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Chapter 6                                                                                   Discussion and Findings  

Chapter 6: DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS

6.1 Introduction 

This chapter is for discussing the findings of this research in order to justify the study

and demonstrate how the study have met the objectives and answered the questions of

the research. Hence, the discussion of the research findings focused on answering the

key questions  “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?”.  Until  now,  there  is  not  enough  study  that  tried  to  answer  these

questions in details. As Ridinds et al (2002) and Hew & Hara (2006) argued in their

studies  that,  the  reasons  why  individuals  decide  to  actively  participate  in  online

knowledge sharing  CoP are  not  well  understood.  Therefore,  this  chapter  seeks  to

investigate the research scope by attempting to answer the three research questions in

Chapter 1.

In this chapter I have used an adapted comparison Table of bubble diagrams, designed

by Hafeez (2007), in order to summarise the eight cases in a systematic manner. All

of the Tables are grouped according to the four critical factors that have been used in

the questionnaire survey, namely, discourse of discussion, tools (learning)/ knowledge

transfer, engagement roles and general issues in CoP. In all the Tables the variables

are analysed by using the same measurement as Hafeez (2007)  to identify the element

weighting  ,  which  is  a  five-point  scale  with  no  change,  low,  medium,  high  and

substantially high which are 0.0, 0.25, 0.50, 0.75, and 1.00 respectively. He suggested

a linear scale from 0.0 to 1.0 (ibid). If one variable is not observed in a specific CoP it

scores  0.0  (no  change).  In  case  a  variable  is  clearly  specified  and emphasised,  it
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scores 1 (substantially high) and if a variable is mentioned partially and is emphasised

vaguely it scores 0.5 (medium). Similar rules were developed to identify the elements

weighting.  In  addition,  in  this  Table  the  author  has  added  weightings  for  each

individual variable to suggest which variable is of the most importance in a CoP. It

must  be  noted  that  the  weightings  put  in  the  table  are  based  on  my  subjective

judgment  according  to  my  observation  in  the  cases  discussions.   Finally,  the

quantitative result in chapter 5 of the online questionnaire survey has been compared

to  validate  the  arguments  of  the  major  findings  from the  qualitative  case  studies

observation.

6.1 Discourse of discussion

Discourse of discussion is a key factor for understanding the effectiveness of a CoP.

Moreover, it gives us a much clearer idea of the usefulness of CoP. From the Table

summary 6.1 below it can be seen that discourse of discussion has followed different

patterns in the 8 communities under investigation. 

From the  analysis  it  is  evident  that  ‘Members  share  their  stories  and experiences

freely with other members’ are the most important issue in the CoP in terms of the

discourse of discussion. It scored the highest with an average score of 0.87 (or 4.35

out of 5).  This view has been shared equally among both the formal (Start up, All

Nurses, Young Entrepreneur,  Teneric,  Supply Chain Focus and Systems Dynamic)

and  informal  (Mahjoob  and  Alnj3)  CoP’s.  However,  the  result  from  the  online

questionnaire survey posits less emphasis on this issue. The perception of the online

questionnaire survey respondent is that, ‘Discussion period depends on the role played

by  the  expert/  moderator’  variable  is  the  most  important  issue  in  discourse  of
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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.

CASE Average
Mean
Score

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Discourse of discussion 
Topic initiator play main role on
attracting  people  to
participate.      

0.65 3.25

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

0.62 3.1

Members share their stories and
experiences  freely  with  other
members 

0.87 4.3

Some  members  have  stronger
relationships  in  the  CoP  than
others. 

0.68 3.4

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

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0.0

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

0.43 2.1

Overall Mean Score 0.60 0.60 0.55 0.50 0.45 0.60 0.95 0.95 0.65 3.22

      No mention (0.0)     low emphasis(0.25)         Medium emphasis (0.5)       High emphasis (0.75)

    Substantially high emphasis (1.0)
Cases:  
1. Start up Nation                   2. All Nurses                                3. Young Entrepreneur            4. Teneric                    
5. Supply Chain Focus           6. Systems Dynamic                    7. Mahjoob                               8. Alnj3
N/A= Not Applicable: This table is based upon  this author’s subjective assessment drawn from the case study data.
However, for doing a like to like comparison, these questions are based on the questionnaire survey administered 
to selected case study participants. 

Table 6.1: Discourse of Discussion in the eight CoPs under investigation

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 sharing their  knowledge in online communities. These categories are-

lack  of  familiarity  or  access  to  technology;  lack  of  knowledge  about  particular
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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. 

The other issue that scored highly in the case study analysis is - ‘Some members have

stronger relationships  in the CoP than others’ 0.68 (or 3.4  out of 5).  Relationship

between  members  differs  from community  to  community.  For  those  communities

with  informal  patterns,  (social  networks)  Mahjoob;  and  Alnaj3,  the  relationship

between  members  seems  to  be  stronger  than  relationship  with  members  of  the

communities that follows formal pattern (Start up, All Nurses, Young Entrepreneur,

Teneric, Supply Chain Focus and Systems Dynamic). However, there is evidence that

relationship between members gets stronger in the formal speclised CoPS when the

number of very active members is limited and does not reflect the total number of

members in the whole community.  For example,  in System Dynamics Community

and All Nurses both scored 0.75 (or 3.7 out of 5), the relationship between active

members are stronger then the other formal CoPs (the rest four CoPs, scoring 0.50 (or

2.5 of 5) as they came from the same background and in most cases they are known to

each other before joining the community.  Members in many cases send queries to

specific  member  and  they  ask  questions  regarding  their  academic/  professional

achievements.  
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For instance, in CoPs under investigation, it is evidenced that that some members has

stronger relationship more than others especially between most active members. Some

members statement in the alnj3 CoP will confirm this as the following posts show- 

“where are you hiding Wadi Zein. I know that you have finished your master’s thesis.
No more excuse”

‘Alghwairi football team was beaten last night. I told you not to be optimistic’

‘only Baihas can answer this question’.

There are more examples, such as In Mahjoob CoP a member posts- 

“What you think Dr-XY”

Similarly, another member from Systems Dynamics CoP posts-

“Submissions that are really directed toward one person should not be posted to the
whole list.”.

The Table  also shows that  ‘Topic initiator  play main role  on attracting  people  to

participate’ variable scored 0.65 (or 3.25 out of 5).  In terms of the topic initiator’s

role,  it has been observed that topic initiator attracts other people to participate. The

role of topic initiator has 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. For instance, in an investigation on academic CoP, Poole (2000) found

that students become more involved and responsible for their participation when the

entire discussion is not instructor facilitated. Mazzolini and Maddison (2003) found

that instructor facilitators who were active in starting up discussion threads on average

ended up with shorter discussion threads than did instructors who largely left it to the
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students to initiate discussions.  In contrast, from the observation and analysis of the 8

cases,  it  has  been  evident  that  participants  feel  more  comfortable  and  get  more

involved when they see options for personalizing the messages and information. 

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 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.  However,  as  online  communities  grow, moderation

systems  become  necessary  for  formal  CoPs  too  (Lampe  &  Resnick,  2004).  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. (Nonnecke & Preece, 2001). As a study by Wise et al (2006)

shows that  a moderated online community would elicit greater intent to participate

than an unmoderated online community.
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And finally,  ‘Language plays  a major  role  in  members  participation  based on the

context  of  discussions’  scored  the  lowest  0.43  (or  2.1  out  of  5.0).  Even  though,

language plays major role in members participation within a CoP the score 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).

This result from the case study corresponds with the questionnaire survey, where the

mean value of the variable is the lowest (2.24) compared to the rest of the variables of

discourse of discussion factor.  However, in Alnj3 and Mhjoob social  CoPs, topics

which were written in English or Spanish language only attracted people who can

speak the specific languages. Thus, in these two communities this variable was scored

as the most important issue 1.0 (or 5 out of 5). 

There are several examples from Mahjoob and Alnj3 CoPs, for example, there were a

topic  titled  ‘spanish  corner’  originated  by  a  member  who  is  a  Spanish  language

teacher  and  was  interested  to  share  his  knowledge  about  Spanish  language  with

members of the community. There were three languages used during the discussions,

with English being the dominant one attracting 60% of the responses. Around 30%

replies were generated in Spanish language, most of it by the originator of the debate.

Around  37% responses  contained  Arabic  in  Latin  letters  text,  whereas,  only  3%

discussion (three respondent) took place using the classical Arabic (see Table 4.39).

Members  of  Mahjoob  CoP have  to  separate  interfaces  one  in  Arabic  and  one  in

English.  It  is  found  that  in  many  cases  members  who  do  not  have  good

communication skills in English or do not speak English complained that language is
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a real barrier that stopped them from participation and getting knowledge smoothly.

This was evidenced specially where some unique data were discussed and was not

available  in  Arabic  elsewhere  in  the  community  such  as  academic  tutorials,

explanation of mobile phone codes, latest articles or publications from the west and

not translated in Arabic yet.  For example member memo32 has sent this messages in

Arabic - 

“My English language is poor and therefore I can’t participate with other members.
Some used terms are not understood to me. I wished if I can understand the whole
debate. The content and topics you are discussing in English forums are slightly

different to what are there in Arabic interface.”

 Another member says:

“I found the topic very interesting but I can not really get the whole picture of the
debate. Can anyone advice me if the same content is available in Arabic”.

Besides, the terms in the discussion could be difficult to some other members. For

instance in Alnj3 CoP, Lafi posts this message: 

“Thanks wadi zien for the nice folk poem you have sent. One question is that I am not
clear about some terms which we do not use in East region of Libya. Can you please

let me know what is meant by ………..etc”.

In formal CoP we have analysed, the emphasis on language is less 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  could  lead  to  a  lack  of  communication  and collaboration  between

community members. Hence, the development of this community may be obstructed

because of the lack of communication and collaboration between the participants due

to sometimes disparate sector groups who often have different priorities explaining

their differences in action (Few, 2006).
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Furthermore, the Table 6.1 shows that both Mahjoob; and Alnaj3 ( informal / social)

CoPs put the highest emphasis 0.95 (or 4.6 out of 5.0) on the discourse of discussion

factor  compared to  the  formal  CoPs -  Start  up,  All  Nurses,  Young Entrepreneur,

Teneric, Supply Chain Focus and Systems Dynamic with the score of 0.60, 0.60, 0.55,

0.50, 0.45 and 0.60 respectively. Perhaps, this is attributable to the fact that in social

group people gets more engaged in dialogues  and participates  more commonly in

discussions in CoPs compared to the formal groups. Hence, they put more emphasis

on most of the variables mentioned in this factor compared to the formal groups.

In  addition  to  the  above  discussion,  the  correlation  analysis  of  the  online

questionnaire  survey (see Table 5.6) demonstrates  that  var4 (Some members  have

stronger relationships in the CoP than others) have the strongest relationship with var5

(I prefer the community where I can personalize the information and able to provide

narratives in a short story) with the score of 0.809 at the significant level of 0.01. The

result also shows that the weakest relationship between the variables of this factor is

var2 (Discussion period depends on the role played by the expert/ moderator)  and

var5  (I prefer the community where I can personalize the information and able to

provide narratives in a short story) with the score of 0.231 at the significant level of

0.05 (see Table 5.6). 

6.3 Tools (learning)/ Knowledge transfer

Tools (learning/  knowledge transfer is  another key area for understanding why do

people engage in online CoPs. The following sections discuss primarily the findings

from the 8 case studies under investigation based on the representation of the values

of qualitative data in Table 6.2 below and linking it to the analysis of the result of

online questionnaire survey. 
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CASE Averag
e Mean 
Score

Weighting
mean (out

of 5)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Tools (learning)/  Knowledge
transfer
My  engagement  in  this  CoP
increased  my  knowledge  in
some topics of interest.      

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0.0

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

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0.0

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

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0.0

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

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0.0

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

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0.0

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

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0.0

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

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0.0

Storytelling extensively 
enhances participants’ 
interpersonal 
communications. 

0.62 3.1

Storytelling is the most 
effective way of transferring 
knowledge in this CoP.

0.38 1.9

Average Mean Score 0.37 0.62 0.62 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.62 0.62 0.50 2.5

      No mention (0.0)     low emphasis(0.25)         Medium emphasis (0.5)       High emphasis (0.75)

    Substantially high emphasis (1.0)
Cases:  
1. Start up Nation                   2. All Nurses                                3. Young Entrepreneur            4. Teneric                       
5. Supply Chain Focus           6. Systems Dynamic                    7. Mahjoob                               8. Alnj3
N/A= Not Applicable: This table is based upon this author’s subjective assessment drawn from the case study data. 
However, for doing a like to like comparison, these questions are based on the questionnaire survey administered to 
selected case study participants.

Table 6. 2: Tools (learning)/ knowledge transfer in the eight CoPs under investigation 

It can be substantiated through some of the discussions from the observations of the

CoPs. As in  the  Alnj3 CoP,  members  stated in many topics  that  the ease to  get

knowledge  from  this  community  would  take  longer  time  from  other  resources,
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primarily  for  the  reason  that  many of  the  active  members  in  this  community  are

belonged to one tribe and living away from their home town. They usually get up-to-

date news from the site. As a member in USA posts- 

“thanks Mawouj, the pictures you sent make me feel homesick. Please keep
forwarding such pictures”

 Another member in Germany posts

“thanks for the videos clip from Masali wedding last wedding. Life is totally different
here”.

In Systems Dynamics CoP, less experienced researchers or even students within the 

systems dynamics field seeks to acquire quick information.  As Nagala posts- 

“I am a Master student doing my thesis on the CRM (Customer Relation
Management) and how it will affect on the Company Profit. Does anyone know of a
similar model about CRM or eCRM or, is there any recent research on how similar

models should be”.

The findings of the  observation is  similar for the rest of the communities under 

investigation. For instance, Mike in Teneric CoP says:

“thanks, the advices I had from you helped me a lot to plan my proposed new
business. It could cost me money and time if I waited to get this information from

somewhere else”

 Hence, it can be argued that one of the major reasons for people to engage in CoP is

to learn new things in a short time. In other words, online CoPs facilitate the learning

environment and improve the efficiency of knowledge transfer.

From the observation, it was found that in all communities, storytelling was widely

used to enhance an answer or to explain specific situation by drawing an experience

story. In All nurses, and Mahjoob, there is complete sub forum for members to tell

stories of their choice that has meaning behind it and illustrate a topic which can be
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understood more if people gave their personal experiences. As Barin, a member in All

nurses CoP posted-

“Everyone has his or her own story about how or why they became a nurse. What's
your story? Please be as detailed or as short as you wish. It'll be interesting to hear

everyone's stories”

Another member Andy (April 2004) posted-

“I love that storytelling is a vital part of nursing communication and education”.

Another member in SD CoP, March 2000, Bakus posted:

“……. alent to respected historical-study approaches where value is derived in
producing a consistent and useful story. SD, in practice, is a language. Any causal

explanation (story) can be readily represented in an SD model. There is no limitation
for modeling human behavior”.

As Burgess (2006) argues in her article ‘Successful Model for Building and sustaining

Online  Community  among  Nurses  and  Nursing  Students’,  “much  of  what  makes

allnurses.com successful is the camaraderie and storytelling”. She believes that there

are  eight  important  features  to  this  end;  shared  purpose,  trust,  guidelines,  humor,

flexibility, accessibility, expert facilitation, and storytelling, are identified as factors

which contribute to the highly active and sustained community of nurses found at this

web site.

The variable that scored the lowest in the above Table is, ‘Storytelling is the most

effective way of transferring knowledge in this CoP’ with the score of 0.38 (or 1.9 out

of  5.0).  However,  the  informal/  social  CoPs  (Mahjoob  and Alnj3)  and two other

formal  CoPs  (namely,  All  Nurses  and  Yomung  Entrepreneur)  under  investigation

have put moderate emphasis on the fact that storytelling is the most effective way of

knowledge transfer in CoPs. The findings from the online questionnaire survey also
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demonstrate similar findings with a moderately high mean score of 2.44 compared to

the highest mean score of 3.21.  

My  subjective  assessment  suggests  that  storytelling  also  extensively  enhances

participants’  interpersonal  communications in six communities under investigation.

Moreover,  the stories discussed in a CoP remains  in  the archive,  which are more

likely to generate interest and curiosity on the topic among inactive members who

ultimately facilitate knowledge transfer. As, Butler (2006) found in his work of online

communities, that inactive members often were the disseminators of knowledge. He

argues that although inactive members may not interact within the online community,

they did disseminate the information from the community. While this activity would

seem to indicate engagement, the missing piece is their duty for reciprocity. 

Besides,  Table  6.2  demonstrates  that  four  CoPs  namely  (All  nurses,  Young

Entrepreneurs, Alnj3 and Mahjoob) have the higher scores of 0.62 (or 3.1 out of 5.0)

compared to the remaining CoPs (Start up Nation, Teneric, Supply Chain Focus and

Systems Dynamic) with the score of  0.37 (or 1.8 out of 5.0). The high score is mostly

due to high scores for the variables related to storytelling, which is more evident in

the social CoPs. 

Conversely, the result of the correlation  analysis of the online questionnaire survey

for the knowledge transfer factor (see Table 5.7) shows that var7 (My engagement in

this  CoP  increased  my  knowledge  in  some  topics  of  interest)  has  the  strongest

relationship with the var11 (I find very useful information from the archived files in

the CoP) with the score of 0.866 at the significant level of 0.01. The result also shows

that the weakest relationship between the variables of this factor is var9 (I contribute/

am willing  to  contribute  to  the  community  by  sharing  files  that  will  benefit  the
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community) and var12  (I usually try to find answers of my inquiries through CoP

rather than using other sources) with the score of 0.273 at the significant level of 0.05

(see Table 5.7). 

 In  addition  to  the  above  discussion,  the  correlation  analysis  of  the  online

questionnaire  survey (see Table-5.6)  demonstrates  that  var4 (Some members  have

stronger relationships in the CoP than others) have the strongest relationship with var5

(I prefer the community where I can personalize the information and able to provide

narratives in a short story) with the score of 0.809 at the significant level of 0.01. The

result also shows that the weakest relationship between the variables of this factor is

var2 (Discussion period depends on the role played by the expert/ moderator)  and

var5  (I prefer the community where I can personalize the information and able to

provide narratives in a short story) with the score of 0.231 at the significant level of

0.05 (see Table-5.6). 

6.4 Engagement roles

In order to understand the concept of CoP, one needs to understand why people get

engaged in online CoPs and what role domain expert plays to keep discussion alive

within online CoPs. The Table -6.3 below shows the findings of the 8 case studies (6

formal  forums  and  2  informal  /social  forums).   The  following  discussion  will

primarily interpret and summarise the findings from the Table below and relate this

findings to the result of the online questionnaire survey. 
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CASE Average
Mean
Score

Weighting 
mean (out 
of 5)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Engagement roles

I  would  describe  myself  as
engaged in this CoP.      

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0.0

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

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0.0

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

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0.0

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

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0.0

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

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0.0

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

0.50 2.5

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

0.46 2.3

Short  messages  would  get
high  response  rate  compared
to long messages.

0.43 2.1

Average Mean Score 0.41 0.25 0.33 0.41 0.41 0.41 0.83 1.0 0.46 2.3

      No mention (0.0)     low emphasis(0.25)         Medium emphasis (0.5)       High emphasis (0.75)

    Substantially high emphasis (1.0)

Cases:  
1. Start up Nation                   2. All Nurses                                3. Young Entrepreneur            4. Teneric                    
5. Supply Chain Focus           6. Systems Dynamic                    7. Mahjoob                               8. Alnj3
N/A= Not Applicable: This table is based upon  this author’s subjective assessment drawn from the case study data.
However, for doing a like to like comparison, these questions are based on the questionnaire survey administered 
to selected case study participants.

Table 6.3: Engagement Role within CoPs under investigation

The  online  questionnaire  survey  result  which  shows  that  the  mean  value  for  the

variable  ‘In this CoP, members have an opportunity to engage in non-work related

conversation / discussion’ is the highest (3.18) compared to other variables (lowest

mean value is 2.17). (See Table 5.4). As JustTim in Start up Nation CoP says:

6-15



Chapter 6                                                                                   Discussion and Findings  

“…..My original feeling about this StartupNation forum was that it was much more
professional rather than discussing some not related issues….”

This post explains that though this is a professional CoP, people tend to engage in non

work related  discussions  for  the  very  fundamental  reason that,  human is  a  social

creature and they try to socialize, whenever and wherever possible. 

The variable – ‘A topic in CoP is likely to be successful if the topic initiator is a

domain expert.’ has the highest score 0.50 (or 2.5 out of 5.0). The rest of variables- ‘If

a topic is initiated by a domain expert, it attracts relatively more domain experts for

the  discussion’;  ‘Short  messages  would  get  high  response  rate  compared  to  long

messages’ have scored moderately low compared to the other variable with the score

of 0.46 (or 2.3 out of 5.0) and 0.43 (or 2.1  out of 5.0) respectively. The Table also

shows that the results are very much similar for both the formal (Start up Nation, All

Nurses, Young Entrepreneur,  Teneric,  Supply Chain Focus and Systems Dynamic)

and informal (Mahjoob and Alnj3) CoPs. While compared with the quantitative result,

the  aforementioned  variables  have  the  mean  value  of  2.74,  2.17,  2.32  and  2.78

respectively  for  the  engagement  role  variable.  Hence,  both  the  qualitative  and

quantitative  results  posit  the  argument  that  though  the  aforementioned  variables

scored moderately low, these variables are also important variables that has an impact

on engagement role factor of online CoPs. 

For instance,  ‘If a topic is initiated by a domain expert,  it  attracts  relatively more

domain  experts  for  the  discussion’  variable  scored  comparatively  higher  in  the

questionnaire  survey.  Tough  the  observation  score  is  moderately  low,  there  is

evidence that members agree with the above variable. As a member from Systems

Dynamics CoP posted that- 
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“……..We should realize that the amount of time we have to spend on our e-mail is
limited and that each of us will find ways to budget that time (a layered bunch of

negative feedback loops striving to balance time spent with time available). I suspect
that many are beginning to exert control over a burgeoning flow of messages to this

list by reading selectively -- deleting some messages without reading them, and
reading others, perhaps randomly but perhaps also beginning to select the authors

they want to attend to. We might all agree that is undesirable, but I have to tell you I
am beginning to do that, and so are my students……..”

Similarly, for the variable, ‘Short messages would get high response rate compared to

long messages’, there are a lot of anecdotal evidence from the different cases that

indicates that this variable is also of high importance. As a Domain expert in SD CoP,

Richardson posted on October 17, 1996: 

“I am becoming increasing uncomfortable with the character of the positings to this
list. In brief: postings have become too informal and conversational. I liked the list

better when there was less traffic a higher density of messages that seemed crucial to
read.”

However, Harrison from SD CoP contradicted this idea by posting- 

”… We cant rely on the relatively short postings to this listserve to provide the deep
understandings that have been accumulating over the last forty years of systems

dynamics experience. We need to point out the body of work that is building, and we
need to talk in this list in such a way that we contribute to its maintenance and

extension…”

Hines, SD CoP also responded in the same way -

”…….submissions that are in the character of "I agree with ..." should be avoided
unless they push forward the discussion…….” 

As Jim from SD CoP says –

“The surge of traffic has created a problem for those who do not have the interest or
time to go through every message.”

On a similar note Fiddaman, 22 September, 2007, from SD CoP suggest-
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” It would be helpful to know more, because the answers could guide our
interventions. Are we in SD a beneficial mutation, caught by the host's autoimmune

response?”

Finally, the variable that scored the lowest in the above Table is, ‘I find it difficult in

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

participants from different backgrounds’ with the score of 0.12. 

The overall mean value for each cases in the Table 6.3 indicates that the informal/

social CoPs (Alnj3 and Mahjoob) have relatively the higher scores of 0.83 (or 4.1 out

of 5) and 1.0 (or 5 out of 5) respectively compared to the formal CoPs (Start up, All

Nurses, Young Entrepreneur, Teneric, Supply Chain Focus and Systems Dynamics).

It can be argued that member of social CoP are more likely to engage more actively

compared to the formal CoPs which do not encourage members to get involved in

socialising on the community.

Conversely, the result of the correlation  analysis of the online questionnaire survey

for the engagement role factor (see Table 5.8) shows that var21 (If a topic is initiated

by a domain expert, it attracts relatively more domain experts for the discussion) has

the strongest relationship with the var20 (A topic in CoP is likely to be successful if

the topic initiator is a domain expert) with the score of 0.708 at the significant level of

0.01. The result also shows that the weakest relationship between the variables of this

factor is between var19 (I feel more comfortable to engage in a CoP if I know some of

the members)  and var16 (The leaders /experts of this community get more engaged

than other  members)  with  the score of  0.268 at  the  significant  level  of  0.05 (see

Table-5.8).

6.5 General issues in CoP
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General issues in CoP factor are the fundamental topics to understand the engagement

and the role of domain experts and other members in an online CoP. A comparison of

these issues based on my subjective assessment of the eight case studies is given in

Table 6.4.

CASE Average 
Mean 
Score

Weighting 
mean (out 
of 5.0)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
General issues in CoP
CoP  is  an  appropriate  tool
for  knowledge  transfer  and
learning.      

0.81 4.0

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

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0.0

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

0.50 2.5

This CoP has improved my
ability for interventions. 

0.59 2.9

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

0.68 3.4

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

0.31 1.5

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

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0 0.0

Overall Mean Score 0.55 0.55 0.60 0.55 0.45 0.50 0.70 0.75

      No mention (0.0)     low emphasis(0.25)         Medium emphasis (0.5)       High emphasis (0.75)

    Substantially high emphasis (1.0)
Cases:  
1. Start up Nation                   2. All Nurses                                3. Young Entrepreneur            4. Teneric                 
5. Supply Chain Focus           6. Systems Dynamic                    7. Mahjoob                               8. Alnj3
N/A= Not Applicable: This table is based upon  this author’s subjective assessment drawn from the case study 
data. However, for doing a like to like comparison, these questions are based on the questionnaire survey 
administered to selected case study participants.

Table 6.4: General issues in the eight CoPs under investigation

The Table above shows that the variable- ‘CoP is an appropriate tool for knowledge

transfer and learning’ is deemed as the most important one for the general issues in
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CoP factor with the highest score of 0.81 (or 4 out of 5). Interestingly,  the Table

shows that  the  score for  this  variable  is  much higher  1.0 (or  5  out  of  5)  for  the

informal/ social CoPs (Alnj3 and Mahjoob) compared to the score 0.75 (or 3.75 out of

5) of formal CoPs (Start up Nation, All Nurses, Young Entrepreneur, Teneric, Supply

Chain  Focus  and  Systems  Dynamics).   However,  the  result  of  the  questionnaire

survey differs from this result. The online questionnaire survey result shows that the

mean value for this variable is 2.16 compared to the highest mean score of 2.80 for

the variable ‘All members of the community share a common understanding of the

network priorities.’ (See Table 5.5).  This variation is  due to the perception of the

respondents  regarding  the  variable  that  members  of  online  CoP  have  common

understanding  of  the  network   is  more  important  than  perceiving  CoP  as  an

appropriate tool for knowledge transfer. 

In addition, Table 6.4 shows that the variable ‘All members of the community share a

common understanding of the network priorities’  0.50 (or 2.5 out of 5). This was

followed by ‘This CoP has improved my ability for interventions’ with score 0.59 (or

2.9 out of 5) and ‘Award system in the community increases the spam replies that do

not add any value to the community’ with score 0.31 (or 1.5 out of 5). 

Finally, the variable that scored very low in this factor is - ‘I do not participate in the

CoP because I feel intimidated by the members’ with the means score of 0.15. This

result  demonstrates  that  members  of  the  communities  under  investigation  did  not

show any sign of intimidation by participating in the online CoPs. However the result

of the online questionnaire survey shows that the respondents perceive moderately

strongly about the issue of participation in online CoPs and being exposed to the risk

of intimidation by other members of the community.
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In addition to the above analysis,  Table 6.4 demonstrates that the informal/  social

CoPs (Alnj3 and Mahjoob) have the higher scores of 0.66 (or 3.3 out of 5) and 0.62

(or 3.1 out of 5) respectively compared to the formal CoPs (Start up, All  Nurses,

Young Entrepreneur, Teneric, Supply Chain Focus and Systems Dynamic) with the

score of  0.50 (or 2.5 out of 5), 0.46 (or 2.3 out of 5), 0.54 (or 2.7 out of 5), 0.58 (or

2.9 out of 5), 0.37 (or 2.8 out of 5), and 0.41 (or 2.0 out of 5) respectively. 

Conversely, the result of the correlation  analysis of the online questionnaire survey

for the engagement role factor (see Table 5.9) shows that var23 (CoP is an appropriate

tool for knowledge transfer and learning) has the strongest relationship with the var24

(I gain valuable and new knowledge from participating in this CoP) with the score of

0.835 at  the  significant  level  of  0.01.  The  findings  suggest  that  the  weakest

relationship between the variables of this factor is var26 (This CoP has improved my

ability for interventions)  and var28 (Award system in the community increases the

spam replies that do not add any value to the community) with the score of 0.284 at

the significant level of 0.05 (see Table-5.9).

6.6. Overall comparison of all the factors in the CoPs:

In the previous sections it has been demonstrated that different factors have different

levels of emphasis on each case under investigation. To have an overall understanding

of the importance of each factor, a mean comparison analyse based on the subjective

assessment are presented in the Figure 6.1 and Figure 6.2  
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Factors Mean Comparison
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Figure 6.1: Mean comparison of individual factors in the eight CoPs under 
investigation
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Fiigure 6.2: Graphical presentation of overall mean comparison of factors for the eight 
CoPs under investigation

From the above Table 6.5 and 6.6 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). Moreover, for the Knowledge Transfer, both
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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.

 Furthermore, the above Tables show that the factor Discourse of Discussion is more

important- mean score of 0.95 (or 4.8 out of 5) and 0.65 (or 3.3 out of 5.0) in informal

CoPs (Alnj3 and Mahjoob) compared to the formal CoPs. One explanation of this can

be that perhaps in informal CoPs people feel more relaxed and contribute more to the

discussion. Whereas, in the formal CoPs, members participate with a more focused

objective  (either  to  know  certain  issues,  solve  a  problem,  providing  specific

information etc). Once the objective of the member is fulfilled, they stop contributing

to the topic.  Among the formal CoPs, Supply Chain Focus has scored the lowest-

mean score of 0.45 (or 2.3 out of 5) -for this factor. On the other hand,  one of the

reasons that members might not actively participating is lack of their knowledge about

particular subject (Gray 2004; Ardichivili et al 2003; Sawyer et al 2000; Wasko &

Faraj 2000; Nonnecke & Preece 2001).
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For the remaining factors, there is no clear difference of scores between the formal

and  informal  CoPs.  In the  Tables-  6.5 and 6.6 it  is  clear  that  knowledge transfer

secured the lowest scores. More specifically, this factor scored the lowest in the CoP-

Supply Chain Focus- mean score of 0.37 (1.9 out of 5.0). However, this can not be

generalized, as the score has not been validated by the quantitative survey. 

6.7 Summary

This  research has  been conducted  to  attain  a  better  understanding of  the research

question as to why people are attracted to engage. Analysis of selected high, medium,

low discussed topics of eight case studies has been taken and was supported by online

questionnaire  for  further  subjective  analysis  based  on  the  eight  case  studies.  The

overall conclusion I could draw upon from this research is that a CoP would cease to

exist with its members engagement.

Content and the subject of the topic plays are essentials in people engagement. Also,

members need to be very open to share knowledge and experience to engage in a

fruitful dialogue in online CoPs. Also, successful topics with a clear outcome 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.

CoPs  under  investigation  in  general  are  very  productive  in  terms  of  new  topic

generation 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 important in very large communities; the number of communications

may become so great that members would lose interest in reading all of them. This is
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supported  by  famous  online  community  developer  ‘Communispace’s  latest  study

suggests  that  smaller,  fully  transparent,  and  branded  communities  attract  more

engaged  users  who  create  content  instead  of  lurking  ‘hiding’.  (Communispace's

Research and Innovation team, 2008).

6-25


	6.1 Introduction

