created, processed and
stored as binairel), and others such as sculptacesssories, porcelain, origami, etc.

Many projects are underway to change the platfammeet the needs of the artists.

Currently, the dynamic is simple: the most discdsserks are spotlighted on the main page, and
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users can see the ratings these particular piesesditained and the discussions about them. The
registration to the site is inexpensive, and onge greate an account it is very easy to start

sharing artwork over the web.

4.2  Results of the qualitative research

The Meaning of Internet

The empirical research supported the idea thatriatas playing an unquestionable role
in terms of enhancing access to information, fetihg communication and decreasing the
distance among people. When defining the meaniniptefnet for their lives, members from
both nationalities used the same words ‘informati@monnection’ and ‘communication’. These
convergent opinions were summarized by one of tidesziduals’ mention, it is expanding our
horizons in terms of contacts, ideas, people, oppaties, and trends

Internet has both personal and professional roléise users’ lives. For their private lives,
it has become the most important way of connectmrheir personal network -tifanks to
Internet, I'm all the time connected to my famihddriends, and it has increasingly been part of
their routine T never turn it off, even when I'm sleeping, in behroom, wherevérRegardless
of their profession, all respondents said thatas lbeen more and more important for their
professional lives to promote their work, connedhwossible clients, find new opportunities,
etc. One French user that is living in Indonesid $ten years ago | would go to Belgium, for
instance, to show my work in a gallery and reach people; now | can really go further with

Internet, doesn’t matter where | &m

The Virtual Social Networks

The clearest evidence of this increasing interagbimvided by the Internet is the role of
virtual social networks in their lives. Users definit as the most appropriate channel to create
“interaction among individuals”, “socialize”, “shaindeologies”, “access new ideas” and “feel
free to express yourself”. A French user definedametwork as a “magic phenomenon” that
allows people with same interests to be togethdrshare them.

It was evident the distinction between relationdtsged networks such as Facebook,

Twitter or Orkut and social networks of practicdthdugh all the respondents stated to have
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Facebook accounts, they clearly see ItsNOON or Drawth quite different goals: they have
broader perspectives that go besides relationgimdghey used the words “culture”, “creation”,
“art”, “production”, “life experience sharing” toigtinguish it. A member from ItsSNOON stated
“there is no space for gossip; it was created te@imive the creativity of each one, to share your
way of lif¢. Among Drawin members the same feeling is hidttiegl: ‘Facebook is to talk with
my friends, Drawin is about art, about learning lwihe others

On the other hand, two users from France emphashmdwhen Drawin only places
together people related to this common practicarti$tic creations, it is producing a “limiting
factor” in terms of user’s numbers and profilesarcteristics: ih this respect Facebook is much
more powerful in terms of reaching different peoplkile Drawin is restricted basically to
creators or art lovers

Regarding their initial motivations to join thesetwal social networks, all the active
members declared the opportunity to share withatihers as the main reason. The Brazilians
mentioned, I' wanted to show my wdtk“l was looking for a place where | could give and
receive feedbacks”| expected a place where | could exchange creatars it is amazing to
have a place where people are interested anTtie French complemented, éxpected to find
people related to artsor “people with whom | could share the pleasure dafar

Besides the sharing practice, the chance to laatrtameet new people was observed in
both networks’ users as a strong motivation to jdwese virtual communities:Through
[tsSNOON | expected to get in contact with new idéadearn new ways of creating thirigs|

joined Drawin exactly to find people that are like, that shares the same interésts

Motivations to share

Despite the geographic and cultural differencesvéen members of ItsSNOON and
Drawin, our empirical research showed that, in gapeiser's motivations to share knowledge

online converge with the ones discussed in therétieal review.

In relation to thestructural capital motivations, members of both virtual networks
demonstrated that they developed social ties artteergselves, showing mutual confidence and

emotional relationships: | ‘see people in Drawin as friends, even thoughvenenet most of
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them in real life, | want to know about their fagndr personal lives or “ItsNOON members for
me are more than Facebook friends that | add witlwoeria”.

It was evident that sense of community and ceiyralie important factors contributing to

the sharing process. Active members highlighted fhersonal relationships stating that they are
recognized as individuals on these networkdgeél part of tSNOON community* Drawin puts
me in contact to people that are like me; andatijgleasure to share my creations with them, they
understand me, share the same values and igédlsawin is a friend’s place, it's much more
personal than professiorial

For I1tsNOON, not just the member-member relatiomsivas mentioned, but also the
organizer-member interaction seems to play an itaporrole to create this cohesiorthé
difference between ItsNOON and the others virtesiviorks is the fact that users interact to each
other, but the networfviewed as the staff or the institutioslso interact with the uséts

This feeling of_cohesion is prominent when they evasked if they would recommend
these networks for their friends: they all agreeewlt comes to suggest it as a place for someone
who is looking for friendship, advises, and conimtg, even though opinions diverge when it
comes to the learning process, the possibilitynttaece their reputation or the indirect economic
reasons. When the interviewer used the personditatechnique (“define ItsSNOON as a
person”), ItsNOON was identified as “friend to present to my parehtbom one of the

members.

Concerningcognitive capital motivations, we identified that shared language digital
access can be considered pre-requisites to befde network (or could be also influencing the
the quality of the content shared), but not motivsto share content. One member of tSNOON
pointed, this network is mostly for young people that argitdily connectet] while a Drawin
user said I'would say it is restricted to French people, atméy are mostly from the same
generation, between their 20-30 years’old

For both virtual networks there were no strong emies about the importance of
expertise on the type of content shared (art r@lateinformatics), which we call_"technical
expertise”. In Drawin’s case a minimum expertisesame art field is required in order to share
content — ou must be an artist, but we can say that theeenaany beginnetsbut it could also

be considered as a pre-requisite for joining, ah@@meone is not related somehow to arts he
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would probably not join. On the other hand, onéhef members mentioned it would be better to
have more “professional experts” to evaluate thepations, becausesdmetimes the comments
come from beginners, they don’t know exactly winay tare saying

For ItsNOON, although some interviewed membersndithave any previous relation to
any kind of art (such as photography, video or dng)y some members declared that the creation
process stimulated them, once it was exactly Ms&tQON is encouraging, lack knowledge
about arts, image software and digital tools butething makes me have many ideas, start to
think’, said one of them.You must go further, you must innovate with théstgou have, this is
ItsNOON ideolog¥ “I write what comes to my mind, I'm not a writeraphotographer, that's
why is important to have the same people (from ribawvork) evaluating the works, not
specialists, said users.

However, ItsNOON users related their motivationptwst more creations to what was

called as_expertise on the theme or subject, ierotbords, the subject of the “creation call”

showed to be related to their intention to credteua it, “sometimes it's hard for you to create
something about a subject that you don’t know @t thou don’t lik&. This factor can be
considered at the same time a barrier or a stimalose the effort is larger when they are not
confident about specific knowledge and sometimey jhst give up.

While there is no orientation or theme for Drawin'sers (and “expertise on the theme”
could be discarded or considered as not influenitgnignember’s amount of content), the analysis

proved that the importance of expertise on theexilgeems to be more complex to explain. The

contrast between two members’ conditions presecéedhelp the understanding of expertise’s
role as a motivator. One professional artist froravidn considers himself older than the average
in the group and pointed that he does not shareahe art type orientationnost of them are in
their twenties, | feel like the old guy in the gou’'they are not my generation, they are the new
Mangéa generatioh These statements reasonable explain the fatctrthbhe beginning he used to
post many creationsplt it seemed to be out of the trérahd he used to interact and give
feedbacks But | stopped just because I'm not familiar witisthlangé creations, | don't feel like
contributing with them, my feedbacks are not vesgful in this senseOn the other hand, a 24
years-old that considers herself a “Manga expedsted more than 150 creations and declared “

like to share my passion with other people thateusidnd it, that share the same feelihgs
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Since_shared vision could be related to cognitive ielational capital, the discussion of
the relational capital dimension starts with this factor that appeared gossible motivation
factor of knowledge sharing. ItsSNOON users shoveelave as a common orientation what they
called as “willingness to share good things to dtigers”. Moreover, it appeared as extremely
relevant the awareness of ItsSNOON vision, value$ @ncerns about their “role in society”.
Members interviewed believed in ItSNOON main prodeiof “Sevirologid, defined by the users
as “the way in which is possible for everyone tadfia manner to do something cool with the
resources they have”.

Even though the French virtual community does raMehthe same symbolic statements,
its users clearly mentionedDfawin can put together people from different pkdeat share the
same passion: the passion for"adnd it “facilitates the interactioh even if ‘the values of some
members differ from the others, the sharing origataand the love for creations are the sdme

Commitment appeared for ItsSNOON as a possible ratinfor the quality and quantity
amount of creations posted. They mentioned théieh you are part of it, you have the purpose
to share your point of viéw*“on Facebook or YouTube there is no commitment,caoupost
whatever you want; on ItsNOON is different, youeheasponsibility to be theteand “you must
share your ideas once you are enrolled

Despite the fact that there were no explicit evadsnof commitment as an influencer to

knowledge sharing for Drawin’s users, norm of reaoity appeared to be positively related to

the amount of contributionwe are artists, we need to help each othar “being part of it
means that others expect you to contribute, thélpro is that there are people that doesn'’t
contribute, that never express themsélves

For ItsNOON members, it seems to be even more itapbrRespondents frequently
mentioned, What we have in common is the collective conscjaneethink about the other
“we need to be always learning and teaching othees believe that we can be bettefhis
factor was mentioned also as a differentiation betwltsSNOON and other virtual networks once
“the difference is exactly that we learn with eatieg we exchange, we sharéor ItsNOON,
interviewed users pointed the desire of face-te-fiteractions and real meetings among users
that could be promoted by the network staff.

The role of reciprocity appears to be strongeheBrazilian network, and was reinforced

many times when members mentioned the concerng dbow can | cheer up someone that is
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down? or “how can I give them strength&nd because they see each other as a connedigd en
“you must take care of oth&r§what makes the creations better is the 'suiyou want to move
forward and you want others to move with Yydtrench artists showed to share “we” intentions
and concerns about each other in a more implicig. Wk considered some of them as close
friends, even though I've never met them, for examknow that user had a baby, | want to
know if she is fine Two possible hypotheses can explain this difieee either norm of
reciprocity is actually stronger among Braziliamgjicating a cultural difference, or tsNOON
members expressed it in a deeper manner, being justhodology bias.

The factor_trust was mentioned once by one Drawisar when she explained that her
initial expectations were satisfied in the senseiuld find friendly people that | can trust, give
advises, feedbacksAlthough any member of tsSNOON did not expligitinention it, the relation
between trust and shared content cannot be diséérdn describing ItsNOON as a person, one
respondent said Ahother user is someone that you want to take home”

Another implicit evidence is the fact that one loé tFrench artists mentioned the use of
“avatars” as a very negative issue in terms of gpeg relationships inside the virtual space. In
his opinion, the fact thatsbmetimes you don’t know if this avatar is a guyaairl, you don't
know his name, how he looks lildfects negatively the process of interaction agithem, it's
really bad in my opinion, how can | comment or dgwith someone that | don’t know the real

name”?.

Personal motivationsshowed to hold probable stronger factors relabetthé creation of
content online. The most prominent factor, unanisiypuited by all the users from both countries
was the_self-expression motivation. When they wasied to explain the reasons to post their
creations in a public space, the same comments frmegaently repeated,bécause | want to
express mysé|f“this is the space | have to show my work, to shbat Wknowl, “I post it for
being know, “to make other people know about your ideas, yoeattrity, you creatioris
“what motivates me is the willingness to show mtwor

Self-expression appears as a considerable motivedroknowledge sharing intentions in
both contexts, but the reasons behind it can hawe than one cause. The willingness to use the
network as a platform to join their works and tokeadheir “portfolio” and at the same time, to

“be known as an artist” could be identified in the examples. One ItsNOON user saidhéve
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a blog, but nobody sees, on ItsNOON people alwegsgost, discuss and share the meaning it
has for therfy while a Drawin artist statedDrawin is a channel to promote my creations and
make people visit my website where | have my wiwt#olio”.

Still on this field, when it is related to self-estin and self-confidence, members of both

countries showed positive consequences of the rghaprocess, Drawing played a very
important role in my life in terms of giving me &dencé and “ItsNOON impacted my self-
esteem, | feel more creative, | know that |"cadther extracts from ItsSNOON’s members can
support this hypothesis, for instanctére is this feeling of comfort, recognition, t® \mlued,

“l can share my ideas, incentive others, be invatti)(...) everything we do in life we have the
vanity to see if someone liked, if incentives anyelsé, or “you feel as you are a writer when
you win, it's extremely excitifig

The importance of self-esteem can also be relatethe¢ lower disposable income.
Previous studies showed that individuals from pmonmunities tend to have fewer opportunities
to be heard due to less access to educational arldogportunities that develop critical thinking
and expressive skills (LaFrance, 2011).

Reputation appeared to be another substantial fimitetimulus for participating, either to
enhance their personal self-image, either to prentio¢ir awareness as professional artists. On
[tsNOON side, members mentioned the good feelingnmiey are seen as “good” writers or
photographers, and others pointete” best feeling is when you post something and:coen
publicly comments good things about you, praises ragognizes yduor “in my street there is
not this culture of art, | brought it to others $thow them what | was doing, to promote it there,
to bring beauty. The same was confirmed among Drawin’s creatdts always very important
to show what you do, because it goes around, éwmrgh you don't sell’it

Finally, all the users declared that feedback isiatieniably important motivator for the
continuity of their participation. Brazilian creasodeclared thatjtist the feedbacks | receive from
the others and from ItsNOON (staff) worth the effdrit's even better when feedback comes
from someone that you don’t knpwit's different than Facebook comments as ‘cool’ or
‘beautiful’, the feedback on ItsSNOON are construetisincere and valid All the respondents
seem to be satisfied with the process and valubeofeedback they receive in ItsSNOON virtual

space (although the same does not occur regataénfiniancial rewarding system). Again comes
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the question of low self-esteem and inferiority e of low-income individuals, discussed
before.

Drawin’s users also agree about the importance@dfack as a stimulus for sharing, “
want to receive feedback to be béttét like to show what is my expertise, but at theeséime,
| want to learn what | don't kndwHowever, they appear to have contradictory amsiabout
the personal gains of this process in Drawin nétwSome users affirmed that the feedbacks are
useful and constructive, comes from people thaerstdnd about what they are saying, and helps
them to learn with their mistakes.

On the other hand, two of them criticized the applo other members give to the
feedback process in Drawinthey are usually close friends that know each otlhdot what
makes it difficult to give proper feedbacks, orréally criticize it’; “if you start to criticize,
giving technical advices or pointing mistakes, iftstance you're not well seen in the network
Interesting to mention is the fact that these usesse the only ones to use “they” instead of

“we”, and are the same ones that didn’t share¢hsesof community discussed before.

Our empirical evidences are not clear regardiimgncial rewards as a promising

motivator of knowledge sharing. According to Bramik creators, the financial reward is not the

primary factor to share their works, but is a strong motivatét Many users mentioned that
they do not share with the expectation to win,“lavierybody needs money, it always Helps

The financial reward appears to have two distirctiveanings for tSNOON associates.
The money can be seen as a symbol of “recognitibat,is also an “opportunity to begin”.
According to ItsNOON management, the financial nelvis a ‘thance they have to invest in
themselves to increase their performance in thevodt. Users usually buy photo cameras,
image software or even computer hardware.

Some practical evidences support the relative itapoe of this financial reward
mechanism for ItsNOON. First, the organizers penked few non-financial rewarded creative
calls and the number of posts were usually lowethese cases. Second, ItsSNOON number of
users and number of posts’ growth rates in the @tkthds, a developed economy and a high
threshold for escaping poverty, are much lower timaBrazil and South Africa, what could be
related to lower impact of the modest paymentswoming creative submissions in higher-

income networks. However, deeper research shouldobe about this issue, once many other
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variables may influence the development of ItsNO@Niifferent countries, such as leadership
and staff, for example.

Drawin does not have personal rewards mechanisiots @& tSNOON, but the website
has a sales tool and, in theory, there is the piisgito earn money inside the community.
Nevertheless, according to Drawin’s’ followers, thebsite offers the sales tool, butdoés not
seem to work in reality yetFor the non-professional ones, it has no imparaat all. Among
the professional ones, none had used it beforeragdneral, they see it as a future opportunity,
although many critics were cited. The common exggian for this disappointment is a simple
problem of offer and demand: artists that are sell@ot buyers, constitute this virtual community
— the network lacks buyers to work as brokers.

The French users, agreeing with the Brazilian's o, stressed the economic reasons as
being secondaryit’s not the reason I'm here, but of course it abwdlso serve as a sales
channel, and it was marked that even though they areseding through Drawin’s platform, it
helps them in terms of reaching potential customets plays a role indirectly;, “the other
artists can promote it to their clieri{s'you can be found by someone that can help to pemot

your creations, maybe facilitate to get in contath galleries.

The main findings regarding the qualitative reskeand the motivations for knowledge

sharing are summarized in the Figure 4-2.
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Dimension

Structural capital

Cohesion

Centrality

Cognitive capital

Technical expertise

Expertise on the subject

Relational capital

Shared vision

Commitment

Collective-related dimensions

Trust

Norm of reciprocity

Personal motivations
Reputation

Self-expression
Friendship
Feedback

Rewards

Self-related dimensions

Monetary rewards

Empirical Evidence

* Strong social ties
* Emotional intensity
* Feeling “part of it”

* Shared language and digital
access as pre-requisits

* Controversial results on
expertise

* Common vision, values or
expectations

* Feeling of a connected entity or
purpose

* “We” intentions

* Collective conscience

* Perception of “sum”

* Personal meaning attributions
to collective

* Feeling of comfort and to be
“heard”

* Importance of being
recognized

» Self-esteem enhancement

e Not clear results: could have
indirect influences

Figure 4-2: Empirical evidences regarding the fiimensions of knowledge sharing

Source: Elaborated by the author.
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4.3  Results of the Quantitative Research

The results of the qualitative phase were alignét the theoretical review and provided
interesting insights for the study of knowledgerst@in virtual communities. They supported
our research questions offering some evidenceshisaprocess can be explained by a complex
combination of social and self-oriented motivatioaad monetary reasons appeared to play a
secondary role. Besides that, no considerablerdiifees were revealed between the two different
contexts.

Nevertheless, the exploratory research is not@efft to make substantial conclusions
regarding the proposed structure of motivations the five dimensions and the significance of
their relations with knowledge sharing. In orderéchieve this goal, the second phase was
designed to test the main factors investigatecdhduthe previous phase.

The next sections are structured with the objectivepresent the formulation of a

measurement model through factorial analysis aadehults of the regression analysis.

4.3.1 Measures

Based on the theoretical review and the qualitatsearch results, thirteen central factors
explaining knowledge sharing were selected to caapthe survey (centrality, cohesion,
technical expertise, expertise on the subject, esharision, commitment, trust, norm of
reciprocity, reputation, self-expression, friengstfeedback, and monetary rewards). For which
factor, three questions were selected from prelyomsblished studies in order to formulate the
survey measures.

The questionnaires consisted in four parts: 14 tepres regarding the motivations the
users had at the moment they joined the social or&tv89 questions concerning their currently
relation with the network and the other membersagneng the 13 factors selected to compose
the independent variables), 6 general questionagurang the number of months enrolled in the
network, number of friends, and four others sekbdte compose the dependent variable), and
personal information (gender, city of residenceg, ggofession, educational level, and monthly

income.
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All the questions were translated to French andziBaa Portuguese and revised by
native speakers. The questionnaires had the sametuse, sequence and questions, and are
presented in the APPENDIXES 3 and 4. For the measent of the 13 factors chosen, survey
respondents were asked to indicate their answeis $gale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree) in each of the statements.

Structural capital dimension was measured assessing cohesion amalitgnAnother
way of measuring centrality is by assessing theberrof social ties an individual has within the
networks members, for what the number of friends aigso considered. The scales measuring
cognitive capital tried to asses both technical expertise (in teohsspecific, artistic and
informatics competences) and expertise on the subfecording to the literature, the time
engaged in the social network could also be an itapb measure. For threlational capital
dimension the questions cover shared vision, comenit, trust, and norm of reciprocitgelf-
related dimensionswere represented by reputation, self-expressi@ndship, and feedback.

Table 4.1 presents examples of measures from whelguestions of the surveys were
based.
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Table 4.1: Measures of motivational factors fortemlge sharing in virtual social networks

Dimension Factor Adapted from: Example of measures
Bagozzi & Dholakia, | maintain close soua{ relationships y\nth some member sin the community...
. |! have some membersin the community on a personal level...
2002; Chiu et al, 2006; ) ) A
. .| feel a sense of belonging towards the virtual community...
Cohesion Grootaert et al 2004; . ) :
. | have the feeling of togetherness or closeness in the community...
Nahapiet and . '
| am an important and valuable member of the community...
Structural Ghoshal,1998
Capital | am a val uable member of the group...
Ahuja et &, 2003 I have a number of friends or followers superior than the average...
Bagozzi, Dholakia & |I spend alot of timeinteracting with some members...
Centrality Pearo, 2004; Chiu et a}l have frequent communication with some membersin the community...
2006; Wasko & Faraj, | Number of social ties in the network (friends, dollers, etc.)
2005 Frequency of interaction and extension of it (dife people)
B Bagozzi, Dholakia & | cons!deredl have enough comp_etence_sto contrlbL_Jte postn_/gy...
Cognitive . . | considered | have enough technical skills to contribute positively...
. Expertise Pearo, 2004; Wasko &| ) }
Capital Faraj, 2005 | contribute more when | know about the subject...
' Number of months engaged in the social network
Chiu et &l, 2006 Nahapiet | Membersin the community share the same vision of...
Shared vision] & Ghoshal, 1998; Tsai §Membersin the community share the same goal of learning from each other ...
Ghoshal, 1998 Members in the community share the same values of ...
| feel responsible to help other members of the community...
Bagozzi et al, 2004; Bég¢l feel great deal of loyalty to the community...
& Kim, 2002; Chiu et al} | would feel alossif the community were no longer available...
Commitment 2006; Kolekofski & |1 really care about the fate of the community...
. Heminger, 2003; Wasko fsharing my knowledge will be helpful to the successful functioning of the community...
Relational . . ; N -
ital Faraj, 2005 Sharing my knowledge would help the community to continue its operation in the future...
EEL Sharing my knowledge would help the community to grow and accumulate knowledge. ..
Chiu et &, 2006 Members will not take advantage of others even if the opportunity arises...
Trust McKnight et al, 2002; | Members of the community will keep promises they make to one another ...
Ridings et al, 2002; Tsai [@lembers of the community are truthful in dealing with one another ...
Ghoshal, 1998 Members of the community behave in a consistent manner...
Norm of Chiu et al, 2006; Wask | trust that someone would h(-_:'Ip meifl Were_lyn a_smlar situation...
reciprocity and Faraj, 2005 I know that other members will help me, so it'sfair to help others...
' Sharing my knowledge will enable me to gain better cooperation from the outstanding members...
| earn respect from others by participating...
Chiu et al. 2006; | participate in the community to improve my reputation...
Reputation / Constant, Sproull & | Sharing content can build up my image...
Status Kiesler, 1996; Wasko &]1 feel that participation improves my status...
Faraj, 2005 | would participate moreif | had the opportunity to be in a differentiated position the network...
I like the idea of hierarchy recognition in the network...
Self- Chiu et al. 2006; Clary ¢ tThe c_orm‘unlty gives me the opportunity to_expres mysel_f to others.:.
Personal Expression al 1998 Showing my knowledge to other members gives me a feeling of happiness...
Motivations P ' Having a space to show my creations and share my opinion isimportant for me...
Bock and Kim, 2002 | Sharing my knowledge will help me to make friends with other membersin the community...
Friendship Chiu et al, 2006; When | participate in the community | can know new people and make friends. ..
Hendriks, 1999 Sharing my knowledge will strengthen the tie between other members and me...
Receiving feedback from the other membersincreases my confidence in expressing ideas...
Feedback Hiltz et al, 1999 Others’ poi nt. of vjew stimulates me to ldo a petter work... . .
The community gives me the opportunity to improve my knowledge through the interaction from
other members...
Monetary Money- Constant, Sproull & The opportupleto earn npney in thlsconmur?lty isimportant for me...
related - | would participate moreif | had the opportunity to earn more money...
reasons Kiesler, 1996 L .
measur es | would participate |ess if the monetary rewards were lower ...

Source: elaborated by the author.

The dependent variable in this study is the williegs to share knowledge. Aligned with

the majority of the authors that measured knowleslging, the decision for this study was to
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examine only the volume of contribution, ignorirtg quality or helpfulness. The reasons are
mainly the complexity and subjectivity of assesdimg quality of the content shared.

The assessment of the volume of contribution wasedaon Bagozzi et al. (2004),
Constant et al. (1996), Chiu et al. (2006), Tsab&oshal (1998), and Wasko & Faraj (2005). In
order to achieve a reliable measure of the volufreootribution, the amount of posts started by
the member (understood as all the creations irfdima of picture, movie, poem, song, etc. for
[tsNOON or picture, photography, sculpture, ete. Bvawin) and the volume of commentaries
shared were considered. Few previous researchgseaddifferent approaches regarding the
composition of the dependent variable (using ordgtp, commentaries or a mix of them) and
concerning the measuring the volume of contributiaesessing it directly from the virtual
platforms or asking it).

The number of posts was measured by asking dirabity interviewees once this
information is available in individual’s profiles iboth virtual networks. To measure the amount
of commentaries, the number of hours the membdatto spend interacting constructively

with the others in the network (giving feedbacksnmns, etc.) were considered.

4.3.2 Descriptive analysis

4.3.2.1 Respondents profile

The total of female respondents was 52 percentidernsg all the answers, although the
virtual networks presented a significant differegg@nder profile: 62% of the respondents of
Drawin were women while only 42% of ItsNOON.

Drawin and ItsNOON users presented a similar yoage profile, being 66% of the first
one and 85% of the second one users between 18 yeds-old, while only 21% of the total

respondents were over 36 years-old.
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Table 4.2: Age profile of respondents

Responden
Age (years-old) All Drawin ItsNOON
Less than 1 4% 6% 2%
18 to 2! 47% 45% 50%
26 to 3! 28% 21% 35%
36 to 4! 13% 16% 9%
More than 4 8% 12% 3%

Source: Elaborated by the author.

Both virtual networks can be considered essentialyional since only 2% of the
respondent users live outside the networks’ couggarding their occupations, the presence of
students is substantially high in both situatiohelping to explain the age profile: 35% of
Drawin’s users and 22% of ItsSNOON users.

Among the non-students, it is interesting to higihtithe number of users which jobs are
related to arts (considering artists, photographeamters, designers, arts or music professors,
compositors and musicians, restaurateurs, moviersakistrators, and cartoonists), which is
the main purpose of both social networks. For It&ND 61% of non-students members have
occupations related to arts, and 43% for Drawin.

Regarding their educational profile, considering thon-students, 55% of ItsSNOON
members declared to have completed Superior Eaducétiom bachelor’'s degree), against 41%
of Drawin members.

Declared income was measured in local currenciesrding to minimum salaries range.
The intention of this measurement was to testig tlariable could impact on the knowledge
sharing behavior, especially when monetary reasere considered. Important to emphasize
that the effects of income level is not the foctishis study and important factors such as the
purchase power parity are not being considered.

Although not the focus of the study, it is possitdeunderline that ItsSNOON presents a
more diversified profile of users in terms of ecomno situation if compared to Drawin. In
contrast to ItsSNOON founder’s initial intention déveloping a social network for lower income

population, comparing the income profile of ItsNO@N\the average of Brazilian population, the
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social network users have an outlined better ecamsituation. Users are mainly concentrated in
the social classes B and C, and 16% can be cordidsrmiddle-high classes.

Table 4.3: Income distribution of respondents

Salary Range

ItsNOON %

Until 680 reais 5%
From 681 to 1.360 reais 19%
From 1.361 to 2.139 reais 22%
From 2.140 to 3.400 reais 18%
From 3.401 to 6.796 reais 20%
More than 6.797 reais 16%

% Drawin
Until 1.425 euros 31%
From 1.426 to 2.850 euros 43%
From 2.851 to 4.275 euros 17%
From 4.276 to 7.125 euros 6%
From 7.126 to 14.250 euros 3%
Over 14.250 euros 0%

Source: Elaborated by the author.

4.3.2.2 Reasons to join the social virtual networks

The reasons to join the social networks were afislvesssed during the quantitative phase
in order to validate the findings of the qualitatiphase and the theoretical review. The questions
to assess the main motivations at the time usessletk to join these communities were also
measured on a scale from 1 (not important at allj {(extremely important) and adapted from
motivations tested by Dholakia et al (2004) and tmeeasures of community benefit
expectations” examined by Butler et al (2002).

Aligned with the qualitative research results whesers declared they joined these
networks because they wanted to have the oppoyttmishare their creations and express their
ideas and feelings, in both networks the main nredsgoin was declared to be “to express my
ideas, feelings, etc.” with average of 6.0 for Diraand 6.1 for tISNOON.
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Another mentioned reason during the first phase twapportunity to give and receive
feedbacks, that was among the five most importaatofs for joining in both cases, average
scored in 4,4 for Drawin and 4,6 for ItsNOON, withcsignificant differences between the
countries.

For the French users, the other three main mobdnatere: to pass the time (4,9), to get
in touch with different people (4,8), and to pravidthers with knowledge (4,6). For ItsSNOON
users, the following main reasons were: professipnaposes (5,2), to provide others with
knowledge (4,8), and to learn and get knowledg®) (4

The results from the different countries suggedtet the motivations to join virtual
social networks are also both self-oriented antectve-related. In general, the results indicated
similarity in terms of the reasons to join bothtwal spaces, which may indicate that cultural and
contextual differences are also less relevant i@ issue, although further research would be
indicated, once this was not the focus of thistud

The most important differences appeared in théepstonal purposes (5,2 for ItsSNOON
users and 2,6 for Drawin’s), even though Drawin wentioned as a space for artists to share
their portfolios; and the reason of earning mongyp for Brazilians and 2,2 for French). This
might be explained by the different value proposisi of the networks, since Drawin’s platform
for selling/buying creations are still not workipgoperly while tsSNOON’s payments are a fact.
Moreover the difference of the average income efdbuntries might be an explanation for these
results.

Other minor differences that also might be explaibg the business models defined by
the organizations were “learn and get knowledgd'ijclv appeared to be more important for
[tsSNOON and entertainment reasons, which seemdahigr Drawin members.

Figure 4-3 summarized the average results of thasared reasons to join the virtual
communities and Table 4.4 presents the resultsawe® Samples Statistics Tests, showing the
factors with significant differences between thenoeks.
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u [tsnoon u Drawin

To express my ideas, feelings, et
To pass the time

To get in touch with different peoplée

To provide others with knowledge 44é8
; 4,6
To receive feedbac 4.4
. , . ) 45
To get in touch with people like m¢ 43
4,5
To learn about myself and others 41
6
To relax 4.0
To make friends 490
4,6

Learn and get knowledge
To get someone to do something for m

To feel importante

For professional purposes 5,2

To earn Money 4.2

[92Ne)}
Or

Figure 4-3: Average results of measured reasonsifing the virtual social networks

Source: Elaborated by the author.
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Table 4.4: Results of measured reasons for joitliegrirtual social networks

Paired Samples Statistics Test Drawin ItsNOON Tests
Mear SD Mear SD t Sig.

Purposive value
Learn and get knowled 3,6 2,C 4.€ 1,8 -3,C 0,00
To provide others with knowled 4.€ 1,7 4.& 1,6 -0,¢ 0,41¢
To get someone to do somethfor me 2,€ 2,C 2.4 1,8 1,¢€ 0,05¢
To receive feedba 4,4 2,1 4,€ 2,C -1,C 0,33(
To earn Mone 2,2 2,C 4,2 2,8 -6,¢ 0,00C*
For professional purpos 2,€ 2,2 5,2 2,C -9,C 0,00¢*
Self-discovery value
To learn about myself and oth 4,1 1€ 4.t 1.¢ -1,5 0,14«
Interpersonal interconnectivity
To make friend 3,¢ 2,C 4,C 2,C -0,4 0,69:
To get in touch with people like r 4.z 2,1 4E 2,C -0,7 0,49:
To get in touch with different peoj 4.€ 2,C 4.z 2,C 1,6 0,071
Social enhancement value
To express my ideas, feelings, 6,C 1.4 6,1 1,6 -0,z 0,88(
To feel importar 2,7 1,6 3,2 2,C -1,€ 0,06¢
Entertainment value
To rela 4,C 2,C 3,6 2,C 1,¢ 0,061
To pass the tin 4.¢ 1,¢€ 3,8 2,2 3,C 0,007

* p-value < 0,05.

Source: Elaborated by the author.

4.3.2.3 Descriptive analysis of the model variables

Before presenting the factorial analysis and thgppsed model for measuring shared
knowledge according to the 5 dimensions discusséald, a descriptive analysis of the variables
was conducted grouping the 39 questions into thefatBors according to the theoretical
reference. This possibility of grouping the varegbinto 13 factors was also tested through a
factorial analysis, and with reasonable resultsahapresented in the APPENDIXES 5 and 6.
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Important to emphasize here that differently frdme motivations for joining, these
guestions were actually 39 statements about meintsegion with the networks and other
members, and they were not related to the volunmewiributions, measured separately.

The highest scores in both virtual networks weltesgression, feedback and expertise
on the subject, presenting results of 5,7, 5,7 &idfor ItsSNOON and 5,6, 5,5 and 4,9 for
Drawin. Significant differences were identifiedterms of technical expertise (5,1 for tIsSNOON
and 4,1 for Drawin), reputation (4,7 for tISNOONda®7 for Drawin) and Monetary reasons (4,7
for ItsNOON and 2,5 for Drawin).

Figure 4-4 summarized the average results of thasored 13 factors and Table 4.5
presents the results of Paired Samples StatistestsT showing the factors with significant

differences between the networks.



i Itsnoon & Drawin
Self Expresion 55’67
57
Feedback 5.5
. , 51
Expertise on the subjec 49
3,9
Trust 4.4
, . 4,6
Friendship 4.3
. . 4,4
Norm of reciprocity 43
. 4,2
Coommitment 41
Technical Expertise 5.1
4,1
- 4,0
Shared Vision 40
. 4,7
R ’
eputation 3.7
. 3,3
Cohesion 29
. 2,5
Centrality 5
4,7
Monetary reason 25

Figure 4-4: Average results of measured 13 fadtorboth virtual networks
Source: Elaborated by the author.
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Table 4.5: Average results of the measured faexptaining knowledge sharing in virtual social

networks and the possible dependent variables

TOTAL DRAWIN ITSNOON TEXSI.I-TSSES%V,\\‘” N
AVG SD AVG SD AVG SD t Sig.

Independent Variables
Cohesion 31 1,6 29 1,6 33 1,7 -2,2 0,0300
Centrality 25 14 25 14 25 14 0,1 0,9160
Shared Vision 4,0 1,2 4,0 1,2 4,0 12 0,2 0,8250
Technical Expertise 4.8 1,6 41 13 51 1,6 -4,9 0,0000
Expertise on the subject 50 1,4 49 1,3 51 15 -2,0 0,0460
Coommitment 42 16 41 15 42 16 -0,8 0,4010
Trust 4,2 1,3 4.4 14 39 1,2 15 0,1510
Norm of reciprocity 4,3 1,4 43 1,4 4.4 13 -0,4 0,6890
Reputation 42 16 37 16 47 15 -4,2  0,0000
Self Expresion 56 1,3 5,6 1,2 57 14 -1,1 0,2670
Friendship 45 16 43 16 46 17 -14 0,1670
Feedback 56 1,2 55 1,2 57 13 -0,7 0,5070
Monetary reasons 36 1,9 25 1,6 4,7 1,6 -8,5 0,0000
Number of friends 43,6 739 50,5 78,3 36,3 68,7 1,328 0,1880
Time in months 13,6 1n4 18,0 10,6 88 10,2 5,851  0,0000
Dependent Variables
Average posts / person / year 41,3 49,6 47,4 51,8 34,7 46,6 1,522 0,1320
Average time spent in comments / person / yeaf 194,9 361,8 228,1 436,7 1594 257,0 1,192  0,2370|

Source: Elaborated by the author.

Table 4.5 also shows that the average time in nsothidt users are enrolled in tsSNOON
(8,8 months) is significantly different than Dravginmembers (18,0 months). The average
number of friends (considering also followers) was for Drawin and 36 for ItsSNOON
individuals.

Regarding the amount of posts started by the meiubpelerstood as all the creations in
the form of picture, movie, poem, song, etc. feNIDON or picture, photography, sculpture, etc.
for Drawin), there was no significant differencehaligh they should not be comparable in
reality, once they are represented by distinctgygfecontents.

Finally, the average time (annualized) spent perhemdividual commenting and
interacting constructively with other members witkihe network was 228h for Drawin and 159h
for ItISNOON members.
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Figures 4-5 and 4-6 present the dispersion gragtieach dimension, number of friends,
and time enrolled X axis) and the possible dependent variables annualber of posts,
comments and the combined variable for Drawin asBl@OON respectively. In most of the
cases, the dependent variable shows to increakehwgher values in the X axis, except in the

case of monetary rewards and time enrolled.
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Figure 4-5: Drawin - Dispersion graphics of theighles measured

Source: Elaborated by the author.
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4.3.3 The measurement model

In order to assess the validity of the construties,39 questions regarding the motivations
for knowledge sharing were submitted to a relipidinalysis presenting satisfactory results for
the whole data and for the networks separatedth&liCronbach’s Alfa for each dimension were
over 0,85 in both cases.

After the reliability tests, data were submittecat&actor Analysis, in order to reduce the
39 questions into the 13 constructs or 5 dimensitssussed theoretically and tested during the
gualitative phase. The results of Kaiser-Meyer-@lkneasure of sampling adequacy were
significant in both cases, with results of 0,818 Bwawin and 0,859 for ItsNOON, as well as the
Barttlet's Test of Sphericity (<0,001).

A Principal Component analysis with varimax rotatiwas conducted to reduce the
guestions into 13 (the individual constructs) andcdnmponents (the dimensions Structural,
Cognitive, and Relational Capital, Personal Moiwas and Monetary Reasons). In both cases
the results were according to the expected theateiggrupation.

Since the results of the Factorial Analysis witltdmponents showed better results in
terms of theoretical congruence and the cumulgtereentage of the total variance accounted for
the 5 components were over 60%, this aggrupatios eh@sen to formulate the measurement
model used to test knowledge sharing motivations.

The detailed results for the Principal Componerdlysis with varimax rotation in the
case of the 5 dimensions are detailed in the segu@for the same analysis in the case of 13
constructs, see APPENDIXES 5 and 6). Table 4.6eptssthe percentages of the total variance

explained by each component and the cumulativeepéages of the 5 dimensions.
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Table 4.6: Total Variance Explained

Total Variance Explained

Component Initial Eigenvalues Rotation Sums of Squared L oadings
Drawin Total % of Variancg Cumulative % Total % of Variance Quative %
Structurel Cepital 13,26: 34,00¢ 34,00¢ 6,44( 16,51: 16,51:
Relative Cepital 3,261 8,37¢ 42,38: 6,101 15,64« 32,15¢
Personel Motivations 2,88( 7,38¢ 49,76° 5,09( 13,05( 45,20¢
Monetary Reasons 2,30z 5,90z 55,67( 3,131 8,027 53,23:
Cogntive Cepital 1,732 4,441 60,111 2,68: 6,87¢ 60,111
Personel Motivations 14,867 38,120 38,120 8,233 21,110 21,110
Relative Cepital 3,206 8,220 46,340 5,250 13,462 34,572
Structurel Cepital 2,600 6,667 53,006 4,801 12,310 46,882
Cogntive Cepital 2,016 5,169 58,176 3,400 8,718 55,601
Monetary Reasons 1,734 4,446 62,622 2,738 7,021 62,622

Source: Elaborated by the author, based on th#sefIEPSS Factor Analysis.

Tables 4.7 and 4.8 show the results of the Prihcmmponent analysis with varimax
rotation for Drawin and ItsNOON respectively cortiey the 39 questions into the five

theoretical dimensions of shared knowledge.
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Table 4.7: Drawin Factor analysis and the five thgoal dimensions of shared knowledge -

Rotated Component Matrix

Drawin - Factor enelysis and the five theoretical dimensions of shered knowledge

Rotated Component Matrix

Component
Questions Factor Struct.ural Cognitive ReIaFive Pgrsonal Monetary
Capital Capital Capital | motivations| Rewards

| have some members of the community on a perdeval 0,636
| have the feeling of togetherness or closenetiseitommunity Cohesion 0,761
| am a valuable and important member of the comtyuni 0,805
| have frequent communication with other members 0,748
I have a number of friends/followers superior thiam average Centrality 0,810
| spend ¢ lot of time interacting with some members 0,857
| believe to have sufficient competences to contgb . 0,56¢ 0,436
It is important to have artistical competencesdantdbute Zi([:):r:tlii;il 0,817
It is important to have informatical competencesdatribute 0,660
| feel motivated because | know the subjects diseds . 0,525
Sometimes some subjects discussed are not inteydstime Ii):pemsle otn 0,507
| perticipate more when the subject interests me e 0,420
In general, | share the same vision with other mamb 0,657
Other members, like me, have the goal to learn Shared Vision 0,63:
In general, | share the same values with other neesnb 0,64¢
| feel responsible to help other members 0,64¢

| really care about the future of the network

Shering ry knowledge would help the community to continue its
operation in the future

Members are truthful in dealing with one another 0,727
Members will keep promises they make to one another 0,631
Members will not take edvantage of others even if the opporunity

arises 0,703
I trust that someone would help me if | need 0,669
I help the others because | believe they woulchécsame with m¢ ~ Norm of 0,733
To coniribuie with others helps me to gein better cooperation from reciprocity
important members of the community 0,542

commitment| ~ 0,5¢

Trust

When | participate | increase my reputation ) 0,484
| feel that when | participate | increase my status ':ﬁglg?;tzg 0,418 0,573
To contribute in the network helps me to build mage 0,511
The network gives me the opportunity to expressseif/to others 0,614
e - et et e e

Showing my knowledge end creations gives me ¢ feeling of Self- 0,795

happiness ;

q . L expression
Having ¢ spece to show my creations and shere my opinion is
important for me 0,778
Sharing my knowledge helps me to make friends 0,458 0,414
Sharing my knowledge strengthens my tie with others Friendship 0,579
When | share my knowledge | meet new people 0,491 0,446

Others’ point of view stimulates me to do a betterk 0,679
Receiving feedbeck from the other members increases my

confidence in expressing idea Feedback 0578
The Interaction with other opinions, comments end Ideas Is
extremelly important for me 0,676

The opporunity to €arn money in this community is imporiant for
me...

| would perticipate more if | had the opporunity to earn more Monetary
money... rewards 0,785

I would participate less if the monetary rewards were lower... 0,774

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization
a Rotation converged in 9 iterations.

Excluded items under 0,4

Source: Elaborated by the author, based on th#seflEPSS Factor Analysis.

0,848
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Table 4.8: ItsNOON Factor analysis and the fiveotbgcal dimensions of shared knowledge -
Rotated Component Matrix

Itsnoon - Factor enelysis and the five theoretical dimensions of shered knowledge

Rotated Component Matrix

Component

Structural|] Cognitive Relative Per sonal Monetary

Capital Capital Capital | motivations| Rewards
| have some members of the community on a perdevell 0,524
| have the feeling of togetherness or closenetisirommunity Cohesion 0,631
| am a valuable and important member of the comtyuni 0,714
| have frequent communication with other members 0,687
I have a number of friends/followers superior tkizeaverage Centrality 0,754
| spend ¢ lot of time interacting with some members 0,734

Questions Constructs

| believe to have sufficient competences to conteb . 0,578

It is important to have artistical competencesdaotdbute -erzigzr;tlics{:zl 0,470

It is important to have informatical competencesdaotribute

| feel motivated because | know the subjects disetis . 0,660
A A ) ; . Expertise on

Sometimes some subjects discussed are not inteydstime 0,660

o T the subject
| perticipate more when the subject interests me 0,780

In general, | share the same vision with other mamb 0,552
Other members, like me, have the goal to learn Shared Visior 0,52¢ 0,45¢
In general, | share the same values with other neesnb 0,711
| feel responsible to help other members 0,523
| really care about the future of the network 0,485

Shering mry knowledge would help the community to continue its
operation in the future 0,548

Members are truthful in dealing with one another 0,760
Members will keep promises they make to one another Trust 0,666
arises 0,795
| trust that someone would help me if | need 0,497 0,45¢

| help the others because | believe they woulchéossame with m4 ré\lccimr];g:y 0,549 0,45¢
important members of the community ® 0,458 0,593

Commitment

When | participate | increase my reputation . 0,690
| feel that when | participate | increase my status o 0,710
. . P P Y ) . and Status ’

To contribute in the network helps me to build mage 0,715
The network gives me the opportunity to expressseif/to others 0,549
Showing my knowledge end creations gives me & feeling of
happiness

Having ¢ spece to show my creations and chere my opinion is
important for me 0,690
Sharing my knowledge helps me to make friends 0,777
Sharing my knowledge strengthens my tie with others Friendship 0,789
When | share my knowledge | meet new people 0,679
Others’ point of view stimulates me to do a betterk 0,635
Receiving feedbeck from the other members increases my
confidence in expressing idea Feedback 0,773
The Interaction with other opinions, comments and Ideas Is
extremelly important for me 0,636

The opporunity to €arn money in this community i< imporiant for
me... 0,653

| would perticipate more if | had the opporunity to earn nrore Monetary
money... rewards 0,814

Self- 0,599
expression

I would perticipate less if the monetary rewards were lower... 0,735

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization
a Rotation converged in 9 iterations.

Excluded items under 0,45

Source: Elaborated by the author, based on th#sefIEPSS Factor Analysis.
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Finally, table 4.9 shows the communalities of eaplestion, in other words, the
proportion of each question's variance that caexptained by the principal components. AlImost
all the questions presented values over 0,7, mgahiey are well represented in the common

factor space.

Table 4.9: Communalities
Communalities

Drawin Itsoon
Question Factor Initial Extraction Initial Extraction
| have some members of the community on a persevel 1 0,692 1 0,704
| have the feeling of togetherness or closenetissirommunity] Cohesion 1 0,812 1 0,833
| am & velueble and imporiant member of the community 1 0,763 1 0,834
| have frequent communication with other members 1 0,686 1 0,656
| have a number of friends/followers superior thiz® average Centrality 1 0,709 1 0,656
| spend ¢ lot of time interacting with some members 1 0,764 1 0,671
| believe to have sufficient competences to conteb — 1 0,647 1 0,683
It is important to have artistical competencesdntibute Lii)er;:?sae 1 0,807 1 0,650
It is imporfant to heve informatical competences to contribule 1 0,737 1 0,744
| feel motivated because | know the subjects dsedis i 1 0,714 1 0,706
Sometimes some subjects discussed are not inteydstime fr)](epiﬁls;; 1 0,819 1 0,815
| participete more when the subject interests me 1 0,839 1 0,814
In general, | share the same vision with other memb — 1 0,738 1 0,743
Other members, like me, have the goal to learn \ﬁs?(r)i 1 0,575 1 0,570
In general, | shere the same velues with other members 1 0,668 1 0,747
| feel responsible to help other members 1 0,702 1 0,750
| really care about the future of the network Commitment 1 0,755 1 0,750
Shering ry knowledge would help the community to confinue its
operation in the future 1 0,545 1 0,621
Members are truthful in dealing with one another 1 0,664 1 0,742
Members will keep promises they make to one another T 1 0,657 1 0,683
Members will not take adventage ot olhers even It the
opportunity arises 1 0,770 1 0,817
| trust that someone would help me if | need 1 0,699 1 0,662
| help the others because | believe they would do he same with Nonar
me reciprocity 1 0,730 1 0,673
To contribute with others helps me to gan better cooperation
from important members of the community 1 0,584 1 0,713
When | participate | increase my reputation i 1 0,758 1 0,756
| feel that when | participate | increase my status l:ﬁglgta;tjﬂs 1 0,880 1 0,709
To confribute in the network helps me to buld ry image 1 0,791 1 0,787
The network gives me the opporunity to express my self to
others 1 0,714 1 0,696
Showing my knowledge and creations gives me & feeling of Self-
happiness expression 1 0,813 1 0,730
Having ¢ space to show my creations and shere my opinion is
important for me 1 0,759 1 0,780
Sharing my knowledge helps me to make friends 1 0,775 1 0,844
Sharing my knowledge strengthens my tie with others Friendship 1 0,815 1 0,843
When | shere my knowledge | meet new people 1 0,732 1 0,779
1 0,681 1 0,705
1 0,654 1 0,820
1 0,712 1 0,677
The opporunity to earn money in this community is imporiant
for me... 1 0,903 1 0,588
| would perticipete more if | had the opporunity to ezrn more Monete(xjry
money... SNaics 1 0,819 1 0,760
I would prticipéte less if the monetary rewards were lower... 1 0,802 1 0,723

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Source: Elaborated by the author, based on théseflEPSS Factor Analysis.
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The results of the Factorial Analysis evidenced tha selection of the 39 questions to
generate the measures for the proposed five dimengielated to the motivations to share
knowledge online was accurate and according tohtheretical discussion.

In the case of Drawin, the questions measuring fadment’ were excluded from the
Relational Capital dimension because they presdotedorrelations to the whole construct and
the first two questions showed higher correlatianStructural Capital (0,6 and 0,5 respectively).
The measurement of commitment proved to be veryptemand it has been well discussed in
the last decades without a convergent agreemenh@macademics (Goffin & Gellatly, 2001;
Morrow & McElroy, 1986).

Although not very significant, the first and therthquestions measuring ‘friendship’ also
presented correlations with the Relational Captiaiension (0,46 and 0,49) besides Personal
Motivations in the case of the French network. ‘®efion’ measures indicated correlations to
the Monetary Rewards dimension (0,48, 0,57, 0,51).

In the case of ItsNOON, the questions assessingnNof Reciprocity presented
correlations with Relational Capital and Personattivations. In this case, the last question
measuring ‘commitment’ was also excluded from tlozleh.

In order to accomplish the objectives of this redea five sub-hypothesis were

established in order to test the relationship ehezonstruct with the willingness to share:

Ha: Structural capital reasons will be positively assated with knowledge sharing.
Hp: Cognitive capital reasons will be positively assded with knowledge sharing.
Hc: Relational capital reasons will be positively assated with knowledge sharing.
Hq: Personal motivations will be positively associdteith knowledge sharing.

He: Monetary rewards will be positively associatediwknowledge sharing.
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The proposed model explaining the willingness tarstknowledge (measured in terms of
volume shared) is illustrated bellow in Figure 4eStablishing the 5 sub-hypothesis presented for
each construct, being,HHy,, Hc collective-related dimensions whiley ldnd H self-oriented

dimensions.

Structural capital [
Cohesion]

Centrality]

Cognitive capital [
Technical expertise

Expertise on the subject

Relational capital [
Shared vision

HbE Willingness
to Share

Knowledge!l

(represented
by Volume

Shared) |

Collective-related dimensions

Commitment]
Trust’]

Norm of reciprocity!

~ Hd®
Per sonal motivationsL!

Reputation:
Self-expression
Friendship]
Feedback

Rewards!
Monetary rewards

Self-related dimensions

Figure 4-7: Proposed measurement model for knowelastigring
Source: Elaborated by the author.
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4.3.4 Multiple Regression Analysis

The theoretical model and hypothesized relatiorsshigre submitted to stepwise Multiple
Regression Analyses individually run for each \attgocial network, using the scores of the
Factorial Analysis as independent variables foheafcthe five dimensions. The same analysis
was conducted for the data from both virtual soo&tivorks grouped together but it was decided
to present the results of the analyses separatetywb reasons: first, conceptually the dependents
variables are different (posts from ItsNOON arefedént in terms of content to posts from
Drawin); second, the results of the integrated dateluding the consideration of the virtual
social network enrolled asdammyvariable) did not showed distinctive results.

Besides the five dimensions of motivations, timeo#ad (in number of months), number
of friends, and personal (demographic) informati®re also tested as independent variables. In
the case of personal informatiadymmyvariables were established in order to test tHagnce
of gender, age, income and educational levels, fdoce of being a student or not, and a
professional related to arts or not.

The dependent variable explaining the volume ofkedge sharing was tested using the
amount of posts generated by the individual, aedithe spent interacting and commenting with
the others. Since few studies can be found measuriowledge sharing in virtual communities,
a mix of both measures were also tested as thendepe variable: the weight of 70% was
attributed to the number of posts generated bynittigiduals in the format of non-texted content
(posts), while for the time spent interacting i ttorm of comments about the creations the
weight of 30% was given.

The intention was not to give more importance ® fbst, but to establish a variable that
could combine the “creation of rich content” (imntes of non-texted based and for what the user
need to put some effort) with the process of catiwe (the comments around it), that is also

considered extremely important.
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Results

The explanatory power of the proposed models wakuated by looking at the adjusted
R2 value in the final dependent construct. Thesallt® were also considered optimistic if
compared to the previous studies analyzed (withsaef R2 between 17% to 26%). Because the
knowledge contribution was measured in three wagspresent three sets of results, one for each

dependent variable in Table 4.10.

Table 4.10: Model Summary
ModelBummary

Drawin Y@POSTS YELOMMENTS YCOMBINED
R 61,9% 51,1% 58,4%
RBquare 38,3% 26,1% 34,1%
Adjusted®Bquare 35,6% 23,7% 31,2%
Std.Error®fheEstimate 41,5 381,6 126,7

ItsNOON
R 53,9% 73,9% 78,1%
RBquare 29,1% 54,6% 61,1%
Adjusted®Bquare 26,6% 52,9% 59,6%
Std.Error®ftheEstimate 40,0 176,3 59,5

Source: Elaborated by the author, based on théseflEPSS Regression Analyses.

For all the six different Multiple Regression Anség the results of the Analysis of
Variance were significant with p-values under 0,DQfresented in table 4.11. The coefficients

and the t-tests are presented in the sequencebie #.12.



Table 4.11: ANOVA

Drawin
Model SumbfBquares df MeanBquare F Sig.
Y®POSTS Regression 95454 4 23863 13,83 0,0000
Residual 153584 89 1726
Total 249037 93
YELOMMENTS Regression 4588033 3 1529344 10,50 0,0000
Residual 12957646 89 145592
Total 17545678 92
YCOMBINED  Regression 732757 4 183189 11,41 0,0000
Residual 1413204 88 16059
Total 2145961 92
ItsNOON
Model SumbfBquares df MeanBquare F Sig.
Regression 55028 3 18343 11,49 0,0000
Y®POSTS Residual 134156 84 1597
Total 189185 87
Regression 3099521 3 1033174 33,24 0,0000
Y&LOMMENTS Residual 2579812 83 31082
Total 5679334 86
Regression 469413 4 117353 34,53 0,0000
YCOMBINED  Residual 275250 81 3398
Total 744663 85

Source: Elaborated by the author, based on thésefIEPSS Regression Analyses.

Table 4.12: Coefficients

Drawin Unstandardized®oefficients Standardized@oefficients Sig. 95.0%Tonfidencedntervaldor®

Model B Std.Error Beta t Lower@Bound Upper@Bound
(Constant) 76,8 8,5 9,02 0,0000 60 94
STRUCTURAL_CAP 22,7 4,3 0,437 5,22 0,0000 14 31
Y®POSTS TIME_MONTHS -1,6 0,4 -0,327 -3,91 0,0000 -2 -1
RELATIONAL_CAP 14,6 4,2 0,290 3,48 0,0010 6 23
PERSONAL_CAP 9,4 4,4 0,176 2,11 0,0380 1 18
(Constant) 159,5 49,1 3,25 0,0020 62 257
STRUCTURAL_CAP 154,3 39,7 0,355 3,89 0,0000 75 233
YLOMMENTS RELATIONAL_CAP 106,7 39,0 0,251 2,74 0,0080 29 184
STUDENT_DUMMY 209,0 83,9 0,229 2,49 0,0150 42 376
(Constant) 138,9 27,4 5,07 0,0000 84 193
STRUCTURAL_CAP 64,5 13,2 0,424 4,87 0,0000 38 91
YCOMBINED  RELATIONAL_CAP 42,6 13,0 0,286 3,29 0,0010 17 68
TIME_MONTHS -3,1 1,2 -0,218 -2,51 0,0140 -6 -1
STUDENT_DUMMY 60,0 27,9 0,188 2,15 0,0340 5 115

ItsNOON Unstandardized@oefficients Standardized@oefficients Sig. 95.0%onfidenceAntervaldor®

Model B Std.&Error Beta t Lower@Bound Upper@Bound
(Constant) 39,2 6,0 6,51 0,0000 27 51
YEPOSTS NUMB_FRIENDS 0,2 0,1 0,353 3,30 0,0010 0 0
TIME_MONTHS -1,5 0,4 -0,325 -3,46 0,0010 -2 -1
STRUCTURAL_CAP 10,6 4,9 0,228 2,16 0,0340 1 20
(Constant) 105,8 22,3 4,74 0,0000 61 150
NUMB_FRIENDS 1,5 0,3 0,401 4,57 0,0000 1 2
YZOMMENTS STRUCTURAL_CAP 100,0 21,8 0,393 4,58 0,0000 57 143
PERSONAL_CAP 50,5 18,2 0,212 2,77 0,0070 14 87
(Constant) 62,1 8,9 6,99 0,0000 44 80
NUMB_FRIENDS 0,6 0,1 0,447 5,47 0,0000 0 1
YCOMBINED STRUCTURAL_CAP 38,7 7,3 0,414 5,31 0,0000 24 53
PERSONAL_CAP 19,6 6,1 0,226 3,19 0,0020 7 32
TIME_MONTHS -1,3 0,6 -0,146 -2,08 0,0400 -3 0

Source: Elaborated by the author, based on théseflEPSS Regression Analyses.
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For all the cases, the results indicate that afgggnt predictor of individual knowledge
contribution is thestructural capital dimension (all p-values under 0,05). In accordawith
previous studies and the results of the qualitgbivase, the dimension combining cohesion and
centrality measures showed evidences to be thacpredvith strongest coefficients. Previous
studies had already pointed that individuals whe @ntral to the network are more likely to
contribute (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Wasko & Fa28PD5; Chiu et al, 2006).

Another variable some authors used to composeatiytwas the number of social ties
individuals establish within the networks. In these of our networks, the number of friends was
also tested and presented significant result$tVQON (p < 0,05).

The dimension measurirgpgnitive capital reasons was not significant for both cases. In
accordance with the results of the qualitative asd®e one possible explanation for this result
could be the fact that technical expertise shoveede irrelevant for the participation in both
virtual networks, once ItsNOON stimulates peoplahaut previous experience in arts or
informatics to learn about it and there are “maagibners” in the case of Drawin as well. On the
side of the expertise on the subject, another plassekplanation in the case of ItsSNOON could be
the fact that the themes of the creation calls ccdad positively or negatively influencing the
willingness to share, depending on the memberisigffwith the subject.

Still related to cognitive capital sphere, the fatbeing a professional related to arts did
not show significant correlations to the amountontributions, discarding the hypothesis that
higher the expertise, higher would be the expepgeticipation.

Some other authors tested the time enrolled assailge predictor of expertise. In the
case of both networks, time enrolled showed sigaifi results considering the number of posts
and the combined dependent variable. However, dbficients were negative, showing that the
longer is the time enrolled in the network; the édowvould be the contribution per year. A
possible explanation for this result comes fromdhswers many users gave when they decided
to not answer the questionnaire or they left onajpen space for observations “I don’t know if |
should answer because | used to contribute butvéritbeen participating anymore” or “I
participated a lot in the beginning but then | gieql’, suggesting that other factors could also be
affecting negatively the volume of contributionerad time.

In the case of Drawin, the example of the user W disappointed with the fact that he

was not “feeling part of the new Manga generatiantl stopped to participate frequently could
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be a possible explanation: users join the netwatk some expectations and sharing with higher
frequency, but then, when they realized they doshate the same goals or do not feel ‘part of it’
they stop sharing.

Another possible explanation for the negative imddime in the case of ItsSNOON is
that some members were disappointed with the clsatingevirtual network has been doing (e.g.
ranking the members by punctuation according tar gharticipation), or with the behavior of
certain members (members creating fake or dupticatefiles).

According to the results of the qualitative phasslational capital appeared as a
significant predictor of the amount of contributionthe case of Drawin regardless the variable
considered as the volume of knowledge shared witalypes under 0,05.

However, the same could not be proved in the cadesNOON. Again, one potential
explanation could also be related to these “disegppd” members that ‘lost’ their trust or
commitment as consequence of members behaviorasfgels the network has been adopting.
One member (that preferred not to answer the cquresdire) stated that tised to participate a
lot, but now, | cannot hear about this network aoyenbecause | am very disappointed with the
system of evaluatién

Personal motivationsappeared as significant predictors of knowledgeisly for Drawin
(p < 0,05) in the model considering the amount oétp as the dependent variable and for
[tsSNOON using the time spent on comments and tingbared dependent variable (p < 0,05). In
the case of ItsNOON, this dimension also showeevalpe under 0,1 in the case of posts as the
dependent variable.

Monetary rewards did not showed evidences to be a predictor of ah®unt of
contributions in any virtual spaces. This resulswapected according to the qualitative research,
although some previous studies were controversidhe case of Drawin, one could say that it is
not a motivator because it does not work effecyivéut the same result was obtained for
[tsNOON.

The demographic data did not presented significaslts, except thdummyclassifying
users as student or not in the case of DrawinHerrodels tested with commentaries as the
dependent variable and the combined one. Althougldevnot have theoretical bases or previous

results, it could be related to the time thosesibare available to spend in the network.
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Table 4.13 shows the summary of the coefficientd tne t-tests for each one of the

dimensions and figure 4-6 the results of the fiypdiheses of the measurement model tested.

Table 4.13: The five dimensions of knowledge stearin

Drawin Itsnoon

POSTS COMMENTS | COMBINED POSTS COMMENTS | COMBINED

Beta t Beta t Beta t Beta t Beta t Beta t

Structural Capital Hal 0,44 | 5,2 0,36 3,9 0,42 49 | 0,23 2,2 039 | 46 | 041 | 53

Cognitive Capital Hb| 0,06 0,7 | 0,09 1,0 | 0,10 1,2 0,11 1,2 0,07 1,0 | 0,10 1,5

Relational Capital Hc| 0,29 3,5 0,25 2,7 0,29 3,3 0,05 05 (-0,10| -1,4 [-0,97 | 0,3

’

Personal Motivations Hd 0,28 | 2,2 | 0,06 | 0,7 | 0,20 | 1,2 | 0,26 | 1,7* | 0,21 | 2,8 | 0,23 | 3,2

’

Monetary Resasons He -0,07 | -08 |-0,09| -09 |-0,14( -1,5 | -0,09 | -0,9 | 0,08 11 0,04 | 05

Green®alues:BEMD,05,RxceptFE<0,17RedValues:BEMD, 1

Source: Elaborated by the author, based on thésefIEPSS Regression Analyses.

Residual analyses were also performed in ordedeatify potential problems with the
models and are presented in the APPENDIX VII ant % all the six cases tested. In all the
cases the residuals presented normal distribuéiod,the residual errors did not presented any
patterns, except in the case of ItsSNOON regressiitim the number of posts as the dependent

variable, where the errors appear to be increasitighigher values of independent variables.
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5 DISCUSSION AND FINAL CONSIDERATIONS

51 Discussion of the Results

Knowledge sharing is undeniably a vital driver deti@ing the success of virtual social
networks in the long-run and is gaining importaica paradoxical context of high interactivity
and lack of affection that have been putting togetmillions of individuals in the “magic
phenomenon” of virtual social networks.

This study reached its objectives producing a figant theoretical review of the main
motivations for knowledge sharing, bringing reletvansights from different contexts and
countries, and proposing a model for assessingtestthg them through statistical analysis.

Three main findings of this research can be sunredrin the following statements:

) Knowledge sharing in virtual social networks is sequence of a complex
combination of community-oriented and self-interastivations;

i) Knowledge sharing motivations vary slightly accaglito different goals and
contexts of virtual social networks;

i) Monetary reasons seem to be secondary.

The five dimensions structured based on the lieeateview (i) structural capital; (ii)
cognitive capital; (iii) relational capital, (iv)gpsonal motivations and (v) monetary rewards could
be observed in the two distinct phases of thisarese although only structural capital, relational
capital and personal motivations showed significafience according to our analyses.

According to previous studies (Chiu et al, 2006ai1& Ghoshal, 1998; Wasko & Faraj,
2005),structural capital motivations appeared to be the dimension withhigbest influence on
knowledge sharing. In both contexts, the importapicdeveloping strong ties, named @slia
by Lazzarato (1997), revealed to be fundamental.

The importance of centrality and cohesion is undediband are reflected in the
conceptualization of ‘social network’ itself, ddafig the establishment, intensity and the

extension of social ties and proving to be extrgmsenificant motivators for knowledge sharing
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in virtual social networks, in the words of oneeirtiewee this social network is where | can
attribute my meaning for something collective

Social ties are also theoretically related to tineef emotional intensity, intimacy and
confidence of the relationships established withim community. This way.elational capital
appears to be important as well, although thisare$ecould not present significant influences on
knowledge sharing, in the case of Itsnoon. On theerohand, the fact that one possible
explanation for this result could be related toagigintments members had in the sphere of
relationships, enhances the idea that this dimar=ald not be excluded.

Another important observation from the qualitatresearch (and discussed by Chiu et al
in 2005) is that commitment and norm of recipro@buld be much more related to the quality
than to the quantity of knowledge shared, once thesease the expectations and responsibility
of members when they participate. On the other handould also support the idea that
individuals contribute with knowledge (in terms oPblume) regardless their sense of
responsibility or exchange expectations. Chiu g28D6) suggested that possible explanations
are due to the fact that interactions in virtuamoaunities are dispersed instead of one-to-one,
demanding less commitment or norm of reciprocity.

The role of trust should also not be discard andesother factors could have impacted
this feeling among members of the virtual spacedyaed (e.g. fake profiles), revealed during
the qualitative phase and the interaction with mensildluring questionnaires submission. Chiu et
al (2006) also discussed that trust may not bafgignt in terms of contribution volume because
it may not be crucial for low risk relationshipsdamdividuals can contribute for other reasons
even if they not trust each other.

Aligned with previous studiescognitive capital dimensions did not appear as a
significant dimension for the volume of contributg although the findings suggest that they
may influence as pre-requisites for participatirigoa the quality of the content. In the cases
studied, technical expertise appeared to be secpndad expertise on the theme could have
controversial effects already discussed. Neversiselthe assessment of these factors through
simple self-evaluation could have reflected in weakasures and a focused study of this
dimension could bring new insights.

The negative coefficients of time enrolled when sugimg the volume of posts in both

cases can be seen as a warning for practitiorf@sagh conclusions can be pre-mature. It might
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indicate that, as the majority of the virtual netks) Itsnoon and Drawin have a challenge in the
long run to maintain active their members. Howewther variables (e.g. trust or commitment)
can be influencing the effect of time and requutfer investigations.

Evidences of this examination also suggested tfleeimce ofpersonal motivationsin
concordance with former studies. Results are Btilhature to discuss the strength of this
dimension on knowledge sharing because many otéretated variables could have been
included here (e.g. feeling of “enjoy helping” andirect career benefits”) and the influence of
them on each other were not tested. Self-expresasimh feedback revealed evidences to be
relevant for both joining and contributing in terofsvolume and quality.

Regardingmonetary rewards, conclusions would be premature, but evidenceoi
research phases and different contexts (includnegincome control variable) did not suggest
them as motivators for knowledge sharing. Accordmthe qualitative phase, monetary rewards
resemble to exist, even though they can be coreddezcondary, as predicted by other authors.
Besides that, monetary reasons could also influerckiding free riders from this process or on
the quality of the content shared as discussedhanttieoretical review, what requires further
investigation.

Two other observations about this dimension shbaldtressed: first, the self-assessment
of this measures may have been biased due to ¢keofaheoretical references which indicates
the need to create a new scale for this dimensiecond, members from those virtual networks
do not depend on this money for living, and in gah# can reflect a very small proportion of
their total income. Indeed, in the Brazilian netlyomonetary rewards were indicated to be
relevant during the qualitative phase, which candbe to the network characteristic or the
environment context of lower disposable income. Ewsv, there were no significant evidences
to support the influence of them.

In conclusion, the discussion of the five dimensiamdicates the idea that knowledge
sharing in virtual social networks is consequentea @womplex combination of community-
oriented reasons (analyzed by the three first deio@s) and self-oriented motivations (assessed
by the last two dimensions).

Besides the dimensions discussed, the resultsedfatttorial and the regression analyses
suggest that the predictors of knowledge sharingrinal social networks tend to vary slightly

according to different goals and contexts of virtszcial networks, although this study was not
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able to conclude the influence of additional enwinental variables, such as cultural
particularities and economic situation, for insen€vidences also suggested that other personal
factors such as educational or income level andodeaphics (such as age, profession or gender)
appeared to be secondary.

Finally, one important finding is that the sharemhtent itself may be the main asset for
social networks owners, but definitely not for thesers. For them, the processes that allow the
development of social ties, relationships, and ado@cognition are imperatively essential for

their active involvement.

5.2  Managerial Implications

The number of new virtual social networks regiddeire the web has been impressively
growing in the last years, as consequence of compasteveloping their own platform for
customers, employees and other stakeholders, batddl thousands innovative entrepreneurs
launching new ideas on the web (Nowotarski, 20Thg challenge for them are undeniably the
sustainability of those networks in the long rumttmust be able to foster a substantial number
of users sharing rich content and maintaining adtneir platforms.

Practitioners must take into account the anteceddistussed here in order to create a
most appropriate environment to stimulate knowledggation: attract the right potential users
according to the profile of the cyberspace, andresid their expectations in the long-run,
stimulating involvement in order to enhance strwafu cognitive, and relational capital
motivations, besides individuals’ personal reasons.

This study, as most of the previous ones, indicatiedng evidences thatructural
capital dimensionshould be a priority for practitioners. Technigathey must invest on virtual
tools that reduce the costs of interaction andeia®e visibility: the common and private
exchange can be enhanced adopting techniquesaitibtate interaction, and consequently the
development of social ties. Strategically, theydché® ensure that key members feel ‘part’ of
those communities in order to create positive emwirents for contributions.

Some possible actions for enhancing structuraltabgimension in social networks could
be: easy-to-use and understandable systems of coiwetion and ‘friendship’ or ‘following’

relations; multivariate forms of interaction spadesblic walls, groups of interests, forums,
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private messages); organizer-member contact infah@ of personal messages or alliance
programs; or even more sophisticated forms of enapio\y members, giving them opportunity to

participate in key decisions regarding the futufehe network (e.g. voting processes, quests,
members’ presence in the decision board, etc.).

Smith (2002) pointed that techniques used to iflemdividuals’ centrality will also
increaserelational capital. For example, when members can assess the peisfoahation
from others (such as number of contributions, eatsdas from others, number of friends, or time
engaged), the reliability of the content sharedgjsnd the overall trust is enhanced. At the same
time, these techniques can contribute with indigldupublic recognition, enhancingersonal
motivators such as self-expression and reputation (von Higpgbn Krogh, 2003; Wasko &
Farah, 2005).

Besides trust, our findings suggested tleddtional capital can be stimulated creating a
shared vision among members (e.g. communicatingnampractices, visions and values),
enhancing commitment (e.g. giving members respditgifor decisions within the network —
for instance, evaluating others’ creations, or pytng face-to-face meetings), and norm of
reciprocity (e.g. providing the opportunity to domaalue-added points or ‘values’ for each for
knowledge contributors as return of favors).

Important to emphasize in the relational capitddesp that these actions should facilitate
the development of relationships within the netwdrlt this process must occur naturally, and
practitioners must be cautious when creating tthas can also have negative effects over part of
their members (e.g.: specific visions that couldleate part of the community, certain values that
could cause controversies, promotion of ideas tiaat only speak to specific sub-groups, or
evaluation systems that can be seen as unfairamdgk trust).

Although cognitive capital did not showed significant evidences in this stude
reinforce that shared language in the form of commodes, symbols and vocabulary can be
important pre-requisites for knowledge sharing, aithough expertise is not required for
participation in some platforms, the set of preabkshed themes must be done with prudence.

In the same vein, practitioners should give attentfor particularindividuals’ interests,
establishing tools that facilitate self-expressimnd feedback in order to create a healthful
environment for constructive interactions and leagn but avoiding the development of

competitive behavior.
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The use of rewards techniques should also be tigretudied before applied, especially
in the form of public hierarchy or evaluations. Riawg systems of individuals according to
cumulative points as consequence of their coninbstcan enhance their sense of recognition
but, at the same time, de-stimulate the others ¢hatsee themselves ‘far away’. Chiu et al
(2005) proposed one possible alternative for cutivelgpunctuations that is the case of monthly
lists of main contributors.

Although the use ofmonetary rewards still requires further investigations, the netwsork
adopting forms of economic paybacks must certigt their evaluation systems are done in the
most impartial way, avoiding feelings of unfairness

In summary, five fundamental issues arose as fupd&hfor creating and developing a
positive environment for contributions in virtualcsal networks:

1. Importance of a positive environment to attract usewillingness to join
and stay active can be achieved through high litsil§ilf the other has, | want to have’)
and low transaction costs (‘worth the effort’).

2. Easy and understandable ‘cyber spac&ommon and simple language
and codes are very relevant, as well as the pdigsibf an easy communication, and
content must be frequently renewed through diviegisubjects (not restricting segments
or being perceived as repetitive).

3. Involvement with the organization:common vision, clear goals and
shared values play an important role to differeéate particular network from the others,
and organization-member relationship can help ¢oeimse users’ participation.

4. Involvement within the network:an interactive place might allow the
development of trust, identification, reciprocitydacommitment to increase co-creation.

5. Personal benefits: friendship, reputation, learning and self-exprassi

(self-esteem issue).

5.3  Theoretical Implications

This article contributes to the emerging literatabemut virtual social networks providing

a theoretical review that identified, conceptualizand discussed potential motivators or reasons
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for knowledge sharing besides enriching the didonssof this increasingly important
phenomenon taking into account different geographit cultural contexts.

The findings of the qualitative phase can suppewxt ristudies to structure their research
guestions and objectives, to choose their variadnelsto guide them in the construction of future
models of investigation.

The quantitative phase offered a structured moatetife study of knowledge sharing in
virtual social networks and provided interestingigits for further investigations.

Ultimately, it is essential to emphasize that theemtion of this study was not to bring
concrete conclusions, but to foment further disiumssabout this complex and growing
phenomenon that will be undoubtedly object of staflyast academic researchers in the nearly

future.

54 Limitations and Future Researches

There are several limitations to this study andiessrequiring further examination and
additional research.

The first potential limitation is the sample of prilo virtual social networks, which are
in a certain way, related to arts. Consequently,géneralizing power of this study is uncertain
and networks with different orientations could lgrimew ideas and possibilities.

Second, the qualitative research could have bepadted by self-selection bias, once it
was performed only with active participants. Weoal&d not explore members that participate to
receive knowledge but do not share (‘free ridergihat could also be object of further
investigations.

As suggested before, further researches coulddecmacro environmental and cultural
factors as variables, as well as personality charatics that were not considered in the
presented model. In the same vein, the influentesah dimension on each other (e.g. relational
capital and structural capital) could be the objefcfurther research. For instance, relational
capital can be related to structural capital arel itifluence of economic rewards could also
present indirect effects on relational capital (&greasing commitment or norm of reciprocity)
or personal motivations (e.g. enhancing recognitiand consequently, reputation or self-

expression.
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Another possible hypothesis that the exploratonydwt brought, combined to the
descriptive results of the quantitative questicegarding the motivations for joining, is the fact
that initial expectations and motivations to joiacigal networks may differ from the ones
explaining knowledge sharing, even though they seefre among the same factors discussed.
An interesting object of further research couldthye comparison of these motivations and their
comportment along the time.

The measurement of the volume of knowledge shadogld have been enhanced
assessing multiple dimensions of users contribstiarat can be done in the future through the
use of multiple questions submitted to factorialgsis, for example.

Finally, the richness of virtual social networkdiege also (and probably much more) on
the quality of the content generated, not on iteime. Further studies should bring new ideas
regarding the assessment of wealth of contributiorthose virtual spaces, as well as compare

the factors influencing volume and quality of kneddie sharing.
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APPENDIX | — Qualitative Research —Individual Interviews Guidelines - Drawin

Introduction

« Présentation

« L'utilisateur

- Relation avec l'Internet
« Les réseaux sociaux

Part I. Motivations pour avoir enregistrés dans Dawin

« Qu'avez-vous pense du réseau Drawin?

« Quelles ont été vos motivations a rejoindre leaaderawin?

« Quelles étaient vos attentes initiales?

« Ces attentes ont-elles été satisfaites? Oui / NoRaurquoi ?

- Connaissez-vous un autre réseau similaire a I'Drauelles sont les différences?

Part 1. Motivations pour partager les créations sr Drawin

« Créez-vous et publiez-vous des ceuvres sur le réxeavin?

« Quel genre de travail créez-vous?

- Combien de créations avez-vous posté ? (Sorte de)

- Pourquoi publiez-vous sur le réseau social ? Qualmt les principales motivations
pour partager avec les autres membres ?

« Quels sont les avantages pour vous de publier ?

« Qu’est ce qui est important pour vous lorsque \garsagez une ceuvre en ligne?

o

O O O O

Les relations

Les possibilités de gagner de l'argent
Réputation

Rétroaction (feedback)

Possibilité de s’exprimer / se faire entendre

« Quelles sont, selon vous, la signification eiMakeurs de 'acte de partage?

Part 1ll. Motivations pour partager les expériences

« Pourquoi les membres partager des informations?

o

(@)

Quelles sont les motivations pour aider les auttesyens regardent Drawin
comme un espace professionnel?

Quel est le sens de l'aide?

Quel est le sentiment d'étre aidé?

Les valeurs personnelles
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Part IV. Différences Drawin X réseau social commun

+ Quel est le réle de Drawin dans votre vie?

« Quelles sont les valeurs des membres de Drawmsdiit similaires a vos valeurs ?
« Pourquoi étes-vous un membre de ce réseau?

- Sile réseau social Drawin était une personne, cemserait-il?

« Souhaitez-vous recommander le réseau Drawin & ih@m / Non => Pourquoi?

Part V. Drawin opération

« Quelle est la perception par rapport a I'opérabicawin
Améliorations

Quelles sont les valeurs des membres de Drawin?

- Siles membres étaient d'une personnaliteé, quetietslle?

Conclusions

« Quelles sont les améliorations que Drawin pougti@ctuer?
« Comment voyez-vous l'avenir de I'Drawin? Selon yapge va-t-il se passer sur le
réseau? Et comment va évoluer votre relation agetecnier?
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APPENDIX Il — Qualitative Research — Focus Groups ad Individual Interviews
Guidelines - ItsNOON

Introducéo
« Apresentacdes individuais

Part I. MotivacOes para ter se cadastrado na ItsNO@®

« Como ficou conhecendo a ItsSNOON?
« Por que entrou na rede? Quais motivacdes?
« Qual foi a percepcao da rede no inicio?

Part Il. Motivacdes para postar criacdes na ItsNOON

- Jatinha criado algo antes?

- Por que cria?

« Porque posta criagbes?
0 Remuneracao e chances de ganhar
0 Relacionamento
0 Reputagao
0 Feedback dos gestores da ItsNOON
o Feedback da propria rede

Part Ill. Motivacdes para compartilhar experiéncias

« Por que os membros compartilham informacdes?
o0 Quais as motivacdes para ajudar os outros? As geesgaram a ItsSNOON como

um concurso?
0 Qual a sensacéo de ajudar?
0 Qual a sensacéo de ser ajudado?
o Valores pessoais

Part IV. Diferencas rede social comum

« Qual o papel da ItsNOON na vida?
« Quais séo os valores dos membros da ItsNOON? Se fowa personalidade qual
seria?
- Diferenca entre rede social normal — Orkut, Fackpetz.
0 Remuneracéo
0 Relacionamento
o Feedback
- Lealdade a rede (for¢a do vinculo): o que faz mesgeconectado a rede?



Part V. Operacéo da ItsNOON

Qual a percepcéo em relacdo a Operacéo da ItsNOON

Na visédo deles o que aconteceria se a ItsNOON ggdespagar pelas criagdes.
Quais sdo os valores dos membros da ItsNOON?

Se os membros fossem uma personalidade, qual seria?

Conclusofes

Pontos fortes e fracos da ItsNOON (o que mais gostgue menos gosta)
O que a ItsNOON poderia fazer para melhorar

80
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APPENDIX Il — Questionnaire — Quantitative Researd - Drawin

Questionnaire pour les membres du réseau social Dran
Cette enquéte est utilisée a des fins académidues @onnées seront traitées de maniére
confidentielle. Votre participation est trés im@nte pour nous.

Part I. Raisons d'inscription au réseau social Drawm
Quand avez-vous décidé de créer votre profil dangdeau social Drawin, quelles étaient vos
motivations initiales?

Veuillez évaluer les raisons suivantes, de 1 (maimgortant) & 7 (trés important). Veuillez
prendre en compte les motivations au moment ou sees décidé de joindre Drawin.

« Apprendre et acquérir des connaissances

- Partager mes connaissances avec les autres

« Trouver quelqu'un qui peut faire quelque chose poir
« Recevoir feedback des autres

- Gagner de l'argent

« Raisons professionnelles

- Apprendre & mieux connaitre les autres et moi-méme
« Me faire des nouveaux amis

« Trouver des personnes qui me ressemblent

« Rencontrer des personnes différentes

- Exprimer mes idées, mes créations et mes sentiments
« Me sentir important

« Me relaxer

« Me distraire

Part Il. Les prochaines questions portent sur votrerelation actuelle avec le réseau Drawin
et ses membres.

Evaluez chaque énoncé ci-dessous sur une échelle de
1 - Fortement en désaccord
2 - En désaccord
3 - En partie désaccord
4 - Ni d'accord ni en désaccord
5 - Partiellement d'accord
6 - D'accord
7 - Fortement d'accord

Cohesion
« Certains membres de Drawin sont importants dangienaersonnelle
« Je sens que j'appartiens a la communauté Drayénsets proche de ses membres
« Je me sens un membre important et précieux de Drawi
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Centrality
- Je communique souvent avec d'autres membres daurése
- J'ai un nombre d'amis (les gens qui me suivenfaloivers™) supérieur a la moyenne
dans Drawin
+ Le temps que je consacre a interagir dans le réssiatelativement plus élevé que
celui des autres membres

Technical Expertise
- Je crois que je possede les compétences nécespairesontribuer de maniére
positive au réseau
« Maitriser des techniques de l'art (dessin, photfigea peinture, etc.) est importante
pour ma participation & Drawin
« Maitriser des techniques informatiques est impanaoir ma participation a Drawin

Expertise on the subject
- Le fait de bien connaitre le sujet discuté me n@é&\wplus contribuer
» Certains sujets ne sont pas intéressants pour moi
« Je participe plus si le sujet est important pour mo

Shared Vision
- En général, je partage la méme vision des chosetequautres membres de Drawin
+ Les autres membres de Drawin ont les mémes olgettipprentissage que moi
- En général, je partage les mémes valeurs que fessanembres de Drawin

Commitment
« Je me sens responsable d'aider les autres menebBrawin
« Je me soucie du futur de Drawin
« Contribuer au réseau avec mes connaissances agéx continuer d'exister

Trust
« Les membres du réseau sont dignes de confiance
- Les membres de Drawin tiennent les promesses ga'fisnt entre eux
« Méme si l'opportunité se présentait, je ne penseqee les membres de Drawin
tireraient profit les uns des autres

Norm of reciprocity
« Je pense que les membres de Drawin m'aideraigen sivais besoin
« J'aide les autres membres car je pense qu'ilseréageht aussi en cas de besoin
- Contribuer m'aide a gagner la coopération des mesribrportants de Drawin

Reputation
« Quand je participe a Drawin, jaméliore ma répotati
- Je pense que participer au réseau Drawin contélaméliorer mon statut social
« Contribuer a Drawin m'aide a construire mon image

Self-expression
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Drawin me donne l'opportunité de m'exprimer enlessautres
Montrer mes ouvres et opinions me donne un sentideebonheur

Avoir un espace pour montrer mes ouvres et opingghdmnportant pour moi

Friendship

Feedback

Contribuer a Darwin m'aide a me faire des nouveauis
Contribuer a Drawin m'aide a renforcer les lienscales autres membres
Quand je contribue a Drawin, je rencontre de ndesglersonnes

L’opinion des autres me stimule a faire un meilleavail

Recevoir un feedback des autres membres augmenteonfance dans le fait
d'exprimer mes idées

L'interaction avec d'autres opinions, commentagtadées est extrémement important
pour moi

Monetary Reasons

L'opportunité de gagner de l'argent dans le réssaimportante pour moi
Je participerais plus dans le réseau si j'avaesaibilité de gagner plus d'argent
Je participerais moins dans le réseau si je n'pagda possibilité de vendre

Part lll. Questions générales

a) Combien d'amis (es) vous avez, environ, a Drawioffs@iérez toutes les personnes que
vous suivez / "followers"

b) Depuis combien de mois avez-vous créé votre compiail a Drawin? Entrez le nombre
approximatif de mois depuis que vous avez crééampte

c) Combien d'ceuvres avez-vous partagé au réseau ¥a@ansidérez tous les créations
publiées

d) Pendant une semaine, combien de commentaires wctifstiet critiques vous apportez a
d'autres membres du réseau? Considérez le nomipmxapatif de commentaires,
critiques, postes pertinents, conseils, etc.

e) Considérant le volume de feedback, conseils, opsiet critiques pertinentes, vous
croyez que votre participation & Drawin est:

Beaucoup plus petite que les autres membres
Relativement plus petite que les autres membres
Moyenne

Relativement plus élevée que les autres membres
Beaucoup plus élevée que les autres membres
Cliguez pour ajouter une option
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f) Combien de temps (en heures) passez-vous, en nm@y&EINsemaine, a commenter ou
interagir avec les autres membres de Drawin? Céreddtous les commentaires,
critiques, postes pertinents, conseils, feedbaatks,

Part lll. Les données personnelles
a) Nom dans le réseau (pseudo / avatar / nicknamejdi@wlle)

b) Sexe (Masculin / Féminin)

c) Ville de résidence

d) Age
« Moins de 18 ans
« 18-25ans
« 26-35ans
« 36-45ans
« 46 -55ans

+ Plus de 56 ans
e) Profession

f) Scolarité
- Enseignement élémentaire
« Enseignement secondaire
- Enseignement supérieur incomplet
« Enseignement supérieur terminée
« Maitrise / Doctorat

g) Quel est le revenu salarial brut mensuel moyen atee iamille? Considérez tous les
membres de la famille qui vivent avec vous
« Jusqu'a 1.425 euros
« De 1.426 & 2.850 euros
- De 2.851 a4.275 euros
- De4.276 & 7.125 euros
- De 7.126 a 14.250 euros
+ Plus que 14.251 euros

Je vous remercie pour votre participation!

Nous vous soulignons que les données sont coniiédlest et ont été recueillies dans un but
purement académique.

Merci beaucoup!

Si recevoir les résultats de cette enquéte voasasse, merci de laisser votre adresse email dans
le cadre ci-dessous.
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APPENDIX IV — Questionnaire — Quantitative Research- tTsSNOON

Pesquisa com membros da rede ItsNOON
Esta pesquisa tem finalidade académica e os dadds satados de forma confidencial.
A sua participacdo é muito importante para nés!

Part I. Raz0es para fazer parte da rede ItsSNOON
Quando vocé decidiu criar seu perfil na rede sdts®dlOON, quais foram as suas motivacoes
iniciais?

Avalie cada razdo abaixo, sendo 1 (pouco importatte 7 (muito importante), lembrando do
momento em que vocé decidiu fazer parte da rede.

« Aprender e adquirir conhecimento

«  Contribuir com meu conhecimento para 0s outros mesnb
- Encontrar alguém para fazer algo por mim

« Receber feedback de outros membros

« Ganhar dinheiro

« Raz0es profissionais

« Aprender sobre mim mesmo e sobre os outros

- Fazer amigos

- Entrar em contato com pessoas iguais a mim

« Entrar em contato com pessoas diferentes de mim
- Expressar minhas idéias, criacdes, sentimentos

« Me sentir importante

+ Relaxar

« Me distrair

Part Il. As proximas perguntas sao referentes a sueelacdo atual com a rede ItsNOON e
seus membros.

Avalie cada afirmacé&o abaixo numa escala de:
1 - Discordo totalmente

2 - Discordo

3 - Discordo parcialmente

4 - Nao concordo nem discordo

5 - Concordo parcialmente

6 - Concordo

- Concordo totalmente

Cohesion
« Alguns membros da ItsNOON séo importantes para ania pessoal
« Eu sinto que pertenco e sou préximo da comunidat&ON
« Eu me sinto um membro importante e valioso da ItONO
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Centrality
« Eu me comunico frequentemente com outros membrosdga
- Eu tenho um nimero de amigos (pessoas que me agcbampd seguidores) superior
gue a média na ItsNOON
« Eu gasto um tempo relativamente maior que outrosbres interagindo na rede

Technical Expertise
- Eu acredito ter habilidades suficientes para domitrpositivamente com a rede
- Dominar técnicas relativas a arte (desenho, fofagnaintura, etc.) é importante para
minha participagdo na ItsNOON
- Dominar técnicas relativas a informatica € impdgapara minha participacdo na
[tsNOON

Expertise on the subject

« Eu me sinto motivado quando conheco bem o assantbaimada criativa
- Alguns temas das chamadas criativas ndo sdo iséetes para mim
- Eu participo quando o assunto da chamada criating@rtante para mim

Shared Vision
« Em geral, eu compartilho da mesma visédo que os musnaka [tSNOON
+ Os membros da ItsNOON, assim como eu, tem 0 mebptvw de aprender
« Em geral, eu compartilho dos mesmos valores queensbros da ItsSNOON

Commitment
- Eu me sinto responséavel por ajudar os outros mesyda@omunidade
« Eu realmente me preocupo com o futuro da ItsNOON
«  Contribuir com meu conhecimento ajuda a ItsNOOMr#inuar existindo

Trust
« Membros da ItsNOON s&o confiaveis uns com 0s outros
« Membros da ItsNOON mantém as promessas que fazepana 0s outros
- Mesmo havendo oportunidade, eu NAO acredito quemesbros da ItsSNOON
tirariam vantagem dos outros

Norm of reciprocity
+ Eu acredito que os membros da rede me ajudariam peecisasse
« Eu contribuo com outros membros porque acreditoetpgefardo o mesmo comigo
« Contribuir com os outros me ajuda a ganhar cooperde importantes membros da
[tsNOON

Reputation
+ Quando eu participo na ItsNOON eu aumento minhatago
« Eu sinto que ao participar eu aumento meu stattsN®ON
« Contribuir na ItsNOON me ajuda a construir minhag®m
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Self-expression
« A ItsNOON me da a oportunidade de me expressarqsaoaitros
« Mostrar minhas cria¢cfes e opinides para os outeddarum sentimento de felicidade
- Ter um espaco para mostrar minhas criacées e dipidides é importante para mim

Friendship
« Contribuir com a ItsNOON me ajuda a fazer novosyasi
« Contribuir com a ItsNOON me ajuda a fortalecer tacom outros membros
« Ao contribuir com a ItsNOON eu conheco novas pessoa

Feedback
« O ponto de vista dos outros me estimula a fazetrabalho melhor
« Receber feedback dos outros membros aumenta nonifiarcga em expressar minhas
idéias
« A interacdo com outras opinides, comentarios eagl@& extremamente importante
para mim

Monetary Reasons
- A oportunidade de ganhar dinheiro na rede é imptatpara mim
« Eu participaria mais se tivesse chances de gantigrdimheiro na tsSNOON
« Eu participaria menos se os valores dos prémiodieneiro fossem reduzidos

Part Ill. Questbes gerais

a) Quantos amigos(as) vocé tem, aproximadamente,dealtsNOON? Considerar todas as
pessoas que vocé acompanha / que te acompanham

b) H& quantos meses vocé criou sua conta / seu parfiisNOON? Por favor digite o
numero de meses aproximado que vocé faz partedda re

c) Com quantas criagdes vocé ja contribuiu na redOBN? Considerar todas as criacdes
postadas

d) Por semana, quantos comentarios construtivos ieasrivocé faz a outros membros da
rede? Considerar o numero aproximado de comentéglesantes, criticas, opinides,
posts relevantes, dicas, etc.

e) Considerando o volume de feedbacks, dicas, opimda#ticas relevantes, vocé acredita
gue sua participacao na ItsNOON é:
« Muito menor que dos outros membros em geral
+ Relativamente menor que de outros membros em geral
- Na média
+ Relativamente maior que de outros membros em geral
« Muito maior que de outros membros em geral
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f) Quanto tempo (em horas) vocé gasta, em média pwarse comentando ou interagindo
com outros membros da ItsNOON? Novamente consideemtbacks, opinides, dicas e
criticas relevantes

Part IV. Dados pessoais

a) Apelido na rede (Opcional)

b) Sexo (Masculino / Feminino)
c) Cidade de residéncia

d) Faixa etaria
« Menos de 18 anos

« 18-25anos
« 26 -35anos
+ 36 -45 anos
« 46 -55 anos

« Mais de 56 anos

e) Profissédo
« Grau de escolaridade
« Ensino Fundamental
- Ensino Médio
« Ensino Superior Incompleto
« Ensino Superior Completo
« Pés-Graduacao

f) Qual a renda salarial mensal média da sua fan@l@®iderar pessoas que moram com
vVocé
- Até R$ 680,00
- De R$681,00 a R$ 1360,00
- DeR$1.361,00 a R$ 2.139,00
- De R$2.140,00 a R$ 3.400,00
- DeR$3.401,00 a R$ 6.796,00
« Acima de R$ 6.797,00

Muito obrigado pela sua participacéo!!!

Reforgamos que os dados s&o confidenciais e footetados com finalidade académica.
Obrigado!!!

Se vocé estiver interessado em receber os ressiltheksa pesquisa, deixe seu email no espaco
abaixo.
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APPENDIX V — Drawin - Results of Factorial analysisgrouping the 39 questions into 13

constructs

Drawin - Factor analysisresultsfor the 13 constructs of shared knowledge - Rotated Component M atrix

Component
Questions Factor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
| have some members of the community on a perdewel 0,691
| have the feeling of togetherness or closenegiseicommunity Cohesion | 0,781
| am a valuable and important member of the comtyuni 0,78(
I have frequent communication with other members 0,76%
| have a number of friends/followers superior thizeaverage Centrality 0,812
1 spend & lot of time interacting with some members 0,801
In general, | share the same vision with other masb 0,641
Other members, like me, have the goal to learn Shared Visior 0,83:
In general, | shere the same values with other members 0,801
| believe to have sufficient competences to conteb .
It is important to have artistical competencesdntdbute Zi;::;;ﬂ 0,82¢
It is important to have informatical competencesdatribute 0,90(
| feel motivated because | know the subjects dsetis _ 0,747
Sometimes some subjects discussed are not integdstime Iir)](pems_e otn
| participzte more when the subject interests me et 0,892
| feel responsible to help other members 0,63¢
| rea_lly care about the future of the network ) o G 0,54<
Shering my knowledge would help the community to coniinue its
operation in the future
Members are truthful in dealing with one another 0,61(
Members will keep promises they make to one another Trust 0,62¢
Members will not take advantage of others evehéfdpportunity arisgs 0,581
| trust that someone would help me if | need 0,689
| help the others because | believe they woulchéosame with me Norm qf 0,752
To contribute with others helps me to géan better cooperation trom reciprocity
important members of the community 0,554
When | participate | increase my reputation i 0,83¢
. K Reputation ad| -
| feel that when | participate | increase my status Status 0,822
To contribute in the network helps me to build mage 0,771
The network gives me the opportunity to expresssaifito others 0,54¢
Showing my knowledge and creations gives me arfgalf happiness Self- 0,83(
Having  spece to show my creations and share my opinion is imporiant | €xpression
for me 0,835
Sharing my knowledge helps me to make friends 0,64¢
Sharing my knowledge strengthens my tie with others Friendship 0,57
When | share my knowledge | meet new people 0,68(
0,473
0,765
0,545
The opportunity to earn money in this communitimgortant for me.. 0,934
1 would participate more if | had the opportunityearn more money. .| h:l:vr\]:rzrsy 0,83¢
I would perticipate less if the monetary rewards were lower... 0,84¢

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.a
a Rotation converged in 13 iterations.




90

APPENDIX VI — ItsNOON - Results of Factorial analyss grouping the 39 questions into 13

constructs

Itsnoon - Factor analysisresultsfor the 13 constructs of shared knowledge - Rotated Component M atrix

Component

I spend & lot of time interacting with some members

Questions Factor
| have some members of the community on a perdevell
| have the feeling of togetherness or closenetiseicommunity Cohesion
| am a valuable and important member of the comtyuni
| have frequent communication with other members
| have a number of friends/followers superior thizenaverage Centrality

In general, | share the same vision with other masib
Other members, like me, have the goal to learn
In general, | shere the same values with other members

Shared Visior

| believe to have sufficient competences to contgb
It is important to have artistical competencesantdbute
It is important to have informatical competencesdntribute

| feel motivated because | know the subjects disets
Sometimes some subjects discussed are not integdstime
| participzte more when the subject interests me

Technical
expertise

Expertise on
the subject

| feel responsible to help other members

| really care about the future of the network

Sharing my knowledge would help the community to continue its
operation in the future

Members are truthful in dealing with one another
Members will keep promises they make to one another

Members will not take advantage of others evehdfdpportunity arisg

| trust that someone would help me if | need

I help the others because | believe they woulchdossame with me
To conlribute with ofhers helps me to gein better cooperation trom
important members of the community

Commitment

Trust

Norm of
reciprocity

When | participate | increase my reputation
| feel that when | participate | increase my status
To contribute in the network helps me to build rage

The network gives me the opportunity to expressseif/to others
Showing my knowledge and creations gives me arfgeif happiness
Having  spece to show my creations and <hare my opinion is important
for me

Sharing my knowledge helps me to make friends
Sharing my knowledge strengthens my tie with others
When | share my knowledge | meet new people

Others’ point of view stimulates me to do a betterk

The opportunity to earn money in this communitimiportant for me..
1 would participate more if | had the opportunityetarn more money..
I would participate less if the monetary rewards were lower...

Reputation ad|
Status

Self-
expression

Friendship

Monetary
rewards

1
0,701
0,637
0,59¢
0,567

2

0,45(
0,812
0,78¢

3

0,76¢
0,452
0,674

4

0,68¢
0,86(

0,85¢
0,757

6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

0,424

0,656
0,44
0,82

0,731
0,765
0,67¢

0,445
0,72¢
0,67(
0,74¢
0,68¢
0,817

0,783
0,76:
0,77¢
0,75¢

0,565

0,500
0,82:
0,88¢
0,672

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a Rotation converged in 13 iterations.

Excluded items under 0,45




APPENDIX VII — ItsNOON - Results of the residual aralyses

Frequency

Results of Residual Analysis — ItsNOON
Dependent variable: number of annual posts

Residuals Statistics®

Minimum Maximum Mean Descig‘lion N
Predicted Value -25,0259 137,4651 | 34,6932 25,14976 88
Residual -75,57449 | 134,77893 ,00000 39,26865 88
Std. Predicted Value -2,375 4,086 ,000 1,000 88
Std. Residual -1,891 3,373 ,000 ,983 88

Normal P-P Plot of Regression
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Results of Residual Analysis — ItsNOON
Dependent variable: number of annual comments

Frequency

Residuals Statistics®

40

209

0=

Std.
Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation
Predicted Value -85,1872 | 976,9424 | 159,4483 | 189,84453 87
Residual -496,94247 | 606,66486 ,00000 | 173,19877 87
Std. Predicted Value -1,289 4,306 ,000 1,000 87
std. Residual -2,819 3,441 ,000 982 87
. Normal P-P Plot of Regression
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Frequency

Results of Residual Analysis — I[tsNOON

Dependent variable: combined posts and comments

Residuals Statistics®

Std.
Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation N
Predicted Value -31,6781 388,1369 | 72,6047 74,31353 86
Residual -174,13693 | 133,44720 ,00000 56,90549 86
Std. Predicted Value -1,403 4,246 ,000 1,000 86
Std. Residual -2,987 2,289 ,000 976 86
. Normal P-P Plot of Regression
Histogram . ;
Standardized Residual
1,00
204 [
Bl 0.5
154 -g
I~
£ 0.6
- 5]
~/ 3
&
/ o 0.4
o
bt
w
s
0,24
v T T I— T T T 0.0 T T
-3 -2 -1 1 2 3 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1,0
Regression Standardized Residual Observed Cum Prob
Scatterplot
3
- o o
] 8 o
_g 24 o
< o5
T i oo o
N ) ° o
o ® ° o
g o T °
(o)
3 S
& o %
§ - S5
a o % o
[ o
g -2
K] o
-3 o
T T T T
-2 0 2 4

Regression Standardized Predicted Value

93



APPENDIX VIII — Drawin - Results of the residual analyses

Results of Residual Analysis — Drawin
Dependent variable: number of annual posts

Residuals Statistics®

Minimum Maximum Mean Des\:giion N
Predicted Value -20,6555 122,2752 | 47,4787 32,03722 94
Residual -68,47073 | 167,59866 ,00000 40,63790 94
Std. Predicted Value -2,127 2,335 ,000 1,000 94
Std. Residual -1,648 4,035 ,000 978 94

Normal P-P Plot of Regression

Histogram . .
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Frequency

Results of Residual Analysis — Drawin
Dependent variable: number of annual comments

Residuals Statistics®

95

std.
Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation N
Predicted Value -237,7299 | 692,6143 | 228,1290 | 223,31574 93
Residual -506,06540 | 1964,17053 | ,00000 | 375,29185 93
std. Predicted Value -2,086 2,080 ,000 1,000 93
std. Residual -1,326 5,148 ,000 ,984 93
. Normal P-P Plot of Regression
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Frequency

Results of Residual Analysis — Drawin
Dependent variable: combined posts and comments

Residuals Statistics®

08

Std.
Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation N
Predicted Value -54,1777 309,6398 | 101,9462 89,24543 93
Residual -159,16412 | 653,36023 ,00000 123,93915 93
Std. Predicted Value -1,749 2,327 ,000 1,000 93
Std. Residual -1,256 5,156 ,000 978 93
! Normal P-P Plot of Regression
Histogram . :
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