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Abstract 

Gulrez Akhtar 

Social Media and Knowledge Sharing 

The Impact on Social Value Creation and Organisational Performance of UK 

Social Enterprises 

Keywords: Social Media, Social Enterprise, Knowledge Sharing, Social Value, 

Organisational Performance 

Governments and society are looking, increasingly, to specialist organisations 

such as social enterprises to address complex social problems, leading to a rise 

in their numbers. These organisations regularly access difficult to reach, 

disadvantaged and disenfranchised communities and tend to be smaller in size 

and turnover than for-profit commercial organisations and typically more resource 

limited. The growth in corporate social responsibility and individual citizenship 

has helped to redress this limitation with essential altruistic resource donations 

from these external agencies to supplement traditional sources of support.  

Social media is the obvious medium for social enterprises to acquire knowledge 

and resources to support their social agendas. Following a sequential mixed 

methods design, a model is developed to appraise the impact of the various 

contributions from social media networks on social value creation. This model is 

predicated on the extant literature, mostly on for-profit organisations, 

contextualised and a questionnaire developed to represent social 

entrepreneurship from interviews with social enterprises in the UK. Data is 

collected from two hundred and thirty-one UK based social enterprises whose 

mission is to provide social value for their target populations. The model is 

validated for factors that lead from knowledge sharing due to social media 

networking to concomitant increases in social provision by fitting to these data.  

Findings demonstrate that social media use leads to increases in social value 

creation through knowledge sharing. The novel construct of enhanced 

organisational performance is shown as seminal in enabling shared knowledge 

gained from social media to be converted into increased social value. 
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1.0 Introduction and Background to the Study 

1.1 Introduction 

This study focusses specifically on the use and impact of social media on the 

creation of social value, through knowledge sharing, by social enterprises.  It 

outlines the process by which a valid, reliable and stringent survey instrument is 

developed for evaluating the creation of social value and its relationship to the 

following constructs: Social Ties; Trust; Knowledge Sharing; Absorptive Capacity 

and; Organisational Performance.  The purpose of this instrument is to help 

measure the impact that social media technologies have on the creation of social 

value for social enterprises. 

This chapter: starts with the background to the research; clarifies the research 

problem and, discusses the reasons for conducting this research along with their 

importance. 

This chapter will: 

• Provide a background for the research 

• State the research problem, objectives and questions to be addressed by 

the thesis   

• State the research objectives  

• State the contribution that the study will make  

• Give an overview of the structure and reasoning for each of the chapters   

• Conclude by summarising the key points that have been covered 

1.2 Research Background 

Social enterprises address social problems through entrepreneurial means and 

have increased in number over recent years (Stephan et al. 2017; Temple et al. 

2017).  They are increasingly being seen as a useful mechanism to address 

societal problems such as poverty, homelessness, healthcare, and long term 

unemployment (Alvord et al. 2004).  They are particularly proficient in connecting 

with hard to reach communities that other types of organisations either cannot or 

do not access  (Hall et al. 2016).  By focusing on these social problems and using 

their income generation capabilities as a means to support this goal they have 

limited resources, especially financial,  compared with organisations that focus 



2 
 

primarily on generating profits (Dees et al. 2002; Doherty et al. 2014; Saebi et al. 

2019).  

Social enterprises are increasingly playing greater roles in the UK economy with 

471,000 social enterprises being reported to be in existence in 2017 by (Stephan 

et al. 2017), making a £60 billion contribution (Gregory et al. 2018). Saebi et al. 

(2019) refer to social entrepreneurship as a persuasive means to help those that 

are in some way under privileged.  According to Chalmers (2013), the impact of 

Government policies such as the move towards placing greater responsibility with 

local communities to address their own social problems, there is increased 

responsibility and greater onus on local communities and organisations to 

creatively work together to address problems. This is supported by Pittz and 

Intindola (2015) who also report that the increased engagement between diverse 

partners, are proving vital for tackling difficult societal problems with different 

stakeholders bringing in their own experience, knowledge and expertise to the 

process. 

Networks have embedded resources that can be accessed (Nahapiet and 

Ghoshal 1998; Adler and Kwon 2002), and by being embedded in the 

communities they serve, social enterprises can tap into these resources to help 

them with their missions (Campbell and Sacchetti 2014) and address difficult 

social problems (Shaw and Carter 2007).   

Social media, however, offers social enterprises an alternative means of 

networking.  Both society and the business environment has seen many changes 

in the last twenty years. One change that has had a significant impact is arrival 

and widespread adoption of social media technologies (Boyd and Ellison 2008), 

such as Facebook, Twitter and LinkedIn, which allow their users to connect with 

their close friends, family and, work colleagues through the use of online software 

applications.  These technologies enable users to access, not only to their close 

connections, but also to a link with a vast number of diverse users that they would 

otherwise have no chance of connecting with (Boyd and Ellison 2008).   

Social media has been defined as “virtual platforms on which people can 

synchronously or asynchronously create, share, modify or react to various forms 

of electronic content and connect with other people” (Candi et al. 2018: 731). 

According to many authors (Kiron et al. 2012; Olanrewaju et al. 2020) 
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organisations are increasingly adopting these technologies for their strategic and 

operational goals but, they have had to adjust their activities.  The technology is 

increasingly being seen to play an important future strategic role in organisations 

with current research showing that these technologies are being used for a variety 

of activities by organisations to achieve their goals including internal 

collaboration, external collaboration, sharing knowledge, promotion/marketing, 

sales, client/customer engagement (Turban et al. 2015; Leonardi and Vaast 

2017).   

Publicly available free social media platforms have established large and diverse 

user-bases with Facebook, the largest social media platform at the time of writing, 

reaching 2.3 billion users across the world (Sareah 2015).  This size and diversity 

of their user bases means that, user submitted content accumulates in volume 

and variety over time.  They act as repositories that allow users to access the 

material in the future and they support the sharing, consumption and generation 

of new content by users.  Being web-based technologies allows social media to 

cross geographical boundaries, allowing users across the world to access to 

content at any time. These factors support and users to identify and access 

relevant content and to connect with like-minded others, supporting the formation 

of heterogeneous interest groups e.g. communities of practice, at both an 

individual and an organisational level (Boyd and Ellison 2008). 

There is currently limited research available informing organisations on the 

impact these  technologies can have on their performance and how they can 

contribute towards their achievement of their strategic goals (Olanrewaju et al. 

2020).  Commercial organisations are using social media for a number activities 

including marketing and promotions, searching for information, business 

networking and crowdfunding (Olanrewaju et al. 2020).  However, even less is 

known about the use and impact of these technologies in a non-profit context, 

where research is further limited.  By focussing specifically on social enterprises, 

which prioritise their social missions ahead of their economic ones this research 

aims to address this gap.  

Increasingly there is greater responsibility being placed on organisations like 

social enterprises to address social problems with their limited resources and 

according to Chalmers (2013) these social problems require innovation, and can 

be aided through collaborative partnerships (Pittz and Intindola 2015). Chalmers 
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(2013) goes on to say that a number of factors help with social innovation 

including, increasing access to the diversity and quantity of knowledge and 

selectively linking with distant social connections for new and innovative ideas.  

These ideas may not be available from local partners but can potentially be 

adapted for local situations so that they effectively meet needs of clients. 

Knowledge is critical in helping SEs achieve their social goals such as identifying 

surplus or underused resources held by their network partners, which may be 

used to help with critical social problems e.g. improving peoples’ lives or the 

environment in some way.  We therefore need to improve our understanding of 

the role of KS on social media in a social entrepreneurial context.  By achieving 

a better understanding of this we can look to see what improvements we can 

make in the area.  By facilitating engagement between diverse users, social 

media offers organisations networking benefits, as they can connect with both 

close connections and it offers them an alternative channel to connect and 

engage with weaker connections for new ideas (Steinfield et al. 2013; Kane et al. 

2014). 

Social media also facilitates the sharing of both explicit knowledge that has been 

codified and more tacit knowledge that users hold within them that has been 

gained through work experience (McLure Wasko and Faraj 2000).  According to 

Campos-Climent et al. (2017) both knowledge sharing and absorptive capacity, 

or the ability to identify, assimilate, transform and apply that knowledge (Cohen 

and Levinthal 1990; Roberts et al. 2012),  together play important roles in creating 

social value for social enterprises. 

A few studies exist on the use of social media, knowledge sharing and the impact 

on organisational performance in for-profits (Tajudeen et al. 2018; Olanrewaju et 

al. 2020), however there is very limited study in this important  area for social 

enterprises. This leads into the gap in the current research. 

1.3 Gap in research  

Previous research has identified several areas where further studies can make a 

substantial contribution to gaps in knowledge that exist in social media use.  

Firstly there is a need for further studies to look at the reasons driving social 

media use in organisations (Olanrewaju et al. 2020).  Secondly according to 

Phillips et al. (2015) previous research has indicated the importance of resources 
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and knowledge gained through networks in the creation of social value. By 

focussing on the roles of social media to achieve this goal, this study will extend 

this by identifying the mechanisms which play a key role in the process.  Thirdly, 

there presently a gap in knowledge in the use of social media in the opportunity 

recognition process (Olanrewaju et al. 2020). 

In a study of the impact of social media on organisations, Tajudeen et al. (2018) 

focussed on the use of social media in commercial settings for marketing, 

customer relations and information searching that and its impact on internal 

organisational performance in cost reduction, customer relations and information 

accessibility.  Finally Olanrewaju et al. (2020) point out that the performance of 

organisations using social media should be investigated.  There is a need for 

research to look at different performance measures in various organisational 

forms, including social enterprise, extending performance measures beyond 

merely internal organisational impact as in the case of Tajudeen et al. (2018) to 

include external effectiveness and in the case of social enterprises this may 

include social value creation. 

1.4 Research Problem, Statement and Questions 

1.4.1 Research Problem 

Whilst social enterprises are keen to address social problems in society, their 

resource limitations such as: limited access to finances due to cash flow 

problems; difficulties in attracting external investment and; shortage of skills, 

expertise and other resources can severely hamper their abilities to do so 

(Stephan et al. 2017).  Networking offers them a means to address these 

resource constraints and widely used social media platforms offer them further, 

technology supported advantages, to assist with this (Stephan et al. 2017; Folmer 

et al. 2018).  This includes using the technology for operational activities to 

improve efficiency (Tajudeen et al. 2018; Olanrewaju et al. 2020) and the ease of 

networking and increasing their network connections.  However, little is known 

about the use of social media by social enterprises and whether it impacts on 

their social value creation ability. This research aims to address this significant 

gap in the literature, with a view to helping stakeholders in this area gain useful 

knowledge which will help in addressing social problems. 
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1.4.2 Research Statement 

The aim of this study is to develop a measurement tool that is valid, reliable and 

parsimonious for the evaluation of social value (SV) created through social media 

(SM) by UK based social enterprises (SEs) via knowledge sharing (KS), 

absorptive capacity (AC) and enhanced organisational performance (EOP). 

1.4.3 Research Questions 

The research question to be addressed by this study is:  

“Does the use of Social Media by Social Enterprises lead to an increase in 

the creation of Social Value?” 

The above research question was broken down into the following sub-questions 

• What constructs are relevant for the creation of social value for social 

enterprises on social media? 

• How should the constructs be measured? 

• What is the influence of the constructs identified: social ties; trust; 

knowledge sharing; absorptive capacity and; enhanced organisational 

performance on the creation of social value, for social enterprises using 

social media? 

1.5 Research Design 

To address the overall research question and the sub-questions in this research, 

a two-phase approach was adopted.  The objectives for each phase are 

explained below:  

The objectives for the first phase were as follows:  

1 – Identify relevant constructs that lead to the creation of value by organisations 

using social media, from the extant literature.   

2 - Confirm the constructs, identified in the literature, are also valid in the context 

of SEs through the use semi-structured interviews. 

3 – Identify the relationships between the constructs, confirmed in objective two, 

using the extant literature.  
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4 – Establish a putative theoretical model, by using the confirmed constructs and 

relationships between those constructs identified in the literature. 

The objectives of the second phase of the study were as follows:  

5 – Develop measurement scales for each construct in the model, suitable for 

use with social media and for social enterprises.   

6 – Using structural equation modelling, test the putative theoretical model.  

Firstly, test whether the measurement items for each construct are valid and 

secondly to test whether the relationships between the constructs are valid. 

1.6 Methodology 

The study adopted a two-phase approach to address the research questions.   

1.6.1 Phase 1 

After carrying out a literature review, which included literature which typically 

focusses on large organisations and SMEs, the constructs relevant for value 

creation through social media for organisations were identified.  

This addressed the first objective of the study.  This study then collected primary 

data using a sequential, two phase, qualitative-Quantitative mixed method 

research design to achieve the remaining research objectives that had been set.  

To address the second objective which involved confirming that the constructs 

identified from the literature review, were also present in social enterprises, semi 

structured interviews were used.  These were used to collect primary data from 

informants in social enterprises, who were knowledgeable about their social 

enterprises use of social media, its organisational processes, products, services 

and its performance.  A total of thirteen semi-structured, telephone interviews 

were undertaken with these participants, averaging around 25 minutes in duration 

and recorded for subsequent transcription.   

These semi-structured interviews were then analysed using a quantitative 

technique, specifically content analysis, to identify the frequency in which words, 

phrases occurred.  This process was supported using the NVIVO version 12 

software which was used to import the transcriptions, create the codes, link 

identified, relevant text to these codes from the transcribed interviews and to keep 

easily keep a tally.  As this stage was confirmatory, the aim was to establish 

whether the constructs identified in the literature for mainstream organisations 
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were also pertinent for social enterprises.  The categories used for this process 

were pre-defined, based on the constructs and dimensions identified in the 

literature. The second objective was achieved by confirming that the constructs, 

identified in the extant literature, were also relevant for social enterprises.  The 

third objective was to identify the relationships between the constructs.  This was 

also achieved by referring to the extant literature.  It was assumed that the 

relationships that existed in the literature for mainstream organisations, would 

also hold true for the use of social media by social enterprises.  

Once support for the constructs and their inter-relationships had been 

established, a putative theoretical model, with measurement scales was 

developed along with hypotheses.  This achieved the study’s fourth objective.  

These hypotheses were tested later, in the second phase of the study.  This 

completed phase one of the study and produced an output, the putative, 

theoretical model, which was a requirement before phase two, of this sequential, 

mixed method study, could begin.  The second phase of the study used the 

putative theoretical model, from the first phase. 

1.6.2 Phase 2 

The fifth objective of the study was achieved by adapting scales from the extant 

literature for the following constructs: Ties, Trust, Knowledge Sharing, Absorptive 

Capacity and Improved Social Value Creation.  These scales were contextualised 

for use with social media and for social enterprises. Finally, scales for 

Organisational Performance and Social Values Creation were developed using 

extant literature and interviews to support the items for inclusion in the instrument.  

This instrument was used to collect data from 231 UK based social enterprises 

that met the inclusion criteria from the study. 

To address the sixth objective of the study, structural equation modelling 

techniques with the SMART-PLS software to fit the data to the putative theoretical 

model. This involved testing the measurement items for all of the constructs and 

the relationships between the constructs to see if they were valid. 

1.7 Research Contribution 

The purpose of the research is to introduce and validate a model for the 

conversion of social media generated knowledge and to demonstrate that this 

typically leads to an increase in social value creation for SEs. 
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By achieving this goal, this study will make a number of contributions.  The model 

developed and used in this study will be empirically tested for the first time.  It will 

be specifically designed for social enterprises, although potentially could be used 

by other forms of organisation, with adjustment for context.  Another contribution 

of the study is the development of a new construct labelled “Enhanced 

Organisational Performance” which is specific for the social enterprise context.  

Measures for this concept will be novel allowing social enterprises to have a tool, 

specifically tailored for to use in evaluating the effect of their social media usage 

on the creation of social value. 

1.7.1 Practical contribution 

One key practical contribution will be to enhance the understanding of social 

media use by social enterprises for practitioners.  By gaining a better 

understanding of this through a validated instrument, the use of social media by 

social enterprises for the creation of social value can be evaluated and improved 

which can potentially assist organisations facing resources constraints to 

overcome them.  Practitioners can focus on the improving areas of weakness 

identified through this measurement tool to improve their social value creation. 

1.7.2 Academic contribution 

This work will contribute to academic literature and knowledge in the following 

areas 

• By focussing on social enterprises, the outputs from this study will 

contribute to enriching this literature stream 

• A contribution will be made to literature on social media and the use of 

these technologies for the creation of a very specific context i.e. social 

value creation 

• A contribution will be made to literature on online knowledge sharing, 

specifically for social value creation 

• There will be a contribution to understanding organisational performance 

and how this is related to the creation of social value in the context of social 

media. 
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1.8 Thesis Structure 

Chapter 2 will review the literature on the key constructs within the focus of this 

research.  This chapter will bring together literature from several disciplines and 

clarify and contextualise the constructs and definitions to be used in the thesis.  

These constructs include: Social Enterprise; Social Media; Knowledge Sharing; 

Absorptive Capacity; Enhanced Organisational Performance and Social Value 

Creation.  Chapter 3 will discuss the overall research methodology followed by 

the research and the minor qualitative component of the study.  A discussion on 

the qualitative research findings will be done in Chapter 4 and will finish by 

presenting the confirmed constructs.  The findings from Chapter 4 will be used in 

Chapter 5 to present the final, putative, theoretical model with the confirmed 

constructs and relationships. The quantitative methodology used for this study 

will be covered in Chapter 6. Chapter 7 will then present the quantitative results 

and findings.  Chapter 8 will then provide a discussion of the findings, limitations 

of the study along with future research possibilities finishing with a conclusion. 

1.9 Summary 

In this chapter, the aims and objectives of the research have been presented.  

The chapter provided a background and contextual setting for the research and 

then articulated the research problem that was to be addressed, along with the 

gap in the academic literature where a contribution was to be made.  Following 

on from this the chapter outlined and justified the two-phase research design that 

was to be adopted in the study to address the stated problem and outlined the 

methodological approach to be adopted.  Each phase and stage of the 

methodology was outlined stating how they would address the overall research 

objectives. This led to the identification of the research contribution and finally the 

chapter finished with an outline of the thesis structure. 
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2.0 Literature Review  

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter will begin with a literature review on social enterprises and social 

media, which will provide a contextual background for the study.  After this has 

been completed, the chapter will review the existing literature on Ties, Trust, 

Knowledge Sharing Absorptive Capacity, Enhanced organisational Performance 

and, Social Value Creation.  This chapter aims to set the background for the 

research by understanding how the constructs fit in with the study. 

The chapter will initially review two background subjects to establish the context 

in which the study is to be set, it will then go on to review five constructs for the 

model developed for this study.  The two subject areas are social enterprises and 

social media, both of which have received considerable academic and 

practitioner interest over the last few years (Phillips et al. 2015; Saebi et al. 2019).   

Firstly, this section will focus on Social Enterprises (SEs), examining the debate 

around the different definitions, their distinguishing characteristics, their 

background and growth in the economy, their critical role in the business 

environment, and their operational and strategic use of networks.  The second 

concept relating to the context for this study is social media, its technologies and 

their definition and why they are different from other technologies; their popularity, 

use and impact on society; their impact and use in organisational setting, as well 

as their benefits for social enterprises. 

After reviewing the literature on social enterprises and social media to establish 

the background for the study, the chapter will shift its focus to the five remaining 

concepts to be studied within this context. Although these will be defined with 

greater specificity later on, they can still be identified here to help set the scene. 

These five concepts are: Ties and Trust, both of which are constructs related to 

social capital; Knowledge Sharing; Absorptive Capacity; Enhanced 

Organisational Performance and; Social Value Creation.  Each of the concepts 

will be discussed in a separate section within this chapter.
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Section 1 – Background Concepts 

2.2 Social Enterprises 

This section will present the review of the literature on social enterprises.  The 

key points are that social enterprises have different and varied definitions; are 

seen as business models that can be used to address social problems and do 

business ethically and are therefore to be encouraged; are anticipated to grow in 

the business environment; have resource constraints and barriers impacting their 

ability to achieve their missions; can utilise their social networks to overcome the 

barriers. 

2.2.1 Definitions 

The concept of social enterprise is diverse and complex with many different 

perspectives and includes many different types of organisations (Ridley-Duff and 

Bull 2019).  Although social enterprises are arguably not a new phenomenon, 

over the past two decades their conceptualisation has been attracting more 

academic attention (Saebi et al. 2019).  Saebi et al. (2019: 70) define social 

enterprises as “Organisations that use business logic in a novel and 

entrepreneurial way to improve the situation of segments of the population that 

are excluded, marginalised, or suffering and are themselves not capable of 

changing this situation” 

Social enterprises primarily focus on social missions, generating income to 

support these through entrepreneurial endeavours by adopting market-based 

approaches, often alongside support gained through grants, donations and 

through bricolage.  Income is re-invested into the organisation and used to 

maintain financially stability (Dees et al. 2002; Short et al. 2009; Dacin et al. 2011; 

Doherty et al. 2014; Saebi et al. 2019). 

Although many organisations fall under the heading of social enterprise, they are 

diverse in many respects (Ridley-Duff and Bull 2015). In fact, social enterprises 

have evolved differently in different geographical regions influenced by different 

environmental factors and evolutionary paths, resulting in many differences 

including diversity in legal forms and regional nuances (Ridley-Duff and Bull 

2015). Social enterprises are also varied in size, are positioned in different 

sectors, address different types of social problems etc., and they have different 

business models and approaches to addressing diverse types of social issues 

(Ridley-Duff and Bull 2015).   
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This diversity has played a key role in ensuring that there is no consensus on the 

definition of social enterprise.  Saebi et al. (2019) suggest that the definitional 

debate has not progressed since 2011 and agree with others (Hirsch and Levin 

1999; Choi and Majumdar 2014) that the term social entrepreneurship is a 

multidimensional concept consisting of different permutations of and inter-

relations with the following sub-concepts: social innovation; the social 

entrepreneur; the social entrepreneurship organization; market orientation; and 

social value creation with the interrelationships between these elements adding 

to the complexity (Choi and Majumdar 2014).   

A practical definition for social enterprises, offered by the UK Government is an 

organisation, “with primarily social objectives whose surpluses are principally 

reinvested for that purpose in the business or in the community, rather than being 

driven by the need to maximise profit for shareholders and owners" (Stephan et 

al. 2017: 14).  Stephan et al. (2017) also point out that this definition relates to 

the purpose of the organisation and not to the legal form of the organisation.   

This is a definition closely related to the definition used by Social Enterprise UK, 

a leading organisation in the area of social enterprise networking, who define 

social enterprises as organisations that have primarily a social or environmental 

mission and direct surpluses towards that mission, are independent of 

Government and earn income by buying and selling goods and services (Gregory 

et al. 2018).   

One point of agreement amongst researchers is that social enterprises create 

social value (de Bruin et al. 2017) as their primary mission.  Others point to the 

nature of their hybrid missions, including the primacy of their social missions 

supported by an economic mission for sustainability rather than profit 

maximisation (Ridley-Duff and Bull 2011; Doherty et al. 2014; Stevens et al. 

2015). They also tend to operate in markets that have failed in some way and 

where other forms of enterprise tend not to enter (Ridley-Duff and Bull 2019), and 

have multiple stake holders and multiple resource streams (Evers 2001; Myers 

and Nelson 2010; Ridley-Duff and Bull 2019).  Because of their tendency to 

prioritise their social missions ahead of maximising profits, social enterprises tend 

to encounter more resource constraints than commercial counterparts and 

consequently have fewer resources to put back into their pursuit of creating social 

value (Stephan et al. 2017). 
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There also appears to be consensus of the definitions that focus on a couple of 

key areas, namely that these organisations primarily create social value, 

generate income through entrepreneurial means and re-invest the income to 

address their social mission rather than maximise profits for private or 

shareholder gains. 

Social problems are often complex and often require engagement between 

multiple stakeholders and are difficult to address by social enterprises alone who 

require access to skills and knowledge that they possess in their respective areas 

(Chalmers 2013).   

Social enterprises tend to operate in failed markets or failed public services, whilst 

using legitimacy from being embedded in local communities, to reach target 

communities (Dart 2004; Ridley-Duff and Bull 2019).  They often use innovative 

operating models, ownership structures and operate in diverse industry sectors 

and democratic organisations, conducting operations in sustainable and ethically 

acceptable ways whilst reinvesting surpluses into achieving their social missions 

(Seelos and Mair 2005). 

Social enterprises (SEs) are driven by social entrepreneurs who combine their 

entrepreneurial talents with their desire to address social problems for the benefit 

of society through these organisational forms.  They can be legally registered as 

SEs or as a different organisational form but effectively operate as SEs, by 

focusing primarily on social objectives and re-investing surpluses for this purpose 

(Zahra et al. 2009; Granados et al. 2011; Stevens et al. 2015).  Social 

entrepreneurship can be seen as the actual activity (Granados et al. 2011) or a 

process (Bacq and Janssen 2011) undertaken by individuals or organisations that 

creates social value (Granados et al. 2011).  Stevens et al. (2015: 1053) define 

social entrepreneurship as “entrepreneurship with an embedded purpose, 

sustainable through trading and not limited to a particular organisational form”.  It 

is a process which leads to  “SE creates novel business models, organizational 

structures, and strategies for brokering between very limited and disparate 

resources to create social value” (Seelos and Mair 2005: 244). 

2.2.2 Social Enterprise Typologies 

Formal typologies and categorisations of social enterprises continue to be 

introduced as new research is carried out and reported. These studies adopt 

different perspectives to characterise the various organisational types. For 
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example, according to Alter (2007), the diversity of enterprise business models 

can be used to differentiate social enterprises.  The author argues that at the one 

extreme are those who focus entirely on social value creation whilst at the other 

extreme are those enterprises who focus on economic value creation, with others 

adopting various combinations of these along a continuum. By focusing, 

predominantly, on social more than economic value creation, social enterprises 

are positioned between these two extremes, albeit closer to the social side.  Alter 

also identifies four types of hybrid social organisations: non-profit with income 

generating capabilities; social enterprise whose mission is geared towards social 

purpose yet adopt an entrepreneurial approach and have social ownership; 

socially responsible businesses and; corporations practicing social responsibility.  

Alter further argues that social enterprises tend not to fit easily into distinct, well-

defined, categories and are intrinsically diverse in nature. 

Alternatively, Defourny and Nyssens (2017) argue that most social enterprises 

fall into four key categories and that these can help to explain the diversity of 

social enterprise missions. They identify entrepreneurial non-profits, namely, 

non-profits with any type of earned income through entrepreneurial activities, as 

their first category.  They also identify social cooperatives who are member 

owned and governed through democratic means as another distinct category of 

SEs.  The third category they identify are those organisations who pursue 

business activities that have a social goal; they label these: social businesses. 

Finally, they identify privately owned social enterprises who deliver public 

services to improve efficiency and effectiveness, as the fourth category for SE. 

These organisations do, however, still have some level of accountability to public 

sector organisations e.g. through regulations.   

More recently,  Ridley-Duff and Bull (2019) argue that moral choices need to be 

made when forming a social enterprise and that consideration must be given to 

how they acquire and organise resources to meet their social and economic 

goals, and whom the key beneficiaries are. As a consequence, they were able to 

group SEs into various categories, such as: Community interest groups, 

cooperative societies, mutual societies amongst other types, based on the SE’s 

distinct ethical approach. 

This study does not use an approach based on a typography but rather focuses, 

exclusively, on UK based organisations who self-declare themselves to be a 

Social Enterprise, are registered as a not-for-profit, and whose primary stated 
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objective is for creating social value. No particular type was sought so that the 

study findings have greater external validity and can be readily generalised to 

those SEs who satisfy these very broad restrictions.    

However, the organisational typology proposed by Miles and Snow (1978) was 

used for post hoc analyses, to see if this had any bearing on the proposed model 

for increased social value creation. This typology proposes four distinct 

categories of organisation:   

Firstly, there are defenders who operate with established and steady product 

lines in stablished markets. They tend not to make many adjustments in their 

operations and are typically bureaucratic, with a ridged hierarchical 

organisational structure.   

Secondly, there are prospectors who search for new markets and products, are 

innovative and efficient in their operational activities, and are pioneers.  

The third category are analysers. These organisations tend to have more agile 

organisational structures, such as a matrix structure. They are very efficient in 

their operations and operate in both stable and dynamic product and market 

environments. 

The final category are reactors who are organisations that do not have the 

strategic capability to adapt to the uncertain environmental conditions in which 

they operate and are indecisive in their actions. 

2.2.2 Hybrid Missions of Social Enterprises  

The hybrid nature of the mission, is important to the success of social enterprises 

(Smith et al. 2012).  Operating with multiple missions can be problematic, for 

instance creating social value and generating economic returns can be hard to 

reconcile and inevitably lead to some type of compromise to one side or the other, 

over time (Austin et al. 2006). Mission drift occurs when an SE becomes too 

commercially or too socially focussed, and this can negatively impact on how 

stakeholders (investors, volunteers, employees, target groups, the general 

public) view a social enterprise (Smith et al. 2012). An awareness of the impact 

of diverse and contested interests and activities in the organisation (Mair and 

Martí 2006) on their missions is important.  Having hybrid missions may also 

result in potential ambiguity in decision making.  For instance, an organisation 

focussed only on profit maximisation, has this as a single reference point in their 
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missions, which can be used to clearly prioritise every activity they undertake 

(Evers 2001; Doherty et al. 2014).  Hybrid missions, therefore, require careful 

monitoring to ensure that the right balance is maintained and the benefits that 

each aspect of the mission affords, are at least maintained.  

2.2.3 Political Influences Affecting Social Enterprises 

Ridley-Duff and Bull (2011: , p101) discuss a number of ways in which political 

influences impact social enterprises.  One view is that SEs have been used as a 

mechanism for Government to push public sector reform and make previously 

funded bodies, for instance NHS departments, economically self-sustainable by 

changing them into social enterprises with a longer term agenda of privatising 

these organisations.  Ridley-Duff and Bull (2011) point out that resistance to this 

privatisation can come from stakeholders (e.g. employees) within institutions and 

can result in employee buyout/takeover leading to a social enterprise operating 

model.  Social entrepreneurship is also seen by some as a viable alternative 

paradigm to what may be perceived as the negative aspects of 

capitalism/globalisation e.g. disaster capitalism (Ridley-Duff and Bull 2011: , 

p41), where organisations look to economically exploit the misfortune or disasters 

(such as natural disasters or man-made) encountered by groups or geographical 

areas.  These factors play a role in the numbers of social enterprises in the 

business environment adding to the need to further research into this form of 

organisation. 

2.2.4 Categorising Social Enterprises  

The following demonstrate a variety of views on how SEs can be categorised, 

adding to the debate on their diverse nature.  According to Ridley-Duff and Bull 

(2011) there a two major views on sectoral positioning of SEs. One perspective 

is social enterprises are positioned within the third sector and an alternative view 

positions social enterprises at the intersecting points between all three business 

sectors. Pirson (2012) categorises social enterprises in to three types of models. 

The external social enterprise model is where the business operations are 

completely separated from social activities; the integrated social enterprise model 

is where the business operations and social operations crossover to a certain 

extent but are still distinct from each other; and finally the embedded model of 

social enterprise where business and social operations are one and the same.  
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Peredo and McLean (2006) categorise enterprises along a spectrum.  

Organisations at one extreme of this spectrum have exclusively social goals and 

no commercial activities and are ‘pure’ social enterprises. The other extreme is 

where the organisations have social missions that are subordinate to other 

aspects of the mission such as on profit-making and are not classified as social 

enterprises.  In between are organisations that have primarily social goals with 

commercial goals being sub-ordinate, followed by social organisations with 

primarily social goals with a strong focus on commercial activities.  

The legal status of an organisation affects the benefits each of its different 

stakeholders (which include investors, target groups, volunteers, employees etc.) 

can gain from it e.g. the amount of return investors can legally receive (Ridley-

Duff and Bull 2011), and the selection of the legal form can depend on 

environmental factors for instance social, political and economic settings 

(amongst other things) that an enterprise finds itself in (Ridley-Duff and Bull 

2011).  Within their legal status, social enterprises have a certain amount of 

flexibility and their mission priorities can change over time.  An example may be 

when faced with financial difficulties that potentially threatening survival, the 

strategic orientation may shift from an emphasis on social value creation to 

generating income for survival (Seanor et al. 2007). Enterprises that are not 

legally social enterprises may still be functioning as social enterprises, if their 

primary objective is to create social value (Ridley-Duff and Bull 2011).   

2.2.5 Growth of Social Enterprises 

There has been an effort to push social enterprises, by many stakeholders e.g. 

policy makers, The British Council, Social Enterprise UK etc. as a better and 

viable way of doing business and addressing many of the societal problems that 

exist.  For instance Gregory et al. (2018) identify different ways in which Social 

Enterprise UK, a networking organisation based in the UK are promoting social 

enterprises to encourage growth in the sector and attract more investment from 

the public and private sectors by attracting talented people to the sector; raising 

public awareness of social enterprises; promoting the good work that social 

enterprises do; investing in and encouraging partners and joint ventures to 

promote small social enterprises; sharing expertise and knowledge through 

networks for the benefit of SEs.  According to Stephan et al. (2017) social 

enterprises are outperforming small to medium sized organisations in many 
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areas, including predicted growth within the organisation. Temple et al. (2017) 

reported that social enterprises are performing favourably against other types of 

business such as small to medium sized organisations (SMEs) in many criteria, 

for instance, 50% of social enterprises had introduced a new product or service 

in the last year compared with33% of SMEs and in terms of turnover, in the 

following 12 months 58% of SEs anticipated increased turnover compared with 

40% of SMEs. 

Stephan et al. (2017)  also reported that the UK Government has a policy to grow 

the number of social enterprises in the business environment highlighting the 

increasing prevalence of social enterprises in the near future. According to 

Ridley-Duff and Bull (2019: 41) organisations that fall under the social enterprise 

umbrella have “continued to grow in number, size and membership”. In 2017, the 

UK had an estimated 471,000  social enterprises employing 1.44 million people 

(Stephan et al. 2017) and in 2018, SEs contributed £60 billion to the UK GDP 

Gregory et al. (2018).   Further research into SEs can potentially help understand 

these organisations better and facilitate a societal shift from a position where 

social enterprises are a peripheral organisational form to a more mainstream one 

(Mueller et al. 2011).  Although the is this push to increase social enterprises they 

have resource constraints (Stephan et al. 2017), however resources that are 

embedded in their networks can be accessed in order to overcome these 

limitations (Campbell and Sacchetti 2014). 

2.2.6 Social Entrepreneurs and Networks 

Zahra et al. (2009: 523 ) identify three categories of social entrepreneurs each 

with different characteristics. Each of the types appear to be general but there is 

some crossover in terms of certain aspects of their characteristics.  Social 

bricoleurs address relatively small-scale local issues to which they are close and 

can respond quickly, they are embedded in local networks, with a good 

knowledge of the problems they face. Social constructionists address problems 

that are on a local to intermediate scale and are more institutionalised, they 

address ongoing social issues usually market failures, gaps in services for 

disadvantaged communities and focus on business models and solutions that 

can be scaled to address issues at a higher level than merely local issues, for 

instance, access to clean water for particular communities. Social engineers 

address very large-scale issues at national or international levels, seeking to 
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address underlying problems inherent within existing social structures or 

systems, by pursuing radical change.  Each of these three types of social 

entrepreneur identify and address different signals from the environment, through 

their networks, resulting in different types of opportunities (Zahra et al. 2009).    

Social enterprises may suffer from mission drift and may for other reasons such 

as the loss of key personal e.g. if a social enterprise loses a key individual, such 

as a founder, along with his/her network of contacts that may have been used to 

access resources, there may be a subsequent period where the mission drifts 

away from the original position.  Myers and Nelson (2010) review a case where 

this scenario would be highly likely.   

2.2.7 Social Enterprises and Goodwill 

By primarily focusing on social value creation social enterprises, unlike their 

commercial counterparts, cannot focus all their efforts on maximising profits.  

According to Folmer et al. (2018) this means that they generate less financial 

resources for their social missions and are likely to be less attractive to traditional 

investors, interested in the highest rate of return, compared with  for profit 

counterparts (Folmer et al. 2018).    Their hybrid nature combining social with 

commercial missions also means that many investors often do not fully 

understand social enterprises as easily as  for profit organisations and social 

enterprises often look at the network associations to draw on legitimacy (Folmer 

et al. 2018).   

According to Temple et al. (2017) social enterprises face a number of problems. 

These include finance and cash flow, a high demand for working capital and 

investment to address the challenges in a difficult business environment and 

accessing grant funding and loans. Other challenges are demand for products 

and services, pressures on time, problems hiring staff, lack of access to skills, 

access to and costs of premises, and a lack of public and potential stakeholder 

awareness of social enterprises.  Many of these issues also effect small to 

medium sized organisations. 

SEs can look to the goodwill embedded in their networks, referred to as social 

capital, to help them overcome these problems (Adler and Kwon 2002). This 

serves as a mechanism to help them access network embedded resources, 

which can be both tangible and intangible resources (Folmer et al. 2018) and can 

include financial support, access to plant, land, labour, knowledge etc.  
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2.2.8 Social Entrepreneurs and Networks 

Networking has been identified by many authors as a vital tool for organisations 

to access resources for operational and strategic goals (Inkpen and Tsang 2005; 

Ozgen and Baron 2007; Folmer et al. 2018).  In a social entrepreneurial context 

Ridley-Duff and Bull (2015) refer to benefits to social enterprises of social 

networking published by the UK Government. These include sharing knowledge, 

experience and good practice; gaining assistance with funding related issues; 

getting support and encouragement; building network connections; gaining wider 

support for the organisation; and building an understanding and knowledge of 

social issues amongst other things.  This list of benefits from social networking is 

consistent with the list of problems experienced by social enterprises Temple et 

al. (2017).   There are also several uses of networks for SEs which vary 

depending on the development phase of the organisation noting that they rely 

more heavily on intangible resources than commercial organisations, including 

legitimacy, start-up and growth phases, advanced knowledge and new markets 

from partners to help with innovation to meet social needs. 

2.2.9 Operationalising the SE Construct 

Although operationalisation of the social enterprise construct is varied across 

different research studies, and the definitional debate continues, there remain 

common factors that can be drawn from the literature and can be used  in this 

study (Saebi et al. 2019). Specifically, social enterprises will be operationalised 

as dual-purpose UK based organisations that primarily focus on social value 

creation generating income to support this goal and are classed as either for-

profit or not for profit. 

2.2.10 Summary of Background concepts 

This chapter has reviewed pertinent literature on each of the concepts that are 

used in this study.  Although social enterprises are diverse as organisations, they 

tend to re-invest profits into their primary mission of social value creation.  As 

their emphasis is not on maximising profits, they tend to face resource limitations, 

which restrict their ability to create social value. Networks offer them a means to 

access resources and one of the key resources is knowledge which they can use 

to make improvements and access both tangible resources in the form of 

manpower (such as skills, experience, expertise) as well as other types of 
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resources in the pursuit of the strategic objectives.  Social enterprises are 

excellent networkers and have traditionally been reliant on face-to-face networks 

to tap into goodwill from their connections, however social media offers an 

alternative form of networking along with many additional benefits.  These 

technologies, with a multitude of features, allow social enterprises to acquire both 

explicit and tacit knowledge through online engagement.  As an organisational 

form, social enterprises are on the increase and research into networking in this 

context will be of benefit to them.  They enable local communities to can take 

responsibility, form partnerships with interested stakeholders and adopt a 

democratic approach to address social deprivation and other social and 

environmental issues themselves. 
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2.3 Social Media 

This section will review literature on social media to provide a definition of the 

concept, review the background to the phenomena and highlight the differences 

between social media and previous technologies. It will also examine how 

organisations are using social media technologies, its use for knowledge sharing 

and its role in social enterprise settings  

2.3.1 Definition 

Using definitions from the literature Kaplan and Haenlein (2010); Kietzmann et 

al. (2011) and; Majchrzak et al. (2013), social media is defined as “virtual 

platforms on which people can synchronously or asynchronously create, share, 

modify or react to various forms of electronic content and connect with other 

people” (Candi et al. 2018: 731). 

Social media allows users to create profiles on platforms (like Facebook, LinkedIn 

and Twitter) which then allow them to engage with other users, including 

facilitating the generation and sharing of content with each other.  These 

technologies also allow users to make their own network connections publicly 

visible.  This allows other users to navigate around their profiles, content and 

interests, helping them gain a better understanding of a users' personal and 

professional interests (Boyd and Ellison 2008; Kane et al. 2014; Turban et al. 

2015). 

By using information submitted to the platform such as profile information and 

contributions made, users can identify and connect with homogeneous groups 

that have similar interests, for instance organisations and individuals that have 

an interest in, or are active in the social sector (Boyd and Ellison 2008).  

Heterogenous connections with others can be made on social media.  These are 

connections between users with dissimilar interests and are useful to share 

knowledge that is novel in some way (Boyd and Ellison 2008). 

However, social media platforms are increasingly becoming integrated, so that 

users with a presence on several platforms can manage their overall presence in 

a more convenient way, both through platforms developing their integration 

capabilities and by third party companies introducing applications to enable this 

kind of management (Kane et al. 2014).  According to Paul and Holt (2019) an 

important part of having a social media presence is the regular generation and 
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posting of varied content, which can be helped by using third party social media 

dashboard, such as Hootsuite (Killian and McManus 2015).  These software 

applications not only help with scheduling but also other aspects of management, 

for instance by offering dashboards to control and manage content across 

supported social media platforms.  According to Killian and McManus (2015) 

organisations tend to classify social media platforms into client relationship 

management applications, news sharing platforms, platforms used for innovation, 

and finally those that are used for entertainment.  Each application has a different 

purpose, but all can be used to engage with stakeholders for the purposes of 

knowledge sharing which is assisted by the improved integration and 

management. 

2.3.2 Types of Social Media 

Social media is a broad term and includes technologies such as blogging, social 

tagging tools, microblogging, wikis, discussion forums, video sharing sites, social 

networking sites.  Many organisations are adopting these different technologies 

(Bughin et al. 2009; Turban et al. 2011; Almeida 2012; Saldanha and Krishnan 

2012; Leonardi and Vaast 2017).   

Publicly available social media platforms which offer these features and services 

and include technology giants such as Facebook; Twitter; LinkedIn; YouTube etc. 

Each of these platforms is associated with a specific purpose, for instance 

YouTube is video sharing site, but they also share common features such as the 

ability to post comments, submit ‘likes’ or ‘share’ content with other users. 

Organisations are increasingly gaining a presence on Facebook, LinkedIn and 

Twitter (Candi et al. 2018) as a fundamental part of their marketing/promotional 

strategy, but additionally they are using other social media platforms such as 

YouTube for video sharing and Instagram for sharing videos and images.   

Classifying social media, to better understand its nuances, is difficult as they are 

broad range of technologies that are constantly changing, and the same 

technologies can be used differently dependant on the users’ objectives 

(Schlagwein and Hu 2017).  However, social media technologies have been 

classified based on the following criteria including, technological features, e.g. 

how rich the technology is where different technological features can be used for 

the same organisational objectives; an affordances perspective which matches 

the features of the technology with the requirements of the user; and “use types” 
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or the business purpose for which the technology is being used, for example 

knowledge sharing, innovation, training, information dissemination etc 

(Schlagwein and Hu 2017). 

As the study focusses on of social media platforms for knowledge sharing as a 

whole and not on a specific platform, the most appropriate approach to adopt is 

the “use type” perspective.  That is the use of social media platforms for 

knowledge sharing. 

2.3.3 Social Media use in Organisations 

Social media is increasingly being seen to play an important future strategic role 

in organisations (Kiron et al. 2012; Leonardi and Vaast 2017). Organisations are 

currently using social media for a variety of  activities to achieve their goals 

including broadcasting information,  engaging in dialogue for internal and external 

collaboration; sharing  and managing knowledge; innovation; 

promotion/marketing; sales, client/customer engagement and sociability (Di 

Gangi et al. 2010; Leonardi and Vaast 2017; Schlagwein and Hu 2017).  Indeed, 

Schlagwein and Hu (2017) have categorised the types of social media use of by 

organisations according to their internal and external use. In the case of internal 

social media platform use, these are hosted by the organisation and are 

accessible by the organisations members and are used mainly for internal 

communication and knowledge management. The external social media 

platforms are accessible to members outside the organisation and can be used 

by the organisation to gain market knowledge, participate in networks, customer 

relationship management, marketing, promotion and sale of products and 

services.  In organisational settings social media platforms facilitate information 

and knowledge sharing across organisational boundaries (Fuchs and Schreier 

2011).  Organisations may adopt both approaches. 
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Figure 1: Current use of most popular social media platforms  

(Statistica.com, 2019) 

Figure 1 highlights the magnitude of the network by numbers of active users that 

organisations can potentially access to further their objectives on a single 

platform alone and therefore potential importance for organisations.  If companies 

fail to engage their stakeholders on these platforms, they fail to harness the 

potential capabilities that social media offers them (Culnan et al. 2010).  

Organisational adoption of these technologies is encouraged as younger 

generations move into the workforce, bringing with them familiarity with the 

technology and a willingness to adopt them in work environments to achieve their 

objectives (Gagliardi 2011). According to Hootsuite (hootsuite.com 2019) eighty 

million pages currently exist from small and medium sized companies a figure 

anticipated to rise in the near future. 

Furthermore, these social media technologies are a potential resource for 

resource-constrained organisations to make improvements by sharing 

knowledge, by connecting with customers, promoting their organisations, gaining 

customer engagement to innovation products and services, and gaining new 

knowledge that they can use for innovation (Candi et al. 2018).  Indeed, with poor 

cash flow and limited financial investment faced by social enterprises (Temple et 
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al. 2017), social media now offers an alternative means to access financial 

resources such as crowdsourcing (Bruton et al. 2015). 

The advantages offered by social media are not restricted to the numbers of users 

that organisations can access.  Social media also offer an alternative low cost 

channel to connect and maintain relations with stakeholders in existing offline 

networks, which includes keeping weak ties active instead of going dormant 

(Boyd and Ellison 2008; Kane et al. 2014).  They also offer users a mechanism 

to connect with others that they don’t have, and would be highly unlikely to have, 

offline because of differences in time zones or geographical locations etc. 

(Ramanathan and Dreiling 2013; Kane et al. 2014).  

2.3.4 Why is Social Media Different from Other Technologies? 

Unlike past technologies used by organisations, such as email, which were a one-

way asynchronous communication, social media  technologies offer a 

decentralised networking, synchronous tools that allow  users to link with 

contacts, to create, share, distribute their own content and then engage in further 

knowledge creation by interacting with others in dialogue around that content 

(Hinton and Hjorth 2013; Khan 2013; Turban et al. 2015).  

Social media allows users to be producers of content using affordable 

technologies, such as smart phones and tablets, that are common place and easy 

to use, rather than mere consumers of content created centrally by a single 

source, as with traditional media such as television and radio (Hinton and Hjorth 

2013).  These technologies are having a significant impact on how we think and 

behave and on the culture.  Increasingly people are sharing their lives and 

experiences on social media by engaging in dialogue with large numbers of 

people on many different issues (Hinton and Hjorth 2013). Hinton and Hjorth 

(2013) give several examples of how this engagement is manifesting itself for 

social causes. For instance, the National Library of Australia recruited the public 

to fix incorrectly scanned text from a vast number of historical newspapers that 

had been digitised for their archives. In this case, a sizeable, expensive and time-

consuming task was helped through accessing the goodwill of the public by 

getting them to participate in the project. Wikipedia is another case in point where 

users contribute to the knowledgebase that can be freely used by others for 

reference. Citizen journalism, further enables ordinary people to discuss issues 

affecting their communities and reaching out to large numbers of people by 
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creating material for blogs and articles, sharing knowledge and engaging in 

discussions on these issues.  Finally, online activism which allows people to 

mobilise resources for specific causes affecting local, national and international 

communities as recently witness in the case of the ‘extinction rebellion’ 

environmental campaign movement. 

2.3.5 Social Media Affordances 

An affordance lens is increasingly being used in Information Systems (IS) 

research to study the benefits that technology brings to organisations and this is 

also the case with social media.  Affordances look at how the features of the 

technology can be used to address the requirements of the user (Treem and 

Leonardi 2012).  Researchers have theorised different types of affordances that 

social media offers organisations for knowledge sharing.  Treem and Leonardi 

(2012) identify four affordances that social media offers users which are more 

advantageous that previous forms of software. 

Firstly, visibility allows organisations to make information and knowledge about 

themselves available for others to see online. This includes what the organisation 

does, its mission, values, network connections, current, future and historical 

projects, employee skills set, and communications.  These can provide 

stakeholders with extremely useful meta-knowledge about its offerings (Treem 

and Leonardi 2012).  

Second, persistence refers to the permanency of content submitted online 

relating to engagement and knowledge contributions on social media platforms.  

These contributions can be referenced by others for background knowledge and 

can be reused in different contexts in the future, whilst building up, over time, to 

form a vast and knowledgebase (Treem and Leonardi 2012). 

Third, editability refers to the ability of social media to allow users to spend time 

creating new content, modifying it and revising material that has already been 

released on the platform. It also allows users to strategically control and 

customise content for targeted audiences.  This affordance can help to keep 

content accurate, reliable and understandable (Treem and Leonardi 2012).   

Finally, the affordance of association refers to the ability of users to view network 

ties between people and connections to uploaded content, which can inform 
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people’s decision-making when looking to further their knowledge in areas of 

interest to them (Treem and Leonardi 2012).   

Majchrzak et al. (2013)  conceptualise four further affordances which are 

particularly useful for knowledge sharing on social media.  Firstly, meta-voicing 

is defined as, “engaging in the ongoing online knowledge conversation by 

reacting online to others’ presence, profiles, content and activities.” (Majchrzak 

et al. 2013: 41).  This allows social media users to show support, expand or 

promote uploaded content by allowing users to respond to content by 

commenting, voting or liking, and forwarding content to others.  By contributing 

to uploaded content in this way, new knowledge can be created through 

productive conversations.  However, it is noteworthy that this affordance can also 

constrain an online knowledge conversation, for instance there may be bias in 

the dialogue or incorrect information may be promoted. 

Second, triggered attending is defined as, “engaging in the online knowledge 

conversation by remaining uninvolved in content production, or the conversation 

until a timely automated alert informs the individual of a change to the specific 

content of interest” (Majchrzak et al. 2013: 42). It helps motivate people to engage 

by minimising their effort required in engagement. Its disadvantage can be 

problematic for knowledge sharing because it reduces the probability of coming 

across useful knowledge by chance (Majchrzak et al. 2013).  

Third, network-based associating is defined as, “engaging in the online 

knowledge conversation informed by relational and content ties.” (Majchrzak et 

al. 2013: 43). By using the visibility of links connecting different users, the links 

between uploaded content and other users and links between content and 

content (Kane et al. 2014), users can make associations and informed decisions. 

Majchrzak et al. (2013) go on to say that this affordance was not available with 

previous technologies, such as email.  By helping to identify these links users can 

make informed decisions about engaging in knowledge sharing and therefore 

stay focused on areas that are of specific interest to them.  The drawback with 

this is it can restrict knowledge to links from familiar connections at the expense 

of diversified knowledge that may lead to innovation.  

Fourth, generative role-taking is defined as, “engaging in an online knowledge 

conversation by enacting patterned actions and taking on community-sustaining 

roles in order to maintain a productive dialogue among participants.”(Majchrzak 
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et al. 2013: 45).  Taking appropriate action to keep the conversation going can 

overcome barriers and maintain constructive online dialogue. 

2.3.6 Summary 

In summary, as social media has become increasingly popular over the last two 

decades, and there are large numbers of users on these platforms, which is 

anticipated to continue. This allows users to make online connections and create 

their own content in various ways and engage with others to create new 

knowledge. The large amounts of knowledge and content being continuously 

created present problems that can be overcome with social media affordances.  

There are many barriers that prevent the sharing of content and knowledge on 

social media and these include time and resources constraints, privacy and 

security issues, knowledge on its capabilities and unfamiliarity with its use, among 

other things.  These technologies do offer social enterprises a means to connect 

with the existing partners and develop new connections in order to share useful 

information that can help them achieve their goals. 

2.3.7 Summary: Context of the Study  

This section provided the contextual background for the thesis.  First, it set the 

scene for the social enterprises by examining their background and nuances in 

relation to their missions and resource constraints.  Secondly, the background 

and distinguishing features of social media that has led to its adoption and use in 

the business environment and, more generally, in society was explained. 

Reference was made to their application for entrepreneurial purposes, and how 

use of these network embedded resources by social enterprises facilitated 

knowledge sharing helping to address resource constraints. 
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Section 2 - Modelled Concepts 

In the section that follows, the constructs for the conceptual model and their 

interrelationships will be reviewed. These concepts appeared frequently in the 

extant literature for mainstream organisations and require further investigation 

and contextualisation for social enterprises. 

2.4 Social Capital 

2.4.1 Introduction 

To understand how trust and ties relate to this study, this section will initially 

introduce their relationship with social capital.  This section will focus on two of 

the structural components of relational social capital, specifically expressive ties 

and instrumental ties, and one component of relational social capital, trust along 

with three of its sub-dimensions. 

In this section, relational social capital is defined and its relationships with 

expressive ties and instrumental ties, explained. The Trust construct, comprising 

its three sub-dimensions, is also introduced and its relationship with relational 

social capital likewise explored. 

2.4.2 Background 

Adler and Kwon (2002: 23) define social capital as “the goodwill available to 

individuals or groups.  Its source lies in the structure and content of the actor’s 

social relations.  Its effects flow from the information, influence and solidarity it 

makes available”.  An alternative definition offered by Nahapiet and Ghoshal 

(1998: 243) for the concept is: "Social capital is the sum of the actual and potential 

resources embedded within, available through, and derived from the network of 

relationships possessed by an individual or social unit."   

Social capital provides researchers with a framework for understanding social 

networks and it has been applied in diverse academic disciplines at the level of 

individuals, groups and different forms of organisations, resulting in a 

considerable body of knowledge over the last two decades (Lee 2009; Kwon and 

Adler 2014).  Increasingly, there have been studies in the online context as the 

use of social media has increased (Ali-Hassan et al. 2015). 

 

Typically research in social capital applies various components of the three 

dimensions conceptualised by Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998).  One of these is the 
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structural dimension, that refers to characteristics like tie strength, interaction 

frequency, network position and configuration and the authors describe the 

dimension as "impersonal configuration of linkages between people and units" 

(Nahapiet and Ghoshal 1998: 224). Another is the relational dimension, which 

includes behavioural norms such as trust and reciprocity and finally the cognitive 

dimension, which relates to outcomes that develop from using the structural and 

relations aspects of social capital over time. These include: the creation of shared 

values, a shared language, or a shared meaning and understanding about issues 

and concepts. By using these dimensions to study the behaviour of individuals, 

groups and organisations in network situations, researchers are able to build a 

greater understanding of how inputs, outputs and relationships between 

constructs function in various scenarios. 

2.4.3 Characteristics of Social Capital 

Social capital is dynamic and changes as parties engage in relationships, invest 

and exchange resources in relationships over time. Actors can develop network 

structures that can potentially yield future returns, which may lead to better 

facilitate knowledge sharing or access to other resources or stronger 

relationships (Adler and Kwon 2002).  Adler and Kwon (2002) further argue this 

social capital can be moved between contexts, for example social capital that 

exists between friends can be transferred into a business relationship for 

commercial benefit.  It can also be used as an alternative to other types of capital, 

for example an actor may access professional advice at low or no cost from a 

friend active in the area using social capital,  which then tends to increase rather 

than decrease (Adler and Kwon 2002).  Social capital can be viewed as a 

collective good, not owned by individuals, as when it exists in a specific 

community but where community outsiders may have difficulty in accessing the 

social capital without the aid of a gatekeeper (Adler and Kwon 2002).  

Alternatively, social capital can be seen as being embedded in actors’ 

relationships which disappears when the relationship ends and is not accessible 

to anyone afterwards (Adler and Kwon 2002; Myers and Nelson 2010) 

2.4.4 Social Ties 

Structural social capital is made up from the number ties in a network, their 

strength and the configuration of the network (Burt 1993; Nahapiet and Ghoshal 

1998). It is defined as  ‘‘the overall pattern of connections and interactions 

between individuals and is characterized by the number and strength of the 
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existing network ties between individuals and by the network’s configuration’’ (Ali-

Hassan et al. 2015: , p68).  Different types of network structures provide different 

types of social capital (Adler and Kwon 2002; Borgatti and Foster 2003). For 

instance, strong network ties or expressive ties between homogeneous actors 

offer support and high levels of trust through frequent, repeated interaction. 

These are referred to as bonding social capital (Burt 1993) but tend to constrain 

actors to specific behavioural norms and lack flexibility. Weak network ties or 

instrumental ties, constitute infrequent engagement between loosely connected 

heterogeneous actors and are referred to as bridging social capital (Burt 1993). 

These facilitate access to new information, that is not in circulation within strong 

relationships, that can potentially lead to new opportunities (Granovetter 1973) 

but has low levels of trust and with ties that often dissipate quickly (Granovetter 

1973; Inkpen and Tsang 2005). Structural holes occur when a particular actor 

serves as a connection between two otherwise unconnected actors or groups, 

facilitating brokerage by allowing new and novel information and recourses to 

flow between the unconnected sections which is an important aspect of 

entrepreneurship (Burt 1993; Burt 2009). Network closure relates to the extent to 

which an actors' contacts are themselves connected with other contacts resulting 

in stronger network ties, high trust, expected norms of behaviour and where 

mutual contacts become aware of behavioural violations, which deters actors 

from transgressing far more than in networks with less well connected structures, 

where such behaviour may go unnoticed and unpunished (Coleman 1988). 

2.4.4.1 Ties and Entrepreneurship 

When developing opportunities to create value, entrepreneurs including social 

entrepreneurs, go through various development stages (Folmer et al. 2018).  

Initially they go through a discussion phase where confidential ideas are 

deliberated with close, trusted contacts who can offer reliable advice, help 

develop thoughts and vet ideas (Greve and Salaff 2003). The next stage is called 

the planning phase where entrepreneurs carry out increased activities towards 

reaching milestones which requires a larger, more diverse network due to a need 

for contributions on practical ideas, which relies weaker network ties. The final 

phase the size of network size is reduced to contacts that can help meet targets 

and complete tasks, which requires contacts with strong ties and trust (Greve and 

Salaff 2003).   
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Consequently, there are many types of network structures that offer different 

opportunities that can potentially be useful for entrepreneurs and their 

organisations at various stages of their development (Inkpen and Tsang 2005; 

Ozgen and Baron 2007).  The advantages of these different network structures 

and associated social capital have been reported in many organisational and 

entrepreneurial studies (Corner and Ho 2010; Myers and Nelson 2010; Campbell 

and Sacchetti 2014).  Research by Campbell and Sacchetti (2014) highlights the 

benefits of strong bonds with high levels of trust for collective action in influencing 

policy makers, increasing negotiating power with suppliers and weaker ties for 

sharing good practice.  Myers and Nelson (2010) look at one case where bridging 

capital is used in social entrepreneurship to access international professional 

networks, identify and address IT skills shortages by building new networks. This 

had the ability to reach disadvantaged communities willing to be skilled up to meet 

the demand shortfall in the Indian IT industry (Myers and Nelson 2010). Other 

studies have identified different types of knowledge requirements and how these 

can be addressed by different forms of networking and social capital (Inkpen and 

Tsang 2005; Ozgen and Baron 2007).  Inkpen and Tsang (2005) argue that 

appropriate social capital dynamics must exist in different types of organisational 

networks to achieve their knowledge sharing objectives, for instance in industry 

clusters there must be a loose affiliation between organisations with weak ties 

and regular new connections, in order to get new knowledge for innovation 

whereas intra organisational networks require strong bonds to achieve trust and 

cooperation on work-related projects.   

According to Uzzi (1996), maintaining a balance between expressive and 

instrumental ties is the most effective strategy, as this would support access to 

diverse knowledge sources through the instrumental ties, for innovation and 

creativity, and tap into the benefits of expressive ties for sharing sensitive 

knowledge in the form of entrepreneurial ideas for advice and feedback.  Where 

ties are too weak the rate of survival for an enterprise falls. Austin et al. (2006) 

point out that the networking with external stakeholders, is an extremely powerful 

strategy in creating social value for social enterprises as they can share expertise, 

knowledge, skills and other resources to create something that would be difficult 

to do otherwise. 
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2.4.4.2 Social Media and Social Ties 

Social media can also facilitate different types of social ties (Ganley and Lampe 

2009; Ellison et al. 2011; Turban et al. 2011). Members of online networks that 

have strong or weak ties tend to display the characteristics of the appropriate 

forms of social capital, such as closure and brokerage, and users new to a 

network tend to show characteristics of bridging where they could link 

unconnected sub networks  (Ellison et al. 2007; Ganley and Lampe 2009; 

Steinfield and Lampe 2009).  Social media platform can thus build features into 

the technologies to make use of these effects for the benefit of users. 

Steinfield et al. (2013) report that online media can, in one respect, promote social 

capital formation by facilitating access to new contacts, but time spent online 

means that it may impact building social capital through offline interactions. This 

can then negatively impact social capital and can also complement offline 

networking by providing an alternative means to link with offline connections.  

This online and offline connectivity is further elaborated by Steinfield and Lampe 

(2009), who identified a number of connection techniques used on social media. 

These include maintaining ties, which involve connecting with existing close 

offline connections on social media; information seeking, which involves 

connecting with weaker offline connections through social media; and finally 

initiating, which connects new people on social media with no prior offline 

connection. 

Increased engagement on social media results in an increase in structural 

components of social capital. This includes increasing the level of bridging ties 

that connect to others outside the immediate group of connections held by a user, 

which facilitates access to novel ideas and knowledge.  It also increases bonding 

strong ties that can help provide support in times of difficulty such as access to 

tangible resources, advice, and to help address problems (Ellison et al. 2007; 

Steinfield et al. 2009; Steinfield et al. 2013).  

Social capital can also be developed on social media by linking with and 

maintaining these links with other users (Wu 2013). Both instrumental and 

expressive ties can be established using online networking tools   (Ellison et al. 

2011) and the social capital on social media can be changed to alter positions 

and gain economic advantages (Wu 2013). 



25 
 

2.4.4.3 Summary 

Structural social capital in the form of expressive and instrumental ties exist on 

social media and is the basis for network configurations which are similar to offline 

network configurations.  Different configurations offer enterprises different 

benefits and these configurations can be developed and nurtured, by designing 

features into these technologies, leading to different benefits to users. 
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2.5.5 Trust 

2.5.5.1 Introduction 

Relational social capital relates to the underlying normative standards in a 

relationship, of which Trust is of critical importance Lee (2001). This research will 

focus on Trust and three of its sub-dimensions that are detailed in the following 

discussion. 

2.5.5.2 Definition 

The concept of trust has received considerable attention in entrepreneurial and 

(Welter 2012). Trust in online environments have received increasing attention 

as the popularity and adoption of social media in organisational settings rises 

(Hsu et al. 2007; Li et al. 2012). The extant literature tends to view trust as a multi-

faceted concept with definitions manifesting in a variety of forms with diverse 

relationships to other concepts (McKnight and Chervany 1996; Seppänen et al. 

2007; Lyon et al. 2012).  

Trusting behaviours are exhibited in order to gain access to available 

opportunities, however without the presence of trust, placing trust in something 

presents a potential opportunity to be exploited, but without trust those 

opportunities may not be accessed (Lyon et al. 2012).  

Although there is no agreement on a single definition for the trust construct 

(McKnight and Chervany 1996; Welter 2012), many authors argue that there 

should indeed be many different meanings for the concept which are dependent 

on the context in which it is being studied (McKnight and Chervany 1996). 

However, a definition frequently cited in business literature is from Mayer et al. 

(1995: 712) who define trust as “the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the 

actions of another party, based on the expectation that the other will perform a 

particular action important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or 

control that other party”.  

2.5.5.3 Trust Development 

Trust arises in several ways, including through a process of intentional actions, 

evaluation and feedback over time; a tendency to trust others based on 

stereotypes; it may be facilitated in communities with common history, rules or 

other shared experiences; and in some instances, depending the riskiness and 
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the objectives of the situation and of characteristics of their partners, it can also 

result from a “suspension of vulnerability and uncertainty” (Welter 2012: 204). 

Trust may also be placed in individuals or organisations based on belonging to 

the same community  dependent on cultural or sector proximity (Welter 2012).  

Trust development can be seen as having three inter-related stages (Nooteboom 

2002). Firstly, control is a step-by-step progression of interaction and gradual 

trust building at the early stages of a new relationship, where measured risks may 

be taken as a protection mechanism against opportunism. Second, partners can 

assess each other’s trustworthiness through knowledge and experience gained 

through engagement, which begins to form the basis of different types of trust, 

where trust facilitates experience and experience feeds back into trust. And 

finally, tolerance levels are increased as the range of trust is established between 

partners and as mutual, cognitive understanding develops resulting from 

engagement, these tolerances may increase.  

2.5.5.4 Overview of Trust  

Trust can evolve through different types, moving from simple to more complex 

forms over time (Lewicki et al. 2006). The definition by Mayer et al. (1995) is 

relevant for online social media engagement where information and knowledge 

is shared between different parties that make contributions through their own free 

will, with the potential that other parties may take advantage of the knowledge 

that they are sharing in some way.   discuss three forms of trust that evolve 

through stages of a relationship as being core to the overall trust concept. These 

are ability (competence) trust, integrity trust and benevolence trust. Competence 

trust manifest quickly, whereas benevolence trust requires engagement over time 

in order to develop stronger emotional connections before appearing and 

although these are distinct forms of trust, they are inter-related and related to the 

overall concept of trust (Mayer et al. 1995).  

As relationships develop, basic forms of trust develop into more advanced forms 

of trust, for instance calculus trust or ability trust develop into to benevolence trust 

or identification trust (Mayer et al. 1995; Lewicki et al. 2006). These different 

categories of trust do not compete with each other but can exist concurrently and 

to varying degrees and offer researchers different perspectives from which to 

study trust (Lyon et al. 2012). Lewicki et al. (2006) focus on calculus trust, an 

initial form of trust existing between parties engaging in business interaction, that 
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may develop with time and engagement into knowledge trust. This is based on 

informed judgements relating to others and with more engagement, further 

develop into a higher form of trust referred to as identification trust, where parties 

can have shared goals, visions and understanding and are trusted to act on each 

other’s behalf (Lewicki et al. 2006). Knowledge trust is formed by gaining 

feedback on behaviour that can be used to build different forms of interpersonal 

trust, based on specific characteristics of individuals, groups, or organisations 

involved in the exchange. These can include things like competence, 

benevolence, integrity etc. (Li et al. 2012). Trust develops according to feedback 

from interactions with a partner over time (Lewicki et al. 2006; Lyon et al. 2012).  

2.5.5.5 Dimensions of Trust 

Having identified the different dimensions of trust, this study will focus on three 

dimensions of trust - namely identification, benevolence and competence. The 

following section will discuss each of these in turn. According to Abrams et al. 

(2003) competence trust and benevolence trust facilitate the effective creation 

and sharing of knowledge in organisational networks. Porter and Donthu (2008: 

115) define benevolence as “the willingness of a party, beyond profit-seeking 

motivations, to benefit another.” 

Levin and Cross (2004) corroborate the importance of both these dimensions of 

trust in knowledge sharing whilst pointing out that they facilitate knowledge 

sharing through strong ties. They can both can be derived by engaging, observing 

and evaluating things such as, problem solving skills of an organisations 

employees, its strategic plans, organisational processes and policies 

(Sirdeshmukh et al. 2002).  

Identification trust is particularly pertinent for social enterprises.  In their 

environments, these organisations are working with a range of different partners 

including other social enterprises and third sector organisations, for profits, public 

and private sectors and for governmental bodies etc. Many of these organisations 

have an interest in SEs successfully achieving their missions and wanting to 

engage and contribute towards the goal. In such environment’s cooperation is a 

key characteristic. Here, the different parties must understand each other’s 

objectives and have strong bonds that help them achieve their goals, that is they 

must mutually identify with each other’s goals and objectives. This would include 

acting in the interests of other partners in the business of doing something for the 
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betterment of society, which may mean voluntarily taking action to help an 

organisation, for example by clearing up litter in a park. 

According to Hwang (2010: 307) trust based on identification occurs when “when 

people adopt behaviours to achieve a satisfying and self-defining relationship 

with another person or group”.  Identification trust develops after partners build 

an increased understanding and appreciation for each other’s objectives, 

aspirations and intentions and have each other’s interests at heart (Lewicki and 

Bunker 1996). They also understand each other’s missions and behaviours and 

preferences to a high degree and form strong bonds which help to internalise 

others’ requirements (Lewicki et al. 2006).  Identification based trust is based 

around partners reciprocally meeting each other’s requirements out of care and 

concern for each other  (Lewicki and Tomlinson 2003).  It only appears in small 

number of business relations and is dependent on engagement with others to 

develop a mutual understanding (Pinto et al., 2009).  Organisations can be 

associated with many groups concurrently presenting themselves in a way that 

confirms “membership” requirements appropriate for the group often referred to 

as social complexity identity (Degenne and Forsé 1999).  This may also be 

underlying cause of large organisations following corporate social responsibility 

initiatives wanting to associate themselves with social enterprises. 

Being central players in social change and engaging with diverse stakeholders, 

social enterprises (SEs) can potentially mutually identify with each other for 

several reasons. Many SEs will work locally with the same partners for a number 

of years and develop strong relations and a good understanding of each other’s 

organisations.  This will help them understand and identify with the social 

missions of these other social enterprises, other social businesses, local 

government and others because they will all be working towards creating social 

value in the community (Seanor and Meaton 2008).  They will identify with their 

client groups, by being embedded in the communities that the serve. This 

identification with multiple stakeholders contributes to SEs’ role as mediators 

facilitating the flow of knowledge and resources towards the goal of improving 

society.  This consequently could lead to high levels of trust including 

identification trust where there various stakeholders share common values and 

goals (Jenner and Oprescu 2016). Indeed, identification trust can be seen as the 

degree to which members of a network understand and appreciate the other’s 

wants and can effectively act for the other. Hsu et al. (2007) define identification 
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trust as trust “resulting from emotional interaction among members online” 

(p160). Having value similarity with the public, along with embeddedness, is an 

essential factor that helps third sector organisations gain public trust even in the 

absence of understanding what the third sector organisation actually does (Yang 

et al. 2016). This may also hold true for other stakeholders in the social enterprise 

environment.  

2.5.5.6 Identification trust 

Identification trust is an understanding of one’s connection requirements and 

expectations, that can be developed through engagement over time (Lewicki and 

Bunker 1996: , p122; Van de Walle 2017), leading to bonds between parties and 

a situation where one can take informed action so that the requirements of one 

party are met by another party taking the initiative and acting on their behalf 

(Lander et al. 2004). Factors that help in building identification trust include having 

shared common values, having similar fundamental values and strategic 

objectives,  along with a desire to gain mutual benefit in pursuit of a particular 

purpose and to take actions that complement each other leading to relationships 

and partnerships that are effective (Lewicki and Wiethoff 2000; Nooteboom and 

Gilsing 2004). This would be more likely in the third sector and with social 

enterprises. In a social enterprise context identification trust represents the 

organisation’s trust in other stakeholders they are connected with in their social 

media platform. This is based on their ability to understand and emotionally 

connect with the missions, objectives, viewpoints, activities, problems and issues 

they are facing, and to develop trust relationships based on this identification 

whilst showing empathy for the well-being of connections, and engaging with 

them to achieve goals (Nooteboom and Gilsing 2004; Nooteboom 2006).  

According to Chen et al. (2014) as a relationship develops Trust transforms from 

conditional to unconditional and identification trust is tends towards being more 

unconditional. It exists amongst parties, where there is a mutual understanding 

such that each can effectively act in another’s interests without the need for 

checking that they are doing so (Chen et al. 2014). In business relationships 

parties may have a fear that sharing knowledge may result in the loss of one’s 

value but trust   within a relationship helps reduce this fear (Renzl 2008). In the 

case of identification trust, this helps business partners achieve improved 

knowledge sharing through collective knowledge sharing benefits (Panteli and 

Sockalingam 2005). 
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2.5.5.6 Benevolence Trust 

According to Schoorman et al. (2007: 345) benevolence trust can be defined as 

“the extent to which a party is believed to want to do good for the trusting party, 

aside from an egocentric profit motive”. An example of this may include one party 

asking another a question but not being afraid that it might negatively impact their 

self-esteem (Abrams et al. 2003).  So, it occurs when the trustee considers the 

truster’s interests decision making based on the truster’s information. 

As previously mentioned Levin and Cross (2004) suggest that two key forms of 

trust that support knowledge sharing are benevolence trust and competence 

trust.  Benevolence relates to how the trustors sees the trustees’ efforts, and 

commitment towards generating value that is advantageous in a relationship 

without any personal benefit (Wu et al. 2010). Benevolence reduces concerns 

around uncertainty and opportunism in someone resulting from a display of 

altruism and compassion.  In social media engagement this may include 

responding to queries posted by social enterprises or clients in a positive, helpful, 

concerned way without any desire to gain something in return (Wu et al. 2010).  

2.5.5.7 Competence Trust 

Competence trust “refers to the trustee’s ability to achieve the expected result” 

Salo and Karjaluoto (2007: 607).  The perceived competence of a trustee is an 

important factor when a recipient of the knowledge decides to use it.  The use of 

such tacit knowledge has greater implications, than merely sharing the 

knowledge, because possible negative consequences of its use may adversely 

impact the user’s position (Holste and Fields 2010).  According to McKnight and 

Chervany (2001) competence refers to the perceived ability level of an individual 

or an organization to execute expected actions. An individual or organisation 

showing skills and abilities in a particular area will be more likely to be trusted in 

that area, so a group of users on social media demonstrating skills in providing 

useful knowledge in specific area, e.g. giving advice regarding grant applications 

for social projects due to experience they have gained in the past, will be more 

likely to be trusted by someone. 

2.5.5.8 Trust and Social Capital 

Social capital, through relationships with partners is a strength for social 

enterprises in the sector in which they operate, through relationships, trust and 
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shared goals, in the sector in which they operate. This includes trust between 

social enterprises their partners and client groups. Trust plays an important role 

when making decisions and taking action in social situations that are complex 

conditions and lack clarity (Seanor and Meaton 2008). The social capital of SEs 

is generated within and embedded in the communities they serve, and have a 

certain level of trust (Ridley-Duff and Bull 2019). These social capital ties lead to 

engagement developing into different forms of trust and such strong ties are 

associated with sharing of useful knowledge, which link with competence trust 

and benevolence trust (Levin and Cross 2004). On the other hand, weak ties are 

associated with less trust, but  are more important for accessing, new knowledge, 

that the recipient may not have previously encountered i.e. access to non-

redundant information (Levin and Cross 2004). Trust is a component of social 

capital, on which there has been a considerable and increasing body of work 

focusing on organisations and networking, including the value of networks to 

social enterprises. One of the critical components in networking is the presence 

of trust as a component of social capital. Trust is an essential factor in helping 

social enterprises working together effectively in delivering social products and 

services and benefiting from economies of scale (Seanor and Meaton 2008) 

This study focuses on three aspects, or dimensions of on-line trust that have been 

shown to play important roles in online knowledge sharing and engagement (Hsu 

et al. 2007; Wu et al. 2010). The impact of these three dimensions of trust that 

are highly pertinent to social media use, knowledge sharing, and social 

enterprises and networking can be examined. The contextual focus of this study 

is social enterprises and social media use which imposes limitations on the 

number of dimensions that can be included for each construct. The other 

dimensions of trust, that have not been selected but may also provide interesting 

findings, can be the focus of future research. 

2.5.5.9 Trust in Entrepreneurship 

Trust plays a critical role in developing long term relationships and enabling 

knowledge sharing between networked organisations (Chen et al. 2014), where 

knowledge sharing is an important factor in helping to streamline and improve 

operational processes and achieve economic improvements, increase the 

quantity of knowledge shared, reduce transactions costs with reduced monitoring 

of partners,  and increase cooperation with knowledge sharing partners. 
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In inter-organisational settings, it is individuals within companies that do the 

trusting and the overall inter-organisational trust will be a reflection of this (Li et 

al. 2012). Trust is classified as existing in relationships between two parties. 

Namely, interpersonal trust, which may include someone’s integrity, 

competence, benevolence etc.; institutional trust or system trust, where trust 

lies in the reliability of the social media technology or in a social media provider 

such as Facebook, primarily based on policies and regulations for instance, not 

to break laws on data protection and privacy;  and dispositional trust, which 

refers to the general attitude towards trust, for instance the likelihood that 

someone is willing to trust another person or take risks for a positive outcome. 

When relationships have a high degree of trust, entrepreneurs can reduce 

resources they would invest in checking for opportunistic behaviours and 

investing them elsewhere, for instance in more innovative tasks (Knack and 

Keefer 1997) Trust allows connections to exchange information, facilitate sharing 

of experiences leading to increased tacit knowledge used to develop 

entrepreneurial opportunities and enhance organisational performance by 

gaining access to advice and knowledge (Nahapiet and Ghoshal 1998; Inkpen 

and Tsang 2005) 

Studies have shown that trust within entrepreneurial networks helps 

organisations gain access to resources, when trust is high network actors are 

more willing to share their ideas with their strong connections in order to get 

advice, guidance or feedback (Greve 1995). Trust is influential in achieving 

outcomes in organisational settings including for its positive role both in furthering 

economic goals and helping with social development (Sabatini et al. 2014). 

According to  Granovetter (2005) networks can help the business environment 

by improving the quality and the flow of information; they can offer benefits for 

good conduct and penalties for transgressions, and they can they facilitate the 

development of trust  which affects engagement and exchange between actors. 

Indeed, getting support from a diverse range of community based stakeholders 

is a key role for social enterprises and being able to convince them that they are 

trustworthy in different areas is critical for their success (Shaw and Carter 2007).  

Trust between SEs and their stakeholders is important in making improvements 

in delivery of social value (Seanor and Meaton 2008). In projects addressing 

social issues, the objectives are often ambiguous and unclear and delivering 

these projects may involve many challenges and failures along the way. Using 
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the lessons learned from overcoming these challenges can be useful in 

addressing future challenges in a better, more systematic way and achieving 

economies of scale. It is therefore important, and SEs and their partners develop 

trust between each other to help achieve this. Stakeholders see social enterprises 

engaging with others and helping them with social issues. By acting in the best 

interest of others social enterprises, this demonstrates benevolence and by 

viewing these interactions, clients develop benevolence trust which motivates 

them to engage with the social enterprise online, sharing knowledge in the 

process, which could be both tacit and explicit and helping the SE gain 

knowledge.  

2.5.5.10 Trust in Online Environments 

According to Warren et al. (2014) the use of social media for community 

engagement significantly increases the propensity amongst the community to 

trust, including an increase in trust for organisations involved in the engagement. 

This allows organisations to get closer to stakeholders and by developing these 

stronger bonds, results in increased trust and stakeholders getting involved in 

community initiatives and taking positive action, such as volunteering. 

In online communities trust is an antecedent for knowledge sharing (Ridings et 

al. 2002).  The effectiveness of online knowledge-sharing activities can be 

increased by increasing trust between connections, and this can be achieved by 

adding face-to-face engagement opportunities to support social media interaction 

(Kwahk and Park 2016). In online settings, trust can be intentionally nurtured by 

designing online environments that require frequent engagement between 

members and regular knowledge sharing in supportive conditions, where 

members and the platform look out for each other’s interests (Chen et al. 2009).  

Different studies have used different dimensions of trust, but in a study of 

knowledge sharing in an online environment, Hsu et al. (2007) use three 

components of trust - namely economy trust, information-trust, and identification 

trust. They link identification trust with knowledge sharing behaviour directly and 

indirectly through knowledge sharing efficacy and personal and community 

related outcome expectations. 
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2.5.5.11 The Relevance of Trust 

Having reviewed the elements of trust relevant to enterprises, the characteristics 

of identification trust make it a highly pertinent form of trust to study for social 

enterprises, that are embedded in the communities and have shared social-

economic aims, ethical values and community goals with their stakeholders (Van 

de Walle 2017). It is essential for social enterprises to work in close collaboration 

with others in order to achieve collective social value. SEs work with many 

different groups creating social value in the community and have established 

partners with whom they share resources and knowledge, and work towards a 

common goal, helping each other and highlight available resources. Identification 

trust comes after calculus trust and knowledge trust  which takes time to establish 

(Van de Walle 2017). However, many social entrepreneurs driving social 

enterprises have established links with others from previous work in the 

community, so a degree of identification trust may already have been established 

which may be transferred from offline to online relationships in line with 

proposition by Adler and Kwon (2002) that social capital can be transferred 

between contexts. 

Entrepreneurship research has identified trust as being critical to both 

commercial and social entrepreneurial engagement with stakeholders with high 

levels of trust enabling the access to resources with reduced transaction costs 

(Folmer et al. 2018).  

2.5.5.12 Future Research 

Further research is required to investigate trust in online environments resulting 

from the rapid increase in the use of technologies, including social media 

platforms (ter Huurne et al. 2017). This may include how trust is created, 

developed and its relationship with other concepts. To date, most research has 

focussed on commercial online platforms, however greater attention needs to 

focus on trust in the sharing economy (ter Huurne et al. 2017) and how social 

media platforms can be used for sharing knowledge about social and sustainable 

goals by members, which the current research aims to address. 

2.5.5.13 Trust in Context of this Study 

Online social media allows users to search for and connect with other users that 

have similar interests forming homogeneous connections. This also applies to 
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social enterprises who will connect with others with similar ethical and social 

values. SEs can engage with their offline stakeholders online and identify new 

connections – potential clients, partners, funders, governmental bodies people in 

their industry sectors – so also have increased ability to connect with others by 

the affordances that social media platforms offer them. However, without trust in 

social media, engagement may remain at a minimal level, however, higher levels 

of trust are required for effective knowledge sharing which is the area of 

investigation in this study. Social enterprises are embedded in the communities 

that they serve and are highly dependent on trust in their relationship. As social 

enterprises do have increased levels of trust, so we have included trust as a major 

part in this study. This extends to the relationships of social enterprises in online 

environments, and also the trust that they might have established offline but 

transferred online by linking to existing stakeholders. This research will look at 

identification trust, ability trust and benevolence trust. The sense of camaraderie, 

cooperation and mutual support between third sector organisations, many 

working towards the same or similar goals, means that identification trust is a 

good form of trust to include in this study. Trust is an important factor in network 

relations and is essential in helping with the free flow of resources in network 

relations.  It has many subdimensions of which this research will focus on three; 

competence, benevolence and identification. 

2.5.5.14 Summary for Social Capital, Ties and Trust 

In summary, this section has reviewed two aspects of social capital ties and trust.  

Both these concepts are important in the context of social media use by social 

enterprises.  Trust is a multi-dimensional construct, where the dimensions can 

take many different forms.  There are a variety of definitions for the construct and 

it is an important factor in underpinning relationships, and it is particularly 

important for knowledge sharing and entrepreneurial networks.  Ties can be weak 

or strong with different characteristics associated with each type of tie.  Weak ties 

are ties with associates and tend to be used infrequently.  They are useful in 

gaining access to new information and are important in innovation in 

entrepreneurship.  Strong ties with close friends and family and people where 

interaction is frequent.  They are useful for support and advice and are useful in 

getting things done. 
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2.6 Knowledge Sharing  

2.6.1 Introduction 

This section will look at key aspects of knowledge sharing that are relevant for 

this work.  It will, discuss the process through which knowledge can be converted 

and the factors that support this process.  It will also look at features of social 

media that facilitate these along with online knowledge sharing, barriers and 

enablers and how organisations can use social media for knowledge sharing. 

2.6.2 Definition 

Chini (2004) describes knowledge as being at one end of a spectrum, with data 

being at the other end and information in the centre.  Objective facts without the 

ability to help make sense of them are defined as data (Chini 2004), information 

is data with significance, and knowledge is information that is interpreted and 

assigned meaning based on someone’s personal factors, such as their prior 

experience, cognitive abilities and context (Nonaka and Takeuchi 1995; Dawson 

2000; Chini 2004).  In a business context, Dawson (2000) defines knowledge as 

“the capacity to act effectively in order to produce desired outcomes in a complex 

and uncertain environment”(p.12) .  Knowledge can also be captured from the 

environment, distributed and used in a process that can be referred to as 

knowledge sharing (Davenport and Prusak 2000).  Consolidating these 

definitions, knowledge sharing can be viewed as the movement of meaningful 

information, from one individual or group to another, that can facilitate meaningful 

actions.  

2.6.3 Knowledge Types 

Knowledge can be classified into explicit knowledge which is objective, 

impersonal knowledge, and dependant on context (Polanyi 1967; Nonaka and 

Takeuchi 1995; Nonaka et al. 2000).  It can be easily articulated, codified into a 

tangible form so that others can understand it.  On the other hand, tacit 

knowledge, is subjective, personal knowledge that individuals possess internally 

within them, which can exist subconsciously without the possessor’s awareness 

of its existence and can include physical and cognitive abilities.  Tacit knowledge 

influences actions and thoughts but is more difficult to articulate than explicit 

knowledge and therefore harder to share with others (Polanyi 1967; Nonaka and 

Takeuchi 1995).  In a business context, tacit knowledge, may include the ability 
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to lead organisations, to influence people or skills in craftmanship etc. Tacit 

knowledge requires an investment of time and effort to articulate by a source and 

for a receiver to take in (Nonaka and Takeuchi 1995; Nonaka et al. 2000).  It has 

been referred to as “sticky”, meaning that it does not flow freely between network 

connections and consequently slows down organisational processes that require 

learning, despite its value (Von Hippel 1994). 

According to Polanyi (1967), explicit knowledge can be easily expressed and 

communicated to others but is a subset of the far greater level of tacit knowledge 

held within people that cannot be fully expressed.  The sharing process involves 

the loss of some content and context but also creates new knowledge based on 

the recipients own unique perceptions, experiences and ways of thinking, which 

help internalise knowledge and making it unique to the recipient (Dawson 2000; 

Ozgen and Baron 2007). In an entrepreneurial context, explicit knowledge can 

exist in the form of standard written business documents like policies, models, 

procedures, reports and reviews and can also exist in electronic format in the 

form of blogs and vlogs, on discussion boards and through comment sharing.  

Tacit and explicit knowledge can be seen on a continuum, rather than being 

distinct categories, where tacit knowledge can become more explicit (Nonaka and 

Von Krogh 2009). 

 

2.6.4 Knowledge Sharing Models 

Knowledge has become an increasingly important resource for organisations to 

maintain their competitive advantage in continuously changing environmental 

conditions (Choo 2006) .  By developing their ability to effectively capture, 

assimilate, transform and apply knowledge, organisations can adapt to changing 

environmental conditions, remain competitive, and identify potential opportunities 

and threats (Cohen and Levinthal 1990).  This capability has become even more 

important with growth in the use of information systems technologies in 

organisations. Several reviews have been done on knowledge 

management/sharing models that theorise the knowledge transformation process 

(Choo 2006; Dalkir 2017).  This section will present a high-level review of some 

of the diverse yet relevant findings regarding the knowledge transformation 

process.  The purpose is to provide a background and to emphasise the typical 

inputs and outputs of this KM process.  
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2.4.4.1 Boisot I-Space Model 

Boisot (1998) introduced the I-Space model which is based on two fundamental 

assumptions.  Firstly, the easier it is to structure and convert data into information 

then the more diffusible it will be and; secondly, where data is less structured, 

diffusion is helped by having a shared context with information being elicited from 

the data by the observer, based on personal prior knowledge and expectations.   

Different observers extract different information from the same data.  To move an 

information between a sender and a receiver they must have a shared 

understanding on how the information is coded and a shared language or context. 

In the I-Space framework, Boisot (1998) uses abstraction, codification and 

diffusion as the three dimensions to a cubic model.  Codification refers to 

categorisation of data; abstraction refers to the creation of knowledge through 

understanding, and; diffusion refers to the ability to access and transfer 

information. This framework is used to analyse information flows resulting from 

knowledge creation.  Codification and abstraction are closely linked and mutually 

supportive each other.  As data becomes more codified (i.e. it is assigned into 

more categories) and less abstract, then greater diffusion of knowledge can take 

place. By increasing codification (i.e. having more categories to assign the data 

to) there is less uncertainty and it becomes easier to exclude unnecessary data, 

therefore making data processing more efficient.  Data that is very context 

specific is more difficult to comprehend by others i.e. it is less generalisable and 

therefore difficult to apply in other situations. However, by changing the context, 

there can be a loss of useful knowledge.  

There are six distinct phases within the three dimensions of the I-Space model 

(Boisot 1998). This constitutes the social learning cycle that organisations must 

follow to create new knowledge. These phases are as follows: scanning, which 

refers to searching the environment, identifying information on threats and 

opportunities that can help the organisation gain greater insights towards; 

problem solving, where the insights are given greater structure (codified) and a 

deeper understanding is developed from emerging patterns, therefore reducing 

uncertainty; abstraction, which is achieved by identifying the underlying 

structures and frameworks along with cause and effect relationships relating to 

the area of focus; diffusion, which is the sharing of novel knowledge by making it 

available to more recipients; absorption, which is where new knowledge is applied 

in diverse scenarios therefore building experience in its use, and finally; 
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impacting, which is using the knowledge in actual situations, embedding it and 

institutionalising it (Boisot 1998; Dalkir 2005).   

Each of these phases may have barriers that need to be overcome in order to 

make them effective e.g. a firm may not be effective at environmental scanning, 

diffusion may be intentionally blocked by disgruntled employees or ambiguous 

information may be hard to absorb by individuals.  These barriers can impact the 

path of the social learning cycle negatively, consequently affecting the 

organisation’s learning capabilities.  Organisations can follow these steps from 

Boisot’s I-Space model to document and manage their knowledge assets and by 

doing so making improvements in their knowledge sharing capabilities.   

2.4.4.2 Choo (1996) Sense Making Model 

(Choo 1996) proposed the Sense Making Model that focuses on the selection 

and usage of information by organisations. The author proposes that, “knowing 

organisations” are those that utilise knowledge in their strategy, in three areas.  

Firstly, there is sense making, where the organisation tries to understand and 

adapt to a changing environment by effectively prospecting and interpreting 

relevant information. This helps the organisation to understand changes and 

trends in the environment.  This knowledge may include knowledge on suppliers, 

clients, new products and services or technological developments, etc.  By doing 

this, they reduce uncertainty and ambiguity, helping the organisation adapt to 

changes and maintain their position or to gain a competitive advantage over 

rivals.   

The second area is knowledge creation which is the process followed to acquire, 

organise and transform information in order to generate new knowledge.  This 

can result in the development of new organisational capabilities to help with both 

the development of new products and services and, improvement of internal 

processes.  The third area in Choo’s Sense Making Model is decision making.  

Effective decision making is critical for identifying and appraising alternative 

options that can help towards achieving an organisation’s strategic objective.  

Effective decision making further requires acceptable alternatives to be identified 

rather than, necessarily, an optimum solution. In doing so, organisations must 

acknowledge that all “solutions” have trade-off costs, benefits and risks 

associated, and that getting an optimum solution might be impractical, as it would 

require the collection and processing of vast amounts of data and in unachievable 

timescales. 
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2.4.4.3 Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) SECI MODEL 

Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) conceptualise knowledge creation as a continuous 

process based on three interconnected factors. First, they introduce the 

Socialisation Externalisation, Combination Internalisation (SECI) model 

(discussed below) which helps elucidate the process by which knowledge is 

converted and created. They then identify a shared context that supports 

knowledge sharing and knowledge creation which they refer to as the “ba”. 

Finally, knowledge assets are the actual inputs, outputs and moderators for the 

knowledge creation process. 

Socialisation Externalisation, Combination Internalisation (SECI) Model 

Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) describe the different knowledge conversion 

processes in the SECI model, which is made up of four factors, namely: 

Socialisation Externalisation, Combination Internalisation (SECI). Socialisation, 

helps convert tacit knowledge from a source to tacit knowledge in a receiver, as 

by socialising different parties interact, engage in common activities, demonstrate 

skills, exchange experiences and observe each other picking up Tacit knowledge 

which is difficult to otherwise articulate (Dawson 2000). 

Externalisation converts tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge and refers to the 

process by which an individual’s tacit knowledge is articulated and made explicit 

or codified into a form that can be easily communicated and shared with others 

(Nonaka et al. 2000). 

Combination,  refers to the processing of explicit knowledge, sometimes from 

multiple sources, into more complex explicit knowledge that creates new 

knowledge by processing explicit knowledge, merging,  editing, compiling and 

sharing (Easterby-Smith and Lyles 2011).  Combination also includes breaking 

down complex concepts into more operational components, for example, a 

mission statement into strategic objectives or even simpler parts easier to 

comprehend (Nonaka et al. 2000). 

Internalisation is the process of converting explicit knowledge into tacit 

knowledge based on personal factors that make it unique to the person (Nonaka 

et al. 2000). It refers to the process by which codified explicit knowledge is 

absorbed by a recipient and becomes tacit knowledge, specific to them.  This 

process is influenced by the receivers’ personal interpretation, their unique 

experiences and cognitive factors (Dawson 2000).   
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The “ba” 

Nonaka et al. (2000) also identify the ba as a shared space, or context, and is an 

important element in facilitating knowledge creation and sharing.  This enables 

people to connect, engage and share knowledge through physical, virtual or 

cognitive contexts or spaces. These can be social media, a shared identity, 

shared language, shared missions or values and it facilitates interpersonal 

interactions that lead to knowledge creation and sharing.  An appropriate type of 

shared context is required for each instance of knowledge creation and sharing 

for each of the conversion spaces through socialisation, externalisation,  

combination and internalisation, which may be different for each space.  This 

ultimately helps people articulate their tacit knowledge and engage in effective 

communications with many people (Nonaka et al. 2000). 

Knowledge Assets  

There are four types of knowledge assets and these consist of: inputs, outputs 

and moderating factors, all essential in the knowledge creation process. 

Experiential knowledge assets exist in tacit form and may include shared, mutual 

experiences that different parties possess. These include skills and know-how 

that have been accumulated over time from working in similar environments.  

They are difficult for outsiders to understand and copy so give firms a competitive 

edge and can extend across organisational boundaries and exist within a specific 

industry or social sector (Nonaka et al. 2000). 

Cognitive knowledge assets are explicit in nature and can exist as symbols, 

imagery and language. These include brands, concepts, technical language and 

designs that can be both easily understood and transferred. The third form of 

knowledge assets is systemic packaged assets which are explicit and exist in a 

structured and systematised form (Nonaka et al. 2000).  These are relatively easy 

to share and understand and are related to an organisation’s policies, 

procedures, mission, objectives, business processes, products and services, 

manuals, patents, intellectual property, licenses and may include information 

about clients and suppliers, etc.  Finally, there are routine knowledge assets, 

which include things such as know-how, organisational culture and the way it 

conducts itself that is tacit in nature (Nonaka et al. 2000).   
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2.4.4.4 Other KS Models 

There are also notable contributions to the knowledge literature is from Wiig 

(1994); Meyer and Zack (1996), Meyer and Zack (1996); McElroy (2003) and 

Dalkir (2005) amongst others.  These are acknowledged by the researcher but 

will not be covered in further detail in this study.  These knowledge sharing 

models show that there are underlying processes that exist in the conversion of 

knowledge from one context to another.  They can provide a framework for 

understanding these complex transformation processes, developing 

measurement instruments for them and for making interventions that lead to 

improvements in knowledge processes.  This research does not seek to model 

the specific process of knowledge transformation and creation, per se, but rather 

acknowledges these and models.  Such a “black box” approach is deemed 

appropriate for this modelling as the purpose is to establish and measure social 

value creation as a consequence of social media usage. A study of the actual 

complexities and transformation processes associated with knowledge 

generation and sharing would address a different research question.  

2.6.5 Online Knowledge Sharing 

Social media offers users new ways to engage with others that were not possible 

historically with offline networks or earlier forms of technology (Kane et al. 2014).  

This will include facilitating an organisation in going beyond its organisational 

boundary into the business environment (Asimakopoulos et al. 2019) and 

connecting and engaging with people at various levels within other organisations 

and potential clients and other stakeholders.  With previous technologies this was 

difficult to achieve. By making these connections and engaging in online 

conversations for sharing experiences, users can access both tacit and explicit 

knowledge from others (McLure Wasko and Faraj 2000). 

By converting personal knowledge into a form that is available to others and 

sharing this knowledge on online social media platforms, leads to interaction with 

others, in the form of comments that can include questions, elaborations, 

clarification etc. where users can create further new knowledge which can 

potentially be used for innovation within a firm (Cummings 2004; Wang and Noe 

2010; Turban et al. 2011; Hartono and Sheng 2016).  By facilitating users to 

generate content, social media platforms support the creation, transformation and 

sharing of  unprecedented amounts of information and knowledge (Leonardi and 
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Vaast 2017), making it difficult to identify relevant knowledge (Majchrzak et al. 

2013; Kapoor et al. 2017).  However, alongside these difficulties, knowledge 

sharing affordance helps users (Majchrzak et al. 2013; Leonardi and Vaast 2017). 

The technology makes the material richer and facilitates far more information and 

knowledge sharing (Kwahk and Park 2016) by offering the ability to create and 

share rich media, with things such as video, audio images, text and also through 

synchronous and asynchronous forms of communication. 

2.6.6 Barriers to Knowledge Sharing 

Tacit knowledge sharing is difficult due to its hidden, unstructured nature and has 

many barriers that inhibit its success (Leonardi and Meyer 2015; Leonardi 2017). 

Leonardi (2017) identifies a number of barriers people have when sharing 

knowledge on social media.  These include not contributing because of lack of 

incentive, holding a view that others may free ride, or they may not value their 

own contribution. Users may also experience barriers for retrieving knowledge, 

which include a lack of awareness of the knowledge that they can access, and 

users may prefer to gain knowledge from close personal contacts.  However, 

there are mechanisms to overcome these barriers, such as people “liking” 

contributions made on social media, giving feedback to submitters and giving 

public recognition on how the contributions have been used, using algorithms to 

notify people when and what content is available (Leonardi 2017). 

McLure Wasko and Faraj (2000) find that participants engaging in online social 

networks are motivated more by engaging in intellectual exchange, rather than to 

merely socialise with others online.  When knowledge sharing is seen to benefit 

the collective good or is in the public interest, contributors participate with 

community interest in mind rather that self-interest and feel morally obliged to 

share information (McLure Wasko and Faraj 2000).  Individuals are motivated to 

help others and the community in general, by sharing knowledge and the view it 

is “the right thing to do” (McLure Wasko and Faraj 2000).  Organisations wanting 

to tap into this powerful resource ensure that the knowledge be managed as a 

public good rather than be a private or individual good.  These studies into the 

motivation of social enterprises by virtue of their social missions, would have a 

natural advantage over commercial organisation in this respect. Participants that 

engage in online social networks are motivated more by engaging in intellectual 

exchange rather than to merely socialise with others online (McLure Wasko and 

Faraj 2000).  
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Perceived benefits and costs influence contributions to the knowledge sharing 

process (Wang and Noe 2010).  The benefits include internal satisfaction with 

making a contribution, meeting obligations and furthering a sense of community 

within the network (Wang and Noe 2010).  Key barriers to exchange include time 

constraints and unfamiliarity with the subject.  The more investment that is 

required by someone (e.g. in time) in articulating tacit knowledge, the less likely 

potential contributors are to invest the time to do it which is an obstacle for 

knowledge sharing and engagement (Wang and Noe 2010). An important factor 

associated with knowledge contribution is having trust that the efforts invested in 

making a contribution will not be in vain, and will be used by others (Kankanhalli 

et al. 2005).  Often if knowledge is tacit, there is a time and resource investment 

required to codify the knowledge and make it explicit.  Social media networking 

using rich media technologies, bring some benefits to coding tacit knowledge.  

Technologies of this type often have the capability to capture and store codified 

knowledge and make it available to others over time and geographical distance. 

It also allows others to make contributions that enhance knowledge by 

supporting, improving, or clarifying it in some way.  This may be a factor that 

makes tacit knowledge sharing more amenable for social media (Kankanhalli et 

al. 2005).  Treem and Leonardi (2013) point out that the social media technology 

has the ability to store information in rich media form for reference by others at a 

future date.  "The persistence of content created and stored in social media allows 

the knowledge individuals contribute to the technology to develop and remain 

available over time" (Treem and Leonardi 2012: , 156).  Users contributing and 

engaging in online settings may not receive financial benefits for their efforts, so 

motivations may be intrinsic and an awareness and consideration of these is 

important. 

2.6.7 Creative Commons Licensing of co-created knowledge  

With the increase in electronic communications, distributed working 

arrangements and collaborations, the co-creation of knowledge by multiple 

parties is both inevitable and a regular occurrence.  Although desirable, this does 

raise issues regarding who has legitimate use of such created knowledge, 

particularly, with open access and increased visibility on open networks to a wider 

audience than just the co-creators.   

In an attempt to legitimise and control use of such generated knowledge, Creative 

Commons licensing arrangements have been introduced as public copyright 
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licenses whereby named users have been given permission for specified types 

of use (e.g. for non-commercial usage, etc.). Although these are informal, they 

have been endorsed by industry standards setting bodies such as the Open 

Knowledge Foundation (okfn.org).   

In this research, however, the knowledge sharing is distinctly asymmetrical with 

the social enterprise being, largely, the recipient with any dialogue being problem 

specification from the social enterprise. The donations will also be altruistic and 

motivated by duty ethics, individually, or sanctioned as a part of an organisation’s 

corporate social responsibility agenda. The knowledge is also likely to be 

institution specific and only of relevance and benefit to a particular targeted social 

enterprise, or these working in the same social sector, and often relevant only at 

a particular time (e.g. grant availability details, resource allocation, etc.). The 

nature of this generated knowledge is therefore highly specialised and of no 

general benefit and so is not limited by creative commons restrictions.  

2.6.8 Enterprises and Knowledge Sharing 

The interest in social media use in entrepreneurship is relatively new but has 

been increasing  with the growth and near ubiquity of social media and potential 

benefits for business organisations (Olanrewaju et al. 2020).  The use of social 

media and the benefits it brings has helped organisations improve performance 

and innovation (Olanrewaju et al. 2020). Knowledge sharing helps to understand 

business problems and to develop solutions to address these. More research in 

this area will provide more understanding of the impact of networks on social 

enterprises to access relevant and timely information and potentially share good 

practice from partners beyond their offline networks.  The collaborative, 

interactive nature of some rich media technologies used in social media networks, 

may assist the transfer of tacit knowledge and sticky information, which may be 

more difficult to transfer with media based on more basic, non-collaborative 

technologies.  The cognitive and relational dimensions of social capital, support 

the transfer of tacit knowledge, with users finding knowledge exchange 

benefitting with higher levels of relational and cognitive social capital with 

knowledge sharing partners, for instance being members of the same community 

and where they share the same “values, codes and narratives” (McLure Wasko 

and Faraj 2000: 170).  This is highly relevant to the use of social media networks 

in the context of social enterprises and may indicate that social enterprises have 
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an advantage over other types of organisation in tapping into this type of resource 

by promoting the social value creation aspect of their missions.  Participants 

engaged in these networks may be willing to participate in knowledge transfer to 

support the “greater good”, but the networks would have to be nurtured in a way 

that collective good is promoted (McLure Wasko and Faraj 2000). 

Enterprises are adopting social media technologies for various purposes, 

principally this has been for marketing but has progressed into other areas, such 

as business and social networking with various stakeholders groups for 

knowledge sharing and accessing information and gaining access to resources 

for their organisations, such as finances to support their operations through 

crowdfunding initiatives, co-creation and innovation in products and services and 

markets (Olanrewaju et al. 2020).  According to Folmer et al. (2018) networks 

provide enterprises access to user knowledge, which is an essential part of the 

innovation process. Networks are fundamental for social enterprises to help them 

access intangible resources, such as information from other social enterprises 

and partners in the sector on how to access advice and ideas on useful contacts, 

grants and funding opportunities  (Folmer et al. 2018) leading to tangible 

resources such as actual funds and expertise etc.  Other types of intangible 

knowledge that can be accessed through networks includes accounting and 

business advice (Folmer et al. 2018) and links with other sectoral partners are 

important for cross referencing advice and tapping into experiences and know-

how from a diverse range of partners collectively benefiting from knowledge 

exchange (Folmer et al. 2018).  The aforementioned benefits may also apply to 

social media networks and innovations in the social sector, which can help access 

local and contextualised knowledge to effectively meet local requirements 

Innovation in social entrepreneurship is dependent on information and resources 

gained through community engagement and the importance of storytelling to gain 

support for social projects (Maclean et al. 2013). As social enterprises develop, 

the information and knowledge that they need may change. For instance, at start-

up phase SEs may rely on knowledge to support the organisation, but may later 

require more commercial knowledge (Folmer et al. 2018).  SE networks need to 

be highly diverse in order to access advice on finance, business development  

and growth (Folmer et al. 2018) 

According to Chiang and Hung (2010) organisations that follow a strategy of 

creating weak ties on social media are able to enhance their radical innovation 
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capabilities and those that follow the strategy of focussing on stronger ties tend 

to improve incremental innovation.  There is potential for best practices to be 

shared between social enterprises in different locations, but this requires a 

greater understanding of the transferability of this type of knowledge between 

social enterprises that are diverse (Chell et al. 2010).  

2.6.9 Knowledge Sharing Models and Social Media 

Social media technology facilitates knowledge sharing for organisations in line 

with the knowledge conversion process outlined in the Knowledge Sharing model 

outlined in the chapter.  The I-Space model (Boisot 1998) and the SECI model 

(Nonaka and Takeuchi 1995) identify shared context, language and socialisation 

as factors supporting the sharing of knowledge. Social media, allows users to 

connect and engage with other users, upload and share content, and post 

comments.  By doing this, users can be seen to be socialising.  Both Boisot (1998) 

and Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) identify this as a factor that facilitates tacit 

knowledge transfer from a source to a receiver. In the case of social media, users 

may be able to “read between the lines” and pick up on tacit information during 

online conversations.  The externalisation process is enabled by social media 

technology which allows users to easily create content such as videos, audio, 

images, and engage in comments and posts.  This facilitates the externalisation 

of tacit knowledge users have into a form accessible by other users e.g. a user 

may post a video of them engaging in an activity demonstrating a skill or expertise 

where others may pick up tacit knowledge. The combination process is enabled 

by social media as it allows users access to explicit knowledge from diverse and 

many sources, which they can combine and contextualise and share with others. 

For internalisation, users can access the knowledge, which is internalised based 

on their own prior experience and cognitive capabilities. 

Social media also provides a shared virtual space, one of the characteristics 

identified by Nonaka et al. (2000), where users can connect and interact with 

homogenous others, with whom they share values, goals, a professional 

language and an identity.  This will facilitate the sharing of knowledge. Knowledge 

assets that users have offline such as, shared experiences, know-how, know-

what, symbols, imagery, brands, systems, processes are also facilitated by social 

media. 
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2.6.10 Summary 

This section defined knowledge and types of knowledge.  The chapter then 

looked at some of the knowledge sharing models in the literature which give a 

variety of perspectives on how knowledge is transformed from one state to 

another.  After this online knowledge sharing was discussed along with barriers 

that prevent users from sharing knowledge.  The section then covered creative 

commons licenses and their relationships with online knowledge.  The chapter 

then finished by covering the importance of knowledge sharing for enterprises 

and the relevance of knowledge sharing models to social media.   
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2.7 Absorptive Capacity 

Cohen and Levinthal (1990: 128) defined absorptive capacity as an 

organisation’s ability “to recognize the value of new, external information, 

assimilate it, and apply it to commercial ends critical to its innovative capabilities.” 

Since its inception, absorptive capacity has become an important and widely used 

theory in the study of organisations (Roberts et al. 2012) and the way in which 

they acquire, assimilate, transform and utilise knowledge from their environment 

to improve existing or create new, services, products and systems for themselves 

and their stakeholders (Liao et al. 2007).  

Although this original definition refers to the use of information for commercial 

ends, firms in the social sector must also innovate in order to accomplish their 

social missions (Chalmers and Balan-Vnuk 2013). These organisations are using 

this knowledge primarily to achieve social objectives, and without the possession 

and use of this capability, they would be unable to address the critical social 

problems affecting their society. 

According to Roberts et al. (2012), absorptive capacity researchers have 

conceptualised the construct in a number of ways:  an organisational an asset, 

which is owned by a firm in the form of relevant prior knowledge; a core 

organisational capability that exists in the form of routines, and; a dynamic 

capability which is defined by “the capacity of an organization to purposefully 

create, extend, or modify its resource base”  (Helfat et al. 2009: 4). 

As a dynamic capability it has multiple dimensions (Roberts et al. 2012), and in 

this form it is a higher level capability that can be used to change a core capability 

(lower level capability) so that an organisation can adjust to retain its competitive 

advantage in the face of changing environmental conditions (Teece et al. 1997; 

Teece 2012).  A core capability is something that an organisation is good at doing 

e.g. making a particular product or carrying out a particular operation (Teece et 

al. 1997; Teece 2012). For instance an organisation may be a market leader in 

making a specific product, but when the environment changes and impacts the 

organisation, for instance, causing a decline in the demand for that product, the 

organisation will need to have dynamic capabilities in order to change its core 

capabilities e.g. ability to produce another product, and reposition itself in the 

market.  Firms can possess many core capabilities and dynamic capabilities other 

than absorptive capacity (Teece 2012).   
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Absorptive capacity is a fundamental component of knowledge management 

activities in organisations (Easterby-Smith and Lyles 2011) and the ability of 

social enterprises operate in and respond to changes in environments that are 

difficult for other organisations to operate in, may indicate that social enterprises 

do, indeed, possess higher absorptive capacity, although to date research in this 

area remains limited (Chalmers 2013; Chalmers and Balan-Vnuk 2013). 

Absorptive capacity has received attention both in offline and online contexts, 

studies have examined how organisations identify, assimilate, transform and 

apply knowledge (Lane et al. 2006; Culnan et al. 2010).  Although the total 

absorptive capacity of the organisation is dependent on the absorptive capacity 

of its employees and the level of investment it makes in developing their skills 

and knowledge, it is not equitable to the sum of all the absorptive capacities of its 

individual employees.  It is, however, dependent on the interlinkages within the 

firm, such as those between individuals and between departments and the flow 

of knowledge between them (Cohen and Levinthal 1990; Chalmers and Balan-

Vnuk 2013)  

Absorptive capacity theory can be interpreted in two ways.  Firstly, from a 

cognitive perspective, which assumes that the more relevant prior knowledge is 

possessed by an organisation, the better it will be at identifying and assimilating 

new knowledge (Cohen and Levinthal 1990).   

The second perspective is related to organisational processes and breaks down 

the concept into a sequence of sub-components for absorptive capacity. These 

include knowledge identification, which involves recognising and acquiring 

external knowledge; assimilation, which involves the process of interpreting and 

understanding external knowledge; transformation, which involves combining the 

organisation’s current knowledge with new knowledge and; applying, which 

pertains to exploiting the knowledge that has been created (Zahra and George 

2002; Roberts et al. 2012). 

Zahra and George (2002) divided Cohen and Leventhal’s (1990) 

conceptualisation into two components. Potential absorptive capacity refers to 

the capability to recognise value in external knowledge and then acquire it from 

the external environment, and realised absorptive capacity, which refers to the 

ability of an organisation to utilise the knowledge that it has absorbed.   
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By categorising absorptive capacity in this way, two distinct abilities can be 

identified, an external ability to recognise, acquire and assimilate knowledge and, 

an internal ability to transform that knowledge and apply it towards achieving 

organisational objectives (Zahra and George 2002). Lewin et al. (2011) utilised 

this internal and external division that was identified by Zahra and George (2002) 

to identify five internal absorptive capacity routines along with three externally 

focused ones. 

The internal routines are identified as: “Facilitating variation”, these help the 

organisation develop new ideas; “managing internal selection regimes”, these 

refer to methods by which ideas are selected for resources to be allocated to 

them for further development; “Sharing knowledge and superior practices across 

the organization”; “Reflecting, updating, and replicating” and; “managing adaptive 

tension”, referring to the identification of competitors for performance comparing 

which is often difficult if they do not have similar missions Lewin et al. (2011: 85). 

External routines include, “Identifying and recognizing value of externally 

generated knowledge”; “Learning from and with partners, suppliers, customers, 

competitors, and consultants” and; “Transferring knowledge back to the 

organization.” (Lewin et al. 2011: 85). External and internal absorptive capacity 

routines need to complement each other to ensure that the external knowledge 

is being brought into the organisation and used in new knowledge creation, 

otherwise, these external routines for identifying and assimilating knowledge 

would be worthless (Lewin et al. 2011; Chalmers and Balan-Vnuk 2013). 

Complementary routines, which may be effective in organisations before they 

adopt social media, may not be as effective once social media has been adopted 

because the knowledge sharing routines may not be integrated, and these 

routines may need to be updated and integrated for use with the knowledge 

gained through social media, otherwise the benefits may not materialise. For 

instance, external knowledge may be identified by externally facing staff whilst 

engaging in face-to face interaction, which is brought into the organisation 

through team meetings and other established routines.  These staff, in a social 

enterprise may not use social media in their roles, as this may be the function of 

another department, such as marketing or an external public relations company, 

who may not engage in internal interaction to the same degree as the SEs own 

staff, which means that the internal and external absorptive capacity routines 
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would not be aligned, to maximise knowledge take up from the environment even 

if it has been identified, and therefore some knowledge would be “lost”.  

Chalmers and Balan-Vnuk (2013) use the framework from Lewin et al. (2011) and 

suggest ways by which these internal and external routines can be effectively 

operationalised for social enterprises.  They point out that absorptive capacity is 

a strength for many not-for-profit social ventures (Chalmers and Balan-Vnuk 

2013), and these organisations serve an important role in aligning inaccessible 

and often advanced knowledge, held by organisations e.g. multi-nationals, with 

the social needs of disadvantaged groups (Chalmers and Balan-Vnuk 2013).  An 

example used by these authors is the introduction of wind technology in rural 

Scotland, where social enterprises played an important mediating role by bringing 

together knowledge from different domains. They facilitated the integration of the 

technological knowledge possessed by large engineering companies that 

produce the wind turbines, and the knowledge of social issues, from rural 

communities who may be unaware of the potential community development 

benefits that these technologies can bring.  Social enterprises, by using their 

absorptive capacity to identify, assimilate and apply knowledge from different 

domains, are thus able to perform a mediating role between the stakeholders and 

ultimately create social value for the benefit of communities. 

2.7.1 Internal Absorptive Capacity Routines and SEs 

According to Chalmers and Balan-Vnuk (2013), internal absorptive capacity 

routines can be operationalised in SEs in a number of ways.  Firstly, social 

enterprises can facilitate variation by encouraging staff to come up with ideas by 

offering incentives and bringing in new knowledge and experience through their 

partnerships, as well as having a turnover of volunteers that bring in new 

knowledge and experience from other areas. 

The internal selection of ideas is often restricted by the SE’s mission, 

requirements from external funders, legal status of the SE, input, and consultation 

and approval from stakeholders, including their boards, however adopting 

professional systematic evaluation techniques does help with this, despite the 

restrictions.  Ideas that are acceptable in relation to these areas are chosen 

whereas anything unrelated may be discarded or given a low priority. 

Sharing knowledge and superior practices across the social enterprise can be 

encouraged by introducing practices that help internal communications and 
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socialisation.  These may also help focus on improving cross-departmental 

interaction such as email newsletters, bulletin boards, peer training and increased 

access to senior managers for staff to improve knowledge exchange and the 

sense-making process within the SE. 

Reflecting, updating and replicating can be encouraged by facilitating the 

reflection on previous experiences that the SE has had in order to update its 

understanding of its current and future environmental changes. SEs also tend to 

have reporting systems in place as a part of their responsibilities to grant funding 

bodies or members. The engagement with SE service users and board members 

was also useful in this area. 

Finally, practical routines can be implemented to manage adaptive tension, and 

SEs can monitor their performance against appropriate organisations and take 

action to address performance shortfalls. However, difficulties can be 

encountered as SEs have dual missions, and comparisons made with 

competitors who only have single missions (e.g. profit maximisation) may not be 

appropriate as their performance may be superior in specific areas, such as 

income generation.  

2.7.2 External Absorptive Capacity Routines and SEs 

Chalmers and Balan-Vnuk (2013) go on to identify the ways in which external 

routines are operationalised in SEs, as follows: Mechanisms are used to identify 

and recognise the value of externally generated knowledge , as well as tailoring 

it for a target group, this requires knowledge of the target group, their situation 

and the environment, in order to develop specific staff roles that span the SE 

boundaries and engage with target groups and other stakeholders, as well as to 

acquire external knowledge about their circumstances, the environment and the 

associated requirements, and act as a channel to bring knowledge back to the 

SE and into the knowledge creation process.  In an offline environment, user 

surveys and public meetings can also be useful for this purpose as well as 

sending staff to attend conferences to update their knowledge from experts. SE 

employees can also subscribe to website updates for regular updates by 

engaging with and learning from external stakeholder such as suppliers, partners, 

client groups etc. SEs can tap into diverse sources of external knowledge to 

innovate solutions to social problems, position themselves so that they respond 

to opportunities more effectively, and help address any internal deficiencies in 

knowledge or expertise, but this requires the SEs and their employees to possess 
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abilities to create and sustain external relationships.  The knowledge external 

relationships help the SE to be better positioned to respond to opportunities.  SEs 

must select partners that are compatible with their strategic aims and values and 

can act as mediators between diverse stakeholders, maintaining links and 

knowledge flows through regular interaction to innovate and re-combine 

knowledge from diverse places. Finally, SEs must transfer external knowledge 

back into the organisation, which is a routine that sits between the external and 

internal routines.  SEs must effectively link the external knowledge to internal 

organisational capabilities, which can be operationalised by engaging in 

conversations in social settings, emails, or formal mechanisms such as gaining 

feedback from field workers, meeting with various stakeholder groups, or 

meetings with the board or funders etc. 

2.7.3 Social Media and Absorptive Capacity Routines 

By engaging with stakeholders online on platforms such as Facebook, Twitter 

and others, organisations can create spaces that allow them to tap into 

knowledge from a wide variety of stakeholders.  For their social media use to be 

effective, organisations must consciously adopt the social media platforms, with 

organisational policies in place, and engage in building networks and 

communities (Culnan et al. 2010).  They must also develop their absorptive 

capacity routines to capture this knowledge so that they can tap into the content 

that their stakeholders generate on these platforms. This content is generated 

using platform-specific features such as tweets on twitter and comments on 

Facebook, etc.   Organisations must have the capacity to engage on these 

platforms, process messages, and respond to the online engagement by their 

stakeholders.  Social media allows organisations to passively capture explicit 

knowledge, but by engaging with stakeholders, they can also generate new 

knowledge that is relevant to the organisation, and which is less explicit 

(Schlagwein and Hu 2017).  

 

Culnan et al. (2010) also posit that absorptive capacity can be built by assigning 

the formal responsibility of monitoring content to the appropriate employees or 

departments, and that existing organisational processes must therefore be 

updated so that the captured social media knowledge is directed to the 

appropriate organisational functions for further action, just as is done with other 

forms of communication, so that knowledge is not lost or ignored. Organisations 



7 
 

must also develop formal systems and rules to process the messages (e.g. what 

types of messages require a response, what type of response would be given, 

what can be ignored or deleted) to ensure that there is consistency in the process.  

Finally, internal systems are required for reporting on the knowledge that is 

gained through social media and these should be integrated with the existing 

processes and systems so that there is an alignment between the external 

absorptive capacity routines and the internal routines, which will benefit the 

innovation and knowledge creation process (Culnan et al. 2010).  

2.7.4 Summary 

Absorptive Capacity is a critical aspect of an organisation’s knowledge ability to 

identify, assimilate, transform and apply knowledge gained from the environment.  

Absorptive capacity has both internal routines within the organisation and 

external routines facing the environment.  Effective alignment is required between 

the internal and external routines for an organisation to have high absorptive 

capacity capabilities.  Where they are not aligned knowledge is either not picked 

up from the environment or lost.  This section has discussed some of the 

important areas of the concept in the context of social enterprises. 
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2.8 Organisational Performance 

2.8.1 Introduction 

This section will examine organisational performance, investigating the high-level 

categories of performance management and how these are relevant for social 

enterprises. 

2.8.2 Organisational Performance 

Organisational performance is the outcome of an organisation’s activities 

compared to the intended output. To maximise such deliverables for 

beneficiaries, social enterprises need to identify critical areas of strategy and to 

optimise achievement in these areas (Liu et al. 2014).  Deciding what areas to 

focus on is, however, difficult because organisational performance is complex, 

multidimensional and subjective (Barnes 2008; Richard et al. 2009). Performance 

measurement is similarly complex, and with the primary output for social 

providers being the creation of social value which is highly subjective, 

performance measurement is arguably even more complex for social enterprises 

than for for-profit organisations  (Herman and Renz 2008).  

The lack of consensus on the definition of social value creation further 

complicates the process of measuring performance for social enterprises 

(Herman and Renz 2008). A great many aspects of performance can be 

measured, but it is not practical to measure everything and determining exactly 

what should be measured has important consequences on the evolution of the 

organisation. This could, for example, potentially influence the future strategic 

direction of the organisation or an entire industry sector, which demonstrates its 

importance (Barnes 2008).  For social enterprises, this could also lead to their 

mission drifting from social value creation, per se, by focusing too much on 

improving income generation at the expense of their social mission.   

Therefore, critical areas for performance attention must be identified using a 

considered approach factoring in strategic goals. Various authors have offered 

categorisations, which can be used in identifying appropriate areas that are 

suitable for attention, but this study can only consider a few areas due to its limited 

scope.  
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Barnes (2008) categorised organisational performance into three areas: 

economy measures, which relate to the costs of inputs to the transformation 

process; efficiency measures, which relate to the performance of the 

transformation process and; effectiveness, which relates to how well outcomes 

meet customer needs.  Ridley-Duff and Bull (2015) discussed the creation of 

social value in terms of two perspectives, the consumption perspective and the 

production perspective.  The consumption perspective relates to the provision of 

goods, services and community improvement and the welfare of target groups, 

whilst the production perspective is concerned with patterns and practices of 

work.  Effectively, both of these viewpoints identify an internal component to 

performance, which is the related costs and efficiencies of producing products, 

as well as an external aspect to performance, which relates to the value that is 

created for the customers or the target groups. 

According to Bagnoli and Megali (2009), the performance of voluntary sector 

organisations can be categorised into three main dimensions: economic-

financial, social-effectiveness and legitimacy. The economic-financial dimension 

includes income, at least to sustain the organisation, value added delivery (both 

social and economic), the cash flow and financial sustainability, comparative 

production costs with others in the market, actual cost of producing goods, 

service delivering projects (Bagnoli and Megali 2009).  

Social-effectiveness includes inputs, such as the resources used in creating 

social value; outputs, such as products and services delivered and actions taken 

to achieve the social mission of the organisation; outcomes, which are the 

benefits or positive effects on target groups, the impact on the wider society, the 

actual organisational performance, in comparison to the planned performance for 

mission objectives, and participation in decision making by the workers and 

service users (Bagnoli and Megali 2009).  

Finally, legitimacy is assessed by how consistent their activities are compared to 

the mission of the organisation, and how compliant the social enterprise is with 

the appropriate laws and accepted norms of conduct (Bagnoli and Megali 2009). 

As organisations focusing on creating social value for the greater good of society, 

social enterprises tend to have more goodwill embedded in their networks than 

their commercial counterparts, leading to a willingness on the part of their 

collaborators and network members to share relevant knowledge, which they can 
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use to improve aspects of their performance .  Legitimacy is an important enabler 

in this regard. 

Using Barnes (2008) high-level categories  for structure, some key social 

enterprises’ performance areas, as identified by (Bagnoli and Megali 2009), will 

be reviewed in the following section.  We will look at access to resources, grant 

funding, and improvements in products, services, and processes, and ultimately 

social value creation.  While other areas such as legitimacy are important, these 

are  beyond the scope of this study and can be covered in future research. 

2.8.3 Measuring Economy  

According to Barnes (2008), performance measures for economy can be defined 

as, “the costs of goods and services required as inputs for the operations 

process” (Barnes 2008: 401).  The author further argues that economy is not 

simply about getting the lowest price, but that consideration must also be given 

to the overall cost of the goods and services being input into the transformation 

process. They must, therefore,  factor in “the right quality, in the right quantity, at 

the right time, from the right supplier, at the right price” (Barnes 2008: 401) to 

achieve the best economic return. 

As social enterprises are typically resource-constrained (Chalmers 2013; 

Stephan et al. 2017), they must be economical in order to more reach achieve 

their goals.  Key input resources required by social enterprises to make economy-

related improvements include access to material resources, such as facilities, 

equipment, transportation and buildings, etc, as well as access to people with 

skills and expertise in operationally relevant areas and volunteers to help them 

with their activities (Stephan et al. 2017).  Social media affordances can help 

access these with, for instance, platforms such as LinkedIn can provide 

information on previous projects completed and the availability of relevant 

potential partners; Facebook and Twitter can also be used to engage with others 

in dialogue relating to funding availability and advice and guidance on gaining 

access to it.  Organisations can further promote their willingness to partner with 

SEs or actual material resources and potential funding that they could make 

available, as a part of their corporate social responsibility programmes, through 

general social media packages such as Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram.  
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2.8.4 Organisational Performance and Efficiency 

Measures of efficiency are “concerned with the performance of the transformation 

process itself in terms of its ability to make optimum use of resource inputs in the 

creation of outputs” (Barnes 2008: 401). According to Corner and Ho (2010), in 

order to create social value, SEs must first identify unaddressed or poorly 

serviced social needs.  They can then create social value by developing products 

and services that effectively meet these needs, for example, by creating new, 

improving existing products and services or creating new markets. This can be 

achieved by engaging in knowledge sharing and creation with client groups or 

other stakeholders to identify these gaps in social provision or gaining feedback 

from service users on products or services that require improvement.  

Furthermore, they may look at what other organisations are delivering and 

contextualise products and services from elsewhere for local markets.  They may 

also identify ways to introduce, change, or improve their internal processes for 

transforming inputs into outputs for social value creation, for instance, by looking 

at industry best practice examples shared on social media.   

Improving their ability to access funding can also classified as an efficiency 

measure.  These may come in the form of financial assistance from government 

grants (Stephan et al. 2017).  This type of funding often requires submitting a bid 

and SEs may require support in preparing these bids, especially if they are 

unfamiliar with the process.  If successful in acquiring funding, they may also 

require support in delivering the products and services and reporting back to 

funders on progress against targets.  This process transforms inputs, e.g. finance, 

into outputs e.g. completed social projects that create social value.  Knowledge 

from Social media can help SEs in all stages of this process.  In addition to explicit 

information, such as being able to see promotions of funding opportunities, and 

identifying the bidding process, engagement in social media can lead to tacit 

knowledge sharing.  Here SEs may be able to tap into internal knowledge of 

others’ relating to such things as the intricacies of projects, associated with 

certain types of funding, that has been gained through experience of actual 

project delivery and are difficult to codify but accessible through engagement and 

observation.  Engagement and knowledge sharing may not exclusively take place 

online, social media may indeed play an important role in the process. 
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2.8.5 Organisational Performance and effectiveness 

Barnes (2008: 402) defined measures of effectiveness as those that  “are 

concerned with the extent to which the outputs of a process meet the 

requirements of its customers”, pointing out that although many of areas can be 

identified as candidates for performance management and subsequent 

improvement, it is important to select the key aspects so that the organisation can 

benefit in relation to its strategic objectives.  In the case of social enterprises, we 

are looking at multiple stakeholders rather than customers.  As the key focus for 

social enterprises is the creation of social value, its measurement and monitoring 

are significant for the success of these organisations and are important in 

avoiding mission drift. 

Social value has received a great deal of academic interest in recent years, but 

a diverse and extensive range of perspectives has influenced the discourse in 

such a manner that has made it difficult to achieve a consensus on a clear 

definition for the construct (Ridley-Duff and Bull 2019).  Added to this are the 

many different terms which are used to refer to very similar things including social 

value, social impact, and social performance etc, and many researchers do not 

readily distinguish between these terms. 

The creation of social value can be associated with the creation of essential 

goods and services that are otherwise inaccessible to disenfranchised 

communities, and are delivered by organisations with social missions (Austin et 

al. 2006; Saebi et al. 2019), which focus on social or environmental issues within 

a variety of sectors, including health, business development, welfare, community 

development, and training, etc.  Social value can also be defined as a positive 

change, initiated by a social intervention, for social wellbeing for disadvantaged 

individuals (Kroeger and Weber 2014).   

Social value covers a diverse array of complex social and environmental areas  

(Chaves et al. 2011), and is conceptualised with regards to different stakeholders, 

market factors comparing similar products, as well as time.  Addressing this 

diverse and complex multidimensionality is difficult for researchers, and the focus 

should be on something that is relevant to the research context (Richard et al. 

2009). 
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The creation of social value is the key output for a social enterprise and the 

primary mission for these organisations, and it can, therefore, be classified as a 

measure of effectiveness, as defined by Barnes (2008).  Measures of 

effectiveness are different for different contexts (Barnes 2008), so what may be 

deemed as being a good measure for effectiveness for a commercial enterprise 

may not be a good measure in a social enterprise.  As previously discussed, 

social enterprises are also diverse organisation, which therefore means that 

when measures are being selected for this construct, steps should be taken to 

ensure that the measures are generalisable across different social enterprises.  

There are certain types of measures which tend be seen as generic and 

performance targets for all enterprises.  These include scaling up either by 

increasing the provision in some way, growing the customer base, expanding the 

organisation, or improving products and services.  These types of measures may 

have the generalisability required to capture improved performance including 

effectiveness associated with social media use. 

Social value is created more effectively when working collaboratively with a 

variety of external partners as this helps to acquire or leverage resources which 

may be far more difficult to access otherwise (Austin et al. 2006).  One of the key 

resources that social enterprises require relates to information and knowledge, 

and social enterprises often excel at engaging with different stakeholders 

including client groups, suppliers, funders and public bodies to create social value 

(Saebi et al. 2019). 

According to (Kroeger and Weber 2014), there are three difficulties in measuring 

social value: firstly, social interventions that create social value are heterogenic, 

targeting different client groups with different demographics in different ways and 

they go on to suggest that there is a requirement to uniformly measure the 

construct. Secondly, there is a subjective element to interpreting what social 

value is and this also affects its measurement.  For instance, commercial 

interventions may create social value to some degree and, similarly, social 

interventions may also create commercial value, making it difficult to clearly 

demarcate between them.  Finally, similar social interventions in different socio 

economic or institutional settings where people have different standards of living 

are difficult to compare and measure as the outcomes they produce are different 

(Kroeger and Weber 2014).  Thus, an investment of a particular amount of money 
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in a poor neighbourhood will produce one type of outcome, whilst the same 

amount invested in a more affluent neighbourhood will produce different results. 

Although social value creating activities are not restricted to social enterprises, 

and can occur in organisations across all sectors and organisations (Austin et al. 

2006; Saebi et al. 2019), the creation of social value is the primary component of 

an SEs mission (Austin et al. 2006; Peredo and McLean 2006; Choi and 

Majumdar 2014) and for them to assess how well they are performing, there 

needs to be some measurement of the concept in order to allow them to make 

adjustments and improvements, which is the objective of performance 

measurement.  It is therefore important to include the concept in this study and 

to look at the relationship that knowledge sharing has on the creation of social 

value.   

In order to address the operationalisation of this construct, the following must be 

considered (Richard et al. 2009). Firstly, there should be strong theoretical 

justification for including a specific type of performance, and secondly, theory 

should be used to support the inclusion of the measures. A measure of how well 

the outputs of the transformation process (i.e. products and services) meet 

customer requirements is difficult to obtain, but a reasonable assessment can be 

made by those that deliver the products and services within social enterprises to 

the stakeholders.   

The measurement of social performance is often funder-driven and is measured 

through a post programme assessment of the impact that the results of a 

programme have had, and is also referred to as “impact evaluation” or “outcome 

measurement” (Ebrahim and Rangan 2014).  According to Ebrahim and Rangan 

(2014)  assessments of outcomes such as reduced poverty, improved health 

outcomes, and the placement of trainees in permanent jobs are based on a 

variety of techniques.  They go on to say that as social enterprises are required 

to report on these, they tend to have systems in place for capturing this 

information and reporting on it.  With the benefit of this routine reporting 

requirement, it can be argued that social enterprise staff are generally well 

positioned to make judgements on these types of questions.  

In most cases, knowledge sharing may only play a small role in the overall 

process and it may be difficult to give precise judgements, however, the 
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respondent will still have an indication of the usefulness of the organisations 

activities and will be able to give an estimate of their measure of success. 

2.9 Social Value 

A few factors must be considered when measuring social value.  Although social 

enterprises have a social mission, the objectives of that mission are diverse, thus 

making it difficult to measure, which therefore means that ways of 

operationalising the concept for measurement across diverse social enterprises 

must be found. 

The focus of the research is the sharing of knowledge on social media and its 

impact on organisational performance and social value creation. However, only 

a small proportion of the knowledge sharing may take place on social media, with 

some taking place in offline situations outside social media.   

Aspects of performance measurement need to be appropriate across different 

social enterprises and need to be in areas where the target participants are in a 

position to answer, such as aspects of performance that are impacted by 

knowledge sharing through social media.  This can be achieved by looking at 

what benefits social enterprises get from using social media and identifying 

common factors that also relate back to social value creation.  These common 

areas include connecting and engaging with more stakeholders, which may 

include identifying and connecting with increased numbers of beneficiaries;  

expanding the organisation in some way, this could include increasing the 

provisions that they deliver; identifying and delivering essential goods and 

services to groups that require them; using knowledge gained through social 

media to improve their products and services in some way and; increasing their 

market share. 

In summary, organisational performance can be split into internal and external 

performance.  Internal performance looks at the economics of producing goods 

and services and improving the costs of production, as well as improving the 

efficiencies of producing goods and services. External performance looks at 

improving the effectiveness of producing products and services.  In the case of 

social enterprises, their effectiveness can be associated with the social value that 

is created.  However, social value is complex, multidimensional and subjective 
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and, for this study, measures must be generalisable across all social enterprises, 

taking into account knowledge captured from social media. 

2.10 Literature Review Summary 

This chapter began with providing a literature review for two background 

concepts, namely, social enterprises and social media.  The literature review then 

continued on areas relating to the conceptual model which were: the relevant 

components of social capital (trust and ties); knowledge sharing; absorptive 

capacity; organisational performance and, social value creation.     

Social media technologies facilitate networking and have changed the way in 

which we live and work. These technologies have had a significant effect on the 

business environment, which will continue into the foreseeable future.  Social 

enterprises are resource constrained and so depend on their network 

collaborators for resources, including knowledge, to create innovative social 

solutions for a diverse range of beneficiaries.  For-profit commercial organisations 

are increasingly working in partnerships with social organisations as a part of their 

corporate social responsibility (CSR) initiatives.  One key benefit of social media 

for such organisations and SEs is acquiring knowledge sharing through improved 

networking capability. 

Social capital is present on social media networks in a similar way to the that in 

offline networks, albeit with some differences.  Social capital represents a key 

source of knowledge available to SEs that enables them to access other 

resources and to create solutions. Knowledge can be both explicit and tacit and 

users create this knowledge by engaging and generating and sharing content. A 

social enterprises absorptive capacity plays a critical role in acquiring, 

assimilating, transforming and applying the knowledge.  The more developed that 

the social enterprises absorptive capacity is, the better it will be at transforming 

social media derived knowledge into new knowledge.  Organisations use both the 

tacit and explicit knowledge from their environment and through their absorptive 

capacity dimensions, which are identify, assimilate, transform and apply they can 

create new knowledge to improve their performance. By doing this enhancing 

their organisational performance, which is a multidimensional construct that can 

include performance based on economies, efficiencies or effectiveness, they can 

ultimately deliver improved social value to beneficiaries. 
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3.0 Research Methodology  

3.1 Introduction 

Chapter one covered the purpose of this study which was to identify constructs 

and dimensions relevant for knowledge sharing in social enterprises, to create 

social value, to establish theoretical foundation for the study and then to 

operationalise, test, validate the theoretical model and identify the relationships 

between the constructs. I chapter 2 of this thesis a literature review was carried 

out on the key concepts relating to the research. 

In order to achieve the overall objectives of this study, the adoption of an 

appropriate research methodology and design was required, and this chapter will 

provide an explanation and justification for these. It will cover the individual 

research methods for both the qualitative and quantitative research phases of the 

study, along with the resulting methodology. 

3.2 Objectives of the Study 

The objectives of the study outlined in previously were as follows:  

1 – Identify relevant constructs that lead to the creation of value by organisations 

from the use of social media, from the extant literature.  This has already been 

done in the literature review. 

2 - Confirm the constructs, identified in the literature, are also valid in the context 

of SEs through the use semi-structured interviews.   

3 – Identify the relationships between the constructs, confirmed in objective two, 

using the extant literature.  

4 – Establish a putative theoretical model, by using the confirmed constructs and 

relationships between those constructs identified in the literature. 

The objectives of the second phase of the study were as follows:  

5 – Develop measurement scales for each construct in the model, suitable for 

use with social media and for social enterprises.   

6 – Using structural equation modelling, test the putative theoretical model.  

Firstly, test whether the measurement items for each construct were valid and 

secondly step test whether the relationships between the constructs were valid. 
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Unlike the literature on social media use within mainstream organisations, where 

it is plentiful, within the context of social enterprises is presently limited.  In order 

to achieve the objectives of the research there was a need to establish that the 

concepts relevant for mainstream organisations were also relevant for social 

enterprises.  The overall study was to be a quantitative one that involved the 

validation of a putative theoretical model by fitting it to data collected through a 

survey.  Therefore, in order to achieve the overall objectives of the study it was 

deemed that a mixed method approach would be required.  This would combine 

both semi-structured interviews, to establish the relevance of identified concepts 

from the mainstream literature in social enterprises, followed by a quantitative 

phase, collecting data using a survey instrument would be most appropriate. 

3.4 Research Paradigm  

This research developed a model for social value creation by social enterprise. 

This comprised known relationships between the network tie, trust, knowledge 

sharing, absorptive capacity, organisational performance, and social value 

creation constructs.   These are well established in the mainstream organisation 

and entrepreneurial literature and business related and social sciences 

literatures.  The model specifically represents the relationships between the 

constructs, as initiated by social media usage by social enterprises. 

Although social enterprises have many similarities with other forms of 

organisation, they are nevertheless a distinct form of organisation with their own 

nuances and these are itemised in the literature (Parkinson and Howorth 2008; 

Folmer et al. 2018). Research in social entrepreneurship is, however, nascent 

and so many of these have not been fully investigated or reported and, 

particularly, for various contexts. For instance, social media use in more 

traditional organisational settings has received considerable attention but very 

little for social enterprises (Chalmers and Balan-Vnuk 2013; Olanrewaju et al. 

2020).  Despite, organisational performance, absorptive capacity and social value 

creation for social enterprises being most likely different from those for for-profit 

commercial organisations, reported research on these constructs in this context 

is rare. 

The major objective of this study was, therefore, to develop a model based on 

the available literature, that represents the impact of social media usage by social 

enterprises on social value creation. This model was then to be validated with 

data collected by a survey of UK social enterprises. As the context of social 
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enterprise usage is novel, a model based on the more traditional forms of 

organisation was used as a basis for this social enterprise model. To appraise 

any potential substantive deviations between the two distinct organisational 

forms, semi-structured interviews were used to gain clarifications of any 

discrepancies (Bryman and Bell 2015).  The Interview guide used for these 

interviews is in Appendix 1.  The outcome of these interviews informed 

modifications and development of the survey questionnaire instrument, which 

was subsequently administered to UK based social enterprises that use social 

media for work related activities. The research model was then fitted to the 

collected data and validated, using a partial least squares structural equation 

model.  

The research was consequently undertaken in two distinct phases: the first phase 

was inductive with qualitative interviews and a comprehensive literature review 

leading to the development of the research model. In the second phase, 

deductive research is pursued whereby the model is validated by the collection 

of numerical data and subsequent quantitative modelling of these to validate the 

corresponding research hypotheses represented in the research model.   

This second phase of quantitative modelling fall firmly in the positivist domain, 

which relates research on observable and measurable phenomena (Schwandt 

1994). With the abundance of published research on the relationships between 

the model constructs due to the use of social media by for-profit organisations 

and the consequent value these create for the organisation, and subsequent 

interviews, sufficient knowledge was available for the development of an 

appropriate research model. The questionnaire instrument also enabled the 

collection of relevant data from the target population in support of the deductive 

methodological paradigm used in this research. The approach is based on the 

Popperian argument of verification by the process of falsification as advocated in 

his theory of demarcation (Popper 1934: 109). Here, following usual modelling 

practice, each of the research hypotheses are “verified”, in a Popperian sense, 

by statistical validation i.e. viewing validation by statistical testing of the 

hypotheses as evidence of an inability to falsify. 

3.5 Methodology 

Bryman and Bell (2015) argue that in sequential mixed methods approaches, 

qualitative techniques can be used to facilitate subsequent quantitative research 

by providing a greater understanding of the research situation, a view supported 
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by Creswell et al. (2011). The authors also report on a research exemplar by 

Myers and Oetzel (2003) that adopted a mixed methods approach, starting 

initially with a minor qualitative component by using semi-structured interviews to 

establish dimensions for organisational assimilation which they used to inform a 

subsequent quantitative component, with the development of a quantitative 

questionnaire.  

The two main approaches to mixed methods research designs are: mixed 

methods triangulation and sequential mixed methods (Leech and Onwuegbuzie 

2009; Biesta 2010; Creswell and Clark 2018: 78). The former design is concerned 

with validation of a model where convergence or consistency in the separate 

model findings leads to acceptance of the validity of the putative model under 

investigation. It also includes simultaneous mixed methods (Creswell and Clark 

2018). The latter approach of sequential mixed methods is more co-operative in 

nature. There are also four distinct cases for this design: 1. Quantitative-

qualitative; 2. quantitative-Qualitative; 3. Qualitative-quantitative, and; 4. 

qualitative-Quantitative, using the notation of Creswell and Clark (2018).  Here, 

the actual sequence of stages is denoted by the order with the dominant method 

being denoted by the capitalisation of the lead character (e.g. a Quantitative-

qualitative design is one with a dominant quantitative method which is applied 

first to the data. This is then followed by a less complex and involved qualitative 

method being applied to the data.)  The actual sequence and dominance of the 

methods is determined by both the nature of prior knowledge and the complexity 

of the required analysis.  

In this thesis, the research undertaken follows a similar mixed methods approach 

to that used by Myers and Oetzel (2003). This is described as follows: 

1. The extant literature was sufficiently informative to develop a putative 

model, but this needed qualification due to the population of interest being 

social enterprises and the highly specific nature of social media usage. 

2. A questionnaire was raised, based on this literature, and simple interviews 

with senior social enterprise practitioners and relevant academic staff. The 

interviews confirmed the putative relationships of the model and 

suggested modifications that were required to the questionnaire to 

accommodate the context of social enterprises and social media usage. 
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3. Data were collected from social enterprises and the quantitative phase of 

the research continued by fitting the putative model to these data. In this 

phase, the model was validated, and findings were drawn. 

In this research, the quantitative analysis was substantially a more complex 

method, hence the mixed methods is a qualitative-Quantitative methodology with 

the qualitative phase being undertaken first, followed by the quantitative 

modelling phase. The alternative approach of triangulation with mixed methods 

is inappropriate as the relevant extant literature was sufficiently mature for a 

putative model to be used, albeit with modifications informed by the qualitative 

interviews.  

As in the case of (Myers and Oetzel 2003) this two-stage sequential mixed 

method qualitative-Quantitative approach was considered appropriate for this 

study. Firstly, a minor qualitative component consisting of semi-structured 

interviews with key informants from UK based SE’s was included. These semi-

structure interviews were analysed using content analysis, as discussed below, 

to confirm the existence of the concepts from the literature and their frequencies 

which helped to contextualise them for the social enterprise environment. 

According to Tashakkori and Teddlie (2010) content analysis can be applied with 

mixed methods approaches and one conventional application of content analysis 

is by initially conducting a thematic analysis of textual material using meaningful 

codes that are in line with research objectives which can then be transformed into 

variables for further statistical techniques to be applied.  They further explain a 

basic approach to transforming codes into variables is by identifying whether a 

code occurs in a given text or not.  Tashakkori and Teddlie (2010, p382-388) also 

point out that quantitative content analysis involves counting words or phrases in 

given material and working out the total number of times that each word or phrase 

appears. By carrying out this procedure, these words and phrases can be 

objectified.  The main reason for doing this is to offer support for reliability and 

validity. 

Hsieh and Shannon (2005) discuss three different approaches to content analysis 

of textual information.  These are: conventional content analysis, where codes 

are taken from the text; a directed approach, which uses existing theory or 

research to guide the coding and the process and; summative content analysis, 

where both manifest and underlying latent meanings to words and phrases are 
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identified. The current research used a directed approach with the concepts from 

the literature, as a guide for the coding categories.  This approach is one that was 

also endorsed by Potter and Levine‐Donnerstein (1999).   

The main emphasis for this study is the quantitative phase and using 

categorisations from Morse (1991), the overall design is minor qualitative with a 

subsequent major quantitative approach. 

The first phase provides an opportunity to evaluate whether the concepts and 

constructs to be investigated in the model, which are derived mainly from the for-

profit literature, are present in the social enterprise context and if they are, 

whether the meaning attributed to them is the same, nuanced or different. The 

second phase explores the relationship between constructs specifically through 

the development of structural equation model. 

3.6 Model 

The content analysis allowed the main concepts to be confirmed for the SE 

context.  Additionally, it also allowed for themes and dimensions to be identified 

that clustered around these main concepts but were specific to social enterprises.  

This aspect of the content analysis stage helped to further contextualised the 

model and concepts for Social enterprises.  Once this had been done the 

literature was used to develop the relationships between the concepts and to 

develop the model for the quantitative stage of the research. 

3.7 Research Process 

3.7.1 High-level activities 

Table 3.1 graphically represents the methodological approach adopted by this 

study. 

• Initial model was adopted from a review of the Literature in each of the 

concepts. 

• Feedback on the model and research ideas were gained from 

academics/researchers in the area through presentations and seminars. 

• Ethics approval was gained for the mixed methods study. 

• Work commenced on building a sample frame from freely available online 

databases containing social enterprise data. 

• A simple random sample was used to select participants for the interviews. 
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• Participants were contacted, given background information and asked if 

they would participate in the interviews. 

• Semi-structured telephone interviews were carried out recorded on mp3 

player, and transcribed. 

• Interview transcripts were content analysed with NVIVO and findings were 

used to confirm concepts relevant for SEs. 

• Theoretical model built. 

• Relationships confirmed and relationships hypothesised. 

• Items were adapted for the survey from the extant literature or author 

derived. 

• The survey was piloted by asking both academics from related discipline 

to complete and submit responses as well as selected practitioners from 

the target population. 

• Feedback from the pilot was used to update the survey. 

• The online survey contained questions to filter out respondent unsuitable 

for the survey. 

• Throughout the above procedure the sample frame was further increased 

by accessing publicly available databases containing social enterprise 

details. 

• Social Enterprises were identified for participation in the survey from the 

sample frame by visiting their websites and checking to ensure that the 

organisation was suitable for the study (i.e. they were a social enterprise 

and they were not clearly another type of organisation).  

• Where possible email addresses for individuals who could potentially 

participate in the study were identified otherwise, a suitable generic email 

address was identified. 

• An email request was sent to these email addresses inviting potential 

participants to take the survey or to pass the invite to a suitable person for 

their attention.  The email invitation was customised for the recipient where 

possible to increase the potential response rate.   The email explained the 

purpose of the research, its background, and ethics related information to 

inform the participant about potential involvement in the research (see 

Appendix 5).   
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• If no person was identified or generic email address was found most 

websites had an online form which could be used to make initial contact 

before further details were sent if a response was received. 

• A first, second and third reminder were sent out to increase the response 

rate. 

• Download smart-pls software and become familiar with its usage. 

• Quantitative analysis of survey data. 

• The model was validated. 

• Thesis was written up and submitted.
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Table 3.1 Approach followed 
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3.7.2 Phase 1 

3.7.2.1 Semi-Structured Interviews 

For the first, qualitative phase of the study, semi-structured interviews were 

considered to be the most appropriate tool for confirming that the constructs 

identified in the literature for mainstream organisations also existed for social 

enterprises. Semi-structured interviews, with open questions, facilitated dialogue 

with participants that was focused on specific areas whilst allowing for them to 

discuss related issues without too many constraints (see Appendix 1 for the 

interview guide developed and used to carry out these interviews).   

3.7.2.2 Sample Frame 

The overall sample frame was built for this study from data selected from multiple 

databases.  These databases were comprised of the following: the SEUK 

database, the FAME database used by University of Bradford Library and; 

databases from UK local and regional Government authorities, including counties 

and cities.  This was a continuous process through the study and this sample 

frame was used in both phases (qualitative and quantitative) of the study.  For 

the first phase a simple random sample was selected for the interviews. 

SEUK had a graphical interface to its records with contact details to the social 

enterprises showing their locations on a map of the UK.  Contact details were 

acquired by clicking the organisation on the map and copying and pasting the 

contact details into Microsoft excel.  There was no functionality to query or export 

the data. The researcher systematically appraised every SE present to identify 

whether they were suitable for inclusion in the study based on criteria described 

in the next paragraph. The FAME database was also accessed and a list of each 

social enterprise present that also meet the selection criteria was identified, along 

with their respective weblink.  The local and regional Government online 

databases for UK counties and large cities were finally accessed, systematic 

through internet searches with Google.  Appropriate filter options were then used 

to identify the social enterprises present and details of these who also met the 

selection criteria were taken.  Having established the potential participant social 

enterprises, each was assigned a notional number to create the sample frame.  

Selections were then made, at random, from this. 

The process followed to retrieve these data included:  querying the databases 

and identifying candidate social enterprises for inclusion in the sample frame.  
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Contact details, including company name, website addresses and email 

addresses were recorded on a spreadsheet.  For each company, the researcher 

visited the company’s website and reviewed the company’s mission, objectives 

and history in order to assess whether the company would be acceptable in the 

sample frame.  The criteria used to make this assessment was firstly whether the 

company operated in the third sector, secondly that their primary mission was a 

social mission and finally that the company generated an income to support this 

social mission.  Only companies meeting this criterion were added to the 

spreadsheet and therefore included in the sample frame, otherwise they were 

excluded from the study.  In addition to being a data store for companies to be 

included in the spreadsheet the data base served and a management tool when 

contacting companies and collecting data from them.  Wherever possible, email 

addresses for people suitable to participate in the study were identified, where 

these were not available generic ones were used where neither were available a 

web form was used to initiate contact. 

3.7.2.3 Interview process 

A standard email was sent to participants in which the objectives of the research, 

a guarantee of anonymity, background material, storage of the data collected and 

the option of withdrawal from the study were related for the sampled participants.  

The interview guide along with its objectives was also included, together with a 

invite to participate and a list of possible times to conduct the interview.   

A 25-minute interview was arranged with an appropriate member of staff, who 

was aware of organisational processes and social media usage.  Interviews were 

carried out and recorded over the telephone and mp3 recordings were taken. 

These were then transcribed onto a MS Word 2016 document using the Dragon 

Naturally Speaking software.  Thirteen interviews were conducted, of which 

twelve were successfully recorded.  One interview did not record but was 

summarised from notes and memory immediately after the interview taking place.  

The transcriptions were then imported into NVIVO version 12 software for 

analysis, using content analysis.  The interviews were used to confirm the 

concepts present in the mainstream literature, for social media use in 

organisations, were also relevant for in social enterprises and, the putative model 

contextualised for the study.  Once this confirmation had been achieved the 

interviews had served their purpose and were not continued. 
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3.7.3 Phase 2 

The second, quantitative phase of the study followed sequentially from the first 

phase detailed above.  In this phase existing items were adapted from the 

literature and contextualised for social enterprises.  The section below discusses 

the quantitative phase in more detail. 

3.7.3.1 Building Survey items 

Most of the constructs used in this study had already been studied by other 

researchers and therefore have items that have been validated and can be 

adapted for inclusion in the survey and used in this study. These items were for 

the constructs: ties, trust, knowledge sharing, absorptive capacity, improved 

social value creation were adapted from the literature.   Tables 12 to 25 in 

Appendix 6 show the modified items used for this study along with citations to the 

publications where these were taken from. The measures for Enhanced 

Organisation Performance were author derived from reviewing literature on social 

enterprises and reviewed by a panel of academics. See Appendix 6 for detailed 

tables containing survey items. 

3.7.3.2 Sampling 

A Partial Least Square Squares structural equation modelling approach was used 

to fit the data to the model.  This approach requires small data sets and can be 

used to explore the relationships between the constructs which was appropriate 

for this research.  Due to the mixed method nature of the study adopting a 

qualitative-Quantitative (using Creswell formatting convention Creswell et al. 

(2011) approach, a different sample size was needed for both stages.  The 

sample frame was the same for both phases. 

3.7.3.3 Invitation process 

The process for building the sample frame has been discussed in the section for 

phase 1.  The same sample frame used the semi-structured interviews, was also 

used for the data collection in the survey (phase 2).  After carrying out the 

interviews the process for building the sample frame continues. 

Again, as in phase1, a standard email was sent to the sample frame participants 

in this second phase of the study inviting them to participate (see Appendix 5). 

The email, containing a link to the survey questionnaire, was sent to all the 

included social enterprises.  Respondents could provide their email address 
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details in the survey if they chose to do so and wished to receive a summary of 

the findings.  

In total, three emails requesting participation were sent.  These were a) the initial 

email b) first reminder c) second reminder.  1563 emails were sent to SE’s and 

231 fully completed responses were received; the survey was setup so that 

respondents had to complete the survey or close the browser therefore there 

were no incomplete surveys.  The quantitative data collection stage therefore 

resulted in a 14.8% response rate.  Respondents had the option to ignore 

demographic questions but the items relating to the constructs were mandatory.  

This meant that there was no missing model data collected from the survey for 

the quantitative analysis stage of the study. 

3.7.3.4 Online Questionnaire Development 

Compared with emailing participants an online survey link and background 

information about the research, manually printing out paper copies of the survey 

and then posting them out to participants was deemed to be: a higher cost 

approach; more time-consuming and; more difficult to monitor and follow up on 

non-responders.  The online survey was created using the Qualtrics Survey tool, 

which the University of Bradford, School of Management had paid a subscription 

for and was free to use for their students.  By responding to questions and 

pressing the submit button at the end of the online Qualtrics survey, participants 

directly entered data into an online database.  These responses could be 

downloaded by the researcher at regular and convenient times to ensure that the 

data was backed up.  An online survey had the advantage over a paper-based 

survey as manual input of responses by the researcher was avoiding additional 

input time and eliminating the risk of input errors.  The survey was easy to setup 

and activate online and provided an easy link to include in the survey letter (see 

Appendix 5) which was sent by email.  By clicking on this link participants could 

access the survey and complete it at a suitable time making the process user 

friendly and increasing the likelihood of participants responding.  Data could be 

downloaded from the from the Qualtrics survey and converted into numerical 

format as preparation for quantitative analysis. 

3.7.3.5 Quantitative testing of the model 

To test the putative model against the data, a free to use structural equation 

modelling software was used.  This software is called SMART-PLS software was 
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downloaded directly from the producers of the software from their website, after 

completing the registration process, at www.smartpls.com.   

3.8 Summary 

The research philosophy and methodology used by this study were discussed in 

this chapter.  The research paradigm behind this study is positivist and the 

methodology adopts a two stage, sequential, qualitative-Quantitative, mixed 

methods approach in order to achieve the research objectives.  The first phase 

of the of this methodology involves undertaking semi-structured interviews with 

social enterprise practitioners who are aware of the use of social media for 

knowledge sharing and how this knowledge is used within their social enterprise.  

These interviews were analysed using content analysis, to identify whether the 

concepts that were identified in the literature review for mainstream 

organisations, were also present for social enterprises.  Once the concepts were 

confirmed, the literature on mainstream organisations was used to support the 

relationships between the concepts, assuming that these would hold true for 

social enterprises.  Following on from this, scales were adopted, from the 

literature for all constructs, except for enhanced organisational performance 

which was researcher developed and validated by and academic panel. For the 

second phase of the study an online questionnaire was used to capture survey 

responses from participants.  The proposed model was fitted to the data collected 

at this stage to validate the items for the concepts and measure the significance 

of the relationships between the concepts. 
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4.0 Qualitative Research Findings 

4.1 Introduction 

The previous chapter discussed the underlying research philosophy and 

methodology used for this research.  It went on to discuss the research design of 

both the qualitative and quantitative phases of the study along with the methods 

used and the data analysis applied.  This chapter will focus on the qualitative 

aspects of the study, specifically looking at the data collection and analysis 

process.  The findings of the interview content analysis and their implications on 

the overall research model developed will be presented in this chapter.  These 

findings will help with the development of the theoretical model which will be form 

a foundation for the quantitative stage of the study. 

4.2 Qualitative data collection 

The empirical research for this study was conducted in two phases.  In this first 

phase, semi-structured interviews with representatives from UK based social 

enterprises (SEs) were undertaken. Each participant was familiar with their 

organisation’s respective use of social media (SM) and how knowledge obtained 

from SM is used for operational and strategic purposes.   

A generalised model for social media-facilitated, social value creation has already 

been developed and presented, the literature on which this was based was mostly 

predicated on findings from typically commercial, mainstream, SMEs or large 

organisations and not from social providers.  It was, consequently, deemed 

appropriate to conduct these semi-structured interviews in order to confirm the 

construct and contextualise the model where appropriate. The data from these 

interviews were, therefore, analysed to identify whether the concepts derived 

from the extant literature were relevant for SEs, and whether the contextualisation 

for SEs is appropriate. Although the literature on non-profits/social enterprises 

and the use of social media is increasing, there is still a paucity of material in the 

area. Indeed, some of these concepts are relatively new to academic research 

(e.g. social media, social enterprise)  and this research is bringing these ideas 

together in a unique way through the use of  interviews playing a confirmatory 

role for the model, in preparation for the quantitative phase of the study.   

 

The objective of this study are to focus on the use of social media in an SE context 

and the  literature identifies several factors that may result in differences in the 
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use of social media by social enterprises. This influenced the decision to use 

content analysis of the interviews (See Appendix 2) in order to confirm the 

existence of the concepts in SE rather than simply using a general model. These 

factors include, the many different types of business networks and different social 

capital configurations that impact on organisations’ knowledge objectives within 

these networks (Inkpen and Tsang 2005); the  differences in SE’s and CE’s use 

of networks (Folmer et al. 2018); the different resources available to SEs and CEs 

which may potentially impact social media adoption and use; the geographical 

nuances in SM use in SEs in the UK.  Although other differences may also exist, 

these listed factors were deemed to have sufficient weight to justify the approach 

used here. The general model derived from the literature included several 

concepts namely, Ties, Trust, Knowledge Sharing, Absorptive Capacity, 

Organisational Performance and Social Value Creation. 

In this chapter, each concept will be presented with a short discussion. The key 

research outcomes and how these will fit in with the quantitative phase of the 

research will then be discussed.   

4.3 Content Analysis: Word Frequency 

The frequency table 1 shows that the words denoting concepts and dimensions 

in the model appear in the semi-structured interviews and are thus relevant for 

social enterprises.  Each of these concepts will be discussed in turn. 
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Table 1 Frequency Count 

Concept Dimension Frequency Count 

Ties  97 

 Ties – Expressive Ties 40 

 Ties – Instrumental Ties 57 

Trust   139 

 Trust – Benevolence  43 

 Trust – Identification  35 

 Trust – Competence 61 

Knowledge 

Sharing 

 

113 

 Knowledge Sharing – Tacit 71 

 Knowledge Sharing - Explicit 42 

Absorptive 

Capacity 

 

60 

 Absorptive Capacity - Identify 43 

 Absorptive Capacity - Assimilate 1 

 Absorptive Capacity - Transform 9 

 Absorptive Capacity - Apply 7 

Enhanced 

Organisational 

Performance 

 

67 

 Enhanced Organisational 

Performance – Resource 

Acquisition 27 
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 Enhanced Organisational 

Performance – Organisational 

Efficiency 21 

 Enhanced Organisational 

Performance – Grant and Finance 

Acquisition 19 

Social Value 

Creation 

 

54 

Table 1: Frequency Count 

4.3.1 Ties 

There are two dimensions that constitute the ‘Tie’ construct – expressive and 

instrumental ties. Examples of these dimensions are presented in the following 

sections.  

4.3.1.1 Expressive ties 

Ali-Hassan et al. (2015) point out the characteristics of expressive ties that 

include similar characteristics between partners with strong bonds, reciprocal 

actions with clustering in dense interconnected communities.  Some of these 

characteristics are demonstrated in the following quotes, that illustrate the 

“Expressive ties” dimension in the “Tie” construct 

“… we were looking for comment on a particular issue that a user group 

was facing. So, for example we have had, where we are, we have had 

issue with cars being parked on pavements, which has been a big thing. 

And also, some problems with local transport which again has been 

another big issue. So, people who use our services. So, we have asked 

for comment in these areas and the way people are finding that. And then 

we have been able to, to talk to others in local council for example about 

how this is affecting people…”  Informant 8 

Here, informant 8 identifies action taken to solve social problems relating to car 

parking and transport by connecting with close or expressive contacts and getting 

their opinions before contacting the local council for appropriate action. 

Another quote that relates to ties  
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“…within the housing sector is a good way of finding out what the people 

are doing. So it could be that perhaps an organisation has been, is for an 

award for a piece of work that they have done. It would be a good way of 

sharing good practice…”  Informant 5 

Above informant 5 discusses ties within the sector.  This can also be an example 

of weaker ties as some of the organisations may not be close connections. 

4.3.1.2 Instrumental ties 

Ali-Hassan et al. (2015) describe instrumental ties as weaker ties that are non-

reciprocal amongst heterogeneous connections useful for sharing new 

information. 

The quote below, demonstrates the use of instrumental ties for knowledge 

sharing on social media in a social enterprise context.  

“…there was a gentleman who wrote a fascinating leadership book about 

a new approach to leadership.  He worked for university, I think he worked 

in Oxford University, and he had incredible skills and experience and 

knowledge about this very specific area and so I actually linked in with him 

on LinkedIn, got in contact with him and just ask them for some extra 

information and advice on particular aspects of his work and he willingly 

shared it with me and I don't know how much it would have cost to buy 

kind of any of his time or anything.  I don't think I would have had the 

success if I had just phoned him all but getting in contact with him through 

social media it just feels really accessible.  He was really just happy to 

connect time seemed quite flattered that I'd really enjoyed his book and 

that I'd got a lot out of it I think that was really positive…” Informant 3 

In the informant’s opinion the use of social media technologies offered 

advantages in making a connection with a specialist to access his skills and 

expertise, over the telephone.  The targeted contact had the ability to view the 

profile information including their social enterprise background of the contactor, 

which potentially helped establish the initial engagement with someone that they 

had no previous connection with. This would have been difficult with many 

traditional technologies. There was also no reciprocal action required, such as 

payment, possibly due to the profile information showing the respondent worked 

in the social sector. 
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Informant 8 discusses the types of information that her social enterprise gets, 

indicating the use of instrumental ties and bridging social capital from social 

media. 

“…We get information about events that affect people that we work with. 

We get news information, we get information a lot of information around 

benefits and that kind of thing. Quite wide range really of information that 

we get from social media…” 

4.3.2  Trust: Competence Based Trust, Benevolence-Based Trust and 

Identification Based Trust 

Informant 2 points out that his social enterprise serves the long term unemployed, 

and by presenting themselves as a caring, competent organisation, they can 

connect with sometimes difficult to reach client groups.   

“Lots of people in need employment support have got the barriers like 

perhaps literacy, numeracy, confidence, other stuff that's gone on that’s 

affected their ability to get work or keep work. So, people are naturally 

resistant to open up to you straightaway about lots of stuff before 

developing a bit of trust and you can do that through your social media. 

Even if it's not directly with that individual they can see how you're 

conducting yourself online with other people that you can build that trust 

even with people you never had any direct contact with…” 

“ … again that’s the sort of integral part of what we do because where 

supporting people on a daily basis who often can’t get the type of support 

we are offering elsewhere. Certainly, can’t get it for free, the access to the 

type of support we offer. So, I think because of the content we put out 

people see what our social purpose is, like a writing through a stick of rock. 

I think without actually saying it, we do actually say it, but without actually 

stating it is quite obvious that we are in the game of helping people as best 

we can, to get into work, live a purposeful life, to better train, to be more 

confident, you know all that stuff that we all know makes a good life sort of 

thing...” 

In these two quotes, the respondent discusses previous online engagement with 

clients being visible to others, which can help build trust with new client that may 

otherwise be hesitant to engage.  We can infer that different types of trust would 
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exist in this social media engagement, such as benevolence and competence, 

and by demonstrating these visibly through historical social media contributions, 

the social enterprise is able to reach out and help others. 

Informant 2 further indicates the existence of identification-based trust amongst 

partners in the locality. 

“ … certainly, on Twitter and Facebook, from the community angle we 

network with all of our local community groups and local voluntary action 

[sic]. Helping promote their trade, their offerings they do that with us. 

Community organisations do as well. I think there’s a bit of a general, 

camaraderie between community organisations.  We are all not-for-profit 

and we are happy to promote what each other is doing especially when 

there’s things that we can’t provide. Things that we know that partners can 

provide that a great setup where we will send clients elsewhere to another 

social organisation and they will do likewise…” 

The respondent here refers to relationships between partner organisations in the 

local community with the term “camaraderie”, which may not be a term readily 

used in business partnerships in the commercial entrepreneurship sector. 

Reciprocal action can also be seen by the fact they all use their knowledge of 

each other’s offerings to promote one another’s products and services, thereby 

acting in the interests of their partners, for the benefit of their clients. This type of 

behaviour is indicative of identification based trust. 

4.3.3  Knowledge Sharing: Tacit and Explicit 

One respondent identifies engaging with another user on social media followed 

by offline engagement, sharing experiences of working in similar roles in SEs, 

both of which can be used for tacit knowledge sharing. For example,  

“ … well yes I’ll give you an example, on LinkedIn for example we got lots 

of contacts on there. One of them was a, somebody else who runs a 

centre, essentially, she doesn’t actually run the centre but she does a lot 

of work in a centre like ours. So we just converse with each other. We’ve 

got Similar aims, that’s also a social enterprise and we converse with each 

other and actually decided to meet up. She came down here to visit me so 

then we talked about our job roles and how we worked and how we found 

things. Just sharing experiences, that works really well ...”   Informant 7 
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Another discusses an example of accessing explicit knowledge as well as 

advantages and disadvantages of historical information on social media, and the 

care that should be taken when identifying information. For example, 

 “….it’s really positive that it’s there for a long time [knowledge] because 

you kind of see that historical aspect of some of the stuff that’s gone on 

twitter, it’s fascinating for discussions.  You can see sort of see what 

people’s thoughts were a while ago.  The drawback is always, is it you 

know the most current version the most up to date.  So it’s just engaging 

that critical brain so that you think through.  Is this the most up to date 

version? Is this really true? And what’s happened [since] perspective. So 

I think it all needs considering rather than taking it as being absolutely 

true.”  Informant 3 

Contributions stay on social media for a long-time including contributions deemed 

to be negative in some way.  In the social enterprise sector, this may result in bad 

publicity and may also impact relationships with partners.  The responses from 

participants showed that either they avoided making any remotely controversial 

contributions, or they followed their values and made sensible contributions, 

which they were willing to stand by  at a later date, even if they may be deemed 

controversial in some way. 

Further examples of explicit knowledge are highlighted by informant 8, who 

discusses accessing explicit knowledge relevant for the SE’s client group and 

contextualising it for the services that they offer. 

“…We work with disabled people so, particularly recently there’s been 

quite a lot of information about how benefits cuts are affecting them. So 

we are able to take that information and use it for looking at how we are 

going to shape future services...” Informant 8 

 

4.3.4 Absorptive Capacity: Identify, Assimilate, Transform and Apply 

Informant 7 gives a holistic example of an activity that captures the components 

of absorptive capacity including identify, assimilate, transform and apply 

dimensions.   
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 “So there might be somebody putting something on around awards for 

people. One group might have set somebody else up for an award and the 

post the picture of it and you see what’s going on here. So you start 

working out, awards are really good idea maybe we should do that have 

any well. Well just talking about that example, we did actually put two 

people in for awards and they won them. We ended up having a meeting 

with the chief executive of the Council and we got some positive PR on it 

because we got an article in the local newspaper. So, that developed our 

link with the local authority and also the NHS was involved which 

strengthens those links. And then what I did then, I posted that information 

onto our website and onto our Facebook page” Informant 7 

This shows how after identifying that someone in their sector had received an 

award for some work, they understood what that meant in terms of positive impact 

for the organisation, i.e. assimilated that knowledge.  They then identified work 

that their own staff were doing that would be appropriate for an award, put them 

forward as nominees, who were successful.  This example also shows how they 

transformed the knowledge and applied it successfully.  The outcomes of this 

process were stronger links with some very large local organisations, with whom 

they could potentially engage further,  for both social value creation, and also 

more positive publicity on social media, which can be seen as being positive 

inputs for performance.  Here, the informant identifies knowledge of social media, 

however the remainder of the process is done offline by the organisation.  This 

ties in with Lewin et al. (2011) who suggest that absorptive capacity routines are 

not all on social media and Chalmers and Balan-Vnuk (2013) who contextualise 

these for social enterprises. 

Another respondent talks about learning  the terminology and looking at what 

other organisations are doing, which will mean identifying knowledge, 

assimilating and transforming it for application by your own organisation. 

“…I think ….. that you gain quite a lot of knowledge. Yes it’s really really 

helpful in terms of, I think in terms of disability as well, a lot of different 

terms to make sure that you are on top of all the different terminology. I 

suppose there is a whole language of disability and you have got to make 

sure that you are understanding really. Make sure you are being respectful 
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I suppose. I think that’s really helpful in terms of looking at other 

organisations and how they approach certain things…” Informant 9 

4.3.5 Enhanced Organisational Performance: Economy-based, Efficiency-

based, Grants and Finance Acquisition 

An example of performance can be seen by the following response from 

Informant 11.  She referred to a fashion show that she had been asked to set up 

for local designers, with very limited resources from her social enterprise.  She 

explained how she had used social media in order to achieve her target by 

accessing social capital through her connections and creating social value on a 

community level. 

“I suppose the fashion show and things like that we had no money to do 

any marketing for the show. So, we had to literally beg borrow and steal 

as they say. So, I literally used mainly Twitter to get the word out that about 

the event and find sponsors to target companies to donate but also to find 

the designers and everybody to get involved. So that’s how I used it.” 

By using social media, she had accessed help to reduce economy costs and gain 

access to donations and sponsorship to help with the cause. 

Another respondent also illustrated how social media was used to help the social 

enterprise identify funding opportunities in particular social areas. 

“Well particularly if online through social media or websites we saw funding 

opportunities, especially when funding does focus on particular social 

areas I might be utilise that as an opportunity to go look for extra funding 

in certain areas.” Informant 10 

Indeed, Informant 7 discussed sharing expertise and experience to improve the 

organisation and sees social media as a means of helping his social enterprise 

achieve its objectives. For instance, 

“...it would be to position our organisation as a caring organisation that 

wants to look out for people and do the right thing. It has to grow, develop 

and share expertise. Another thing I want us to do is, once we get around 

to working on this is to become a bit of an expert contributor. Because the 

organisation has done a lot in the past and still does a lot now, for example 

consultation work. Going around the country and talking to the groups 

about what we’ve done in Bradford and how that can be applied to other 
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areas of the country. There’s a lot of expertise that there, in terms of getting 

back out to other organisations we, because that’s what people want to 

hear on social media they want to go there and find things out. What have 

you got to offer? What can you tell us? So, if you position yourself as a an 

expert and a leader then people will come to you and that will have the 

effect then hopefully of driving more people to the website…”  

4.3.6 Social Value Creation 

Informants understood social value creation in a variety of different ways, which 

is in line with the literature.  Some referred to working cooperatively with their 

partners in the social sector to deliver additional value.   

Informant 7 helped a partner increase the reach of a service they were delivering 

by identifying the service on social media and then acquiring and physically 

distributing information, 

“Like, for example, somebody posted something about a job club that they 

have got in Queensbury. Right well I get in contact with them, they come 

down and they brought some information that they can put on our 

reception which we can hand out to people. That’s just would not have 

happened otherwise. Do you know what I mean?” 

 

The respondent goes on to explain in more depth how engaging on social media 

can help create social value 

“definitely because that’s what it is all about, social value. Often the way I 

think about it, it is about improving people’s quality of life in some way. And 

I further that down to people who are vulnerable. So it is something like, 

you can even talk about fracking for example, where you know people that 

you might class as middle-class, they’ve got their own homes and so forth. 

Somewhere near where they live might be targeted, but in actual fact to 

me they have become vulnerable people because their homes have been 

targeted. The value of their homes, their neighbourhood, their schools 

everything around them could be negatively affected by a major action by 

a massive corporate company. So there is major social value in speaking 

up for people you are never going to see again, you know. But you know 

full well, that the repercussions for them are going to be serious, plus if it 
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actually happens and they start doing it which you know they are. There 

are going to be repercussions for everybody.”  

Informant 7 

4.4 Analysis of Results  

Looking at the frequency table 5.1, there are two main things that stand out.  

Firstly, of the four dimensions of the absorptive capacity construct, the dimension 

of “identify” has a far higher frequency count than the three other dimensions - 

“assimilate”, “transform and “apply”. The literature discusses external and internal 

absorptive capacity routines (Lewin et al. 2011; Chalmers and Balan-Vnuk 2013).  

The external routines include identify and assimilate knowledge, whereas the 

internal routines transform and apply the knowledge.  An organisation may be set 

up to capture external knowledge using offline networks and connects those with 

the internal routines sharing that knowledge between departments.  The external 

knowledge capture may be done by individual departments with that 

responsibility who, when attending cross departmental meetings for instance, 

share external knowledge with and between other colleagues.  However, the 

introduction and adoption of social media may not be fully integrated with the 

internal absorptive capacity routines.  This may happen, for example, if a 

particular department, e.g. marketing takes ownership of the social media.  They 

may be capturing some knowledge from their partners but this may not be 

integrated with the internal absorptive capacity routines, so it does not go through 

the process of being assimilated, transformed and applied.   

Secondly, the respective constructs Ties, Trust and Knowledge Sharing, have 

higher frequency counts than the remaining three concepts of Absorptive 

Capacity, Organisational Performance and Social Value Creation.  One possible 

explanation for this is that the process may be fragmented, where the social 

enterprise may identify and connect with a specialist in a particular area, for 

example  knowledge shared over social media will be used to identify that person 

the skill or expertise, however they may then engage offline to share further 

knowledge resulting in a knowledge sharing outcome.  The link between the 

knowledge from social media and the outcome may therefore be indirect.  In other 

instances, there may be a more direct link between Knowledge Sharing and one 

of the other constructs. 
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4.5 Summary 

This chapter presented the findings of the qualitative phase of the research.  The 

putative research model was developed based on findings from studies in the 

extant literature focusing on mainstream organisational forms including “for-profit” 

organisations, which are also likely to be substantially larger than the average 

SE.  It was therefore necessary to confirm that the constructs present in the model 

were also valid for SEs. This was done by conducting semi-structured interviews 

with relevant and informed individuals from SEs. Although Absorptive Capacity is 

acknowledged to be a crucial construct in organisational learning and 

performance, in this case, due to the limited time allotted for the interviews (20-

30 minutes), there was insufficient time to explore the concept in more depth with 

the respondents. Consequently, there was a relatively lower word count 

frequency, but the concept of absorptive capacity was confirmed, nevertheless.  

Indeed, the overall variation in frequency counts was highly likely related to the 

limited time of the respective interviews. 

The interviews confirm that all the concepts identified in the literature are also 

relevant in the social enterprise context and that the model is feasible for use in 

the subsequent, quantitative stage of the study.  The interviews also indicate that 

the wording for the items in the quantitative phase may need to be adapted for 

use in the social enterprise context, as the terminology being used by social 

entrepreneurs appears focussed on issues specific to social enterprises rather 

than other forms of organisation, which dominates the extant literature.  These 

issues include discussions around community building, partnerships with local 

third sector organisations, helping people from underprivileged backgrounds, 

addressing and resolving issues in the community that are affecting vulnerable 

groups and making a positive social contribution for the benefit of others.  These 

findings are in line with findings by Parkinson and Howorth (2008). 

5.0 Theoretical Model  

5.1 Introduction 

The Literature Review chapter informed the understanding of the background 

constructs and the constructs used in the theoretical model.  This was followed 

by the Research Methodology Chapter which discussed how the thesis would 

address the research question and objective in terms of the philosophical and 
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methodological approaches that it would take.  Next the Qualitative Research 

Findings chapter presented the findings from analysis of the semi-structure 

interviews in the first phase of the study. These findings confirmed that the 

constructs, found in literature for mainstream organisations and were also 

relevant for the study of social media usage by social enterprises. 

In this chapter the qualitative findings from the previous chapter are used to form 

a putative theoretical model.  The relationships between the concepts are justified 

using extant literature on mainstream organisations and it is assumed that these 

also hold true for social enterprises.  These constructs are: Ties, Trust, 

Knowledge Sharing, Absorptive Capacity, Enhanced Organisational 

Performance and Social Value Creation.  The chapter goes on to develop and 

articulate the hypothesis for the study, which are to be tested the subsequent, 

quantitative stages of this study. 

5.2 Hypotheses for the SM-ISVC Model 

This section will develop the hypotheses between the concepts and finish by 

presenting the putative theoretical model.  This model can then be later to assess 

how well the model fits the data.  Figure 2 shows the theoretical model (SM-ISVC 

Model) containing the concepts, their dimensions, the relationships and the 

hypotheses. 

5.2.1 Ties and Knowledge Sharing 

Social ties can consist expressive ties and instrumental ties (Ali-Hassan et al. 

2015).  According to Ali-Hassan et al. (2015) Expressive ties are regular, frequent 

ties between people that have common characteristics.  These types of ties exist 

between friends, family, co-workers, staff from partner institutes that work closely 

together, etc., and they are useful for providing support for instant feedback on 

entrepreneurial ideas.  Ali-Hassan et al. (2015) go on to say that Instrumental ties 

are ties between people that tend to have disparate characteristics and weaker 

connections characterised by infrequent interaction which tend to be non-

reciprocal in nature.    Social media technologies help users to access large 

numbers of diverse connections with different characteristics and share 

knowledge that is new or novel information from others that they would not 

otherwise have connections with (Majchrzak et al. 2013).  They also facilitate 

connecting with similar users and maintain expressive ties for sharing sensitive 
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work related knowledge and ideas and gaining support and advice on them (Hsu 

et al. 2007; Boyd and Ellison 2008; Steinfield et al. 2013). By increasing either or 

both of these types of ties there is an increase in knowledge shared.  Therefore, 

social media can be used to connect with increase the number of both the 

expressive ties and the instrumental ties for knowledge sharing.  The first 

hypothesis can therefore be as follows: 

Expressive ties can be increased on social media by firstly, connecting with new 

people and then by regular and sustained online engagement, in areas of mutual 

interest, which help can develop ties that are initially weak, into stronger 

connections over time, it can also be done by connecting with one’s existing, 

strong, offline connections online through social media. Ali-Hassan et al. (2015) 

also argue that social media can be used to maintain expressive ties that may 

otherwise become dormant offline as there is no further interaction offline. 

H1: Ties Positively influence Knowledge Sharing 

5.2.2 Trust and Knowledge Sharing 

Trust is a multifaceted concept and Competence, Benevolence are dimensions 

of Trust these facilitate successful creation and sharing of knowledge in a social 

network (Abrams et al. 2003).  Identification trust is also a facet of trust it is linked 

and linked with knowledge sharing (Hsu et al. 2007).  As trust increases in a 

relationship the parties spend less time monitoring and controlling the behaviour 

of partners and are increasingly willing to expose themselves to potential 

exploitation, by taking measured risks and trusting others (McKnight and 

Chervany 1996).  This results in the increased sharing of resources which 

includes knowledge.  We can therefore hypothesise the following: 

H2: Trust is positively related to Knowledge sharing 

5.2.3 Knowledge Sharing and Absorptive Capacity 

According to Liao et al. (2007) knowledge sharing positively effects absorptive 

capacity.  The authors go on to say that knowledge sharing can have two effects 

on absorptive capacity, firstly it can develop an organisations absorptive capacity 

and secondly it can increase it.  The following can therefore be hypothesised: 

H3: Knowledge Sharing is Positively Related to Absorptive Capacity 
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5.2.4 Knowledge Sharing, Absorptive Capacity and Enhance 

Organisational Performance 

According to Liao et al. (2007) absorptive capacity mediates the relationship 

between knowledge sharing and innovation capability which concerns: the 

production of new or differentiated products and services; process improvement, 

or; better performance.  Although in this study the term Enhanced Organisational 

Performance is used and the context is SE, the overall concepts are similar and 

therefore the relationship should be the same. 

The following can therefore be hypothesised: 

H4: Absorptive capacity mediates the relationship between knowledge 

sharing and enhanced organisational performance 

5.2.5 Knowledge Sharing and Enhanced Organisational Performance 

According to many authors in knowledge research, tacit knowledge and explicit 

knowledge are both dimension of knowledge (Polanyi 1967; Nonaka and 

Takeuchi 1995).  According to Wang and Wang (2012) organisational 

performance is enhanced through knowledge sharing, this includes both tacit and 

explicit knowledge sharing.  

The following can therefore be hypothesised: 

H5: knowledge sharing is positively related to Enhanced organisational 

performance 

5.2.6 Absorptive Capacity and Enhanced Organisational Performance 

According to Roberts et al. (2012) research into absorptive capacity views the 

concept either as a single dimensional construct or a multi-dimensional construct 

covering several dimensions.  They identify the work done by Pavlou and El Sawy 

(2006) as covering four dimensions.  These dimensions are identifying external 

knowledge, assimilating external knowledge, transforming the knowledge and 

applying the knowledge (Roberts et al. 2012). These have been used in this 

study.  Tzokas et al. (2015) identity that absorptive capacity has a positive effect 

on overall organisational performance.  The following can therefore be 

hypothesised: 

H6: Absorptive capacity is positively related to organisational performance. 
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5.2.7 Enhanced Organisational Performance and Social Value Creation 

Barnes (2008) identifies three aspects to organisational performance.  These are 

efficiency, economy and effectiveness.  For social enterprises economy can 

include gaining access to resources at low or reduced rates.  Efficiency may 

include improving internal processes and improving the ability to access grants 

and finance.  Effectiveness could include external success in terms of meeting 

objectives.  The primary objective for social enterprises is the creation of social 

value, therefore the following can therefore be hypothesised: 

H7: Enhanced organisational performance is positively related to social 

value creation 
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Figure 2: Theoretical Model  

Theoretical Model - The SM-ISVC Model 
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5.3 Summary 

Using the outputs from the Literature Review and the Qualitative Findings, this 

chapter has produced a theoretical model, which is shown in Figure 2.  The extant 

literature for mainstream organisations was used in the theoretical model to justify 

the relationships between the constructs.  These relationships were assumed to 

hold true for social enterprises.  The model shows the constructs for this study, 

namely: Ties; Trust; Knowledge Sharing; Absorptive Capacity; Enhanced 

Organisational Performance and; Improved Social Value Creation.  The 

hypothesised relationships between the constructs, which were also justified and 

developed in this chapter, are also represented on the model. These hypotheses 

will be tested later in the thesis.  The next chapter will discuss the quantitative 

methodology in detail.   
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6.0 Quantitative Methodology 

6.1 Introduction 

This chapter will present detail of the research design for the quantitative phase 

of the study.  Previously in chapter 3 of this thesis, a high-level overview was 

given on the overall mixed methods research methodology adopted for use in this 

study, along with philosophical and methodological considerations along with 

justification on why this approach was relevant for addressing the research 

question and objectives of this study. This chapter will cover methodological steps 

undertaken in more detail involving: the data collection process; data bias; 

modelling of the constructs and; finally summarise to conclude the chapter. 

6.3 Quantitative Data Collection  

Data collection for the quantitative phase of the study involved contacting the 

potential participants identified on the sample frame and asking them to complete 

the survey.  Participants had already been filtered to include only social 

enterprises based in the UK whose primary missions were socially orientated and 

who generated income through entrepreneurial activities to achieve their primary 

objectives.  The three phases are described below. 

In the first phase participants were sent an email asking respondent to complete 

a survey.  A simple random sample was sampling technique was used using the 

sampling frame discussed in chapter 3. 1563 contact email addresses were 

obtained from freely available online sources and websites.  Either generic email 

addresses were used, or websites were visited and individuals that may be 

suitable were identified.  In the second phase a reminder was sent to all those 

who had been sent the initial email but there was no record of them having 

completed the survey.  In the third phase a final remainder was sent to 

participants.   

Out of the 1563 email addresses contacted 231 valid responses received.  As the 

Qualtrics survey tool was used to host the online survey there was no requirement 

to manually input the data.  It could be downloaded ready for analysis using the 

SMART-PLS software package. 

A comparison for mean values was done for the variables of interest in the first 

second and third phase.  The results were consistent which indicated that the 

sample was representative of the population. 
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6.2 Data Bias 

As the data for this study have been obtained from a single instrument 

questionnaire that was posted online, there is the possibility that these may 

exhibit common method variance/bias (Harman 1976; Lindell and Whitney 2001; 

Podsakoff et al. 2003). This can be due to either the instrument, itself, the method 

of collection, or a combination of both these potential sources resulting in  the 

indicators sharing a common variation, This could be caused by the structure, 

sequencing or wording of questions in the questionnaire or their perceived social 

desirability.  There are several approaches in the literature to remedy this bias in 

the data. Harman (1976), however, suggested that a simple way to test for the 

potential presence of common method bias is to perform a factor analysis of the 

complete data set that is present in the model and to observe the proportion of 

variance that a single factor accounts for – the so-called Harman Single-Factor 

test. If the various constructs are unique and relatively independent, this single 

factor will not be too large. If it is large, there is the possibility that the proportion 

has been increased by this common factor component. Harman suggested that 

a benchmark value of 0.5 be used as the cut-off as anything in excess of this 

would represent over half of the variability in the data being explained by a single 

factor. This analysis was undertaken and is reported in the Results chapter. 

6.3 Dimensionality of Model Constructs 

Each of the constructs in the putative model are reflective. This means that the 

manifest variables, also termed indicators, are reflecting attributes of their parent 

construct. When this is a direct relationship, the constructs are first-order. Several 

of the constructs in the putative model are, however, more complex with their 

indicators comprising the latent variable scores for first-order constructs (Wetzels 

et al. 2009). In the model, five of the constructs are such hierarchical component 

constructs. These are: Ties comprising two dimensions represented by the 

Instrumental Ties and Expressive Ties constructs; Trust comprising the 

Benevolence, Competence and Identification components; Knowledge Sharing 

with Tacit and Explicit knowledge as its construct components; Absorptive 

Capacity with the Assimilation, Transformation, Application and Identify construct 

components, and; Enhanced Organisational Performance with its Organisational 

Efficiency, Resource Acquisition and Grant/Finance. In all these cases, the 

component dimensions are reflective, leading to reflective second-order 
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hierarchical component constructs or, more simply, second-order constructs.  In 

order to confirm these various dimensions, factor analyses, using principal 

component analyses, were undertaken on the relevant first-order indicators to 

ensure that the components adequately represent their parent hierarchical 

construct and that they are also sufficiently parsimonious to guard against the 

model being overfitted to the particular dataset (Falk and Miller 1992: 24).  

6.4 Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modelling 

The model developed to represent the hypothesised causal relationships 

between the focal constructs in our social value creation problem is a structural 

equation model (SEM).  There are currently two main types of SEMs: one based 

on minimising the difference between the theoretical and empirical covariance 

matrices for the proposed model, the covariance based SEM (CBSEM), and the 

alternative, which is based on maximisation of the variances for the putative 

constructs in the model by optimisation of the partial least squares for the 

loadings of the indicator variables present, the variance-based PLS-SEM. 

CBSEMs use a common factor model approach (Henseler et al. 2014) and 

require large samples and less complex models in comparison to PLS-SEM (Hair 

et al. 2019).  They also have strict distributional requirements such as the 

empirical data being multivariate normally distributed (MVN) and are not robust 

to violations.  PLS-SEM has no distributional requirements, can handle small 

samples (Cohen 1988), is able to model complex models and, traditionally, uses 

a composite model approach  (Jöreskog and Wold 1982; Hair et al. 2019). 

Generally, provided the model requirements are satisfied, CBSEM is suited to 

theory confirmation and theory testing. PLS-SEM is more suited to predicting the 

important model constructs and the main exogenous drivers and, the exploration 

and possible extension of extant structural models and theories (Hair et al. 2019).  

More recently, the PLS-SEM model has been extended to the PLSc model to 

replicate the results of the common factor model approach of CBSEM.  

As the purpose of this study is to explore a model of value creation in the novel 

context of social value creation due to social media usage, the tradition PLS-SEM 

model was used. As the sample size is arguably too small to fit a CBSEM too and 

it is not evident that the data follow a multivariate normal distribution, use of the 

partial least squares structural equation modelling was considered appropriate. 

In this study, the SmartPLS M2 software package was used for all of the model 

fitting. 
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6.5 Model Validation 

As previously mentioned, each of the developed constructs are latent variables 

that cannot be measured directly. In order to obtain numerical measures for 

these, several measures are therefore taken for each construct that quantify the 

manifestations of such variables. In social sciences research, and management 

in particular, this is typically achieved by obtaining ratings for several pertinent 

questions that are considered to be a consequence of the construct of interest; 

Likert and semantic differential measures are the most used (Hair et al. 2012). In 

this study, Likert type scales are used for each of the focal variables that were 

present in the model. These comprised 7-point scales with: 1=strongly disagree, 

2=disagree, 3=slightly disagree, 4=neither agree nor disagree, 5= slightly agree, 

6=agree, 7= strongly agree, i.e. they were positively coded.  The responses from 

the 231 participants were then fitted to their putative reflective constructs (Hair et 

al. 2012) using multivariate principal components factor analysis. This produces 

a composite, weighted average measure for each construct, based on the 

averaging of the component indicator measures from the ratings for the relevant 

questions. It is these latent variable scores that are then used to quantify the 

constructs in the model.  

6.5.1 Two-Step Process 

The study uses a Partial Least Squares structural equation model (PLS-SEM) to 

fit the putative model to the data collected and to validate the model hypotheses. 

This was achieved by the usual two-step process of initially validating the PLS-

SEM and then testing the significance of each of the research hypotheses, as 

represented by the model paths.  This process was suggested by (Fornell and 

Larcker 1981) and advocated in the extant literature by numerous other 

researchers (Fornell and Larcker 1981); Hulland (1999).   

The first step involves assessing the measurement or outer model to confirm its 

internal consistency reliability, convergent validity and discriminant validity (Chin 

1998; Hair et al. 2016).  The reliability is appraised by the composite reliability 

measure for each of the model constructs – the associated Cronbach’s alpha 

values are also provided as this used to be the default measure, to afford 

comparisons with research reported in the literature. The default value for the 

composite reliability for a construct in an exploratory model is 0.7, or above.  
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To establish validity for a structural equation model, it is sufficient to demonstrate 

validity of the two subtypes: convergent validity and discriminant validity. As 

suggested by Fornell and Larcker (1981), the convergent validity for each 

construct is assessed from its average variance extracted (AVE), the measure of 

how much of the variability in the construct is explained by its manifest or indicator 

variables. Here, the value used as the lower benchmark is 0.5, representing that 

approximately half the variance present in the construct is accounted for by its 

associated indicators (i.e. questions).  

Discriminant validity (Campbell and Fiske 1959) indicates the degree to which 

measures for the constructs in a proposed model are distinct and account for a 

sufficient proportion of the variance of their designated construct that exceeds the 

construct’s covariance with each of the remaining constructs in the model. This 

is confirmed by the square root of the AVE value for each construct being greater 

than its correlations with each of the remaining model constructs (Fornell and 

Larcker 1981). A further exhibition of discriminant validity is when the indicator 

variables load onto their designated construct more strongly than on the 

competing constructs. Typically, a loading of 0.7 in magnitude is desirable 

although Hair et al. (2019) argue that provided there are theoretical reasons to 

include a weaker fitting indicator and that its presence increases the AVE for the 

appropriate construct, those with measures from 0.4 to 0.6 can also be included. 

This is followed by the second step where the inner or path (structural) model is 

validated for each path. As PLS-SEM does not rely on any distribution 

assumptions, there is no formal goodness-of-fit test that can be used to validate 

these paths.  PLS-SEM therefore uses the bootstrap approach (Efron and 

Tibshirani 1996) to provide estimates of the standard error for the paths.  These 

then enables testing based on the derived bootstrap t-values for each path in the 

model.  Given that each of the model hypotheses for this study asserts a direction 

for the predicted relationship, a one-tailed t-test is conducted using the usual 

significance level of =0.05. This research also follows mainstream practice by 

generating 5000 bootstrap replicates, as proposed by (Hair et al. 2016).  

6.5.2 Mediating Effect 

For the mediating effect hypothesised in H5, the procedure suggested by Baron 

and Kenny (1986) is followed to establish if the necessary (but not sufficient) 

conditions are satisfied for a potential mediating effect to be present.  The 
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bootstrap procedure advocated by Preacher and Hayes (2008), in preference to 

the standard Sobel test (1982), is then implemented to provide a statistical test 

for H5. The latter is not followed due to the probable lack of the relevant path 

coefficients product being Normally distributed (Preacher and Hayes 2008).  

The Baron and Kenny approach is a three-step process. In step 1, the positive 

relationship between Knowledge Sharing and Enhanced Organisational 

Performance is tested for significance, in the absence of the hypothesised 

mediating construct, Absorptive Capacity. In step 2, the positive relationship 

between Knowledge Sharing and Absorptive Capacity is tested for significance. 

In step 3, the model is fitted with both the predicator, Knowledge Sharing, and 

hypothesised mediator, Absorptive Capacity present. The significance of both the 

path from Knowledge Sharing to Enhanced Organisational Performance and that 

between Absorptive Capacity and Enhanced Organisational Performance are 

further tested. The model is finally bootstrapped 5000 times and the product of 

the paths for Knowledge Sharing to Absorptive Capacity and that from Absorptive 

Capacity to Enhance Organisational Performance are multiplied together to form 

5000 bootstrap replicates of value for the mediating path. These are then tested 

for significance of the resulting bootstrap t-value. 

6.5.3 Predictive Power 

The predictive power of the model is assessed by analysing the coefficient of 

multiple determination (R2)  (Falk and Miller 1992) for each construct and the 

effect size of the focal, hypothesised, relationships (f2) (Hair et al. 2016). The 

former is a measure of the proportion of variance in a construct that is explained 

by the impact of all incident exogenous paths for each endogenous construct.  As 

the model is reflective and has no formative constructs, all contributions will be 

caused, solely, by the sets of hypothesised relationships (paths) in the putative 

model, i.e. the indicator variables will not contribute to the structural part of the 

model.  Falk and Miller suggest that for management studies, all R2 contributions 

above 0.1 (10%) make a potentially important contribution and should be retained 

in the model. In addition, the magnitude that each statistically significant 

relationship has on the recipient construct is further evaluated by measuring its 

size effect (f2). The difference in the R2 value for the endogenous construct in the 

presence and absence of the exogenous contributing construct is scaled 

(divided) by the original R2 value.  Using the suggested ranges by Hair et al. 
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(2016), measures of size effect are considered to be: small (0.020, 0.149); 

medium (0.150, 0.349), and large (≥ 0.350).  Only relationships that are shown to 

be statistically significant need to have their size effect evaluated. If f2 is less than 

0.020, there is evidence of no substantial effect being present. The effect sizes 

for the relationships: H1, H2, H3, H4, H6, and H7 are calculated and analysed in 

this study. 

6.4 Summary 

This chapter covered in greater detail the quantitative steps taken in the phase 2 

of this research.  It explained and justified the procedures adopted at each step 

and covered: the survey used in the study and data collection procedure; data 

bias; and; the dimensionality of the modelled constructs including two step 

process for validating the SEM-PLS model, mediating effects of relationships and 

the predictive power of the model.  The nest chapter will use the quantitative data 

collected by following the steps in phase 2 of this study and present the results.  
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7.0 Quantitative Results 

7.1 Introduction 

In this chapter the thesis will focus on the quantitative findings.  A descriptive 

analysis will be presented initially on a sample of the statistics gained from the 

online survey.  Specifically, the section will look at the: age range of participants; 

social media packages used by social enterprise; length of usage; types of 

communities that are being served by the social enterprise; whether the social 

enterprise is grant dependant or not; the types of products and services that they 

offer; the position of the respondent within the organisation and; the length of time 

that the social enterprise has been in operation.  Graphical representation of 

these is also found in Appendix 3.  The thesis will them cover more advanced 

level quantitative statistics to demonstrate the results for: common method bias; 

dimensionality of the constructs and the model; model reliability and validity 

including, indicator reliability, construct reliability, convergent validity, 

discriminant validity; path analysis; predictive power and; finish with a summary. 

7.2 Descriptive statistics 

In this section a sample of the descriptive statistics will be presented.   

7.2.1 What is your age range? 

Most interviewees fell into the age range “35-45” with 54 responses, followed 

closely by the age range “25-34” with 52 responses.  The age range with the 

lowest number of participants was the 65+ age range with 13 responses.  All age 

ranges offered to participants on the survey had respondents and all recorded 

responses in double figures, demonstrating that social media usage crosses the 

age spectrum.  A graphical representation of these figures is in Appendix 3, 

Figure 4. 

7.2.2 Which are the most useful social media platforms for sharing 

information? 

The top three platforms that respondents agreed, to some degree, were useful 

for knowledge sharing, for this multi-select survey question, were Facebook with 

57 responses, Twitter with 56 responses and LinkedIn with 39 response.  The 

three platforms for which participants selected disagree, to some degree, i.e. the 

platforms were not useful for knowledge sharing were Snapchat with 46 

responses, Pinterest with 35 responses and Flickr with 42 responses.  A graphical 

representation of these figures is in Appendix 3, Figure 5. 
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7.2.3 How long has your social enterprise used social media? 

For the length of time that their social enterprise has used social media, most 

participants were in the category “From 1 to 6 years” which had 135 responses.  

53 respondents reported that their social enterprises had used social media 

“From 6 years to less than 10 years”. The category with the lowest responses 

was “Less than 6 months” recording only 6 responses. A graphical representation 

of these figures is in Appendix 3, Figure 6. 

7.2.4 Which communities served by the Social Enterprise? 

For this multi-response survey question, most responses were for the category 

“Local” which had 138 responses.  The least responses was for “International” 

with 37. Some social enterprises selected more than one type of communities or 

all four options offered in the question.  A graphical representation of these figures 

is in Appendix 3, Figure 7. 

7.2.5 Is your social enterprise grant dependent? 

For this question 133 participants responded that their social enterprise was not 

grant dependent by selecting “No” with 72 respondents’ saying that their social 

enterprise was grant dependent by selecting “Yes” to the question. A graphical 

representation of these figures is in Appendix 3, Figure 8. 

7.2.6 What products and services does your social enterprise offer? 

The category with the most responses in this multi-select survey question was 

“Education and Training” with 83 responses with “Health and Social Care” second 

placed with 54 responses.  The lowest number of responses were for “Financial 

and Legal” with 12 responses.  Some participants selected more than one 

response indicating that their social enterprises offered a greater range of 

products and services for their beneficiaries.  A graphical representation of these 

figures is in Appendix 3, Figure 9. 

7.2.7 What is your position in your social enterprise? 

In the survey question most people responded with “Other” (58 responses) and 

gave a very specific job title instead of selecting the level of management in their 

social enterprise.  This was followed by “Senior Manager” with 51 response and 

“Entrepreneur” with 33 responses. The figures for “Administrator” and “Junior 

Manager” were 19 and 18 respectively.  A graphical representation of these 

figures is in Appendix 3, Figure 10. 
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7.2.8 What is the length of time that your social enterprise has been in 

operation? 

The category receiving most responses was “10 years and Over” with 93 

responses.  This was followed by “1 year to less than 6 years” with 75 responses.  

The least number of responses was for less than “6 months” with only 3 

responses. A graphical representation of these figures is in Appendix 3, Figure 

11. 

7.2.9 Measures of Central Tendency 

Appendix 4, Table 11 shows the statistical values for mean, standard deviation, 

minimum values, maximum values, skewness and kurtosis for each of the 

constructs in the study.  The values in the table are consistent across of all the 

variables and range between 1 and 7. In line with this, the averages for all the 

constructs are very similar too. The standard deviation is low and again similar 

for all the constructs therefore indicating a very low dispersion. This indicates that 

there are no outliers and arguably the results are reliable. The results can then 

be reviewed further by examining the kurtosis and skewness of the data. With 

regards to the kurtosis, most of the values in this study lie within a normal 

distribution. However, a few variables from expressive and instrumental ties, 

absorptive-capacity and knowledge-sharing have got a kurtosis value which is 

slightly greater than the average kurtosis of 3. Again, skewness is also a measure 

of distribution, the data for all constructs is slightly negatively skewed, but the 

skewness is not too far from zero.  The above mean that the results are reliable. 

7.3 Common Method Bias 

From Harman’s Test, 31.7% (π = 0.317) of the total variance in the data used in 

the complete model was accounted for by a single factor. As this is below the 

suggested 50% (π =0.5) threshold, there is no evidence from the data to suggest 

that common method variance is present. 

7.4 Dimensionality of Constructs and Model 

The hierarchical component second order model constructs, together with their 

constituent first order construct dimensions and number of manifest variables 

associated with each of the first order constructs, are listed in Table 2.   

Table 2, below shows the First and Second Order Constructs in the model. 

No. of  First order constructs Second order constructs 
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Manifest  

variables 

4 1. Instrumental ties Ties 

 4 2. Expressive ties 

3 3. Benevolence Trust 

 3 4. Competence 

5 5. Identification 

3 6. Application Absorptive Capacity 

 3 7. Assistance 

3 8. Identity 

3 9. Transformation 

4 10. Explicit  Knowledge Sharing 

 4 11. Tacit 

5 12. Organisational Efficiency Enhanced Organisational 

Efficiency 

 

5 13. Grant and Finance 

Acquisition 

4 14. Resource Acquisition 

Table 2: First and Second Order Constructs 

To confirm the dimensionalities of the putative second order parent constructs, 

exploratory factor analysis was used.  To further demonstrate that the models are 

appropriate and capture a sufficient amount of the variability in the parent second 

order constructs, whilst guarding against underfitting the model to the data, 

additional fits were undertaken. To achieve this, the increase in explanatory 

power for an increase in complexity was assessed by inspecting models with 

increased dimensions. In all cases, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) statistics were 

above the recommended threshold of 0.5, with the accompanying Bartlett’s tests 

for sphericity also being significant at the 0.01 level. The results for these 

analyses are exhibited in Table 3.  
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Table 3 below, shows the percentage of variance accounted for from Factor 

Analyses. 

 Variance explained  

Construct 2 factors 3 factors 4 factors 5 factor 

Ties 0.701 0.776  

Knowledge Sharing 0.814 0.875 

Trust  0.789 0.837  

Absorptive Capacity  0.862 0.890 

 

Enhanced Organisation 

Performance 

 0.752 0.799  

Table 3: Percentage of variance accounted for from Factor Analyses 

From Table 3, 0.789 proportion or 78.9% of the total variability for the Trust 

construct is explained by the 3 factor model.  This increases to 0.837 proportion 

or 83.7% for a 4 factor model.  0.862 proportion or 86.2% of the total variability in 

Absorptive Capacity is explained by the 4 factor model which increases to 89.0% 

for a 5 factor model.  For Enhanced Organisational Performance, 0.752 

proportion or 75.2% of the total variability is explained by the 3 factor model, 

increasing to 79.9% for the 4 factor model. For the Knowledge Sharing construct, 

the 2 factor model accounts for 0.814 proportion or 81.4% of the total variability, 

rising to 87.5% of the total variability for a 3 factor model. Finally, for Ties, 0.701 

proportion or 70.1% of the total variability is explained by the 2 factor model which 

increases to 77.6% of the total variability for a 3 factor model.   

For all the constructs, the improvements in % variability explained by increasing 

the dimensions of the factors by a single subordinate first order construct are 

consistent with artefactual correlations and are to be expected. Moreover, from 

the principle of parsimony, the figures are not significant enough to justify 

increasing the complexity of the model constructs from those that have been 

initially assigned to them. Therefore, the initial factor models can be considered 

as a reflective and parsimonious representation of each of the constructs. To 

check the suitability of the dimensionality of the overall structural model 
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comprising the five second order constructs and the single order outcome 

construct of increased social value creation, a six factor model fitted was 

undertaken, followed by a subsequent seven factor model fit. From these 

exploratory factor analyses, the six factor model accounted for 0.732 proportion 

of the variation in the data with the more complex seven factor model explaining 

0.769 proportion of the variation. This marginal increase of 3.7% is insufficient to 

challenge the adequacy of the putative model.    

7.5 Model Reliability and Validity  

The results of the measurement model, or PLS-SEM outer model, are presented 

in the following sections: initially, the reliability of the indicators and that for the 

fifteen first order constructs and five second order constructs are appraised. The 

validity of the model is then established by confirming it meets the usual 

convergent validity and discriminant validity criteria.  

7.5.1 Indicator Reliability 

Indicator reliability was assessed by examining the standardised outer loadings 

for each indicator.  The loadings () exhibited in Table 6.4, show that all indicators 

load onto their designated first order constructs (values emboldened) highest and 

above the required 0.7 threshold value. The values vary within the range (0.723, 

0.953) with the lower value being for the third Explicit construct indicator and the 

higher value, from the second Assimilate construct indicator. The two exceptions 

that load lower are:  the fifth Explicit indicator, with =0.658, and the fourth 

Expressive (Ties) indicator, with =0.693. Although not surpassing the stringent 

0.7 preference level, both are only slightly below this value and still exceed the 

0.6 level which, according to (Hair et al. 2019), is acceptable provided there is 

sufficient theoretical justification to retained such loading in the model. As the 

average variance extracted (AVE) for the relevant constructs was only marginally 

reduced with their inclusion, both indicators were included in the final model. 

7.5.2 Construct Reliability 

To further establish that the loadings of the first order constructs onto their 

designated second order constructs are also sufficiently high, the full model was 

fitted using PLS-SEM software. The loadings ranged from =0.725, for the 

loading of the Assimilate construct onto Absorptive Capacity, to 0.973 for the 
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loading of the Explicit (Ties) construct onto the Ties construct, all in excess of the 

threshold level . The resulting loadings are exhibited in Table 4  

Table 4 below, shows the loadings  () for the Second Order Constructs. 

Second order constructs First order constructs Loading 

() 

Ties 

 

Expressive Ties 0.973 

Instrumental Ties 0.940 

Trust 

 

Benevolence 0.820 

Competence 0.841 

Identification 0.923 

Absorptive Capacity 

 

Application 0.764 

Assistance 0.725 

Identity 0.787 

Transformation 0.771 

Knowledge Sharing 

 

Explicit  0.938 

Tacit 0.956 

Enhanced Organisational 

Efficiency 

 

Organisational Efficiency 0.838 

Grant and Finance Acquisition 0.846 

Resource Acquisition 0.790 

Table 4: Second Order Constructs Loadings () 

To measure the internal consistency reliability of each of the first and second 

order constructs, the composite reliability coefficient was calculated, as was the 

associated, and less accurate, Cronbach alpha measure. Again, the measure 

needs to exceed 0.7 and, ideally, 0.8 for internal consistency reliability to be 

considered present. The values obtained are exhibited in Table 4 with all 

satisfying the higher requirement for reliability.   
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Table 5 shows the Internal Consistency Reliability, Average Variance Extracted 

(AVE), and the Coefficient of Determination (R2).  The second order constructs 

are emboldened whilst the first order constructs are not. 

               Constructs                     Composite 

Reliability 

Cronbach 

Alpha 

AVE R2 

Absorptive Capacity 0.942 0.932 0.761 0.436 

Application 0.931 0.888 0.818 0.764 

Assimilation 0.962 0.941 0.894 0.725 

Identify 0.926 0.899 0.715 0.852 

Transformation 0.874 0.785 0.699 0.771 

Enhanced Organisational 

Performance 

0.926 0.914 0.680 0.380 

Grant & Finance Acquisition 0.897 0.856 0.635 0.712 

Enhanced Organisational Efficiency 0.933 0.910 0.735 0.702 

Resource Acquisition 0.912 0.868 0.723 0.625 

Knowledge Sharing 0.915 0.892 0.897 0.400 

Explicit 0.844 0.756 0.577 0.880 

Tacit 0.907 0.863 0.710 0.914 

Ties 0.937 0.922 0.823          

Expressive Ties 0.911 0.868 0.720 0.762 

Instrumental Ties 0.947 0.929 0.780 0.883 

Trust 0.941 0.930 0.744          

Beneficial 0.934 0.895 0.826 0.672 

Competence 0.944 0.912 0.850 0.707 

Identity 0.856 0.750 0.667 0.787 

Increased SVC  0.925 0.898 0.713 0.371 
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Table 5: Internal Consistency Reliability, Average Variance Extracted (AVE), and Coefficient of 

Determination (R2) 

7.5.3 Convergent Validity 

As exhibited in Table 5, the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) values for all the 

first order and second order constructs are above 0.5, which is the level at which 

convergent validity is considered satisfactory. The lowest value for AVE is 0.577 

which is for the first order Explicit construct that is a dimension of the Knowledge 

Sharing second order construct. The highest value is 0.894 for the Assimilate first 

order construct that is a dimension of the Absorptive Capacity second order 

construct. Overall, these results confirm that the items load onto their putative 

constructs adequately and therefore demonstrate adequate levels of convergent 

validity. 

7.5.4 Discriminant Validity 

Discriminant validity indicates the degree to which items load onto their 

designated putative construct rather than another construct.   This is confirmed 

for each latent variable in the model, if the square root of the AVE value for each 

latent variable is greater than or equal to each corresponding correlation with any 

of the remaining model constructs.  The values for the square root of AVE for 

each of our model focal constructs are exhibited along the lead diagonal in Table 

6 with the corresponding correlation values between the remaining constructs 

being presented in the off-diagonal lower triangle, in the usual way. As required, 

all the square root values for the AVEs of each construct are greater than these 

correlations thus confirming discriminant validity for the model. Additionally, each 

of the indicators loads sufficiently and greater on its designated construct (see 

Table 7) than on any of the other constructs.  
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Table 6 below, shows the construct correlations. 

 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Absorptive Capacity (1) 0.873 
     

Enhanced Organisational  

Performance (2) 

0.590 0.824                                                

Knowledge Sharing (3) 0.661 0.524 0.947               
 

Ties (4) 0.550 0.508 0.596 0.907        
 

Trust (5) 0.535 0.385 0.464 0.465 0.862 
 

Increased SVC (6) 0.546 0.609 0.444 0.409 0.371 0.844 

Table 6: Construct Correlations 

(√AVE along lead diagonal). 
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Table 7 shows the cross loadings for indicators onto the first order constructs 

          Apply    Ass Identify  Trans GrantF OEffic   RAcq   Bene   Comp     Id Explicit  Tacit 

Expressi

ve Ties 

Instrument

al Ties 

Increased  

SVC  

Apply1 0.894 0.593 0.599 0.689 0.310 0.401 0.343 0.281 0.265 0.364 0.454 0.425 0.318 0.315 0.426 

Apply2 0.901 0.606 0.544 0.671 0.360 0.459 0.393 0.187 0.279 0.304 0.462 0.432 0.316 0.385 0.386 

Apply3 0.917 0.590 0.547 0.681 0.325 0.435 0.362 0.247 0.240 0.341 0.457 0.395 0.358 0.367 0.518 

Ass1 0.609 0.948 0.661 0.531 0.299 0.384 0.359 0.373 0.369 0.443 0.449 0.414 0.254 0.354 0.392 

Ass2 0.603 0.953 0.668 0.504 0.297 0.386 0.362 0.366 0.394 0.417 0.456 0.424 0.282 0.350 0.353 

Ass3 0.657 0.936 0.716 0.557 0.354 0.376 0.373 0.368 0.426 0.443 0.479 0.495 0.291 0.397 0.405 

Ident1 0.427 0.368 0.857 0.689 0.361 0.450 0.320 0.358 0.340 0.457 0.592 0.549 0.443 0.457 0.422 

Ident2 0.409 0.349 0.856 0.661 0.290 0.408 0.216 0.338 0.306 0.417 0.575 0.539 0.433 0.401 0.382 

Ident3 0.638 0.730 0.934 0.552 0.344 0.368 0.368 0.362 0.425 0.415 0.468 0.449 0.289 0.383 0.415 

Trans1 0.486 0.356 0.645 0.859 0.383 0.487 0.344 0.292 0.294 0.354 0.553 0.480 0.510 0.523 0.382 

Trans2 0.783 0.623 0.603 0.853 0.321 0.422 0.336 0.270 0.291 0.388 0.448 0.486 0.360 0.396 0.462 

Trans3 0.492 0.389 0.699 0.864 0.346 0.461 0.377 0.325 0.307 0.418 0.531 0.456 0.476 0.463 0.430 

GrantF1 0.193 0.187 0.284 0.232 0.762 0.348 0.406 0.053 0.071 0.187 0.300 0.259 0.159 0.228 0.288 

GrantF2 0.284 0.282 0.296 0.300 0.825 0.377 0.423 0.175 0.206 0.256 0.318 0.278 0.209 0.369 0.342 

GrantF3 0.315 0.284 0.375 0.394 0.834 0.449 0.479 0.119 0.255 0.281 0.382 0.352 0.357 0.454 0.477 

GrantF4 0.257 0.207 0.294 0.315 0.807 0.407 0.471 0.053 0.149 0.195 0.351 0.289 0.310 0.390 0.430 

GrantF5 0.394 0.363 0.384 0.404 0.751 0.517 0.484 0.250 0.167 0.244 0.357 0.293 0.233 0.348 0.489 

OEffic1 0.409 0.326 0.389 0.490 0.414 0.862 0.361 0.208 0.215 0.243 0.405 0.319 0.270 0.362 0.449 
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OEffic2 0.362 0.351 0.420 0.467 0.436 0.861 0.412 0.233 0.213 0.261 0.395 0.326 0.250 0.376 0.463 

OEffic3 0.345 0.309 0.416 0.448 0.484 0.856 0.406 0.263 0.307 0.312 0.488 0.450 0.313 0.370 0.432 

OEffic4 0.418 0.313 0.392 0.436 0.472 0.851 0.405 0.208 0.215 0.294 0.459 0.370 0.305 0.371 0.432 

OEffic5 0.511 0.432 0.534 0.499 0.466 0.856 0.408 0.244 0.311 0.326 0.438 0.389 0.297 0.345 0.496 

Racq1 0.312 0.259 0.263 0.321 0.364 0.347 0.803 0.141 0.194 0.212 0.195 0.190 0.284 0.234 0.348 

Racq2 0.304 0.303 0.253 0.298 0.518 0.427 0.729 0.105 0.184 0.253 0.236 0.186 0.278 0.213 0.409 

Racq3 0.359 0.346 0.357 0.385 0.489 0.373 0.922 0.199 0.269 0.339 0.345 0.337 0.354 0.319 0.394 

Racq4 0.391 0.389 0.404 0.421 0.548 0.428 0.930 0.224 0.283 0.345 0.386 0.358 0.363 0.368 0.385 

Bene1 0.255 0.368 0.387 0.335 0.156 0.262 0.199 0.913 0.527 0.606 0.237 0.267 0.312 0.283 0.256 

Bene2 0.239 0.327 0.375 0.326 0.097 0.205 0.172 0.909 0.458 0.547 0.272 0.289 0.295 0.311 0.244 

Bene3 0.225 0.367 0.431 0.304 0.197 0.268 0.174 0.905 0.523 0.590 0.290 0.329 0.230 0.294 0.324 

Comp1 0.252 0.374 0.401 0.346 0.210 0.289 0.276 0.500 0.949 0.600 0.309 0.339 0.341 0.356 0.271 

Comp2 0.265 0.446 0.385 0.290 0.161 0.253 0.252 0.524 0.922 0.614 0.301 0.345 0.316 0.335 0.271 

Comp3 0.282 0.340 0.456 0.352 0.227 0.273 0.238 0.508 0.894 0.626 0.348 0.381 0.369 0.374 0.265 

Id1 0.380 0.436 0.471 0.433 0.278 0.323 0.349 0.527 0.643 0.878 0.349 0.367 0.339 0.376 0.321 

Id2 0.355 0.445 0.495 0.408 0.249 0.278 0.238 0.550 0.628 0.888 0.397 0.442 0.350 0.331 0.358 

Id3 0.235 0.385 0.467 0.362 0.195 0.298 0.229 0.625 0.562 0.856 0.345 0.357 0.289 0.298 0.282 

Id4 0.316 0.341 0.439 0.408 0.225 0.293 0.297 0.575 0.506 0.847 0.370 0.329 0.335 0.300 0.275 

Id5 0.283 0.323 0.361 0.353 0.309 0.219 0.353 0.413 0.457 0.751 0.391 0.370 0.364 0.375 0.268 

Explic1 0.338 0.282 0.522 0.480 0.251 0.352 0.168 0.206 0.258 0.339 0.808 0.661 0.330 0.386 0.309 

Explic2 0.486 0.455 0.543 0.517 0.300 0.409 0.245 0.213 0.327 0.403 0.824 0.751 0.323 0.430 0.321 
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Explic3 0.343 0.385 0.540 0.445 0.418 0.416 0.317 0.295 0.284 0.351 0.738 0.572 0.353 0.502 0.300 

Explic4 0.368 0.368 0.413 0.400 0.376 0.389 0.380 0.179 0.159 0.201 0.658 0.369 0.311 0.365 0.377 

Implic1 0.371 0.354 0.556 0.495 0.298 0.409 0.236 0.264 0.333 0.407 0.730 0.824 0.360 0.447 0.370 

Implic2 0.377 0.420 0.497 0.472 0.265 0.326 0.227 0.275 0.323 0.328 0.650 0.872 0.398 0.486 0.329 

Implic3 0.383 0.425 0.517 0.456 0.303 0.355 0.306 0.272 0.341 0.344 0.642 0.888 0.418 0.492 0.327 

Implic4 0.426 0.388 0.548 0.502 0.389 0.369 0.317 0.282 0.297 0.407 0.656 0.783 0.431 0.443 0.380 

ExpTies1 0.339 0.275 0.408 0.491 0.286 0.285 0.292 0.322 0.346 0.318 0.356 0.413 0.891 0.623 0.326 

ExpTies2 0.357 0.290 0.460 0.515 0.278 0.310 0.316 0.276 0.342 0.372 0.432 0.469 0.927 0.642 0.370 

ExpTies3 0.353 0.278 0.432 0.493 0.305 0.310 0.389 0.229 0.339 0.367 0.392 0.444 0.865 0.576 0.358 

ExpTies4 0.151 0.110 0.268 0.260 0.221 0.222 0.301 0.203 0.205 0.278 0.258 0.255 0.693 0.313 0.311 

InsTies1 0.315 0.322 0.452 0.511 0.404 0.353 0.307 0.273 0.347 0.340 0.389 0.408 0.643 0.827 0.310 

InsTies2 0.315 0.342 0.435 0.461 0.430 0.388 0.298 0.336 0.404 0.404 0.488 0.505 0.586 0.917 0.345 

InsTies3 0.331 0.319 0.444 0.464 0.432 0.401 0.339 0.315 0.388 0.367 0.479 0.528 0.574 0.894 0.343 

InsTies4 0.398 0.363 0.450 0.492 0.362 0.375 0.288 0.253 0.300 0.308 0.523 0.485 0.533 0.892 0.278 

InsTies5 0.379 0.371 0.468 0.493 0.372 0.361 0.262 0.257 0.255 0.321 0.558 0.522 0.546 0.882 0.285 

ImpSVC1 0.348 0.206 0.239 0.299 0.368 0.310 0.263 0.209 0.106 0.210 0.216 0.280 0.254 0.200 0.723 

ImpSVC2 0.422 0.407 0.474 0.450 0.378 0.471 0.432 0.325 0.340 0.374 0.378 0.419 0.389 0.315 0.852 

ImpSVC3 0.449 0.380 0.488 0.520 0.436 0.474 0.379 0.265 0.264 0.314 0.411 0.412 0.383 0.361 0.897 

ImpSVC4 0.375 0.344 0.458 0.408 0.466 0.432 0.379 0.279 0.217 0.312 0.375 0.323 0.322 0.275 0.869 

Table 7: Cross loadings for indicators onto the first order construction
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7.6 Path Analysis  

To validate the hypothesised relationships for the model, 5000 bootstrap 

replicates were calculated (Efron and Tibshirani 1996) and the resulting t-tests 

undertaken using the bootstrap derived standard errors from these replicates.  

The mediating effect hypothesised by H5 is further calculated from the product of 

the bootstrap coefficients for the indirect path from Knowledge Sharing to 

Absorptive Capacity and that from Absorptive Capacity to Enhanced 

Organisational Performance. This is seen to be statistically significant but as the 

direct effect from Knowledge Sharing to Enhanced Organisational Performance 

is also statistically significant, this mediating effect is partial and not full (Baron 

and Kenny 1986). From Table 8, all of the hypothesised paths are statistically 

different from zero, validating each and confirming the set of hypotheses, H1 to 

H7. 

7.7 Predictive Power 

Having confirmed the research hypotheses, the coefficient of determination (R2) 

for each of the constructs in the model and the size effects (f2) of the paths on the 

receiving endogenous constructs can be used to appraise the resulting predictive 

power of the relationships, both on and between the constructs. Although R2 is a 

measure of the impact that the incoming paths have on explaining the variation 

of the construct, there are no recognised benchmark values for the R2 values as 

these appear to be highly dependent on the nature of the hypothesised model. 

Falk and Miller (1992) do, however, argue that a value less than 0.1 (10%) is of 

no relevance in Management studies. For the other extreme, Hair et al. (2019) 

suggest that for models related to Marketing, values of 0.25, 0.50 and 0.75 

typically represent weak, moderate, and substantial, respectively. From Table 5, 

all the constructs in the model exceed the 0.1 level with a range of 0.371 for 

Increase in Social Value creation to 0.914 for Tacit Ties. There is, therefore, 

compelling evidence that the model explains much of the variation in the 

constructs.  

For the size effects (f2) of the paths representing the relationships in the PLS-

SEM, all are shown (Table 8) to have an impact, varying from small effects for 

the relationships between Trust and Knowledge Sharing and that between 

Knowledge Sharing and Enhanced Organisational Performance, a medium effect 

for the Absorptive Capacity to Enhanced Organisational Performance, with the 
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remaining relationships all contributing large effects. The final and validated 

model is depicted in Figure 3. 

Table 8 below, shows the Path coefficients () and Size Effects (f2). 

Paths  f2 

H1: Ties → Knowledge Sharing 0.485*** 0.307†† 

H2: Trust → Knowledge Sharing 0.239** 0.073† 

H3: Knowledge Sharing → Absorptive Capacity 0.661*** 0.773††† 

H4: Knowledge Sharing → Enhanced Organisational 

Performance 0.238** 0.053† 

H5: Absorptive Capacity mediates the relationship:  

Knowledge Sharing → Enhanced Organisational 

Performance 0.284*** - 

H6: Absorptive Capacity → Enhanced Organisational 

Performance 0.433*** 0.171†† 

H7: Enhanced Organisational 

Performance→Increased Social Value Creation  

      

0.609*** 0.590††† 

Table 8: Path coefficients () and Size Effects (f2) 

[p < 0.05*, p < 0.01**, p < 0.001***;  Small effect†, Medium effect††, Large effect†††  

(Cohen 1988)  
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Figure 3: SM-ISVC - Model of Social Media Initiated Social Value Creation by Social Enterprises 
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7.8 Summary 

In this chapter the quantitative results for the study were presented.  Basic 

descriptive statistics and charts were discussed at the beginning of the chapter 

showing some of the demographics for the participants, after which more 

advanced level quantitative results were presented.    

The results showed that no common method variance is present in the data.  The 

exploratory factor analysis was used to confirm that the dimensionalities of the 

second order constructs and the dimensionality of the overall structural model 

were acceptable. 

The indicators for the first order constructs and the second order constructs were 

confirmed as being reliable. Then using established criteria, convergent and 

discriminant validity were also confirmed to be acceptable for the model. The 

model was then fitted to the data using PLS-SEM software and the loadings of 

the first order constructs onto their designated second order constructs was 

shown to be of a sufficiently high value, in the acceptable range.   

Similarly, the results for composite reliability were acceptable and these 

confirmed that internal consistency reliability of each of the first and second order 

constructs was present.   Next, convergent validity was demonstrated as the 

items loaded onto their putative constructs adequately.  After this the discriminant 

validity was confirmed for each latent variables in the model.  This was shown in 

the results as the square root of the AVE value for each latent variables was 

greater than or equal to each corresponding correlation with any of the remaining 

model constructs.  

All the hypothesised relationships in the study are statistically different from zero, 

therefore these were validated.  Using both the coefficient of determination (R2) 

for each of the constructs in the model and the size effects (f2) and, following 

established published protocols, the results show the model explains much of the 

variation in the constructs.
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8.0 Discussion and Conclusion 

8.1 Introduction 

This chapter will present the discussion and conclusion for this study.  It will then 

report on the theoretical, academic and practitioner contributions that the 

research will make.  This will then be followed by future research opportunities 

that arise as a result of the study along with its limitations and concluding with a 

summary. 

8.2 Discussion 

Social enterprises, with their social missions and ability to generate 

entrepreneurial income, are increasingly being seen as a means to address 

societal problems.  They are however resource constrained and require the 

support and engagement from partners in their face-face networks to overcome 

these restrictions. By engaging in these networks social enterprises can draw on 

network embedded social capital to help them overcome their resource 

limitations. Traditionally this is an area that they have excelled in and, with the 

advent of social media, an alternative online form of networking is available for 

them to utilise.  

In this thesis it has been argued that the use of social media can provide an ideal 

mechanism for social enterprises (SE), that have limited resources, to overcome 

these restrictions in several ways for example, to:  

i) Achieve organisational efficiencies,  

ii) Acquire use of logistics, such as: transport, storage, office space, 

access to software 

iii) Increase the number of beneficiaries  

iv) Increase the number of grant applications 

v) Be more informed and nuanced with grant applications 

vi) More effectively market their products/services 

vii) Identify additional beneficiaries  

viii) Identify potential volunteers/partners 

ix) Recruit volunteer/partners 

x) Acquire material support 

xi) Attract financial assistance 

xii) Identify new ideas about markets, products and services 
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xiii) Improve internal processes or develop new ones where existing ones 

are problematic 

The use of social media by organisations is a contemporary area of research.  

Although social media can potentially lead to many benefits, little is known about 

whether this channel is currently being fully utilised by SEs in the UK, nor is it 

known whether any social value is being created as a result.  Consequently, this 

study investigated the overall contribution of social media to the creation of social 

value by the social enterprise.  The literature was reviewed, and a putative model 

developed. As this was predicated on the reported performance of for-profit 

organisations and ones that are likely to be, on average, substantially larger than 

most SEs, qualitative research was undertaken. This led to confirmation of the 

suggested relationships, relevant constructs, and enabled the model to be 

contextualised, specifically, for social entrepreneurship. A survey instrument was 

then adapted for the study, from the extant literature for most of the constructs, 

with items for organisational performance being researcher derived and validated 

using an academic panel.  The survey, based on these items, was used to collect 

data from 231 UK based social enterprises.  Details of the process followed to 

collect the data along with the modelling and testing techniques used on the data 

were covered in chapter 6 of this thesis.  Chapter 7 presented the quantitative 

results and in this chapter the thesis will discuss: the findings of the research; the 

theoretical contribution made by the study; its academic and practitioner 

contributions and; the study will conclude by identifying its limitations and the 

possibilities for future research. 

8.3 Theoretical Contribution 

One of the key theoretical contributions made by this study is the validated 

theoretical model which presents the concepts and their relationships with each 

other.  The quantitative model fitted to the collected data and internal consistency 

reliability was demonstrated, with each of the constructs having  composite 

reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) measures in excess of the suggested minimum 

value of 0.7 (Hair et al. 2016).  The model was also shown to have both 

convergent validity and discriminant validity (Fornell and Larcker 1981) with 

adequate values for the coefficient of determination for each constructs (Falk and 

Miller 1992). The size effects for the hypothesised relationships also 

demonstrated good predictive power. 
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To evaluate the contribution of knowledge sharing, resulting from social media 

usage, on social value creation the total effect was measured.  This value was 

0.319 (31.9%) which is statistically significant at the 0.001 level. This suggests 

that every unit increase in knowledge sharing will result in an average increase 

approaching 32% in social value creation. This further demonstrates that current 

use of social media by social enterprises does, on average, enhance their social 

value provision.  In addition, the observed increase in finance resulting from an 

increase in grant acquisition will also lead to increases in sustainability in the 

sector.  

Looking at specific outcomes from the fitted model, for the data we see that: Ties 

were comprised equally, of expressive and instrumental components.  For trust, 

identification is the largest contributing dimension.  In addition, Ties clearly makes 

a greater contribution to knowledge sharing than trust which, for the collected 

data, was approximately double.  Furthermore, knowledge sharing is equally 

represented by its tacit and explicit components with absorptive capacity also 

being relatively equally comprised of the four identified dimensions, namely: 

identity, application, transformation, and assimilation.  The three dimensions for 

enhanced organisational performance also have similar loadings, although 

resource acquisition (0.625) has a slightly weaker loading in the model than 

organisational efficiency (0.702) and grant and finance acquisition (0.712).  

Finally improved social value creation is also well represented by the suggested 

indicators with all items except for one, having near equal loadings.  The 

exceptional item which was “Knowledge gained through social media helped us 

increase the number of beneficiaries” does, however, load with a significant, yet 

lower, value.  This may indicate that social enterprises are using social media as 

an additional or alternative channel to connect with their existing clients and 

creating social value in a more efficient, nuanced, and improved fit for purpose. 

The potential recruitment of volunteers with relevant specialisms in relatively 

remote locations to that of their collaborating social enterprise will also lead to 

growth for SEs. An example of this was mentioned by informant 12 in the 

qualitative phase of the study, where he recruited someone to help him with a 

project. 

“…Again search facility on LinkedIn very useful. If I need the PR person, 

a couple of weeks ago I need the PR person in Nairobi, for a project that 
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we are doing there. So it was very useful, I found very quickly…” Informant 

12 

This work makes another important theoretical contribution in relation to trust.  Of 

the three dimensions of trust, looked at in this study, identification trust has a 

higher loading than both the competence and benevolence dimensions of trust 

and there may be several possible explanations for this.  Identification trust is 

found in organisations that are aligned in some way for instance they have a 

similar foundations,  strategic objectives or can otherwise relate to each other 

(Nooteboom and Gilsing 2004).  It is considered a powerful type of trust but is 

difficult to attain between organisations (Nooteboom 2006).  It is possible that in 

a social media setting, where the visibility of others’ activities is increased, social 

enterprises can, search, connect and frequently engage with many organisations 

with similar values and objectives to themselves e.g. to address a specific social 

problem such as homelessness. This may support the formation higher levels of 

identification trust relative to other forms of trust as shown in the results.  The 

interviews also demonstrate that such socially orientated organisations tend to 

exhibit a high-level of identification trust which is particularly prevalent in an offline 

context.  In general, the identification aspect of trust is also important in 

knowledge sharing from social networks with the interviewed participants from 

SEs confirming this is particularly true for their organisation.  This enables their 

external partners to identify with the mission and objective of the SE, thereby, 

increasing sharing of relevant knowledge.  This is particularly beneficial when 

there is a synergy between social objectives.  One participant had mentioned that 

they closely cooperated with regionally based social organisations and stayed 

informed of the services they all offer and happily referred clients to each other.  

Social media offers a means to maintain up to date knowledge on the services 

being offered by partner organisations. This is possibly more appropriate in a 

social enterprise context than a commercial enterprise context and represents 

the first time, as far as it can be established, that this dimension of trust has been 

modelled online for social enterprises. 

Knowledge sharing increases as ties increase and as trust increases.  It can be 

argued that a social enterprise’s expressive and instrument ties can both 

potentially continue to increase, for the foreseeable future, as increasing numbers 

of organisations and individuals adopt social media.  Ties may also increase as 

a consequence of the impact of corporate social responsibility (CSR) activities, 
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with many organisations increasingly engaging visibly through social media with 

social enterprises, and by doing so, they are adding legitimacy to their CSR 

agendas.  As CSR increases in prominence, in the future these ties and 

engagement may show a corresponding increase. 

Increased knowledge sharing will, on average, increase the absorptive capacity 

of social enterprises and lead through to enhanced organisational performance.  

As social enterprises acclimatise to social media, their internal and external 

absorptive capacity routines for identifying, assimilating, transforming and 

applying knowledge will become more sophisticated and have a greater effect on 

enhancing organisational performance, leading to improvements in social value 

creation. 

Unlike other constructs, the enhanced organisational performance construct is 

distinct and unique for social enterprises. Resource constraints that they face, by 

being driven by their social missions ahead of profit maximisation, can present 

obstacles to achieving their social objectives.  This is in contrast to their 

commercial counterparts who can focus all their attention on maximising profits 

towards achieving their commercial goals. 

Contextually, therefore, the whole concept requires a re-evaluation as SEs must 

look at ways to address these resource constraints.  Knowledge sharing can help 

in areas such as accessing grants and finance by engaging with other 

organisations that have experience in successfully gaining such awards or 

connecting with and monitoring promotions from grant awarding bodies and 

investors.  Social enterprises can also inform others about their activities helping 

overcome confusion about their hybrid business models (Stephan et al. 2017) 

and encouraging informed CSR related investment.   

Social enterprises can also improve their performance by improving access to 

paid and unpaid volunteers with knowledge, skills, the talent that can help them 

with their missions and help them improve their internal organisational processes 

to efficiently use scarce resources.  The metrics for social enterprises are not the 

same as for-profit organisations and by contextualising this construct, for social 

enterprises, this study makes another significant theoretical contribution.  

Arguably, the most important finding, was that the hypothesised mediation effect 

on the direct positive relationship from knowledge sharing to enhanced 
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organisational performance is partially mediated by absorptive capacity.  

Absorptive Capacity acts as a substantial partial mediator for the transformation 

of Knowledge Sharing to increase Organisation Performance is SEs.  

Additionally, the four dimensions of absorptive capacity have been demonstrated 

in the context of social enterprises using social media, with all having a 

comparable effect on the overall concept.  Similarly, the two dimensions of 

knowledge sharing, tacit and explicit, both have a comparable effect on their 

construct. 

Finally, the study further shows that enhancements to organisation performance 

lead to a substantial increase in social value creation by the social enterprise. 

8.4 Academic and Practitioner contribution 

This study makes an important contribution to several streams of academic 

literature.  Research into organisations and networking has extensively been 

done (Greve and Salaff 2003; Ozgen and Baron 2007) and this included studies 

on social enterprises and offline networking (Richter 2019).  Research also exists 

on third sector organisations and social media (Phethean et al. 2015; Young 

2017).  By bringing together social enterprises, networking and social media 

usage in one study, this study enhances our understanding of each one. 

This study also advances work done on literature on absorptive capacity.  

Previous studies in absorptive capacity looked at absorptive capacity and 

organisations (Cohen and Levinthal 1990); Absorptive capacity and social 

enterprises in offline settings (Chalmers and Balan-Vnuk 2013); Social media and 

absorptive capacity (Culnan et al. 2010).  This work contributes to this stream of 

research by looking at absorptive capacity in relation to social media usage within 

a specific organisational context i.e. social enterprise.   

The developed and validated model for social value creation by SEs through the 

use of social media, extends our understanding of how gained knowledge is 

transformed into social value creation by social enterprises.  The validated survey 

instrument adapted for this study is another academic contribution which can be 

used as it is in further research or contextualised for more specific research 

areas. 

This study also makes a contribution to research in trust in online environments 

such as social media, in a response to a call made for further research in this 
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area by  ter Huurne et al. (2017). It furthers social media research by looking at 

social entrepreneurial settings which have previously receive little research 

attention.   

Practitioners 

There has been a significant impact of the Covid-19 pandemic in 2020, on the 

operations of many businesses, including those operating in the third sector such 

as social enterprises.  Many have used online technologies such as social media 

platforms to continue their operations to some degree.  This research offers a 

timely understanding, to help such organisations on the potential for use of social 

media technologies to help them deliver their social missions. 

This study makes an important contribution for practitioners in SEs and potentially 

policy makers.  By presenting a validated model showing the relationships 

between the concepts, policy makers and trainers can invest resources into 

updating existing training offerings so that practitioners are aware of the impact 

of social media use on the creation of social value and its relationship to other 

concepts in the model.   

Modelling the relationships between constructs, allows practitioners and policy 

makers, to see the effects of various interventions on the other constructs in the 

model.  The model demonstrates that social media gained knowledge does lead 

to social value creation, which from the interviews was not previously 

appreciated.  The consequence of this is that organisations should place a 

greater emphasis on social media communications.  Actively searching for 

potential ties and connecting with them.  Engaging with them to build weak ties 

accessing novel information and then developing these further.  One way to 

enhance knowledge sharing is by bringing purely online ties offline to increase 

the strength of these ties, increasing the levels of trusted knowledge and advice, 

and increased levels of support leading to increased social value creation. Also, 

by consciously developing identification trust, the sharing of knowledge sharing 

between a social enterprise and its stakeholders can be increased.   The 

modelled concepts allow practitioners to make more informed decisions on their 

social media usage.   
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8.5 Conclusion 

After carrying out a literature review, this study has presented relevant constructs 

to measure social value creation, through knowledge sharing on social media, by 

social enterprises.  After a literature review to identify relevant concepts, it 

confirmed using semi structured interviews, that ties, trust, knowledge sharing, 

absorptive capacity, enhanced organisational performance, and social value 

creation were pertinent for the study.   The relationships between the concepts 

were supported using extant literature from which the hypotheses were 

developed, and a putative theoretical model established.  Following on from this 

measurement scales were adapted from existing studies and where required 

customised for this study.  Data collected from the survey, of UK base SE 

practitioners in a suitable position to respond to the questions, was fitted the 

putative model.  

The research has introduced and validated a model for the conversion of social 

media generated knowledge and has demonstrated that this typically leads to an 

increase in social value creation for SEs.  The research also establishes, for the 

first time, that social media usage not only leads to sustainability but also has a 

direct impact on social value creation which is the main contribution. 

Although informed by the literature, the model is nevertheless exploratory in 

nature with the use of PLS-SEM  for validation purposes. This is also a theory 

proving technique and so we have not tried to conduct further comparative 

analyses amongst the relationships. This needs to be undertaken on a larger 

sample and with a confirmatory technique such as a covarianced-based SEM 

(CBSEM). This study is exploratory in nature and the PLS SEM approach was 

used because it deals with small samples and validates theories.  It is not 

designed for making comparisons between relationships as its accuracy is limited 

for such uses.  A package used to validate exploratory model, so it is 

inappropriate to use this package to do comparisons of relationships. 

The study also shows that Enhanced Organisational Performance construct 

which is appropriate for social enterprises and their organisational performance 

in contrast to that of for-profits.  Previous research had suggested that the 

benefits derived from social media usage were to sustain the enterprise. The 

findings of this study demonstrate that, on average, they also lead to increases 

in social value creation through knowledge sharing. The novel construct of 
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enhanced organisational performance is introduced and shown to be seminal in 

enabling shared knowledge gained from social media to be converted into social 

gain. 

8.6 Future Research and Limitations 

Due to time and resource limitations, the telephone interviews conducted in 

phase 1 of this study were predominantly with Yorkshire based SE practitioners 

which could have been expanded.  These did however include some 

representation from other UK regions and no significant differences were 

identified.  To increase the external validity of the model and therefore the 

generalisability of the study, the model could be fitted to data collected from other 

geographical regions outside the UK. 

This study included social enterprises from diverse typologies, however, further 

understanding of specific typologies may be gained by fitting the model to data 

collected from targeting SEs within categories (see section on social enterprise 

typologies).  Establishing a sample frame may be difficult, but nevertheless this 

may identify unique characteristics for different types of social enterprises.  The 

study could also be adapted for use to gain understanding on the impact on social 

value creation of registered charities.  These are also organisations that have 

resource limitations and can benefit from the networking capabilities of social 

media platforms.  Furthermore, the model and measurement instrument can 

potentially be contextualised for use with for-profit organisations.  Adoption and 

use of the survey instrument with other types of organisations may help them 

strategically with their social media usage.  

Some social enterprises contacted in the study indicated that they did not 

currently use social media which leads to another possible research areas 

focussing on why they are not using these technologies.  

This study focussed on multiple social media platforms under the umbrella of the 

“social media”.  The study found that three social media platforms were 

predominantly used, which were: Facebook; LinkedIn and; Twitter.  Another 

possible area for future research may be why some SEs are using particular 

social media platforms ahead of others.  This may lead to the development of 

taxonomy of social media usage for SEs. 
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 8.7 Summary 

This thesis provides an improved understanding of the use of social media in the 

creation of social value and the relationships between relevant constructs by 

validating a theoretical model, measurement scales and confirming stated 

hypotheses as being true.   

This chapter has concluded the thesis by offering a discussion of the key findings 

and the contributions that have been made in relation to theoretical, academic 

and practitioner perspectives.  It has also identified areas for future research and 

the limitations of the study. 

By focussing on social media by social enterprises using a mixed method 

approach this study makes an important contribution to increasing the 

understanding of the nuances of the usage of technologies when they are used 

for the creation of social value.  It is anticipated that the findings of this study will 

offer researchers a foundation on which to conduct future research in the areas 

identified above.  
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Appendices 

Appendix 1: Interview Guide 

Title: Knowledge sharing and social enterprises: the impact of social media 

on social opportunities creation? 

Interview Protocol 

Institutions: ___________________________________________________ 

Interviewee (Title and Name): _____________________________________ 

Interviewer: Gulrez Akhtar 

Survey Section Used: 

_____ A: Demographics (no specific questions) 

_____ B: Interviewee Background 

_____ C: Social media Affordances 

_____ D: Knowledge Transfer 

_____ E: Social Opportunity Recognition – Effectuation, Causation, Bricolage 

_____ F: Strategic Orientation 

_____ F: Post interview comments and questions 

 

Other Topics Discussed: _________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

Documents Obtained: ___________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

Post Interview Comments or Leads: 
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_____________________________________________________________  



104 
 

Title: The impact of social media on social opportunities creation? 

Introductory Protocol 

1 - Introduce yourself - Name, position, organisation, study title 

Title:  The impact of social media on the creation of social opportunities? 

Thank you for your agreeing to participate in this research. Just to confirm, are 

still ok with doing the interview? 

Would it be ok to record the interview to help with note taking? Response 

Turn on Recorder 

Only researchers on the project will have access to the audio and it will be 

destroyed after it has been transcribed and the transcription will also be destroyed 

36 months after the research. 

The questions are mainly general questions about your use of social media – this 

can be either on a personal level such as through interaction with family and 

friends, previous work colleagues or it can be official duties for your organisation.   

All information will be treated confidentially  

Stored in a secure location.   

The information will only be used in aggregated form, by combing it with 

information from other interviews.  

No information will remain that can identify individuals. 

Your participation is voluntary 

You may stop at any time if you want to take a break or if you need to attend to 

some matter urgently or if you feel uncomfortable.   

If there any questions you don’t wish to answer please just say so and we can 

move on. 
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If you wish you withdraw your interview we can exclude the information from the 

research before it is aggregated. 

We have planned this interview to last no longer than 40 minutes, would that be 

OK? 

We have several questions that we would like to cover.  If time begins to run 

short, it may be necessary to cut answers short, just so we can move on and 

complete the questions. 

May I ask if you have any questions of me before we get started? 

Introduction 

Social media is being used more and more for business processes in 

organisations, which is one of the key reasons driving this study. E.g. Marketing, 

customer engagement, and also the opportunity recognition process. 

 

We are looking at how social media features help gain knowledge for use in the 

process of creating social opportunities.   

This may include use in various aspects of the social opportunity recognition 

process such as discussing/identifying social issues, articulating these 

discussions into firm ideas (maybe with the help of others on social media), taking 

ownership of ideas and developing them further, identifying experts that may 

assist, mobilising stakeholders, exploiting opportunities or reflecting back and 

sharing experiences of successes and failures which may be of the benefit to 

others or yourself.  This process may not be entirely online and may move offline 

or fluctuate between the two. 

 

The focus is on knowledge sharing either as an individual level or on behalf of a 

social value creating organisation with others.  These other users may be client 

groups, partners, Government agencies, other social enterprises, the general 

public etc. 
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We’re looking at social media as a whole and not at specifically platforms so it 

may include Facebook, LinkedIn, WhatsApp, Twitter, Instagram, Google +, 

Pinterest, Snapchat, Foursquare, Spotify, plus many others.  

To start with a few background questions 

  



107 
 

A. Demographics 

Demographic questions  

May I ask your age?  Numerical response 

Gender Male/Female 

Which sector would you say that 

your SE is located in?  

Options – Private, Public, Third sector, 

other 

Do you primarily create social 

value or economic value? 

 

Are you self sustainable?  

What is the size of the 

organisation? 

 

How many years of work 

experience do you have in a social 

enterprise?  

Numerical response in years 

What is your position within 

company?  

Admin, Junior manager, Middle manager, 

Senior Manager, Other etc 

At what level have you studied  GCSE, A Level, University, Post Grad, 

Other 

What was your field of study  

How many years have you been 

using social media  

Numerical response in years 

Location of Social Enterprise – List 

counties plus other? 

List of counties plus an option for “other”  

Which main industry sector are you 

in? 

Open response 

How frequently do you use social 

media platforms?  

Continuously connected, Daily, Weekly, 

Monthly, Infrequently – other please 

specify 
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Which social media platforms do 

you use? 

List of platforms plus other please specify. 

 

Email address for a summary of 

the findings 

Text box 

Table 9: Demographic Questions 

B. Interviewee Background 

How long have you been in your present position?  And at this institution? 

1. Can you give an overview of your use of social media; how did you start 

using social media on a personal level and an organisational level? 

2. What do you hope to achieve by using social media? What are you goals 

of using social media? What do you use social media for? Can you say 

what motivates your use of social media? 

3. What features do you find useful in social media? 

4. In what ways do you hope that others will find out about you? 

5. Do you engage in online conversations?  What makes you engage online? 

6. Social media allows users to view contacts, content and activities. What 

are the advantages visibility? and what are the drawbacks? 

7. Social media allows users to think about their contributions and craft and 

edit them before they are posted.  *** Can you talk about your views on 

editability and how you use this?  

8. Content can remain on social media for a long time.  In terms of knowledge 

sharing can you share your views on this?  What are the benefits and 

drawbacks of this in your opinion? 

9. What kinds of information do you get from using social media? Can you 

talk about how you use social media in gaining knowledge? Do you find it 

useful in getting access to skills and experiences of others?  Do you 

exchange success and failure experiences? 

Users will talk about association.  Can you give examples? 

10. What are your views on posting comments on social media – what are the 

positives and negatives?  Are these useful for you in gaining knowledge? 

Examples 
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11. What are you views on posting voting on social media – what are the 

positives and negatives?  Are these useful for you in gaining knowledge? 

Examples 

12. What are you views on rating contributions on social media – what are the 

positives and negatives?  Are these useful for you in gaining knowledge? 

Examples 

13. Can you talk about the types of information you get from social media?  

Do you have any examples?  

What kinds of things do you use the knowledge for - in terms of 

developing/improving/changing new products or services or new offerings  

14. What kinds of things are useful for when you use social media –  

15. Social media offers users the ability to be notified when relevant content 

in made available or when changes occur. Do you use alerts and 

notifications to focus you social media activities? Can you give some 

examples 

16. Can you talk about system generated recommendations? or user 

generated recommendations? 

17. Generative role taking.  Can you talk about advantages and disadvantages 

of getting information you need from social media?   

18. Sometimes online conversations can go off track a bit - Do you have any 

techniques that you use to gain information or keep online conversations 

focussed to the point?  

19. Can you about networking over social media – Who do you connect with 

and why? What do you use this for is it useful in finding people with skills? 

Do you look at contributions that people make and look at the kinds of 

things that are happening and the projects that people are involved with? 

Linking content with content 

20. Can you give examples of where knowledge from social media has been 

of used in creating social value offline. 

E. Strategic orientation – aim to identify whether they are defenders, 

prospectors, analysers, reactors. 

*Can you talk about the client groups which you serve and the products and 

services that you offer?  
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*If you were to describe your organisations strategic approach how would you 

describe it and why? 

*How would you describe the rate of change in your client groups, products and 

services?  

*Would you say you are flexible or focussed on long term stability – in terms of 

products and services? Do you take risks or look for opportunities for profits? 

*Would you say your organisations systems are there to facilitate your operations, 

or do they tend to maintain control of operations? 

Probe: Are operations standardised and routine? Can you comment on how you 

react to change? 

Post interview comments and questions 

Would you like to add anything which we haven’t touched upon but you feel is 

really important?  Are there any ideas which you would like to share? 

Would you be able to complete a survey for us if I send it over to you?   

Can you please give us any feedback on the survey to help us improve it? 

If at all possible, can you think of any further social enterprise contacts who we 

may be able to interview? 

Thanks 
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Appendix 2: Transcripts 

Example Transcript  

May I ask your age – 54 

Gender is male 

Create both social and economic value 

Not self-sustainable 

We have 18 in our organisation and we are part of a larger organisation called 

Ongo 

I studied at GCSE level 

Field of expertise was general 

How many years work experience do you have in social enterprise – 12 years 

I am a junior manager 

I have been using social media for 10 years 

The social enterprise is based in north Lincolnshire 

The main sector that we are in employment training and employment agency  

How frequently do you use social media platforms – continuously connected 

Which social media platforms do you use – twitter and facebook 

Send us an email with the summary of the findings 

On a personal level when Facebook came along was the first one . Learned it as 

I went along, gradually got better at it by using it on a personal level and then 

when in the workplace we started using it . At the time our organisation was called 

[organisation name] . We rebranded what the PR/comms people were quite 

forward thinking I thought in terms of looking at it by giving lots of people access 

to the corporate account so we got lots of varied content on their and lots of 

interaction and because  I  was quite proficient at it at the time and quite seem to 

use it on behalf of the organisation then our online editor at the time we'd always 

go to for advice or can we say what or can we say this. If you were responding to 

a particular question online on our Facebook site for instance then I would some 

time have to take advice from some people similarly on Twitter I'd end up having 
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Twitter conversations with people and had to take advice from  the centre about 

what the party line was  there. 

Question: so basically you started using social media engage with your clients 

Answer: yes 

Question: okay and how about partners,  were you using with patterns at all?  

Answer: yes more twitter with partners but yes this book is more clients. 

Question: what do you hope to achieve by using social media? What are the goals 

of using social media? 

Answer well for me I think it’s about richer and deeper and wider communications 

with our clients. 

Question: what do you mean by deeper? Wider means access to more people 

am I right? But in terms of deeper? 

Answer: well as in you can reach people you otherwise wouldn’t reach okay. So 

especially when you look at the majority of our client group are long-term 

unemployed. Typically they tend to be digitally excluded a bit more. They typically 

don’t engage online with normal organisations if you like stop or through 

Facebook particularly if feel quite comfortable to engage with those, if we put out 

the right vibes. 

Question: what feature do you find most useful in social media? 

Answer: I find it very useful because you always got time to craft your message, 

so you’re not caught on the hop. And even if you respond to a question from 

somebody you have to respond but it doesn’t mean it has to be done that minute, 

so if there’s anything you’re not sure about, you can ask and I like to make sure 

that my written word says exactly what I mean. So you have time to craft your 

reply, if that doesn’t sound a bit surreptitious, so you’re not being ambiguous and 

that you’re being fair and your giving as much information as you can. 

Question: in what ways do you all that others will find out about you? What 

features do you think help others find out about you? 

Answer: what do you mean like the search engines on links from other websites? 
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Question safe I was doing a search how would I find out about you? any particular 

techniques that you use or is it general web searches or how would people know 

about services which offer? 

Answer: certainly digital terms then we have the website, the Facebook page is 

the name on the door so if anybody wants to look those up on Facebook they can 

type our name and hope it comes. It’s about trying to make it so you are not more 

than a click away. People don’t like search hard in they? 

Question: do you engage in online conversations? 

Answer: sometimes. 

Question: what makes you engage? Can you talk about that engagement a little 

bit? 

Answer well, it's always nice when people send you online compliments. So when 

you help people and they're really pleased with the service somebody will put a 

thank you on their Facebook page then it's always great to say it's really nice of 

you to say that stop or sometimes will go back to one of the private messages 

and say you know can you can "you in other correspondence and that sort of 

thing then the other side is when people aren't happy and sometimes they not 

and it's something that we as an organisation got fairly right, right from the start 

in that we are involved some of our customer service people as well in terms of 

management of the Facebook site [in audible]. Because some of our customers 

want to rant in public when they think they' not had a good service stop but that 

gives us an opportunity and to, and it's quite a positive thing for us to be able to 

address their concerns all the things they were not happy about public if that's 

what they want and sometimes it's a private matter that you think and sometimes 

it is just a private matter that you think "why would anybody want this to be in the 

public domain which?". We always give the option' can we private message you? 

Can we talk on the phone? Can we exchange emails?' . but if they choose to 

keep it in the public domain then so long as we, you know our professional and 

fair and all the rest of it, then that puts us in a good light because often people 

will, if they had a poor service war over the top with their criticism. So we have 

had other people, other customers and clients who have not been engaged in the 

conversation, actually defending those online saying you being a bit unfair there. 

That's the power of that I think. 
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Question: do you have a social media strategy? 

Answer: yes 

question: how was that developed? Can you talk about that a bit? 

Answer: it was developed by our head of PR/comms. I'm not sure where she 

developed it from. She probably got it from somewhere else, I don't know. 

Question did it involve input and many people? 

Answer: yes we had a working group and a good chat about that when we 

decided to, we had the Facebook and Twitter page then when it was decided that 

you know this work better when lots of people can access it from various bits of 

the organisation then there was that discussion about' what are we doing it for?' 

What are the important bits and that led to a strategy. 

Question: social media allows users to view content contacts and activities what 

are the advantages of this visibility for you and your organisation? 

Answer: I think it makes your organisation more accessible but it almost like 

breaks the ice for some people because of the nature of the business in terms of 

employment support. Lots of people need employment support have got the 

barriers like perhaps literacy, numeracy, confidence other stuff that's gone on 

bass affected their ability to get work or keep work. So people are naturally 

resistant to open up to you straightaway about lots of stuff before developing a 

bit of trust and you can do that through your social media. Even if it's not directly 

with that individual they can see how you're conducting yourself online with others 

people that you can build that trust even with people you never had any direct 

contact with. 

Question: do you think there may be drawbacks with it as well? 

Answer: yes sometimes you can raise expectations a bit too much, so certainly 

out of hours stuff. You know you are really clear people trying to contact you out 

of hours on social media you need to be really clear about what the proper 

channels are when they are raising stuff that is not appropriate for social media. 

They need to do something like fill a form in or-something in particular and they 

are asking you to do stuff for them online. You need to be sometimes a little bit, 

not firm strong and say “I what you’re trying to say but this is not the place to do 

this you need this” [instruction to follow a procedure]. 
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Question: you talk to about crafting your contributions a little bit; can you talk 

about the types of content that you put on live? Is it mainly business stuff or do 

you put rich media as well? 

Answer: yes we try and vary it quite a lot because it would be quite boring just to 

post the latest vacancies up there all the latest training courses which that stuff 

goes on there but we try and tell stories. So if someone’s had a particularly nice 

encounter because of their encounter with those after them try and tell their story 

either name them for anonymously or if we’ve had a letter in we will a little quote 

on there from the letter. Somebody saying what job we got for them to try and 

promote what we do. 

Question: do you have multimedia content on there as well, developed internally, 

outsourced, embedded videos et cetera. 

Answer: we have outsourced stuff in the past. We now do some stuff in-house as 

well so we will. Yes we will use a lot of signposting to our website to Derbyshire 

North website as part of the group. When we have had a little promotional video 

around community grants for instance then we’ll make a big thing about social 

media then you know if you want information on community grants then click here. 

Visit our YouTube site and there’s lots of cross pollination there and it’s the variety 

I think that makes people want to stay connected. 

Question: would you say you have the skills to take advantage of edit ability to 

create content on social media,? Are these on the increase within your 

organisation or do you have them already or is it coming in through personal use? 

Answer: they are on the increase yes. 

Question: is training part of your social media strategy? Can you see the trend to 

improve training more emphasis on certain things from management? 

Answer: yes there has been a trend to use it more and more if that’s what you’re 

asking. But all the time I’ve always felt that we are pushing an open door perhaps 

I feel like we are early adapters. So you know the people that make decisions 

very early on recognised the value of all this and the value of trust in your staff. 

Question: content can remain on social media for a long time in terms of 

knowledge sharing what are your views on this? Drawbacks benefits opinions? 

Answer: what in terms of getting stuff out of date and things like that. 
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Question: yes things like that 

question: yes I’m not aware of anything like that that’s caused was any issues so 

far. 

Question: what kinds of information do you get from social media? Can you talk 

about how you use social media in gaining knowledge? 

Answer: it’s always good to check out your competitors. We look at, we compare 

our engagement rates and our content with seeing other employment agencies 

because we are a traditional employment agency and an employment support 

agency so we look at what the competitors are doing. You can always just 

personally because I use it in my personal life as well then I pick stuff up. You 

know like for instance I deliver a course around confidence and when I’m on 

Twitter on my own twitter account and see something like a graphic or a cartoon 

that I think on their, then I rip it off their and send it to work and use it on my 

course and you know so you’ve always you got like everybody you’re following 

on Twitter or everybody your LinkedIn with on Facebook or LinkedIn. You got 

access to what they’re showing on as well so it’s rich fishing grounds to pick stuff 

up. 

Question: do you find it useful in gaining access to skills and experience of 

others? 

Answer within the organisation? 

Question: within social media generally widely outside the organisation? 

Answer: yes I have learned some stuff off other people when I’ve gone to training 

or seminars you can quiz them about what they are doing. And learn stuff from 

them 

question: so these training courses have been from online? You found out about 

them from online and you gone to the training course? 

Answer yes 

question: and how about exchanging success and failure stories you’ve talked a 

bit about success stories and things do you learn from other people’s success 

and failure stories online and do you share yours as well? 
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Answer: share our success stories ? We love doing that [Laughs]. Not aware of 

any social media in terms of resolving problems or sharing things that have not 

been a success. 

Question: how about sharing challenges. For instance being involved in a project 

that has been challenging and someone else has been enquiring about things 

and you think you need to watch out for the following et cetera. When your 

involved in that kind of thing does anything like that resonate? 

Answer: no 

question: what are your views on posting comments on social media? 

Answer: I think it’s necessary. I think you can’t just it would be a one-way 

conversation if all you ever do is pump stuff out and never engage with people 

and that’s why we are gradually built up with a good audience because social 

media isn’t like television to be watched is it? It’s something people engage in 

and sometimes have conversations in. 

Question: what you say there are positives and negatives as well? 

Answer: yes I think there are but the positive far outweigh the negatives 

question: what would you say the negatives were? 

Answer: negatives are that obviously you got no control over what your customers 

put out and it that is something that is potentially embarrassing for the 

organisation. Then you got no opportunity to stop that happening[laughs]. But the 

positive of that is if you deal with it well you come out of it well. If people can see 

that I think most reasonable people realise that most organisations get things 

wrong and if you are upfront about it, I love the things about the, if you’re going 

to apologise publicly and mean it and if you do that you can actually get some 

kudos out of your mistakes if you know what I mean 

question: do you gain knowledge from common sharing? Is it useful? 

Answer: yes because again like I said earlier about the engagement thing and 

reaching people who otherwise you wouldn’t reach. I know we have online 

conversations on social media with people who wouldn’t have rung you up to tell 

you that but they post a comment on Facebook and it gives you an opportunity to 

have a conversation with them which you probably wouldn’t have had. 
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Question: do you engage in things like rating or voting on social media? Of 

comments or content 

answer: we certainly look at our analytics into Facebook and look at how many 

likes we’ve had and how many shares we’ve had. You know what the reach is of 

that post. Stuff that I try and look at scheduling some other if you think you have 

something that’s really important then you try and schedule it for a time when you 

think you will get most hits. 

Question: could you elaborate on that a bit? Are you saying that you would make 

it available when you know that most people will be using it? To get more traction 

answer: stuff that I think would be of more particular interest to a lot of people. I 

would often schedule something for 5 o’clock Friday or 9 o’clock Sunday morning. 

So it pops in the inbox when I feel most people are looking. 

Question: would you say these things are useful in acquiring or gaining 

knowledge as well? 

Answer: well yes because if you’re increasing your reach then you’re increasing 

your potential to gain that knowledge. 

Question: can you give any examples of something you might have done? 

Answer : can’t think of anything. 

Question: can you talk about the types of information you get from social media? 

Obviously there’s different types explicit general information or tacit information 

that people have within themselves. Do you get these kinds of information from 

social media as well? 

Answer: yes we do get some specific information from people certainly in terms 

of employment support. People Will engage with others and then you can have 

private conversations with them on either social media or you can pick up on 

email later and have a conversation about this circumstances or their particular 

issues around employment support training or whatever it is they want to get into 

and you also pick up the general information as when you’re having an online 

conversation with somebody and their English is very poor you already know 

there’s probably an issue there. 
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Question: so this type of knowledge, can you give any examples of where is being 

used in improving products, services, processes or changing the offerings that 

you have? 

Answer: [pause for a few seconds, response in audible. Assumed to be can’t think 

of anything] 

question: would you say over a period of time, people are discussing issues and 

these are getting back to senior managers? 

Answer: that happens in the main organisation[in audible] 

question: so you use social media analytics as well? Can you just talk about that 

a little bit? 

Answer well it’s always useful to know how far your post has gone, to look at how 

you are comparing with the week before and the week before that. To look at how 

you’re comparing with your competitors, how many likes have they got and what’s 

there each. 

Question: overall what kind of thing is social media useful for? 

Answer: it’s not useful for replacing face-to-face contact with people obviously, 

but it’s a, I think it’s completely three-dimensional engagement strategy especially 

when your clients are predominantly people can be reluctant to engage in this 

type of thing but not in social media. Reluctant to engage in employment support 

training and courses and volunteering and that sort of thing. So it’s great for 

getting through the door. I mean literally through the door. So whether that’s 

because they can walk through the door because they’ve seen stuff on social 

media and they already feel they’ve got a relationship with others or you’ve 

already had a direct conversation with that person or somebody they know. So 

we do get people coming in through the door every day “for I have heard you can 

do this for me”. Some of that will be our social media presence no doubt. 

Question: do you use alerts and notifications in social media? 

Answer: yes 

question: can you talk about those little bit what are they useful for and what are 

the disadvantages of them.? 
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Answer: well as I said earlier the disadvantages are when people when people 

want to engage with you out of hours. We have to keep reminding people we are 

close now. We are having the weekend off. For the advantages are that during 

office hours we can[in audible] which is what we are trying to do that again people 

feel there’s an easy route in. People are reluctant to pick up the telephone and 

bring you or but with Facebook people will engage because they feel in control. 

Question: when you’re engaging in online conversation you can craft your posts 

to influence people. Do you find this useful?, if so can you talk about the 

advantages and disadvantages? 

Answer: absolutely 

question can you give examples? 

Answer: as you say you can people because it’s written word on social media 

then you can be very specific about what you mean because in conversations we 

can say things that can be misconstrued. Where as with the written word you got 

time to craft and as I said earlier to make sure that the message that we want to 

give is the message that is being received. 

Question: sometimes online conversations can go off track a bit people may there 

may be conflict of people may talk about issues that bore off the point and you 

wants to bring things back on track. Do you have any techniques for keeping 

things to the point and keeping online conversations focused? 

Answer: yes I mean, we tend not to have long conversations with people. We do 

have conversations we tend not have long conversations. I think we see it as 

more like the door into the office type of thing. This is a way to sort of spark up 

that relationship with somebody but to actually provide a service for them 

whatever that is we really need to get started with them but it’s a good way of 

getting them sat at your desk. 

Question: you talk about networking social media? For you connect with and 

why? What do you see these links for? 

Answer: certainly on Twitter and Facebook we from the community angle we 

network with all of our local community groups and local voluntary action. Helping 

promote their trade their offerings they do that with those. Community 

organisations do as well. I think there’s a bit of a general, Rhodri between 

community organisations we are all not-for-profit then we are happy to promote 



121 
 

what each of those is doing especially when there’s things that we can’t provide. 

Things that we know that partners can provide that a great setup where we will 

send clients elsewhere to another social organisation and they will do likewise. 

Question do you find it useful finding people with skills and expertise as well? 

Answer: yes because[] in audible] use’s Facebook a lot to advertise vacancies 

what they’re doing promote the fact that we want them to register and if you got 

skills then maybe we can use them that sort of thing yes. 

Question: do you look at the contributions people make and look at the kinds of 

things that are happening in projects that people are involved as well? 

Answer you mean outside of our own organisation? 

Question: yes to make connections. So if somebody is involved in something, you 

may think that person may be useful for us let’s see what projects we can do 

together? 

Answer: I’m not aware of that. 

Question: can you give an example of where knowledge from social media has 

been used to create social value off-line? 

Answer: good question[long pause] 

question: I suppose social value is created all the time and you’re creating social 

value with each engagement? Can you think of any specific examples? 

Answer: yes the strapline for our main company is “everything we do is put back 

into local communities”. 

Question: okay in terms of social media questions I think that’s it. There are just 

a couple of additional questions. How do you undertake marketing? Do you use 

social media for marketing as well? 

Answer: yes 

question: can you elaborate or give any examples? 

Answer: for instance we do a[in audible] scheme once a year and have done for 

the last three or four years. Social media is a great tool for getting the message 

out that this is what we are doing. This is the process you know I’ve got an email 

list of 60 or 70 local organisations who either I’ve gone to in the past or 
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I’ve[collaborated] in the past and they all get emailed but then we go big on social 

media because local press is virtually non-existent now. Which would be your 

traditional method of telling people what’s going on but overwhelmingly social 

media has taken over now. So when you got something like that you want to put 

out community groups. I can’t think of any community groups that have a social 

media presence. It is on a personal level so local residents associations at least 

one of the community is on Facebook who would have liked our page or 

something in the past so we can put a message out. 

Question: how do you achieve your stated social purpose Through social media? 

Answer: again that’s the sort of integral part of what we do because where 

supporting people on a daily basis who often can’t get the type of support we are 

offering elsewhere. Certainly can’t get it for free, the access to the type of support 

we offer. So I think because of the content we put out people see what our social 

purpose is, like a writing through a stick of rock. I think without actually saying it, 

we do actually say it, but without actually stating it is quite obvious that we are in 

the game of helping people as best we can, to get into work, live a purposeful life, 

to better train, to be more confident, you know all that stuff that we all know makes 

a good life sort of thing. 

Question: how would you describe the rate of change in your clients products and 

services? Rapidly changing or stable over time? 

Answer: I wouldn’t call it rapidly changing, I called it progressive. It never seems 

to stand still for very long but not in the way that you feel is out of control. 

Question: would you say your organisation systems facilitate your operations, 

help your operations or do they tend to maintain control of operations? 

Answer: I think they do help there has to be some control but it’s a light touch a 

supportive 

question: are your operations standardised on routine 

answer: not really know 

question: are they quite flexible of varied 

answer: yes 

question: can you comment on how you react to change? 
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Answer: I think we’re fairly live in that respect because the organisation has a 

history of having to adapt quickly funding or new initiatives. I think projects that 

might be of use then the environment scanning why this term is pretty tuned in. 

So when something new is coming up, something from the government or 

something local opportunities around like we had the big thing with the[in audible] 

development when that was coming down the track we were thinking about how 

to get people ready for work because we have opportunities coming up. So we 

naturally have to keep up with what’s going on to give the best service. 
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Appendix 3: Qualitative Descriptive Statistics 

Interviewee Demographics 

Interviewee Gender Age Position Years of 

Social 

media Use 

in  SE 

Business area 

focus for Social 

enterprise (SE) 

1 Male 54 Senior Manager 6 PR for charities 

and social 

enterprises 

2 Male 52 Senior Manager 6.5 Business Park 

Community 

Development 

Employment 

Support 

3 Female 35 Events Manager 2.5 Business 

support 

4 Male 51 Middle Manager 5 Community 

5 Female 29 Director 3 Food 

Disability 

6 Female 57 CEO 8 Social Care 

7 Male 36 Junior Manager 10 Employment 

Training and 

Support 

8 Female 55 Middle Manage 3.5 Housing 

9 Female 52 Senior Manager 4 Business 

support for 

Social 

Enterprises 

10 Male 38 Middle Manager 5 Business 

support for 
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Social 

Enterprises 

11 Male 23 Junior Manager 5 Social 

Enterprise 

Funding 

12 Female 44 Middle Manager 3.5 Housing 

13 Male 40 Middle Manager 6 Business 

Support  

Table 10: Interviewee Demographics 
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Interviewee Age Range 

 

Figure 4: Interviewee Age Range 

 

Useful Social Media Platforms for Sharing Knowledge  

 

Figure 5: Useful Social Media Platforms for Sharing Knowledge 
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Length of Social Media Usage 

 

Figure 6: Length of Social Media Usage 

 

Communities Served by Social Enterprise 

 

Figure 7: Communities Served by Social Enterprise 
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Grant Dependant 

 

Figure 8: Grant Dependant 
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Products and Services Offered 

 

Figure 9: Products and Services Offered 

 

Position in Organisation 

 

Figure 10: Position in Organisation 
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Length of Time Social Enterprise in Operation 

 

Figure 11: Length of Time Social Enterprise in Operation
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Appendix 4: Quantitative Descriptive Statistics 

    

 
TRUST-BENEVOLANCE TRUST-COMPETANCE TRUST-IDENTIFICATION 

 
trust1 trust2 trust3 trust4 trust5 trust6 trust7 trust8 trust9 trust10 trust11 

 
N 231 231 231 231 231 231 231 231 231 231 231 

 
mean 4.99 5.07 5.19 4.77 4.70 5.01 4.93 4.79 4.76 5.19 4.36 

 
sd 1.53 1.52 1.40 1.37 1.57 1.36 1.31 1.37 1.49 1.23 1.62 

 
min 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 -1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 -1.00 

 
max 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 

 
skewness -0.70 -0.70 -0.80 -0.34 -0.55 -0.61 -0.49 -0.38 -0.36 -0.64 -0.37 

 
kurtosis 2.71 2.77 3.23 2.56 3.13 3.17 2.86 2.78 2.52 3.51 2.63 

 
    

 
EXPRESSIVE-TIES INSTRUMENTAL-TIES 

 

 
expties1 expties2 expties3 expties4 expties5 insties1 insties2 insties3 insties4 insties5 

  
N 231 231 231 231 231 231 231 231 231 231 

  
mean 5.64 5.61 5.32 4.32 5.61 5.49 5.24 5.25 5.34 5.33 

  
sd 1.26 1.31 1.34 1.73 1.50 1.34 1.40 1.34 1.35 1.32 

  
min 2.00 -1.00 1.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00 

  
max 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 

  
skewness -1.05 -1.54 -0.72 -0.29 -1.71 -1.42 -1.46 -1.24 -1.55 -1.30 

  
kurtosis 3.70 6.37 3.03 2.42 6.57 5.82 6.06 5.32 7.13 5.55 

  
           

  ABSORPTIVE-CAPACITY         

 
abscap1 abscap2 abscap3 abscap4 abscap5 abscap6 abscap7 abscap8 abscap9 abscap10 abscap11 abscap12 

N 231 231 231 231 231 231 231 231 231 231 231 231 

mean 5.73 5.63 5.63 5.62 4.52 4.45 4.53 4.47 4.93 4.88 4.69 4.90 

sd 1.04 1.11 1.13 1.12 1.58 1.61 1.60 1.59 1.40 1.42 1.33 1.34 

min 1.00 1.00 1.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00 

max 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 

skewness -1.21 -0.96 -1.27 -1.84 -0.59 -0.58 -0.55 -0.67 -0.83 -0.95 -0.64 -1.01 

kurtosis 5.53 4.32 5.18 9.63 2.70 3.02 2.83 3.25 3.85 4.51 3.71 4.32 
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KNOWLEDGE-SHARING 

  

 
ks1 ks2 ks3 ks4 ks5 ks6 ks7 ks8 ks9 

   
N 231 231 231 231 231 231 231 231 231 

   
mean 5.54 5.70 5.28 4.87 4.88 5.20 5.14 4.61 4.55 

   
sd 1.20 1.19 1.32 1.53 1.54 1.41 1.32 1.66 1.68 

   
min 1.00 -1.00 1.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00 1.00 

   
max 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 

   
skewness -1.27 -1.85 -0.90 -1.42 -1.28 -1.33 -1.25 -0.75 -0.51 

   
kurtosis 5.15 8.83 3.60 6.27 5.60 5.29 5.49 3.05 2.48 

   
     

 
ENHANCED-ORG-PERFORMANCE-ORG-EFFICIENCY ENHANCED-ORG-PERFORMANCE-RESOURCE-ACQUISITION 

  

 
eoper1 eoper2 eoper3 eoper4 eoper5 eoper6 eoper7 eoper8 eoper9 

   
N 231 231 231 231 231 231 231 231 231 

   
mean 5.40 5.40 5.29 5.05 5.07 5.17 4.61 5.02 5.00 

   
sd 1.26 1.36 1.32 1.42 1.41 1.51 1.50 1.54 1.54 

   
min -1.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00 1.00 -1.00 -1.00 1.00 

   
max 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 

   
skewness -1.23 -1.42 -1.20 -1.10 -1.11 -0.70 -0.56 -0.85 -0.65 

   
kurtosis 5.92 6.65 5.57 5.07 5.36 2.86 3.15 3.55 2.72 

   
            

    

 

ENHANCED-ORG-PERFORMANCE-GRANT-FINANCE-

ACQUISITION IMPROVED-SOCIAL-VALUE-CREATION 
 

 
eoper10 eoper11 eoper12 eoper13 eoper14 impsvc1 impsvc2 impsvc3 impsvc4 impsvc5 

 
N 231 231 231 231 231 231 231 231 231 231 

 
mean 4.86 4.39 5.16 5.16 4.19 5.16 5.41 4.99 5.03 5.11 

 
sd 1.72 1.59 1.40 1.42 1.69 1.47 1.35 1.56 1.50 1.44 

 
min -1.00 1.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00 1.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00 

 
max 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 

 
skewness -0.94 -0.33 -0.99 -1.36 -0.51 -0.90 -0.85 -0.83 -0.96 -0.98 

 
kurtosis 3.49 2.41 4.75 6.14 3.08 4.07 3.76 4.00 4.52 4.86 

 
Table 11: Quantitative Descriptive Statistics 
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Appendix 5: Survey Letter 

Dear Sir or Madam  

I am doctoral researcher at the University of Bradford and I am writing to invite 

you to take part in a project I am undertaking on the impact of social media on 

the creation of social opportunities.  

The research aims to explore current practice in the use of social media in social 

enterprises and generate recommendations on how to improve usage and, 

ultimately, how to improve social value creation.  The questions asked in the 

survey relate to general use and are not of a sensitive nature.  Some more 

general questions about you and your organisation will be asked also.  

The survey link is located at http://www.bradford.ac.uk/management/social-

media-survey 

The survey will take approximately 20 minutes to complete.  It is aimed at those 

working in UK based social enterprises who are also social media users, either 

on a personal and/or at an organisational level.  

Your participation in the study is voluntary and will be treated in the strictest 

confidence. Your responses will be anonymised.  However you can, if you wish, 

leave your email address if you would like a summary of the findings and 

recommendations.  The data will be stored in a secure location with access 

restricted only to the researcher involved in the study and will be destroyed 36 

months after the collection date.   

If you have any questions or would like any further details, you can contact me 

on the following:  

Email : g.akhtar@bradford.ac.uk; Telephone: 01274 234440 

Thank you very much for you time. 

Best regards 

 

Gulrez Akhtar  
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Appendix 6: Instrument development 

A seven-point scale is used to capture the users response – from strongly agree 

to strongly disagree 

The following two tables list the high-level questions and the modified items for 

Ties, along with the source. 

Expressive Ties 

High-level question Modified Item Reference 

On social media we 

engage with many 

members who 

We consider to be our 

close partners 

Ali-Hassan et al. (2015) 

are committed to 

collaborating with us on 

activities 

Ali-Hassan et al. (2015) 

would support us in 

difficult circumstances 

Ali-Hassan et al. (2015) 

We feel comfortable 

disclosing sensitive 

information. 

Ali-Hassan et al. (2015) 

We engage with offline Ali-Hassan et al. (2015) 

Table 12: Expressive Ties 
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Instrumental Ties 

High-level question Modified Item Reference 

On social media we 

engage with many 

members who 

 

Provide us with work-

related information 

 

Ali-Hassan et al. (2015) 

We seek advice from in 

order to help us with our 

work 

 

Ali-Hassan et al. (2015) 

We can approach for 

advice on a work-related 

questions 

 

Ali-Hassan et al. (2015) 

We can advise on their 

work-related questions 

 

Ali-Hassan et al. (2015) 

We provide input towards 

their work-related problems 

Ali-Hassan et al. (2015) 

Table 13: Instrumental Ties 

The following three tables list the high-level questions and the modified items 

for Trust, along with the source. 

Benevolence based trust 

High-level question Modified Item Reference 

Most social media 

users 

Consider the 

repercussions their 

actions have on other 

members 

Usoro et al. (2007) 

Will not carry out actions 

that could harm other 

members 

Usoro et al. (2007) 
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Are concerned about the 

needs and interests of 

other members 

Usoro et al. (2007) 

Table 14: Benevolence Based Trust 

Identification based trust 

 Modified Item Reference 

Most social media 

users 

Have a constructive 

response to any 

problems we share 

Hsu et al. (2007) 

Do everything in their 

capacity to help others 

Hsu et al. (2007) 

Will not knowingly do 

anything to disrupt the 

conversation 

Hsu et al. (2007) 

Have a caring response 

to any problems we 

share 

Hsu et al. (2007) 

No high-level question We can discuss 

sensitive issues with 

most social media users 

Hsu et al. (2007) 

Table 15: Identification Based Trust
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Competence based trust 

High-level question Modified Item Reference 

Most social media 

users are 

Are skilled in the topics 

we discuss 

Ridings et al. (2002) 

Are well qualified in the 

subjects that we discuss 

Ridings et al. (2002) 

Have specialised 

knowledge  they can 

add to discussions 

Ridings et al. (2002) 

Table 16: Competence Based Trust 
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The following two tables list the high-level questions and the modified items for 

Knowledge Sharing, along with the source. 

Tacit Knowledge 

High-level question Modified Item Reference 

On social media, my 

social enterprise & our 

partners/stakeholders 

share: 

Know-how from our 

work experience 

Lee (2001) 

Each others know-

where 

Lee (2001) 

Each others know-

whom. 

Lee (2001) 

Expertise obtained 

from education and 

training. Example also 

in 

Lee (2001) 

Explicit Knowledge 

High-level question Modified Item Reference 

On social media, my 

social enterprise & our 

partners/stakeholders 

share: 

Lessons from past 

successes. 

Lee (2001) 

Lessons from 

challenges and 

difficulties. 

Lee (2001) 

Business knowledge 

obtained through the 

media. 

Lee (2001) 

Official business 

documents  like 

reports. 

Lee (2001) 

Business tool-kits, 

business models or 

practice guides. 

Lee (2001) 
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Table 17: Tacit and Explicit Knowledge 

The following four tables list the high-level questions and the modified items for 

Absorptive Capacity, along with the source. 

Identify 

High-level question Modified Item Reference 

Through social media 

we are: 

Able to identify external 

knowledge 

Pavlou and El Sawy 

(2006) 

Able to acquire external 

knowledge 

Pavlou and El Sawy 

(2006) 

Able to evaluate 

knowledge 

Pavlou and El Sawy 

(2006) 

  

Table 18: Identify 

Assimilate 

High-level question Modified Item Reference 

To help us with new 

information and 

knowledge gained 

through social media 

we have processes 

that can 

Adequately analyse it Pavlou and El Sawy 

(2006) 

Adequately assimilate 

it 

Pavlou and El Sawy 

(2006) 

Effectively acquire 

knowledge 

Pavlou and El Sawy 

(2006) 

  

Table 19: Assimilate
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Transform 

High-level question Modified Item Reference 

With new information 

gained through social 

media we always 

Effectively develop new 

knowledge or insights 

with the potential to 

influence our service 

offerings 

Pavlou and El Sawy 

(2006) 

Successfully learning 

new things 

Pavlou and El Sawy 

(2006) 

 Pavlou and El Sawy 

(2006) 

To help us with new 

information and 

knowledge gained 

through social media 

we have processes 

that can 

Effectively transform it 

into new knowledge 

 

Table 20: Transform 

Apply 

High-level question Modified Item Reference 

With new information 

gained through social 

media we always 

Successfully integrate it 

with our existing 

knowledge 

Pavlou and El Sawy 

(2006) 

Successfully use it in 

concrete applications 

Pavlou and El Sawy 

(2006) 

Effectively utilise it for 

new service offerings 

Pavlou and El Sawy 

(2006) 

Table 21: Apply 
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The following three tables list the high-level questions and the author derived 

items for Enhanced Organisational Efficiency, along with the source. 

Organisational Efficiency 

High-level question New Item Supporting references 

Knowledge gained 

through social media 

helps my 

organisation to  

Come up with new 

ideas about our markets 

Stephan et al. (2017) 

Come up with new 

ideas about our 

products/services 

 

Come up with new 

ideas about our working 

methods and processes 

 

Develop new methods 

where a traditional one 

are no longer effective 

New item  

Table 22: Organisational Efficiency 

Resource acquisition 

High-level question New Item Supporting references 

Knowledge gained 

through social media 

helps my 

organisation to  

Recruit volunteers 

and/or staff for 

project(s) 

New item  

Acquire material 

support for our projects 

- e.g. transport, 

storage, workspace, 

computer facilities, 

access to software, 

photocopying etc 

New item  
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Recruit people with 

specific skills for a 

particular project(s) 

New item  

Recruit people with 

specific expertise for a 

particular project(s) 

New item  

Table 23: Resource Acquisition 

Grant and Finance Acquisition 

High-level question New Item Supporting references 

Knowledge gained 

through social media 

helps my 

organisation to  

Identify sources of 

grant funding 

New item  

Improve our 

assessment of our 

suitability for grants 

New item  

Identify new partners 

that can contribute 

towards our cause 

New item  

Engage with new 

partners that can 

contribute towards our 

cause 

New item  

Maintain our financial 

stability 

New item 

Table 24: Grant and Finance Acquisition 
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The following table lists the high-level questions and the modified items for 

Improved Social Value Creation, along with the source. 

Improved Social Value Creation 

High-level question Modified Item Reference 

Knowledge gained 

through social media 

helped us  

Increase the number of 

beneficiaries 

Weber et al. (2017) 

Expand our social 

enterprise 

Weber et al. (2017) 

Increase the percentage 

of social provision we 

deliver in our market 

relative to other 

organisations 

Weber et al. (2017) 

Increase the provision of 

much needed 

products/services to 

targeted groups 

Weber et al. (2017) 

Improve the products 

and services we offer to 

targeted groups 

Weber et al. (2017) 

Table 25: Improved Social Value Creation 
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