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PERSONALITY AND KNOWLEDGE

Abstract

Adopting diffusion theory and the concept of sogi@ue orientation, the effects of
personality traits on knowledge sharing in a viry@en content community are investigated. In
addition to the main effects of personality, it wagothesized that intrinsic motivations would
moderate the effects on knowledge sharing. A sawid\e= 256 active users of Wikipedia
provided measures of personality, motivation, amoMdedge sharing. Latent regression analyses
support the notion that authorship of Wikipediassociated with higher levels of trendsetting
and a prosocial value orientation. Moreover, mai@neanalyses demonstrate that the effect of
the latter is moderated by individual differenaesnotivations to write. Differences with regard

to opinion leadership could not be confirmed.
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Per sonality traitsand knowledge sharing in online communities

1. Introduction

With the advent of web-based technologies thataifalividuals without specialized
technical expertise to interact with each other enedte and share new content via the Internet,
the availability of user-generated resources hdsally exploded in recent years. Many web
users spend a large proportion of their leisure timonline communities, refining and designing
new products (e.g., Niketalk.com; Fller, Jaweé&kMuhlbacher, 2007), developing and
debugging new software (e.g., Linux; Hertel, Nied@&Herrmann, 2003), writing new texts
(e.g., Wikipedia.com; Schroer & Hertel, 2009) oashg ideas (e.g., Weblogs; Yu, Lu, & Liu,
2010), artwork, and photos (e.g., Flickr.com; NNeaman, & Ye, 2010) without even being paid
for their work. The initiation and enduring mainéece of these user contributions requires a
profound understanding of the specifics of thisunthry behavior. Previous research primarily
concentrated on motivational explanations for abotmg to online communities (Baytiyeh &
Pfaffman, 2010; Schroer & Hertel, 2009; Zeityln03). However, apart from domain-specific
motivations, individual behavior is typically aldetermined by abstract personality traits. Hence,
the objective of the present study was to exploeertle of stable personality characteristics in
knowledge sharing in open content projects. Adaptiififusion theory (Rogers, 2003) and the
concept of social value orientation (Van Lange,Bdein, Otten, & Joireman, 1997), three traits
are identified to explain the transition of soméiuduals from passive receivers of information
to active contributors to web-based knowledge-sigagcommunities.
1.1 Knowledge sharing in online communities

Knowledge sharing has been predominantly studi¢dinwirtual work teams. Virtual
teams are groups of geographically dispersed iddals; in the case of business organizations

they are typically employees in different organizaal units which are flexibly created and
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brought together by modern information technologeeg., email or web-based chats) to
accomplish a specific task at hand (Hertel, Geigtdfonradt, 2005). Within organizations,
virtual teams are formally created by the leadearobrganizational unit for the duration of a
specific task at hand. Outside the organizationatext, individuals also cooperate in online
communities such as open source projects (e.guxhwwithout being given a formal assignment
by a supervisor in charge. Online communities ageoap of individuals who share a common
purpose, are guided by formal or informal poli@esi, most importantly, whose interactions are
supported by various computer systems (Preece &mégtKrichmar, 2005). Online
communities can be distinguished into communitfggractice and communities of interest.
Communities of practice include people with speeiglertise and shared interests who are
characterized by collective learning. Members ahownities of interest are mainly interested in
sharing information to solve a problem and arensmessarily experts (Fischer, 2001). In recent
years, online communities have become increasingbprtant for the initiation and maintenance
of knowledge exchange because the Internet ofterssa to many individuals with rather diverse
expertise. For example, Amazon’s Mechanical Turkea-based crowdsourcing service that
connects knowledgeable workers with potential elygri® has proven invaluable for research and
practice (cf. Mason & Suri, 2012; Buhrmester, Kwafdsosling, 2011). While online
communities for knowledge sharing have emergedasportant asset in various commercial
settings (Fuller, Jawecki, & Muhlbacher, 2007), dgample to explore consumer needs or
evaluate new product prototypes, knowledge sharuay the Internet is also essential in non-
profit oriented communities. This study focusesae of the largest knowledge sharing
communities on the Internet, Wikipedia, as acceshis community is rather low-level and does
not require specialized technical expertise (intiast to, for example, open source projects that

require profound programming skills). Wikipediaai$ree online encyclopedia with over nine
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million articles in approximately 250 languagestthi@ collectively created by volunteers around
the world. Within a few years Wikipedia has becdhmeecentral resource of information for most
web-savvy users and has a profound impact on tiguizand education (Lokaiczyk, 2008) and
even job performance (Tseng & Huang, 2011). A regméative survey for Germany, for
example, reports that about two thirds of all webra occasionally use Wikipedia to search for
new information, while 28 percent even visit Wikilee on a weekly basis (Busemann &
Gscheidle, 2009). Based on wiki technology (Leu€&nningham, 2001) anyone with access to
the Internet can add or revise articles withoutrtéed of explicit technological expertise. Despite
the low level entry barriers for knowledge sharimgerms of authoring new articles, active
content contribution is still rather scarce. Congplaio about 350 million regular readers per
month, only about one million individuals edit akéis (West, 2010). Furthermore, a core group of
only ten percent of all authors is responsiblenfiore than 90% of all new contributions (Ortega,
Gonzalez-Barahona, & Robles, 2008). Although tleicpntage gradually declined in recent
years, the majority of work is still done by a shggbup of highly active individuals (Kittur, Chi,
Pendleton, Suh, & Mytkowicz, 2007).
1.2 Personality and knowledge sharing

Knowledge sharing is a communication process betwwe or more individuals that is
characterized by an exchange of individual knowdetdgcollectively create new knowledge (Van
den Hoof & de Ridder, 2004). Numerous factors déecathe degree of knowledge sharing
within communities and virtual teams. On the indual level, these include several abstract
personality traits (Matzler, Renzl, Miller, Hertjngg Mooradian, 2008) and also various
motivational sources (Lin, 2007). So far, knowledparing has been predominantly studied with
regard to the Big Five model that posits five brtraits of human personality. Previous research

indicated that individuals with relatively stablerponality profiles, i.e. high in agreeableness and
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conscientiousness (Matzler et al., 2008; Mooradramz|, & Matzler, 2006), are more likely to
share their knowledge with others than those whdaw on these traits. In the following section
we propose two alternative frameworks for the stofdgersonality and knowledge sharing in
virtual communities: diffusion theory (Rogers, 20@8d the concept of social value orientation
(Van Lange et al., 1997).

1.2.1 Diffusion theory. Diffusion theory studies factors which influence ttate at which
new ideas and technologies spread within a comm@Rigers, 2003). Although usage of
Wikipedia as a source of information can hardlybeceived as an innovation these days,
contribution of new content, on the other handtiisrather limited (Kittur et al., 2007; Ortega e
al., 2008; West, 2010) and for most people reptssamunconventional activity on the Internet.
Thus, knowledge sharing within Wikipedia, i.e. adglor revising articles, can be considered an
innovation in terms of diffusion theory. The spe&dath which innovations diffuse among
members of a social network occurs through vargtages over time: from the point where an
individual hears about the innovation for the fitrste and seeks to increase his/her knowledge
about it, over his/her decision to give it a trylafinally, the evaluation which results in a
decision to continuously use or abandon the new add¢echnology (Rogers, 2003). Besides
various situational factors, there are specifidviaials with certain personality characteristics
who determine the speed others pass through ttegessand adopt new ideas and innovations.
The most influential individuals in this regard @eople with high levels of trendsetting and
opinion leadership. Trendsetting characterizes/eatbpters who like to try new ideas and
procedures which few others have used before (Baiviolff, & Haupt, 2008). They are
attracted by the novelty of a technology and usappiication because they are among the first
(or the few) to do so. Although they are rather oamicative and discuss their experiences with

their peers, they do not possess an inherent wdatlitence others. In fact, if the adoption of an
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innovation becomes too wide-spread, it loosespeal for them, as the uniqueness is its main
attraction. Empirical results in agricultural segs, for example, demonstrate that individuals
high in trendsetting are the first to implement @losomputer-based techniques in crop
production (Gunnesch-Luca, Moser, & Kloble, 20I)erefore, individuals high in trendsetting
are expected to contribute to Wikipedia due tortheelty of publishing content over the Internet.
The central drive behind their participation is theovation itself, i.e. the opportunity of actiyel
using the wiki environment. Hence, we propose that

H1: Trendsetting predicts knowledge sharing inrmmkommunities.

Individuals with high levels of opinion leadershgm the other hand, are not attracted by
the innovation itself but generally like influengiothers’ opinions and attitudes about something
they regard as important (Rogers, 2003). Theyatteer communicative, self-confident and
display a strong social orientation. A centralibttre of opinion leadership is the tendency to
frequently give advice and voice their opinionsddrerse topics (Gnambs & Batinic, 2012b). As
individuals high in opinion leadership are typigadlso rather knowledgeable (Gnambs &
Batinic, 2012a) and, consequently, are perceivediasvorthy informants by others
(Raghupathi, Arazy, Kumar, & Shapira, 2005), thegresent the predominant source of
information within a social group. Online commuegtiare expected to represent an attractive
environment for them as they provide the opporyutmtcommunicate their views on things to a
large number of people. With regard to Wikipedmlividuals high in opinion leadership are not
so much attracted by the novelty of publishing eahbver the Internet, but rather they
acknowledge Wikipedia as a means to achieve tlsiclgoal: to share their knowledge and
opinions on subjects they consider important witrecs. Hence, it is proposed that:

H2: Opinion leadership predicts knowledge sharingnline communities.

1.2.2 Social value orientation.
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Social value orientations are individual differenae “certain patterns of outcome for
oneself and others” (Van Lange et al., 1997, p) @8 are generally regarded as stable
personality characteristics. Prosocial, altruigiie orientations characterize individuals who try
to maximize the joint outcome for themselves arbd, while individualistic orientations result
in a tendency to maximize one’s own outcome witlemuisidering the consequences for others.
A previous lab study demonstrated that prosocikievarientations increase knowledge sharing
behavior in face-to-face teams, while individuadistrientations do not (Galletta, Marks, McCoy,
Polak, 2003). Moreover, for many individuals sedfitered, individualistic motives are not the
primary drive behind their actions; rather, manggle generally like helping others
(Kankanhalli, Tan, & Wei, 2005). Knowledge sharingonline communities is predominantly
driven by an inherent sense of obligation and brfgef altruism ( Wasko & Faraj, 2000). For
these reasons, many employees in different orgéored units share their knowledge in virtual
environments even with strangers they are unlit@iyeet in person (Constant, Sproull, &
Kiesler, 1996; Lakhani & von Hippel, 2003). Thewing force for administrators of Wikipedia,
for example, is their desire to create a publicdedge base that is freely available to everybody
(Baytiyeh & Pfaffman, 2010). Therefore, we sugdhat

H3: Prosocial value orientations predict knowledfaring in online communities.

1.3 Motivation for knowledge sharing

Motivation is a core determinant of human behafeomwhich an extrinsic and an intrinsic
component can be distinguished (Ryan & Deci, 20BRrinsically motivated behavior does not
result from the task itself but, rather, is perfethto gain some kind of benefit. Most studies,
however, report no (Ko, Kirsch, & King, 2005; Li2dQ07) or at most moderate effects of extrinsic
motivations on knowledge sharing behavior (Kankdnhan, & Wei, 2005; Stiglbauer,

Gnambs, & Gamsjager, 2011). In general, extringtwvations are usually less influential for
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knowledge sharing than intrinsic motivations. Imsic motivations refer to factors located within
a person and are a result of the task itself (agk, enjoyment). Many employees are intrinsically
motivated to share their knowledge because theyyenjellectual challenges and it enhances
their confidence about their value for the orgatidra(Lin, 2007). Intrinsic motivation is
increasingly considered a multidimensional constwith task enjoyment as its most important
aspect (Schroer & Hertel, 2009). In online commiegjttask enjoyment is also influenced by
individual evaluations of the communication charthek is used by team members to interact
with each other. Daft and Lengel (1986), for exampighlight the richness of the
communication media (e.g., telephone, email, victatference) that determines which medium is
most effective in different situations and for diént people. Individual differences determine to
some degree which communication device is prefdrgesbme and not by others (Chapman,
Uggerslev, & Webster, 2003). Individuals with higlrels of self monitoring, for example, who
react rather sensitively to social and interperkones, typically prefer modes of communication
that also include non-verbal information (e.g.,eaeenhanced chat) and dislike modes lacking
this kind of information (e.g., text-based chathdfledge sharing on Wikipedia implies a
specific form of communication, namely a form ofitten knowledge exchange. As a
consequence, intrinsic motivations to contributéMikipedia depend on the individuals’
motivation to write; more specifically, the fun aedtertainment they derive from writing texts.
Individuals differ in their motivation to write (Bning & Horn, 2000). While some experience
great joy from composing new texts, for others iam effort they prefer to avoid. Hence, a basic
motivation to write can be assumed to represenhddmental requirement for knowledge
sharing on Wikipedia. Furthermore, these motivatidandencies are expected to interfere with

the effects of stable personality characteristit&mowledge sharing. When individuals lack the
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proper motivation to write, the influence of thegmnality traits presented above are assumed to
be significantly reduced in magnitude. Hence, wggest that

H4: Motivation to write moderates the effects gftfendsetting, (b) opinion leadership,
and (c) prosocial value orientation on knowledgarsiy in online communities.

2. Material and Method

2.1 Participants

Participants were invited by contacting membera ofarket research panel (Respondi,
http://lwww.respondi.com). As the prevalence of\aetontribution to Wikipedia is rather low in
the general public, we additionally recruited aetauthors in several public mailing lists related
to Wikipedia. All participants were invited by erha finish an anonymous web-based survey.
No incentives were provided. This resulted in 1d&ders and 139 authors who formed a
combined sample dfl = 256 (101 women) with a mean agewbf 26.87 §D=12.83). The
participants were generally highly educated; alaailird had finished highschool and another
third possessed a university degree.
2.2 Instruments

Knowledge sharing was operationalized in two wéyst, readers and authors of
Wikipedia were identified by one dichotomous itétddqw do you use Wikipedia: (a) |
exclusively read the content. (b) Sometimes | agld ar revise existing content.”). Second,
participants were asked to indicate how many a&dithey have created or revised within the last
four weeks on an ordered categorical response sathlesight options (from “up to 5” to “more
than 100”) to quantify the degree of knowledge sital rendsetting (Batinic et al., 2008) was
operationalized with nine items (e.g., “I like tgy something new.”) and opinion leadership was
measured by nine items (e.g., “It is easy for mafloaence other people.”) from Gnambs and

Batinic (2011). Prosocial value orientation wasrafienalized with nine items by Van Lange et
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al. (1997). The items were made up of tasks inngj\a series of decisions that represent
decomposed prisoner games by selecting one of Hataable outcomes for oneself and a
hypothesized opponent (Kuhlman & Marshello, 19728)each possible decision conforms to a
typical social value orientation, each participear be characterized by a more prosocial versus a
more individualistic value orientation on the basfisn altruistic parameter (Bekkers, 2004).
Motivation to write was measured by six items (€lgam frustrated when | have to write.”)
based on an adjective list by Klaus, Geider an@dii(R002). All items of these instruments were
answered on five-point response scales from “styodigagree” to “strongly agree”. Means,
standard deviations, and bivariate correlationsaremarized in table 1. The proportion of
missing values ranged from zero to four percene&mh item, which falls well below the
tolerable threshold of five percent (Little & RubitB87).
2.3 Statistical analyses

To account for the instruments’ measurement eatbgnalyses were conducted by means
of latent variable modeling in Mplus 5 (Muthén, &ulhén, 1998-2007) with a robust maximum
likelihood algorithm using a numerical integratiaigorithm (Klein & Moosbrugger, 2000).
Compared to the analysis of observed scores, laggr@ble modeling has the advantage of
addressing the problem of a measure’s unrelialdliy thus leads to less biased parameter
estimates. For each latent construct the scakaissitvere combined to form three parcels.
Parceling provides several advantages comparead@lmg single items (see Little,
Cunningham., Shahar, & Widaman, 2002): (a) it redube number of parameters to be
estimated and thus leads to more parsimonious mo(bglit reduces the likelihood that an item
loads on multiple latent factors, and (c) it freqileresults in more reliable latent constructs.

For the moderation analysis, trendsetting, opihéadership, prosocial value orientations

and motivation to write were used to predict eithathorship of Wikipedia (latent logistic
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regression) or the number of contributions to Wekiia (latent ordinal regression). In the first
step, two hierarchically nested models were contpbyemeans of a log-likelihood difference
test to gauge the significance of the interactibece a) a regression model without a path from
the interaction term to the criterion, and b) aesgion model that included a path from the
interaction term to the criterion. In the next stigy@ direction of effects was examined more
closely by calculating a confidence band for défervalues of the moderator (Preacher, Curran,

& Bauer, 2006).

| Insert table 1 about here |

3. Results

In the first step, the measurement models of the donstructs were analyzed. A latent
variable model with the four correlated factorgtiyed a satisfactory fit to the da&(84) =
127.53, CFI = .98, TLI = .98, RMSEA = .05 [.03, ]0Bhe four latent constructs displayed good
factor reliabilities between .78 and .96 (see tdhleMoreover, the average variances explained
by the latent factors exceeded the commonly recamdex threshold of .50 (Fornell & Larcker,
1981). Hence, the parcels operationalize the coctstadequately.

The hypotheses presented above postulated the¢ actthors of Wikipedia would be
characterized by trendsetting, opinion leadersimgl, prosocial value orientation. Hence, to
identify the main effects of these constructs, tiveye used to predict authorship of Wikipedia
(see regression 1 in table 2). In line with hype#®el and 3, higher levels of trendsetting, odds
ratio (OR) = 2.92p < 01, and prosocial value orientation, OR = 1(85,.04, were associated

with authorship of Wikipedia. Moreover, opinion éeaship also predicted authorship, albeit
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negatively in contrast to hypothesis 2 , OR = 0p44,.02; that is, readers of Wikipedia displayed

higher degrees of opinion leadership than authors.

| Insert table 2 about here |

Hypothesis 4 stated that the motivation to writaildanoderate the relationship between
the three traits and authorship of Wikipedia. la tiext step the previous regression model was
thus compared to a model that additionally includaths from motivation to write and its
interactions with the three traits to authorshgg(ession 2 in table 2). The latter provided a
significantly better fitAy?(df = 4) = 15.72p < .001. However, only one of the three interaction
terms was significant. Motivation to write only meydted the effect of prosocial value
orientation, OR = 1.35 = .05, but not trendsetting, OR = 1.92; .52 or opinion leadership, OR
= 0.97,p = .91. The direction of effects was examined Hgwdating a confidence band for the
values of the moderator (Preacher et al., 2006).cmfidence band in figure 1 displays the
centered values of motivation to write for whicle simple slopes of prosocial value orientation
on authorship are statistically significant. Thieef of prosocial value orientation on authorship
increases for high motivation to write and, by cast, becomes less important for low values of
the moderator. Below the mean of the moderatosqwmial value orientation fails to differentiate

between readers and authors of Wikipedia.

| Insert figure 1 about here |

So far, the analyses have presented the effett®dhree traits on authorship of

Wikipedia as a dichotomous outcome. The respecgiselts for usage intensity, operationalized

13



PERSONALITY AND KNOWLEDGE

as the number of articles created or revised witingnlast four weeks, are summarized in table 2
(regressions 3 and 4). In line with the previowsuhs, trendsetting, OR = 2.58< .01 and
opinion leadership, OR = 0.56= .04, significantly predicted usage intensity wéver,
prosocial value orientation, OR = 1.265 .12 and its interaction with motivation to wyiteR =
1.07,p = .65, failed to predict usage intensity correspogly.
4. Discussion

Complementing previous research on the role oBigg-ive of personality in face-to-face
teams (Matzler et al., 2008; Mooradian et al., 300& present study introduced three
personality traits to predict the degree of knogkedharing in an online community. The results
of this study give support to three main conclusidfirst, trendsetting represents the most
prominent trait of the three under study by inciegshe likelihood of an individual’s knowledge
contribution to Wikipedia. Hence, contributors g@em content are primarily attracted by the
unconventional challenge of creating new web cdnigmey tend to be innovative users who are
drawn by the novelty of publishing texts on theekt. Second, to a lesser degree opinion
leadership also predicts knowledge sharing on Vi@, albeit contrary to expectations in a
negative direction; that is, knowledge sharingsisogiated with lower levels of opinion
leadership. Third, prosocial value orientationsdee rather ambiguous results. Although
prosocial orientations differentiate between rea@ded authors of Wikipedia, this effect is
moderated by motivational tendencies. Prosocialaslincrease the likelihood of contributing
new content only when individuals have a basic vadion to write. Prosocial values, however,
cannot compensate for a lack of motivation. Morepwecontrast to the two other traits,
prosocial orientations did not predict tthegreeof knowledge sharing, i.e. the number of articles
edited. Prosocial values thus seem to be a ratigerevpredictor of knowledge sharing on

Wikipedia, which seems to be effective only undatan conditions.
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What are the consequences of these results? Bffiamwledge sharing between team
members represents a critical success factor foynesks. In particular, organizations that rely
on the knowledge contribution of unpaid followesspart of their business model (e.g., as on
Twitter.com or Flickr.com) require a profound urgtanding of factors that foster knowledge
sharing in online communities. For organizatioret geek to initiate and maintain user
contributions in online communities it seems mdf&ative to target individuals with high levels
of trendsetting by emphasizing the unique chareties of the community at hand and the
novelty of web-based content authoring as an intwactivity which few others engage in.
Trendsetters are important for two reasons. Rigly are early adopters of new trends and (in the
case of Wikipedia) engage more heavily in knowlestygring than others. Secondly, their
reactions also have an impact on the opinions ahdwors of their social reference group.
Although they are generally less influential thadividuals with high levels of opinion
leadership (Batinic et al., 2008; Gnambs & Batifi@]12a), they are among the first to gain
experience with an innovation and communicate thwthers. In online communities they are the
first who actively participate and engage in knalgle sharing. Hence, their impressions are
crucial for the initial development of the exchampgecess. If individuals with high levels of
trendsetting report negative experiences with ansomty, it might be detrimental for the
decision of others to contribute. For organizatiogmg to develop knowledge sharing
communities, it therefore seems essential to censiders with high levels of trendsetting in
particular and to create positive experiencestfemt In contrast, individuals with high levels of
opinion leadership are not necessarily attractethéyovelty of a task itself, but tend to
generally try to influence others on topics theyarel as important (Gnambs & Batinic, 2012b).
As a result of their rather communicative nature social orientation, it was hypothesized that

they would participate in knowledge sharing comrtiasito promote important topics and thus
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indirectly influence others with their contributerHowever, on Wikipedia at least, this does not
seem to be the case. If anything, opinion leadprisimegatively correlated with knowledge
sharing. Three explanations might account for thieskngs. First, a central requirement for the
publication of texts on Wikipedia is the need tketan objective point of view. Texts, especially
on controversial topics, should present opposiewsiobjectively, without taking a specific side.
As individuals high in opinion leadership seek tice their subjective opinions (Rogers, 2003),
the need for objectivity could limit their activergributions on Wikipedia. Moreover, because
Wikipedia is envisioned as an encyclopedian resursimply might not include the specialized
topics most opinion leaders consider importanto8dcthe lack of direct interaction with others
might be a dissuasive factor to their engagemeWikipedia. Individuals high in opinion
leadership typically influence their social referergroup in personal conversations (Weimann,
1991). Situations where direct contact with othenmsot possible or are of a rather limited degree
as on Wikipedia might be less attractive for th&mrd, the results might also be a consequence
of the distinct pattern of media consumption repadreviously for opinion leadership (Rogers,
2003). Individuals with high levels of opinion leadhip read news papers and magazines more
frequently and watch television more often tharstéhaith low levels of the trait (Vernette,

2004). As Wikipedia is the central resource of infation on the Internet for diverse topics,
opinion leaders seem to use Wikipedia to stay méat about certain topics. Thus, it is primarily
among readers of Wikipedia, among those who usepply the provided information, that
individuals with high levels of opinion leaderslaipe well represented. They influence others to a
lesser extent by creating new texts, but use thégted information to influence their close
social network (Rogers, 2003). As a consequencarffanization seeking to communicate, for

example, new product lines to their consumersgetss prudent to provide qualitative

16



PERSONALITY AND KNOWLEDGE

information that attracts individuals high in ognileadership who would propagate the
respective message within their social circle.

As another major conclusion, the presented resuoigshasize the importance of the mode
of communication for the study of knowledge sharifige characteristics of the communication
channel, for example text-based chat vs. videoarentce, strongly influence the effectiveness
but also subjective evaluations of different comimoation media for different purposes (cf. Daft
& Lengel, 1986). Therefore, it was suggested thdividual differences in the preferences for the
mode of communication that is used by team mentbdarderact with each other might also
influence the degree of knowledge exchange. Hehegyresent study incorporated a variant of
intrinsic motivation specific to the mode of comnuation in Wikipedia: motivation to write. In
line with previous results from face-to-face resbgiKankanhalli et al., 2005) where team
members exchanged knowledge in personal convensatiee identified prosocial value
orientations as a stable personality trait thatlipted knowledge sharing. However, this effect
was significantly reduced when an individual’s mation to write was less pronounced. This
highlights that the mode of communication itsel exert an inhibitory effect on knowledge
sharing and even moderate the positive influengeecdonality traits.

Although the results affirm the importance of pedy traits for knowledge sharing,
there are several caveats worth mentioning. Rhistadopted sampling strategy might have
biased the results to some degree. The identdicatf readers and authors of Wikipedia is a
challenging endeavor: On the one hand, it is diffito draw an explicit sample of Wikipedia
users, because reading of articles is free withegistration and entirely anonymous. However,
the prevalence of Wikipedia readers is rather laigiong the general populations (Ortega et al.,
2008; West, 2010). On the other hand, althoughritirtion to Wikipedia is a rather rare activity

in the general public, it is possible to sample agnactive authors of Wikipedia (e.g., in
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respective mailing lists). Therefore, the presé&udysrelied on two different sources to recruit
readers and authors of Wikipedia and used the guedsample for the analyses. However, if the
two samples varied systematically on importantattes, these unaccounted differences could
have distorted the reported results to some deBrdare research, should strive to identify
alternative recruitment strategies for readersaritors of Wikipedia that could overcome the
putative bias in the sampling method adopted fiesrgtudy. Second, the measurement of
knowledge sharing was based on subjective rathgsire research should extend these results
with objective data not only on the quantity bigtcalhe quality of knowledge sharing. Third,
miscellaneous covariates were not controlled for @uld moderate the presented findings to
some degree (e.g., intelligence, amount of free)tifourth, we studied a specific knowledge
sharing community, Wikipedia. To what extent thesmilts also extend to other virtual
communities (e.g., product-centered communities Nikketalk.com) remains to be demonstrated

in future research.
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Table 1.

Descriptive statistics

PERSONALITY AND KNOWLEDGE

M SD 1. 2. 3. 4., 5. 6.

1. Trendsetting

2. Opinion leadership

3. Prosocial value orientation
4. Motivation to write

5. Authorship
(1 ... reader/ 2 ... author)

6. Number of revisions

3.34 0.78 .90
274 079 ‘68 .87
387 103 -01 -.1396
398 071 21 19 .06 .77
18 .02 13 .16
275 238 .19* .06 .07 .1068*.

AVE
Rel¢)

71 .65 .85 .56
.90 .88 96 .78

Notes.N = 256. Cronbach’s Alpha reliabilities in diagoVE ... Average variance
extracted by the latent factor (Fornell & LarcknE981),Rel) ... Latent factor reliability

"p<.05
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Table 2.

Latent moderation analysis

Regression 1 Regression 2 Regression 3 Regression
Criterion: Criterion: Criterion: Criterion:
Predictors Authorship Authorship Number of revisions Number of revisions
(1 ... reader, 2 ... author) (1 ... reader, 2 ... author)
OR B (SB z OR B (SB z OR B (SB z OR B (SB z
1. Trendsetting 292 1.07(37) 293 340 1.22(39) 3.16 258 .95(30) 3.19 271 1.00(30) 3.30
2. Opinion leadership 0.44 -82(36) -2.260.35 -1.04(40) -2.60 056 -58(.28) -2.08 050 -.69(.29) -2.40
3. Prosocial value orientation 1.35 .30 (.15) 2.031.27 .24 (.15) 1.58 1.15 .14 (.14) 1.01 1.10 day(. .69
4. Motivation to write 1.72  54(17) 322 1.26 .23 (.15) 1.55
Interaction 1 x 4 1.22 .20 (.31) 0.65 0.94 06+.31) =21
Interaction 2 x 4 0.97 -03(29) -0.11 1.27.23 (.29) .82
Interaction 3 x 4 1.35 .30(15) 198 1.07 .06 (.14) 45
Loglikelihood of model (df) -9073.82 (55) -9066.33 (59) -9247.80 (60) -924%630)
AIC/ BIC 18257 / 18452 18250/ 18459 18615/ 18828 1868344

Notes. N= 256. Robust maximum likelihood logistic or oralinregression, OR ... odds rat®,.. regression weigh§E... standard error d8, df ... number
of free parameters, AIC ... Akaike’s information eribn, BIC ... Bayesian information criterion;
"p<.05
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Figure Captions

Figure 1 Confidence band of simple slopes for prosocialerarientation on authorship

of Wikipedia for different values of motivation varite. Grey lines specify the lower and upper

bounds of the 95% confidence interval; the dastmedrharks the region of significance.
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