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Chapter 5: Questionnaire Survey

5.1 Introduction  

This chapter discusses the analysis of an online questionnaire survey conducted to revalidate the

result of the qualitative case study results.  The link of the online questionnaire was sent to the

members of the eight communities of practice (CoP) under investigation. A total number of 240

responses have been received within 4 months of investigation.  After comparing the results, the

following percentages of demographic data (see Figure – 5.1-5.); reliability test and descriptive

statistics (see Tables 5.1-5.5) and correlation analyses (see Table- 5.6-5.9) were obtained.  A

detailed analysis of all the Figures and Tables are elucidated in the subsequent sections. 

5.2 Gender Profile

As can be seen in Figure 5.1, the 240 respondents can be grouped into gender categorization.

More  than  half  of  the  respondents  were  male  with  a  total  of  149  responses  (62.1%).  The

remaining  91  (37.9%) were  female.  It  can  be  concluded  that  there  is  a  proportional  weigh

between male and female respondents. Therefore, their responses provide the study with valuable

information and able to provide general representation of the results. It is interesting to know that

All Nurses (as expected) have much higher proportion of female respondents to that of male

respondents. Similar difference is noted for the Teneric CoP (perhaps female members of SMEs

are more supportive towards researchers in providing information by spending their  valuable

time).  For  all  other  CoPs  the  proportion  of  male  respondents  is  higher  than  the  female

respondents. Overall, the highest response rate was 28.8% for Alnj3 and 17.9% for Mahjoob the

two multilingual social networking sites. This researcher was a member of these two CoPs, what
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might  be  the  reason for  having  high  response  rate  from these  two CoPs.  The  third  highest

response came from AllNureses, which is largest forum of all eight case studies. 

SuN= Start up Nation AN= All nurses SC Focus= Supply Chain 
Focus

Alnj3 

YE= Young 
Entrepreneurs 

Teneric= Teneric SD= Systems Dynamics Mahjoob

Figure 5.1: Gender by Percentage

5.3 Age Profile

Figure 5.2 shows that  a  majority  of  the  participating respondents,  53.0%,  are  age from 20-30 years

followed closely by age between 31-40 with 21% of total respondents. Group from Alnj3 has the

highest responses for age category with 28% while SCM Focus group only has responses rate of 5.0%.

As shown in Figure 3 also all of the groups have the lowest response rate for age more that 50 years of

age indicating that results generated can be categorized as viewpoints for younger generation age between

20 to 40. The highes response rate from age group <20 was from Majoob. Whereas, the highest response

rate for the age group 20-30 was Alnaj3. These two are the social network sites the highest response rate

for the age 40-50, and >50 were 4.6% and 1.7% respectively for the SD CoP. With caution it shows the

average group representation for each CoP. 
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SuN= Start up Nation AN= All nurses SC Focus= Supply Chain 
Focus

Alnj3 

YE= Young 
Entrepreneurs 

Teneric= Teneric SD= Systems Dynamics Mahjoob

Figure  5.2: Age Group by Percentage

5.4 Education Profile

Findings shown in Figure 5.3 indicates that 97.5% of the respondents are highly educated with at

least University degree. Only small percentages of 2.5% whereby the respondents’ qualification

is from secondary school.  As expected the SD CoP has the highest proportion of MS/ PhD

membership ( 7.9%) as it  is a highly specialist  domain requiring extensive field knowledge.

Interestingly, Alnaj3 has the highest proportion of members with a university qualification of

Bachelor (18.3%) and a comparable 7.9% of members with Masters or above qualification. One

explanation  is  that  in  spite  of  social  networking site,  Alaj3 comprises  Libyan highly skilled

professionals, or students studying or working in western countries. The resistance of the website

is to meet their social requirement to engage with other members to share their life experiences,

true  stories,  hobbies,  politics  or  cultural  heritage.  Figure  5.3  gives  the  dispersion  of  the
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membership  residence  in  different  countries.  Figure  5.4  gives  employment  profile  for  the

respondents.  

SuN= Start up Nation AN= All nurses SC Focus= Supply Chain 
Focus

Alnj3 

YE= Young 
Entrepreneurs 

Teneric= Teneric SD= Systems Dynamics Mahjoob

Figure  5.3: Education by Percentages

5.5 Location Profile

As shown in Figure 5.3, 25.8% of the responses are from Libya followed closely from USA with

rates of 24.4%. Only a small percentages number of respondents are from Jordan (8.8%) and

Germany 0.8%. Forum group from Alnj3 has the highest response rate of 28.8% with majority

from Libya.  This is followed by AllNurse (AN) which the vast majority  (9.9%) respondents

work/live in the USA. AN is also the most discussed CoP drawig upon its membership from at

least 9 countries. One interesting example is Mahjoob with overall 17.9% response rate where
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5.8% respondents are from Jordan. In comparison Systems Dynamics (SD) community draws its

membership from more than 8 countries with almost 5.5% respondents from the USA. 

SuN= Start up Nation AN= All nurses SC Focus= Supply Chain 
Focus

Alnj3 

YE= Young 
Entrepreneurs 

Teneric= Teneric SD= Systems Dynamics Mahjoob

Figure 5.4: Location by Percentage

5.6 Employment Profile

In  the  questionnaire,  the  research  also  wishes  to  investigate  the  employment  profile  of  the

respondents.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  for  the  StartupNation  (SuN)  relatively  highest

population (2.5%) show a relation to the public sector organization and only 1.3% from the

private  sector  organizations.  One  reason  could  be  that  these  members  belongs  to  ‘Nascent

Category’, i.e, to be entrepreneurs who are dissatisfied with their present job or have been made

redundant, and thinking about starting up their own business. The SuN forum provides them with
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a unique opportunity to learn about the tricks of the trade. A majority of the respondents for

AllNurses  CoP  were  in  the  public  sector  (9.6%)  or  still  a  student  (5.6%).  Overall  38.1%

respondents are employed in the public sector followed by 35.4% students. Results also indicate

that retired category has the lowest response rate of only 0.4%. 

SuN= Start up Nation AN= All nurses SC Focus= Supply Chain 
Focus

Alnj3 

YE= Young 
Entrepreneurs 

Teneric= Teneric SD= Systems Dynamics Mahjoob

Figure 5.5: Employment by Percentage

5.7 Frequency of Participation Profile

In this research, frequency of respondents involved in the forum discussion is also investigated.

As shown in Figure 5.6, 49.5% of them participated in the forum discussions at least 2-3 times a

week followed closely by daily with rates of 26.3%. The response rate shows that majority of

members of Mahjoob CoP daily login in the forum. While the overall daily participation rate for

the respondents is 25.4%. 

5-6



Chapter 5                                                                                                   Questionnaire Survey  

SuN= Start up Nation AN= All nurses SC Focus= Supply Chain 
Focus

Alnj3 

YE= Young 
Entrepreneurs 

Teneric= Teneric SD= Systems Dynamics Mahjoob

Figure 5.6: Frequency of Participation by Percentage

5.8 Association Profile

In addtiaon for the responsdnet to discuss in the spesific forum, they were also asked if they were

asscoaited with any related forums. In Figure 5.7, 60.8% of them have association with other

related  forum  while  39.2%  only  members  of  their  respective  forum.  Overall  39%  of  all

respondents are a member of an additional related forum (see Figure 5.8) followed by 27.4%

which belongs to  additional  two related  forums followed by 16.4% who participate  in  three

additional forums. Wheras, 17.1% respondents recorded that they are member of more than 3

aditional forums. On the one hand this illustrates that the membership of the selected case study

is very active as they are involved with many different CoPs. On the other hand it could explain

the inactivity of these memebers in the respective case study forums. That is, if the members, do

not find a topic interesting, they would swiftly login to another forum. 
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SuN= Start up Nation AN= All nurses SC Focus= Supply Chain 
Focus

Alnj3 

YE= Young 
Entrepreneurs 

Teneric= Teneric SD= Systems Dynamics Mahjoob

Figure  5.7: Association by Percentage

SuN= Start up Nation AN= All nurses SC Focus= Supply Chain 
Focus

Alnj3 

YE= Young 
Entrepreneurs 

Teneric= Teneric SD= Systems Dynamics Mahjoob

Figure 5.8: Association with other Forums by Percentage
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5.9 Understanding engagement in a specific CoP

Four questions are analysed under this category. Participants are asked to rank their answers for 

each questions (1 is the highest and 6 is the lowest). In the following sections, each question is 

analysed with further details. 

5.9.1 Why do members participate in this particular community?

The participants has been asked “Why do you participate in this particular community?”. Six

choices  were  given  to  rank:  Unique  material  about  specific  issues  (A1);  Ease  to  gather

knowledge (A2),  Intervention (A3), Socialising (A4),  Friendly Environment (A5), and  Others

(A6). Figure 5.9 shows that the ‘the unique material about specific issues’is the most important

factor (19.1%) that encourages members to participate. It is followed by intervention, friendly

environment  with the score of 16.9%, 16.8% and 16.9% respectively.  Supplementary to  this

analysis, it is found that the members of formal CoP Teneric, perceive mostly that this variable is

the most important factor for them to join Teneric with a score of 30.8 compared to the score of

the CoP All Nurses (10.5).

It is interesting to note that the reason for participation for members for different CoPs varied.

Most members from the professional CoPs joined in the forum to ccess unique knowledge ( eg.

See young entrepreneurs 22.7%, SCM 25% and SD- 25.9%). For the start up nation members

mainly participated to get access to relevant knowledge. For many memners participation in their

CoPs is was of self expression and perhaps boosting teir confidence or a way of reflection. This

is evident as member participate to make an ‘intervention’; this category scored highly for the
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Startup  Nation,  AllNurses,  Young  Entrepreneurs,  Teneric,  SCM  ,  Systems  Dynamics,  and

Mahjoob. This is slightly surprising with Mahjoob as it is considered a social networking site.

However, as indicated earlier that the majority of the Mahjoob membership is either students or

professionals, therefore, they see the forum as a way of contribution in the society. Also, for

Mahjoob members the single largest reason (32.6%) to join the forum. Similar response was

recorded for Alnaj3 (33.3%). Friendly Environment  was recorded as an important  reason for

joining the forum. Being a social networking forum, socializing as a reason to join the forum was

as to this author’s expectation.  

Mean A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 A6
19.1 13 16.9 13.8 16.8 16.9

A1: Unique material in specific issues
A4: Socialising

A2: Ease to gather knowledge
A5: Friendly Environment

A3: Intervention 
A6: Other

Figure 5.9: Participation in a CoP

5.9.2 What attracts members to participate in a specific topic in CoP
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This  section  is  designed to  understand why people  get  attracted  to  a  specific  topic.  And to

investigate  the  answer,  participants  have  been  asked  “What  attracts  you  to  participate  in  a

specific  topic  in  CoP?”  Six  choices  were  given  to  rank:   Topic  generator  (generating/

contributing  to  new topics);  content;  sharing knowledge;  experts  in  the field;  opportunity to

learn; and  other. Figure 5.10 below shows that people are attracted to participate in a specific

topic  because  of  its  content  (score  31.1%).  Whereas  the  respondents  perceive  that  the  least

reason to participate in a specific topic is the ‘opportunity to learn’ ( score  10.2%). In addition to

this,  it  is  depicted from the Figure below that  the members  of formal CoP Start  up Nation,

perceive mostly that this variable is the most important factor for them with a score of 37.5

compared to the lowest score of 26.3 by the members of All Nurses. The results are in line with

question 1, where respondents suggested what attracts them to participate to a particular CoP is it

“unique material in a specific issue”. 

B1 B2 B3 B4 B5 B6
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Mean 16.5 31.1 11.4 14.1 10.2 16.6
B1: Topic generator     
B4: Experts in the field

B2: content
B5: Opportunity to learn

B3: Sharing knowledge
B6: Other

Figure 5.10: Attraction to participate in a specific topic in CoP

5.9.3 Context of Discourse in a CoP

To further understand the attitude towards a specific site and how they communicate within that

CoP, the participants have been asked “The use of the following modes of communication in

their  communication.  Six  choices  were  given  to  rank:  storytelling;  explanation;  contradict;

inquiry;  support and  other. Figure 5.11 hereunder shows that “explanation” is the most likely

context of discourse (28.3%) compared to the lowest scored variable –contradiction (8.3%). This

variable is followed by  Support and storytelling with the score of 22.5% and 18.7% respectively.

Again, this variable is ranked highest mostly by the CoP SCM Focus with the score of 33.3

compared to the reponses of the respondents from Mahjoob with the score of 23.3.

Where  score   for  “explanation”  is  in  line  with the context  analysis  conducted  in  chapter  4.

Storytelling has scored much high values. Where lower values (11.1%) for storytelling scores

plausible for highly technical CoP like Systems Dynamics, it was anticipated that it should score

much  higher  for  the  social  networking  Alnaj3  (17.4%)  as  with  Mhjoob  (25.6%).  It  is  also

interesting to see that AllNurses CoP mostly populated by students has scored relatively high

(23.7) on this construct. 
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Mean
C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6

18.7 28.3 8.3 9.3 22.5 12.6
C1: Storytelling 
C4: Inquiry

C2: Explanation
C5: Support

C3: Contradict 
C6: Other

Figure 5.11: The Context of Discourse within CoP

5.9.4 The Content of Discourse in a CoP

The  respondents  of  the  eight  CoPs  under  investigation  were  also  asked  the  question  “The

Content of Discourse  in their CoP”. And the six choices that were given them to rank were:

technical; experience; academic; philosophy and other. As it can be seen from Figure 5.12, that

‘other’ is the most used nature of communication with the score of 27.6% followed by academic,

experience and technical  25.9, 21.4 and 15.7 respectively.  However,  while respondents were

asked to specify others, mostly did not specify. Whoever specified, there were not any consensus

from the comments, hence, not being mentioned in the study.
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It is interesting to note that the two highly technical CoPs , namely SCM forum and Systems

Dyamics scored highly for the “technical contents”. Mahjoob scored highest for the “experience”

(score  30.2).  “Systems  Dynamics”  scored  ultimately  highest  for  the  “academic”  contents.

Whereas,  Mahjoob scored high (18.6%) for generating “philosophical  details”.  Mahjoob also

scored high (25.6%) for the others contents. 

Mean
D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 -

15.7 21.4 25.9 9.3 27.6 -
D1: Technical
D4: Philosophy

D2: Experience 
D5: Other

D3: Academic

Figure 5.12: The content of discourse in a CoP

5.10  Reliability Test

In order to test the validity of each scale, reliability approach is taken into consideration. The

Cronbach  coefficient  alpha  is  employed  as  it  is  the  most  commonly  used  index  of  scales

reliability.  In general, scales that receive alpha scores over 0.70 are considered to be reliable
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(Dunn  et  al.,  1994;  Menzter  and  Flint,  1997),  however  Figures  as  low  as  0.50  have  been

considered  acceptable  (Sharma,  1996).  Standardised  item  alpha  (of  the  Cronbach's  alpha

coefficient) of internal consistency are used when all scale items have been standardised. This

coefficient is used only when the individual scale items are not scaled the same.  Overall, the

standardized alphas for the first order constructs had met the Nunnally (1978) as well as the Hair

et al. (1995) and Loehlin (1998) criterion indicating a high internal consistency exceeding the

recommended standards (see Table 5.1). Results indicated a very strong alphas, given the limited

small numbers of items in the scales (for example, only six items were loaded on Discourse of

discussion factor).

Analysis was performed in two separate parts to evaluate the reliability of each construct, based

on the sample data. Some of the variables were removed in order to increase reliability values

and remove negative item total correlations. For the sample collected, Cronbach’s alpha values

of the six main factors greatly exceed the minimum requirement  (> 0.50) and therefore,  the

internal  consistencies  of  each  group of  indicators  were  deemed  high  (Table  5.1).  However,

several  limitations  are  identified  when using coefficient  alpha analysis.  There  is  an issue of

accuracy of reliability as it tends to underestimate reliability scale (Steenkamp and Trijp, 1991;

Bollen,  1989;  Baumgartner  and  Homburg,  1996).  Coefficient  alpha  also  tends  to  become

artificially inflated if the scale has a large number of items that artificially increase the indicator

of reliability (Bollen, 1989).  Table 5.1 gives reliability test results for part c of the questionnaire

(see appendix 3)

Factors Cronbach's Alpha Cronbach's Alpha Based on N of Items
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Standardized Items

Discourse of discussion .866 .861 6

Tools  (learning)/  Knowledge
transfer

.906 .905 9

Engagement roles .713 .709 8

General issues in CoP .703 .746 7

Table 5.1: Reliability Test

5.11 Non Parametric Test of Mean Comparison 

In this  section,  nonparametric  statistics  using one-way chi-square Test was conducted which

defined a group of statistical procedures that have two things in common:

Designed to be used with nominal and/or ordinal variables 

Make few or no assumptions about population parameters. 

In order to perform a comparison of mean value among the variables within the same group, one-

way chi-square test that compares the observed frequency of a variable in a single group with

what would be the expected by chance.

Research Question: Do the observed frequencies differ significantly from this assumption?

Hypothesis:

Null hypothesis, H0: States there is no true relationship between the treatment (or experimental

condition)  and the frequency,  which is  why the null  hypothesis  expects  that  frequencies  are

distributed evenly across the categories.

Alternative hypothesis H1: States that there is a true relationship in the target population and

expects the frequencies to be unequal across categories, or different from chance. The chi square

tests this hypothesis by essentially calculating whether the difference between the observed and
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expected frequencies in each category could have occurred because of chance sampling errors or

instead because the treatment (or experimental condition) had an effect on the outcome. 

Only then if the p value demonstrates a significant (<0.05), the variables within same factor can

be ranked and compared. Therefore, the rule for such decision is as follows:

If p > 0.05, accept H0, reject H1

If p < 0.05, accept H1, reject H0

5.11.1 Mean Comparison for Discourse of Discussion Factor

As shown in Table 5.2, chi square test results showed that all of the variables investigated for the

Discourse of Discussion factor were significant therefore concluded that these variables are not

random therefore a comparative of mean values  analysis  among them can be conducted.  As

shown in Table 5.2, “Discussion period depends on the role played by the expert/ moderator ”

had the highest mean value of 2.80 considered by the respondents followed closely by the “Topic

initiator play main role on attracting people to participate; 2.380). The least mean value of 2.240

was contributed by the variable of “Language plays a major role in members participation based

on the context of discussions”. Overall, results showed that all of the variables investigated in

this factor demonstrated low significant mean value. This may imply that respondent perceived

to have low contribution towards the discourse of discussion within their domain. It needs to be

noted that the Table below shows the N =132 though the total response received was 240. This is

due to the fact that there were a lot of missing data an only 132 fully filled questionnaires out of

240 questionnaires received. 

 Discourse of discussion N Mean Std.
Deviation

Chi-
Square

Df Asymp.
Sig.
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Topic initiator play main 
role on attracting people to 
participate.      

132 2.38 1.449 42.242 4 0.000

Discussion period depends 
on the role played by the 
expert/ moderator.  

132 2.80 1.188 25.879 4 0.000

Members share their 
stories and experiences 
freely with other members 

132 2.29 1.460 55.576 4 0.000

Some members have 
stronger relationships in 
the CoP than others. 

132 2.33 1.566 69.212 4 0.000

I prefer the community 
where I can personalise the
information and able to 
provide narratives in a 
short story. 

132 2.44 1.377 22.848 4 0.000

Language plays a major 
role in members 
participation based on the 
context of discussions 

132 2.24 1.452 61.333 4 0.000

Table 5. 2: Descriptive Statistics for Discourse of discussion Variables

5.11.2 Mean Comparison for Tools (learning)/ Knowledge transfer Factor

One-way chi-square test was conducted for the variables within the Tools (learning)/ Knowledge

transfer Factor to determine if the variables can be comparable by taking consideration of mean

value. As demonstrated in Table 5.3, all of the variables for Tools (learning)/ Knowledge transfer

Factor were  significant  with  p value  less  than  0.00.  Therefore,  the  results  can  be relatively

confident  to  conclude  that  the  observed  frequencies  are  significantly  different  from  the

frequencies that would expect to obtain if all categories were equally popular. Since p < 0.000,

the null hypothesis is rejected and it is concluded that the variables selected is not random. As a

result, this study could proceed to rank the variables according to importance as perceived by the

respondents from the questionnaire. The highest mean value is contributed by “I contribute/ am

willing to contribute to the community by sharing files that will benefit the community” with

mean score value of 3.21 and lowest mean value of 2.17 is contributed both by “I find very
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useful information from the archived files in the CoP” and “Storytelling extensively enhances

participants’ interpersonal communications”.

 Tools (learning)/ 
Knowledge transfer

N Mean
Std.

Deviation
Chi-

Square
df

Asymp.
Sig.

My engagement in this CoP 
increased my knowledge in 
some topics of interest.      

132 2.18 1.492 90.424 4 0.000

CoP provides me with 
knowledge that would take 
me longer to learn from other 
sources 

132 2.26 1.311 56.485 4 0.000

I contribute/ am willing to 
contribute to the community 
by sharing files that will 
benefit the community. 

132 3.21 1.457 17.697 4 0.001

I read email newsletter/ 
Community Rules and 
Community stories regularly 
that are sent to me. 

132 2.47 1.310 44.667 4 0.000

I find very useful information
from the archived files in the 
CoP.  

132 2.17 1.371 74.364 4 0.000

I usually try to find answers 
of my inquiries through CoP 
rather than using other 
sources.  

132 2.33 1.264 39.212 4 0.000

I share my stories of 
experiences/ lessons learned 
with other member to 
enhance my participation in a
topic. 

132 2.45 1.389 41.939 4 0.000

Storytelling extensively 
enhances participants’ 
interpersonal 
communications. 

132 2.17 1.509 95.273 4 0.000

Storytelling is the most 
effective way of transferring 
knowledge in this CoP. 132 2.44 1.494 34.667 4 0.000

Table 5.3: Descriptive Statistics

5.11.3 Mean Comparison for Engagement roles
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As shown in Table  5.4,  chi  square test  results  showed that  all  of  the  variables  investigated

except  one  for  the  Engagement  Roles  factor  were  significant  therefore  concluded that  these

variables are not random therefore a comparative of mean values analysis among them can be

conducted. As shown in Figure 5.4, “In this CoP, members have an opportunity to engage in

non-work related conversation / discussion” had the highest mean value of 3.18 considered by

the respondents to be the major role within CoP and was followed closely by the “I find it

difficult in CoP to communicate with other members since different languages/ terms are used by

participants from different  backgrounds” with mean value of 2.78. The non significant mean

value of 2.74 was contributed by the variable of “I feel more comfortable to engage in a CoP if I

know some of the members”.

Engagement roles N Mean Std.
Deviation

Chi-
Square

df Asymp.
Sig.

I would describe myself as
engaged in this CoP      

130 2.69 1.594 33.846 4 0.000

The leaders (experts) of 
this community get more 
engaged than other 
members.  

130 2.77 1.327 33.231 4 0.000

I find it difficult in CoP to 
communicate with other 
members since different 
languages/ terms are used 
by participants from 
different backgrounds. 

130 2.88 1.335 14.154 4 0.007

In this CoP, members have
an opportunity to engage 
in non-work related 
conversation / discussion. 

130 3.18 1.622 24.308 4 0.000

I feel more comfortable to 
engage in a CoP if I know 
some of the members.  

130 2.74 1.401 8.923 4 0.063

A topic in CoP is likely to 
be successful if the topic 
initiator is a domain 
expert. 

130 2.17 1.289 65.231 4 0.000

If a topic is initiated by a 
domain expert, it attracts 
relatively more domain 
experts for the discussion. 

130 2.32 1.377 37.538 4 0.000

Short messages would get 130 2.78 1.16129 21.846 4 0.000

5-20



Chapter 5                                                                                                   Questionnaire Survey  

high response rate 
compared to long 
messages.

Table 5.4: Descriptive Statistics

5.11.4 Mean Comparison for General issues in CoP

Similarly, chi-square test was conducted for the variables within the Expatriate and experienced

staff related factor and results showed that all of the variables were significant with p value less

than 0.00 (Table 5.5).  Therefore,  the results  can be relatively  confident  to conclude that  the

observed frequencies are significantly different from the frequencies that would expect to obtain

if all categories were equally popular. Since p < 0.000, the null hypothesis is rejected and it is

concluded that the variables selected is not random. As a result, this study could proceed to rank

the variables in the General Issues of CoP factor according to importance as perceived by the

respondents  from  the  questionnaire.  As  demonstrated  in  Table  5.5,  “All  members  of  the

community share a common understanding of the network priorities” has the highest mean score

value in comparison with other variables within the same factor. However, all of the variables

demonstrated  a  low but  significant  mean value of less  than 3.00.  However  this  was closely

followed by “I don’t participate in the CoP because I feel intimidated by the members” (2.78).

This substantiate the earlier finding (Figure 5.9) that “friendly environment” is one of the main

factors considered by the members before participating in a CoP.  

 N Mean Std. Chi- df Asymp.
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Deviation Square Sig.
CoP is an appropriate tool
for knowledge transfer 
and learning.      

130 2.16 1.45 84 4 0.000

I gain valuable and new 
knowledge from 
participating in this CoP. 

130 2.18 1.36 94.46 4 0.000

All members of the 
community share a 
common understanding of
the network priorities. 

130 2.80 1.18 32.61 4 0.000

This CoP has improved 
my ability for 
interventions. 

130 2.13 1.25 56.61 4 0.000

The members of this CoP 
were unknown to me 
before I joined. 

130 2.50 1.44 28.61 4 0.000

Award system in the 
community increases the 
spam replies that do not 
add any value to the 
community. 

130 2.12 1.35 68.61 4 0.000

I do not participate in the 
CoP because I feel 
intimidated by the 
members. 

130 2.78 1.71 51.07 4 0.000

Table 5.5: Descriptive Statistics

5.12 Correlation Analysis

Following the comparative analysis of mean values in previous section within the factor, this

study also wished to investigate the association of the variables within the same factor. In order

to obtain a generalised result,  this  study has identified three variables form each factor with

highest mean value to be considerd for the correlational analysis. This will ensure that the results

obtained will be generalised sufficiently across the research findings.  
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5.12.1 Discourse of discussion 

Table 5.6 showed the correlational analysis for three highest mean values for the Discourse of

discussion factor. All of the person’s correlation demonstrated a significant correlational value of

at least p<0.05. In Table 5.6 (Var4), “Some members have stronger relationships in the CoP than

others” and (Var5),  “I prefer the community where I can personalise the information and able to

provide narratives in a short  story” had the highest pearson correlation value of 0.809 while

correlation  between  (Var2),   “Discussion  period  depends  on  the  role  played  by  the  expert/

moderator” and  (Var5),  “ I prefer the community where I can personalise the information and

able to provide narratives in a short story” demonstrated the lowest and correlation value among

the same factor with the significant value of 0.231. 

  Var1 Var2 Var3 Var4 Var5 Var6
Var1 Pearson Correlation 1 .390(**) .648(**) .765(**) .597(**) .406(**)
 Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .000 .000 .000 .001
 N 66 66 66 66 66 66
Var2 Pearson Correlation .390(**) 1 .394(**) .249(*) .231 .258(*)
 Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .001 .044 .063 .036
 N 66 66 66 66 66 66
Var3 Pearson Correlation .648(**) .394(**) 1 .766(**) .673(**) .356(**)
 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .001 .000 .000 .003
 N 66 66 66 66 66 66
Var4 Pearson Correlation .765(**) .249(*) .766(**) 1 .809(**) .515(**)
 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .044 .000 .000 .000
 N 66 66 66 66 66 66
Var5 Pearson Correlation .597(**) .231 .673(**) .809(**) 1 .572(**)
 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .063 .000 .000 .000
 N 66 66 66 66 66 66
Var6 Pearson Correlation .406(**) .258(*) .356(**) .515(**) .572(**) 1
 Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .036 .003 .000 .000
 N 66 66 66 66 66 66

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

Legend:
Var1 Topic initiator play main role on attracting people to participate.      
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Var2 Discussion period depends on the role played by the expert/ moderator.  
Var3 Members share their stories and experiences freely with other members 
Var4 Some members have stronger relationships in the CoP than others. 
Var5 I prefer the community where I can personalise the information and able to provide

narratives in a short story. 
Var6 Language  plays  a  major  role  in  members  participation  based  on  the  context  of

discussions 

Table 5.6: Correlational analysis for Discourse of discussion

5.12.2 Tools (learning)/ Knowledge transfer

Table  5.7  showed  the  correlational  analysis  for  mean  values  for  the  Tools  (learning)/

Knowledge transfer factor. All of the person’s correlation had significant value of at least

p<0.05, variables with insignificant results had not been taken into consideration in the

Table.  In  Table  5.7,  the  strongest  correlational  between  two  variables  in  the

Tool/Knowledge  transfer  factor  are  between  (Var7),  “My  engagement  in  this  CoP

increased  my  knowledge  in  some  topics  of  interest.”  and  (Var11),  “I  find  very  useful

information from the archived files  in the CoP” with significant value of 0.866. While,

correlation between (Var9), “I contribute/ am willing to contribute to the community by

sharing files that will benefit the community” and (Var12), “I usually try to find answers of

my inquiries through CoP rather than using other sources” had the weakest value of 0.273

significant at p<0.00.

 Var7 Var8 Var9 Var10 Var11 Var12 Var13 Var 14
Var7 Pearson 

Correlation
1 .655(**) .305(*) .261(*) .866(**) .639(**) .822(**)

.861

 Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .013 .035 .000 .000 .000 .000
 N 66 66 66 66 66 66 66 66
Var8 Pearson 

Correlation
.655(**) 1 .227 .276(*) .630(**) .593(**) .564(**)

.861

 Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .067 .025 .000 .000 .000 .000
 N 66 66 66 66 66 66 66 66
Var9 Pearson 

Correlation
.305(*) .227 1 .651(**) .227 .086 .148

.275

 Sig. (2-tailed) .013 .067  .000 .067 .494 .235 .025
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 N 66 66 66 66 66 66 66 66
Var10 Pearson 

Correlation
.261(*) .276(*) .651(**) 1 .228 .273(*) .234

.025

 Sig. (2-tailed) .035 .025 .000  .066 .026 .058 .199
 N 66 66 66 66 66 66 66 66.
Var11 Pearson 

Correlation
.866(**) .630(**) .227 .228 1 .663(**) .802(**)

108

 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .067 .066  .000 .000 .835
 N 66 66 66 66 66 66 66 66

Var12 Pearson 
Correlation

.639(**) .593(**) .086 .273(*) .663(**) 1 .704(**)
.000

 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .494 .026 .000  .000 .507
 N 66 66 66 66 66 66 66 66
Var13 Pearson 

Correlation
.822(**) .564(**) .148 .234 .802(**) .704(**) 1

.000

 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .235 .058 .000 .000  .838
 N 66 66 66 66 66 66 66 .000
Var14 Pearson 

Correlation
.861(**) .510(**) .275(*) .199 .835(**) .507(**) .838(**)

66

 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .025 .108 .000 .000 .000 1
 N 66 66 66 66 66 66 66

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Legend:
Var7 My engagement in this CoP increased my knowledge in some topics of interest.      

Var8 CoP provides me with knowledge that would take me longer to learn from other sources 

Var9 I  contribute/  am  willing  to  contribute  to  the  community  by  sharing  files  that  will  benefit  the
community. 

Var10 I read email newsletter/ Community Rules and Community stories regularly that are sent to me. 

Var11 I find very useful information from the archived files in the CoP.  

Var12 I usually try to find answers of my inquiries through CoP rather than using other sources.  

Var13 I share my stories of experiences/ lessons learned with other member to enhance my participation in a
topic. 

Var14 Storytelling extensively enhances participants’ interpersonal communications. 

Table 5.7: Correlational Analysis for Tools (learning)/ Knowledge transfer

5.12.3 Engagement roles

Table 5.8 showed the correlational analysis for mean values for the Engagement roles factor. All

of the person’s correlation had significant value of at least p<0.05, variables with insignificant

results had not been taken into consideration in the Table. In Table 5.8, the strongest relationship

between two variables  in engagement  roles factors are between (Var20),  “A topic in CoP is

5-25



Chapter 5                                                                                                   Questionnaire Survey  

likely  to  be successful  if  the  topic  initiator  is  a  domain  expert”  and (Var21),  “If  a  topic  is

initiated by a domain expert, it attracts relatively more domain experts for the discussion” with

significant correlation value of 0.708. Correlation between (Var16), “The leaders (experts) of

this community get more engaged than other members” and (Var21), “I feel more comfortable to

engage in a CoP if I know some of the members” had the weakest significant value of 0.268.

 Var15 Var16 Var17 Var18 Var19 Var20 Var21 Var22
Var15 Pearson Correlation 1 .450(**) -.069 .418(**) .554(**) .607(**) .505(**) .182
 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .585 .001 .000 .000 .000 .147
 N 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65
Var16 Pearson Correlation .450(**) 1 -.174 .322(**) .268(*) .603(**) .635(**) .300(*)
 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .166 .009 .031 .000 .000 .015
 N 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65

Var17 Pearson Correlation
-.069 -.174 1 -.283(*)

-.332(**
)

-.249(*) -.181 -.017

 Sig. (2-tailed) .585 .166 .022 .007 .045 .150 .892
 N 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65
Var18 Pearson Correlation .418(**) .322(**) -.283(*) 1 .315(*) .319(**) .147 .145
 Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .009 .022 .011 .010 .244 .250
 N 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65

Var19 Pearson Correlation
.554(**) .268(*)

-.332(**
)

.315(*) 1 .420(**) .414(**) .127

 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .031 .007 .011 .001 .001 .313
 N 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65
Var20 Pearson Correlation .607(**) .603(**) -.249(*) .319(**) .420(**) 1 .708(**) .201
 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .045 .010 .001 .000 .109
 N 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65
Var21 Pearson Correlation .505(**) .635(**) -.181 .147 .414(**) .708(**) 1 .199
 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .150 .244 .001 .000 .112
 N 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65
Var22 Pearson Correlation .182 .300(*) -.017 .145 .127 .201 .199 1
 Sig. (2-tailed) .147 .015 .892 .250 .313 .109 .112  
 N 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Var15 I would describe myself as engaged in this CoP      
Var16 The leaders (experts) of this community get more engaged than other members.  
Var17 I find it difficult in CoP to communicate with other members since different languages/ terms

are used by participants from different backgrounds. 
Var18 In this CoP, members have an opportunity to engage in non-work related conversation / 

discussion. 
Var19 I feel more comfortable to engage in a CoP if I know some of the members.  
Var20 A topic in CoP is likely to be successful if the topic initiator is a domain expert. 
Var21 If a topic is initiated by a domain expert, it attracts relatively more domain experts for the 
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discussion. 
Var22 Short messages would get high response rate compared to long messages.

Table 5.8: Correlational Analysis for Engagement Roles

5.12.4 General issues in CoP

Table 5.9 showed the correlational analysis for mean values for the Engagement roles factor. All

of the Pearson’s correlation had significant value of at least p<0.05, variables with insignificant

results  had  not  been  taken  into  consideration  in  the  Table.  In  Table  5.9,  the  2nd strongest

correlational between two variables in engagement roles factor are between (Var23) “CoP is an

appropriate  tool  for knowledge transfer and learning” and (Var23) “I  gain valuable  and new

knowledge  from  participating  in  this  CoP” with  significant  correlation  value  of  0.835.

Correlation  between  (Var23) “This  CoP  has  improved  my  ability  for  interventions”  and

(Var23) “Award system in the community increases the spam replies that do not add any value to

the community” had the weakest significant value of 0.284. The correlation between (Var23)

“CoP is an appropriate tool for knowledge transfer and learning” and (Var23) “This CoP has

improved my ability for interventions” scored the 3rd highest value (0.505).

  Var23 Var24 Var25 Var26 Var27 Var28 Var29
Var23 Pearson Correlation 1 .835(**) .379(**) .808(**) .585(**) .623(**) -.296(*)
 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .002 .000 .000 .000 .017
 N 65 65 65 65 65 65 65

Var24 Pearson Correlation .835(**) 1 .312(*) .891(**) .709(**) .582(**) -.428(**)
 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .011 .000 .000 .000 .000

 N 65 65 65 65 65 65 65
Var25 Pearson Correlation .379(**) .312(*) 1 .363(**) .372(**) .055 -.160
 Sig. (2-tailed) .002 .011 .003 .002 .663 .202
 N 65 65 65 65 65 65 65
Var25 Pearson Correlation .808(**) .891(**) .363(**) 1 .680(**) .599(**) -.361(**)
 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .003 .000 .000 .003
 N 65 65 65 65 65 65 65

Var26 Pearson Correlation .585(**) .709(**) .372(**) .680(**) 1 .284(*) -.489(**)
 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .002 .000 .022 .000
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 N 65 65 65 65 65 65 65

Var27 Pearson Correlation .623(**) .582(**) .055 .599(**) .284(*) 1 -.135
 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .663 .000 .022 .283
 N 65 65 65 65 65 65 65
Var28 Pearson Correlation -.296(*) -.428(**) -.160 -.361(**) -.489(**) -.135 1
 Sig. (2-tailed) .017 .000 .202 .003 .000 .283
 N 65 65 65 65 65 65 65

Var23 CoP is an appropriate tool for knowledge transfer and learning.      
Var24 I gain valuable and new knowledge from participating in this CoP. 
Var25 All members of the community share a common understanding of the network priorities. 
Var26 This CoP has improved my ability to make interventions. 
Var27 The members of this CoP were unknown to me before I joined. 
Var28 Award system in the community increases the spam replies that do not add any value to the 

community. 
Var29 I do not participate in the CoP because I feel intimidated by the members. 

Table 5.9: Correlational Analysis for General Issues in CoP

5.12.5 Contribution of correlation analysis in answering the research questions:

The above discussion gives a clear understanding of the relationships between different variables

and solidifies the findings that answer the research questions stated in chapter 1 and 3. However,

for an easy reference, the research questions are shown hereunder- 

1. Why do people engage in an online discussion?

2. What role domain experts play to keep on-line discussion alive?

3. How to develop a ''right intervention'' to maintain and stimulate participants for engagement in

on-line community? 

From  the  findings  of  correlation  analysis,  it  is  determined  that  there  is  a  strong  positive

relationship between (Var4), “Some members have stronger relationships in the CoP than others”

and (Var5), “I prefer the community where I can personalise the information and able to provide

narratives in a short story” (Pearson’s correlation value of 0.809). This results facilitates to give a

guideline  for  developing  right  intervention   to  maintain  and  stimulate  participants  for
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engagement in on-line community, which partially answers the research question 3 mentioned

above. Such correlation suggests that to make CoP successful, designers of the CoP need to

identify the members who have stronger relationships in the CoP compared to others and develop

a  strategy to  engage them more.  Moreover,  the  moderator  than  develop  strategies  for  those

members to be able to personalise messages and provide narratives in a short story. An example

of such strategy is  www.twitter.com, where the members are not allowed to write more than 2

and half lines and they promote the members who have more influence on the community than

others. 

The correlation analysis also suggest that (Var7), “My engagement in this CoP increased my

knowledge in some topics of interest.” and  (Var11),  “I find very useful information from the

archived files in the CoP” with significant Pearson’s correlation value of 0.809. This relationship

suggests that members engage in CoPs increase their knowledge in some topics of their interest

what is also gathered from the archived information. This  finding partly answers the research

question 1 and the last part of the research question 3 mentioned above. 

Moreover, it is found in the correlation analysis that (Var20), “A topic in CoP is likely to be

successful if the topic initiator is a domain expert” and (Var21), “If a topic is initiated by a

domain expert,  it  attracts  relatively more domain experts  for the discussion” with significant

correlation value of 0.708. This relationship guides the designer  of the CoPs to identify the

domain experts in order to involve them in initiating certain topics, which will ultimately engage

more domain experts. This finding ultimately supports answering the research question 2 and the

second part of research question 3 mentioned above. 
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Finally,  the  correlation  analysis  suggest  that  there  is  a  strong  positive  relationship  between

(Var23) “CoP is an appropriate tool for knowledge transfer and learning” and (Var23) “I gain

valuable and new knowledge from participating in this CoP” with significant correlation value of

0.835, which answers the research question- 1 by justifying the reason, why people engage in

CoPs. The finding suggest that a reason for people engaging in CoPs is that, the members feel

that CoP is an appropriate tool for knowledge transfer and learning and members of CoP gain

valuable and new knowledge from participating in CoPs.

The above discussion therefore confirms that the correlation analysis of the variables help in

answering  and  justifying  the  research  questions  1,  2  and  3.  Moreover,  the  results  of  the

correlation analysis, guides the CoP designers to develop appropriate strategies if they are to

make the CoP successful in their area of interest.  

5.13 Summary

This  chapter  provides  results  of  an  online  survey conducted  with  the  8  case  study CoPs  to

validate some of the analysis ad seek further insights. The findings suggest that 62% respondents

are male, majority of the participants fall within the age range of 20-30 years, educated to degree

level, and dispersed in more than 9 locations. Around 38% respondents were employed in the

public sector arrangements and around 35% students. Around 50% of the respondents use their

forum 2-3 times in a week. Overall  39% respondents are members of another related forum.

With  regards  to  members’  engagement  behaviour,  it  was  confirmed  that  a  majority  of  the

members has joined to community to get an access to “unique material about specific issues” and

it is predominantly the content of the material that attracts members in the discussion. 
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It was also confirmed that it is very likely that a topic generated by a domain expert would attract

the experts/ senior mebers/ domain expert of the CoP. Analysing the context of the discourse it

was found out that the respondents use “explanation” as the most frequent way of participation;

(this is in line with the findings in chapter 4). As for the ”Content of discourse” is concerned, the

most  preferred  way  of  communication  is  the  “academic”  description  in  messages.  Mean

comparison based on the chi-square test show that the duration of discussion period is very much

influenced by the active participation and interventions made by the domain experts/ moderation

of a particular  CoP. Most of the respondents were willing to share relevant  information and

contributing in the discussions. Whereas, there is good evidence that “short messages” would get

higher response rate compared to long messages; which again confirms the earlier findings in

chapter  4.  However,  many  members  have  indicated  that  they  don’t  participate  in  a  CoP

discussion as they feel intimidated by other members (Table 5.5). This findings is supported by

the  results  that  “friendly  environment”  is  one  of  the  essential  conditions  for  member  in

participating in a CoP (see Figure 5.9). 

Further correlation analysis was conducted in between discourse of discussion factors. Relatively

more  members  agreed  that  some  members  have  stronger  relations  within  the  CoPs;  a

participation  has  increased  their  specific  domain  knowledge;  and  they  feel  that  the  forum

archives are a good source of finding relative knowledge. The members agree that a new topic is

more likely  to succeed if  initiated by a domain expert  and that  would engage other domain

experts in the field. Overall, the respondents agree that CoP is an appropriate tool for knowledge

transfer and learning. However, respondents feel that participation in the CoP has increased their

ability to make “interventions”.
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