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Chapter 7                                                                                     Conclusion and Recommendations

Chapter Seven: Conclusion and Recommendations

7.1 Introduction 

This research has been undertaken to establish a valid set of items that would measure the

engagement of members in a Community of Practice.   Hazel (2001) had suggested that

the reasons that motivate people to share knowledge for the benefit of others represent the

most  commonly  discussed  topic  among  knowledge  practitioner  and  academics,  and

highlight  an  important  arena  for  knowledge  research.  In  line  with  Hazel’s  (2001)

suggestion, this study was formulated to examine knowledge sharing within the context

of online communities of practice. An in-depth analysis of eight cases has been carried

out and also online survey questionnaire was used to measure the engagement in the case

studies  from  different  backgrounds  (medical,  entrepreneurship,  small  &  medium

enterprises, social CoPs). In the analysis process of the study, it was important that the

results  evolve  from  the  data  without  bias  from  the  participant  observer.  Themes

developed as a result of the process of responding to the research questions. The value of

recursive analysis and writing was proved to be accurate in this process.

In this study, I investigated eight online CoPs; namely Start up Nation, All nurses, Young

Enterpener,  Teneric,  SCM Focus,  Systems Dynamics,  Mahjoob and Alnj3 CoPs.  The

CoPs  under  investigation  shared  the  following  characteristics:  permanent  life  span,

created  by  interested  members  (i.e.  bottom-up  rather  than  top-down  management

creation),  have a high level of boundary crossing, have more than 700 members who

come  from  disparate  locations  and  organizations  (the  number  of  members  are  vary

depends on the community it self. It exceeds 300,000 members in All nurses case study),

have  voluntary  membership  enrollment,  high  membership  diversity,  high  topic’s
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relevance  to  members,  high  degree  of  reliance  on  technology,  and  are  moderated.

Analysis of the cases shows that each CoPs functions as an information centre, where

activity of members not only served as an avenue for knowledge sharing situated in the

context of the All nurses, Young Entrepreneurs, Start up Nation, Teneric, SCM Focus,

Systems Dynamics, Mahjoob and Alnj3 systems designers’ everyday work experience,

but also helped to reinforce the identities of their professional practice as well.

Further  analysis  of  each  case  study  shows  that  the  most  common  type  of  activity

performed by members  of each CoP was sharing knowledge,  followed by socialsing.

Regarding the types of knowledge shared, the most common one across all CoPs was

practical and general knowledge. The types of practical knowledge, however, varied in

each CoP.

 Regarding why people engage in online discussion, the findings suggest that in all eight

CoPs, the majority of frequent knowledge sharers were motivated by multiple rather than

single  motivators  for  sharing  their  knowledge.  Overall  across  the  eight  CoPs,  the

following eight motivators were found: collectivism, reciprocity, personal gain, respectful

environment,  altruism,  technology,  interest  of  seeker,  selflessness  and  outspoken

personality. Using the framework of Batson (1987, 1991, and 1994), personal gain can be

seen  as  falling  into  the  egoism motivator  category  since  personal  gain  is  self-based

consideration.  This study validates that collectivism, reciprocity (principlism),  egoism,

altruism,  and  technology  (as  being  described  in  the  literature)  being  motivators  of

knowledge  sharing  (analytical  generalization).  Other  motivators  for  people  getting

engaged in online discussion found in this study were respectful environment, interest of
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seeker, and outspoken personality. The most common single motivator varied in each

CoP.  SD and  All  Nurses  were  most  commonly  motivated  by  reciprocity  in  sharing

knowledge; Young Entrepreneurs and Start up Nation were most commonly motivated by

reciprocity  as  well  as  personal  gain;  and  literacy  educators  were  most  commonly

motivated by collectivism in their desire to share knowledge. Findings also suggest that

across all eight cases, the most common combination of motivators was collectivism and

reciprocity. Collectivism and reciprocity can be considered to be interconnected since one

tends to feed on the other.

In my study it is also evident that successful topics with successful conclusion (in terms

that the original query was answered) will  not necessary get high responses and vice

versa.  An analysis  of  selected  topics  in  the  eight  case  studies  has  shown that  some

successful topics have few replies and vice versa, where many topics ended with open

conclusion or they were unsuccessful in terms that the original query was not answered

satisfactory. Therefore, it is not necessary that successful topic will get high number of

responses as there are some successful topics which have limited number of replies. 

In the research it is also found that there were fluctuations in contributions caused by the

broadness of the topic in which many sub-questions and suggestions have been asked

during the discussion. This finding is in line with the work of Hafeez & Alghatas (2006),

where the authors argued that the CoP life cycle does not move necessarily from one

phase to other as it is mentioned by Wenger (1998).  It can be seen from the subsequent

figure that there are multiple life cycles in the same topic discussion. The result suggest

that this might be caused by combining minor topics in one major topic discussion in
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which we can see that people participate according to their  interests and in particular

aspects of the discussion (see Figure 7.1).

-1

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Duration 

N
o.

 o
f 

R
ep

lie
s

Figure 7.1: Life cycle profile of a topic within CoP (Hafeez & Alghatas, 2006)

The study also discovered that storytelling enhances knowledge transfer and participants’

interpersonal communications specifically in the social  CoP. Storytelling has been the

focus of study in the field of business and corporate training (Denning, 2001; Wenger,

McDermott,  &  Snyder,  2002),  but  to  date  it  has  received  little  attention  from  the

academic community in term of asynchronous online learning. In both of the formal and

informal CoPs examined. What were also notable in this study were the stories discussed

in a CoP remains in the archive, what are more likely to generate interest and curiosity on

the topic among inactive members who ultimately facilitates knowledge transfer.

CoPs under investigation in general are very productive in terms of new topics available

as new topics are added every day which make it difficult for a member to follow track.

This is supported by Reno’s research (2007) who argues that time and value are very
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important  in very large communities;  the number of communications may become so

great that members would lose interest in reading all of them. 

Regarding the role of language in CoPs the emphasis on language is less in formal CoPs

we have analysed, but in some places members were also was not up-to-date to some

terms and abbreviations used in the discussion. This is for the reason that individuals

from different  sectors  use different  words  and phrases  as  well  as  employ sometimes

different strategies and tactics to accomplish a task. If different languages/ terms are used

by  participants  from  different  backgrounds  it  lead  to  a  lack  of  communication  and

collaboration between community members.

There is evidence that topic title plays major role in attracting people to read the topic.

This  is  as we found the some of selected  low discussed topics  have high number of

viewers where are some of high discussed topics have low viewer rate (see pages 4-9, 4-

39, 4-46, 4-51, 4-58, 4-65, 4-71 and 4-77 for the summary Tables of the case studies).

While, topic may play a major role, it is observed in the study that members normally use

short messages rather long messages and usually discusses more than one topic within

one thread. For instance, in one CoP we found 30 replies under one topic, however, after

analyzing  the  topic  we found that  more  than  4  topics  were discussed in  that  thread.

Finally, the survey result shows that there are low emphases on reading the community

newsletter that sent regularly to members. Instead, members log in to the CoP and dig for

topics of interest. 
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In  closing,  it  was  seen  from topics  analysis  that  content  of  discourse  there  is  a  big

difference between the formal and informal CoPs. The formal CoPs tend to focus more

on academic and technical content compared to the informal CoPs that emphasizes on

mixed contentz. In regard to the context of discourse, the investigation discovered that

‘Explanation’ (Exp) was the main context of discourse and ‘Contradiction’ (Cont) and

‘Inquiry’ (Inq) were the lowest mentioned factors in terms of context of discourse in all

the eight cases. And finally in terms of the message length, the study found that in most

of the cases ‘very short’ (VS) to ‘short’ (S) is used. However, in the informal CoPs the

message length tend to be ‘short’(S) to ‘medium’ (M).

7.2 Research Questions and Findings of the Study

To summarise the findings of the study and justify its purpose, it is important to reiterate

the research questions, and relate the findings to those questions mentioned earlier. Hence

the  following  section  groups  all  the  major  findings  of  the  study  in  three  research

questions discussed in details earlier. 

RQ1: Why people are attracted to engage in an online discussion?

The major finding of the study in investigating the reason why people engage in CoPs, it

is found from both the qualitative and quantitative study that knowledge transfer is the

most important factor for people to engage in the both formal and informal online CoPs,

what is in line with the findings of Hew’s study (2006), where he found that members of

a  CoP  typically  engage  in  a  variety  of  activities  that  include  problem  solving,  and

knowledge  sharing.  Almost,  all  the  activities  that  Hew identified  include  knowledge

sharing. It is also found from the investigation that if properly communicated with the
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members about the safety and confidentiality of the information, members of online CoP

are willing to share their stories and experiences freely with the community members,

where content and the subject of the topic plays are essentials in people engagement.

From the study, it is evident that Knowledge Transfer has received relatively the highest

emphasis when compared among the eight cases (with a mean value of 0.59 (or 3.0 out of

5.0); followed by the factor General Issues in CoP with a mean value of 0.58 (or 2.9 out

of 5.0) (See Table 6.5 and 6.6). Moreover, for the Knowledge Transfer, both informal

CoPs  (Alnj3  and  Mahjoob)  and  formal  CoPs  (Start  up  Nation,  All  Nurses,  Young

Entrepreneur,  Teneric,  Supply  Chain  Focus  and Systems  Dynamic)  put  almost  equal

emphasis on this factor. Therefore, it can be argued that knowledge transfer is the most

important factor for members to join any CoP is in line with Ridings and Gefen (2004)

findings  where they asked participants  of  online  communities:  ‘‘why did you join?’’

They found that people’s reasons for joining depended, in part, on the purpose or content

of the community. Across all types of communities, information exchange was the most

commonly cited reason for participation. People want access to information that interests

them. Furthermore, Hew (2006) explains, members of a CoP typically engage in a variety

of  activities  that  include  problem  solving,  and  knowledge  sharing.  Almost,  all  the

activities that Hew identified include knowledge sharing.

The respondents of the online questionnaire survey might have responded moderately

low because of several factors that have been validated in the empirical investigations of

Gray 2004; Ardichivili et al 2003; Sawyer et al 2000; Wasko & Faraj 2000 and Nonnecke

& Preece 2001. Their past empirical studies show that a number of factors which can be

classified into the following six categories, can play major role to hinder people from
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sharing their knowledge in online communities. These categories are- lack of familiarity

or access to technology; lack of knowledge about particular subject; lack of time due to

other competing priorities; the recognition of the CoP, this includes lack of identification

with  the  community,  personal  attitude  and  confidentiality,  such  as  need  to  protect

important information due to security restrictions. This gives us some indication of why

the respondents do feel very safe in sharing the information in an online CoP very freely.

However,  this  does  not  undermine members’  interest  in  sharing information  with the

community in general. It should be pointed out that, if properly communicated with the

members about the safety and confidentiality of the information, members of online CoP

are willing to share their stories and experiences freely with the community members. 

On the other hand from the qualitative case studies, the results regarding why people

engage  in  online  discussion,  suggest  that  in  all  eight  CoPs,  the  majority  of  frequent

knowledge sharers were motivated by multiple rather than single motivators for sharing

their  knowledge.  Overall  across  the  eight  CoPs,  the  following eight  motivators  were

found:  collectivism,  reciprocity,  personal  gain,  respectful  environment,  altruism,

technology,  interest  of  seeker,  selflessness  and  outspoken  personality.  Using  the

framework of Batson (1987, 1991, and 1994), personal gain can be seen as falling into

the egoism motivator category since personal gain is self-based consideration. This study

validates that collectivism, reciprocity (principlism), egoism, altruism, and technology (as

being  described  in  the  literature)  being  motivators  of  knowledge  sharing  (analytical

generalization). Other motivators for people getting engaged in online discussion found

in this study were respectful environment, interest of seeker, and outspoken personality.

The most common single motivator varied in each CoP. SD and All Nurses were most
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commonly  motivated  by  reciprocity  in  sharing  knowledge;  Young Entrepreneurs  and

Start up Nation were most commonly motivated by reciprocity as well as personal gain;

and literacy educators were most commonly motivated by collectivism in their desire to

share knowledge. Findings also suggest that  across all  eight cases, the most common

combination of motivators was collectivism and reciprocity. Collectivism and reciprocity

can be considered to be interconnected since one tends to feed on the other.

RQ2: What role domain experts play to keep on-line discussion alive?

One of the key focus of the study is to identify the role domain experts play to keep on-

line  discussion  alive  in  order  to  develop  a  set  of  clear  guidance  for  designing  clear

objectives and guidelines for domain experts to make a CoP effective and successful.

Hence,  in  an  attempt  to  identify  the  domain  experts  role,  the  result  from the online

questionnaire survey shows that, ‘Discussion period depends on the role played by the

expert/ moderator’ variable is the most important issue in discourse of discussion with the

mean value 2.80 compared to 2.29 for the variable  ‘Members share their  stories and

experiences freely with other members’, see Table 5.2 for details. 

In most of the cases the whole discussion depends on the role domain expert/ moderator

topic initiator  is  playing.  Moderators describe normative functions  such as keeping a

conversation on topic and preventing harmful attacks as their primary roles (Berge &

Collins,  2000).  These  may  not  be  necessary  in  communities  where  other  normative

influences are sufficient (Maloney-Krichmar & Preece, 2005). For instance, the formal

CoPs under investigation  (Start  up Nation,  All  Nurses,  Young Entrepreneur,  Teneric,

Supply Chain Focus and Systems Dynamics). This has been evidenced in the overall
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average mean score of 0.62 (or 3.1 out of 5), of the variable ‘Discussion period depends

on the role played by the expert/ moderator’. 

Again, in the two informal/ social CoPs (Mahjoob; and Alnaj3, both scoring 1.0 (or 5 out

of 5), domain experts attract other people to participate and the whole discussion depends

on the role they play. As mentioned earlier, this emphasis is slightly different to the more

speclized CoPs where the domain experts seem to play major role to attract people but at

the same time the discussion period does not depend on the role played by the domain

expert.  This  finding corresponds with the  Lampe & Resnick’s  argument,  where  they

claimed that,  as online communities  grow, moderation systems become necessary for

formal  CoPs  too  (2004).  Nonnecke  &  Preece  also  mentioned  that,  by  reducing  the

presence of harmful or repetitive messages, moderators may create an environment that

encourages more active participation of the members in CoPs, both formal and informal.

(2001). In brief, the study confirms that domain players play a substantial role in keeping

the online discussion alive irrespective of formal or informal community. 

RQ3:  How  to  develop  a  ''right  intervention''  to  maintain  and  stimulate

participants for engagement in on-line community? 

This  study suggests  that  one  of  the  best  way to intervene  to  maintain  and stimulate

participants  for engagement  in on-line community  is  through keeping domain experts

engaged in the discussion.    As the content and the subject of a topic are essentials in

people engagement domain experts can provide their input in introducing an attractive

topic and following the contents of the topic, so that members of the CoP do not abuse

the facility someone provide in an online community of practice. It is due to the fact that,

moderators describe normative functions such as keeping a conversation on topic and
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preventing harmful attacks as their primary roles. This is observed in the two informal/

social  CoPs  (Mahjoob;  and  Alnaj3),  where  domain  experts  attract  other  people  to

participate and the whole discussion depended on the role they played. However, it is

found that,  this  emphasis is  slightly  different  to  the  more  speclized  CoPs  where  the

domain  experts  seem to  play  major  role  to  attract  people  but  at  the  same  time  the

discussion period does not depend on the role played by the domain expert. 

 The study also discovered that the topic initiator plays a significant role on attracting

people to participate, as it has been observed that topic initiator attracts other people to

participate. The role of topic initiator has also been observed almost equally important for

all the cases (both formal and informal CoPs) under investigation. The success or failure

of a topic also depends on the suitability and acceptability of the topic initiator by the

members of the CoP. Hence, if a CoP is to be successful, they need to provide certain

incentives to the topic initiators who can engage other members in the discussion. 

Finally, an interestingly the research found that there were low emphasis on language as

an intervention for  maintaining and stimulating participants for engagement in on-line

community.   Even though, language plays major role in members participation within a

CoP the score in the study is very low due to the reason that, in the formal/ professional

CoPs, participants understand the terms used in the CoP. Hence, there is no emphasis

given on the language issue in the six communities as all topics were sent in English

language  in  these  formal  CoPs  (Start  up  Nations,  All  Nurses,  Young  Entrepreneur,

Teneric, Supply Chain Focus and Systems Dynamic).
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7.3 Implication of the study:

The results  of this study chiefly inform the research literature in three areas:  why do

people engage in an online discussion?; what role domain experts play to keep on-line

discussion alive?; and how to develop a ''right intervention''  to maintain and stimulate

participants  for  engagement  in  on-line  community.  Implications  for  research  and

pedagogy are numerous, and are described in the following sections. 

This thesis extended the research literature in examining why people engage in an online

discussion, supporting the notion that individuals construct themselves in their everyday

interactions with others. Results indicated that examining members of online CoP and

their  engagement  in the community as well  as investigating  storytelling as a tool  for

knowledge sharing was a fruitful endeavour, one that shed light onto the role of CoP in

knowledge sharing and how those roles expanded over time. Hence, this thesis added

immensely to the developing body of literature regarding the analysis of CoPs and its

importance in knowledge transfer in this era of information revolution.

 
In this section, I discuss some possible practical and implications for knowledge sharing

within the context of online communities of practice. There are two main implications for

motivating knowledge sharing that can be drawn from the findings of this study. It is

necessary to bear in mind that these implications are pertinent to the context of bottom-up

emerged  online  communities  of  practice  rather  than  for  top-down  management-  or

organization-mandated ones.

The first practical implication is that if collectivism and reciprocity are the most common

combination  of  motivators  reported  in  all  eight  online  CoPs,  then  logically  this
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combination should be fostered and facilitated. Such facilitation could perhaps be done

by the CoP moderator,  or by some of the frequent knowledge sharers. As mentioned

previously, people typically act out of collectivist  motives because they commit to or

value the group’s or the profession’s welfare. Very often such commitment to the group’s

or profession’s welfare is fostered by becoming a member of the group (Batson et al.

2002) or the profession. In writing about collective membership, McMillan and Chavis

(1986, citing Backman & Secord, 1959) described membership as a feeling of belonging,

of being a part. If this is indeed so, then one of the keys to building membership is to

foster social ties among members of the group or profession. Also, when people become

more committed to a group’s or profession’s welfare, they feel that they should share

knowledge especially when they have received help from the group in the past (Cheung,

et al., 2004); thus promoting reciprocity. 

One of the ways to foster social ties among members is through socialization (Nonaka,

1994),  such  as  attending  face-to-face  conferences,  or  organizing  networking  events,

annual gatherings etc. When members do that, it is very likely that they feel a sense of

belonging when they know that the other person whom they meet in the conferences is

also in the same CoP. Some of the frequent knowledge sharers of systems dynamics as

well as All nurses had been going to the same conferences and meeting each other there.

Some web developers even had after hours socialization, such as having a drink together

when their conference session ended.

This was evident through my online observation of their message postings in the CoPs.

So  in  this  respect,  one  of  the  possible  ways  for  the  CoP  moderators  or  frequent

knowledge sharers to motivate knowledge sharing in their respective CoPs is to promote
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socialization by organizing face-to-face conferences and encouraging members to attend

them.

This study further suggests how knowledge sharing and learning may take place in online

CoP.  The  analysis  reveals  how individual’s  tacit  knowledge  may  be  transferred  into

explicit  knowledge  and  communicated.  Participants  adopt  devices  of  appropriate

interventions not only to crystallise their own tacit knowledge but also to express their

views and thereby share their knowledge. This demonstrates not only a willingness to

engage with CoP members on a particular topic for exchanging knowledge. From the

analyses of these topics, it is evidenced that some of the participants hidden or ‘tacit’

knowledge is converted to explicit knowledge as the information is stored in a systematic

way (Hafeez & Alghatas, 2006).

     
To Tacit

Knowledge
To Explicit

 Knowledge

From Tacit

 Knowledge

Socialisation

 Planned expert 
conference and 
chapter meetings

 Community stories

Externalisation

 Sub-CoP,

  Emails and newsletters,

  detailed knowledge stores, 
databases and bulletin boards.
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From Explicit 

Knowledge

Internalisation

 Email newsletter

 Community ethos

Combination

 Emails (no chat rooms).

 Ventana  interface which include:
- Welcome and General Information   
- SD Mailing List Archive   (This is here as a

read-only resource). 
- System Dynamics Discussion    (members

post any SD related questions to this 
forum). 

Figure 7.2: SECI Spiral diagram for the System Dynamics Community of Practice (Adapted from 
Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995)

Moreover, the study suggests that storytelling can be a very useful too for knowledge

sharing in online CoPs. It has a great implication in the development and designing of an

online CoP. The moderators of CoPs can develop strategies to encourage members to

develop stories. Members who are willing to share personal stories can be encouraged to

focus on the story, and find a way they felt comfortable telling it.  And the storyteller

should expand the notion of the dramatic question, creating an opportunity to encourage

the audience’s self-reflection. Online storytelling is an inclusive practice, encompassing a

global  community  of  practitioners  who share  their  experiences  online in  the form of

stories they create. Hence the moderators can develop strategies to facilitate the members

to share their knowledge and experiences by creating a story, what will also allow the

members feel that he/she is engaged in fuller participation in the community and is an

integral part of that community.

7.4 Limitations of the Study

Due to the nature of case studies, the findings from this study may not be generalizable to

the entire population of the communities observed. In addition, findings from this study
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may not  be  generalizable  to  all  sorts  of  online  communities  of  practice  (CoPs).  The

online CoPs studied in this  study are not deliberately created by any organization or

management  team  (top-down  approach);  rather  they  emerged  inductively  (bottom-up

approach) when a number of interested members got together. As such, the findings of

this study have more relevance for bottom-up emerged online communities of practice for

social  as  well  as  professional  purpose  rather  than  for  top-down  management-  or

organization-mandated ones.

Besides, this study focused only on frequent knowledge sharers. The frequent knowledge

sharers from each online CoPs were a small sample. Hence, the findings reported in this

study should be interpreted with caution. Another limitation of the study was that the

current analyses of the online messages in each research site only attended to transcripts

posted during the certain period of time for a specific topic in a CoP. It did not attend to

other topics. As such, the frequencies, as well as the trends of the types of activities and

types of knowledge shared in a specific CoP reported in the thesis should be viewed with

caution  in  terms of  the  completeness  of  the whole picture.  Nonetheless,  the  findings

reported here would still be useful in providing the reader with some ideas of the types of

activities that members in each online community of practice engage with one another, as

well as the types of knowledge that they share.
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I also concur with Soo’s (2006) observation that ‘one limitation pertaining to all self -

report studies is that the veracity of the observation data depends entirely on the members

of  the  CoP posting  truthful  and  comprehensive  information’.  I  could  not  completely

discount  the  possibility  that  participants  might  have  lied  or  misrepresented  their

meanings. As Soo (2006) argued, people would naturally want to cast their motivators or

barriers for sharing knowledge in the best possible light. For example, they may not want

to indicate that they are motivated by personal gains when they share their knowledge

because  doing  so  may  make  them  appear  selfish  and  self-seeking  individuals.  Such

phenomenon has been referred to as social desirability responding which can be referred

to as the tendency to provide answers that cause the respondent to look good (Rosenfeld

et.al,1996). Social desirability responding has long been viewed as a potential source of

error variance in self-report measures (e.g. Hancock & Flowers, 2001). Nevertheless, I

believed that I had been able to ameliorate the problem of social desirability by giving the

explanations of my interpretations of observations that I did.  Moreover, the objective of

my study is to examine why people share knowledge; rather than judge or appraise their

performance or behavior as members in the CoPs. 

As with most of the online survey method, the results of the survey are based on the

subjective information. The questions which were part of the survey were limited due to

space requirements, and were time bounded. Also the analysis conducted mainly relied

upon single item variables, that limits the significance of the statistical results.

Also,  selection  of  the  content  of  discourse  (e.g  technical,  Experience,  Academic,

Philosophical)  and the context  of discourse (Inquiry,  Explanation,  Acknowledgement,
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support,  contradict,  mixed)  were based much on the understanding of  this  researcher

experience  through  extensive  reading  of  the  postings  (messages).  These  could  be

improved. Also, the content analyses required a lot of time, and can be probably speeded

up using some kind of software package such as NUDE or WEKA.

7.5 Recommendations for Future Research   

A basic  assumption  of Wenger’s  (1998) social  learning theory  is  that  engagement  in

social practice is the fundamental process of how we learn and become who we are. Since

the studies CoP experienced a general decline in participation, there are still questions

how community, meaning and identity develop within CoP as a result of social practice.

Several recommendations for future research can be made based on the experience we

gained from the eight case studies have analysed in this research.  Future studies can take

several  different  directions.  First,  research  could  be  conducted  in  other  online

communities of practice.  The current study was conducted with nurse practitioners in

advance  and  critical  care  fields,  SME  network,  system  dynamic  practitioners  and

Entrepurens. Future studies should continue to investigate online communities of practice

in different sectors by following the similar methodology in order to determine the extent

to which the findings reported in this study apply. Larger CoPs of frequent knowledge

sharers should also be used.

Second, future research could also be conducted on online communities of practice that

have structuring characteristics that differ from the factors being examined in this study.

For example, one might investigate if the motivators and barriers to engage in online

disucssion differ in online communities of practice that are deliberately created rather

7-18



Chapter 7                                                                                     Conclusion and Recommendations

than emerged. As Johnson (2001) noted, “no study reviewed approached the creation of a

virtual community with a deliberate view towards a community of practice” (p. 56). He

suggested  that  a  case  study  be  developed  to  examine  the  discrepancies  between  the

intended design and the emergent  usage of a community  of practice.  One could also

examine if the motivators and barriers to engage in online discussion differ in online

communities of practice that are not moderated.

Third,  there is  a need for future research to validate  the results  from this  study. The

factors depicted in this study can serve as useful starting points for further discussion on

why people share or not share knowledge. For example, one might investigate whether

there are other important motivators and barriers to engage in online discussion that need

to  be  considered.  One  might  also  investigate  the  ways  in  which  the  motivators  and

barriers interrelate with each other, as well as how the strength of motivators and barriers

may influence the amount of knowledge shared.

Moreover, this study in a limited way studied how the CoP lifecycle may be extended.

My result shows that that CoP life may be viewed as a combination of various topics and

spin off sub topics. However, it is not the remit of the study develop and suggest a model

to how to generate more responses from a topic instead of letting it go from active to

disperse and memorable phase. Yet, none of the researches mentioned how this life cycle

can be extended. One could investigate how the CoP life cycle can be extended, so that

the life cycle of a topic can be lingered and suggest a model how to extend the CoP life

cycle from active phase and introduce a new life cycle of CoP what can be termed as ‘‘

Extended CoP life cycle’’. 
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Finally,  future  studies  might  also  consider  the  relative  importance  of  each  of  the

motivators and barriers within the various stages of an online community of practice life

cycle. This is because a community of practice goes through a certain life span as living

organisms do. Wenger (1998) delineates  five stages of development  through which a

community of practice moves : (1) potential–when people find each other and discover

similarities of interest and practice; (2) coalescing–when members begin to get together

and recognize their potential; (3) active–when members engage actively in developing a

practice; (4) dispersed–when members no longer engage intensely with each other but the

community  is  still  alive  as  a  center  of  knowledge;  and  (5)  memorable–when  the

community of practice is no longer central.  Which of the motivators  and barriers are

more critical and applicable during each development stage of an online community of

practice’s life span is an interesting question to explore.

In summary, research on online communities of practice is still in its infant stage. As

I  indicated  above,  many  possibilities  for  further  research  exist.  Although  the  study

presented here was exploratory, it revealed the kinds of activities that members in online

communities  of practice engage with each other;  the kinds of knowledge shared,  and

identified  the  motivators  for  frequent  knowledge  sharer  to  share  knowledge.  These

findings could perhaps better inform the design of future online communities of practice.
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	I also concur with Soo’s (2006) observation that ‘one limitation pertaining to all self -report studies is that the veracity of the observation data depends entirely on the members of the CoP posting truthful and comprehensive information’. I could not completely discount the possibility that participants might have lied or misrepresented their meanings. As Soo (2006) argued, people would naturally want to cast their motivators or barriers for sharing knowledge in the best possible light. For example, they may not want to indicate that they are motivated by personal gains when they share their knowledge because doing so may make them appear selfish and self-seeking individuals. Such phenomenon has been referred to as social desirability responding which can be referred to as the tendency to provide answers that cause the respondent to look good (Rosenfeld et.al,1996). Social desirability responding has long been viewed as a potential source of error variance in self-report measures (e.g. Hancock & Flowers, 2001). Nevertheless, I believed that I had been able to ameliorate the problem of social desirability by giving the explanations of my interpretations of observations that I did. Moreover, the objective of my study is to examine why people share knowledge; rather than judge or appraise their performance or behavior as members in the CoPs.

