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Abstract

This study analyzed how social capital is conceptualized in the existing empirical studies of
online community knowledge sharing. We firstly introduce the theoretical concept of social capital,
followed by an examination of the variables representing the concept in ten empirical information
science research papers. We further used Nahapiet and Ghoshal’s (1998) three-dimensional framework
for conceptualizing social capital (i.e., structural, relational, cognitive) to compare the variables. The
systematic literature review and analysis allows for a revelation of how the relatively complicated
social capital concept has been constructed and operationalized in empirical research and shed light on

how the conceptualization may be strengthened in future studies.
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(attitude » ¥AIFA AV ~ FBIF
#i (subjective norm » Bl AEEMfthE T
YHCOEEM) ~ EE (intention) KITH
(behavior) 5 o FRbmEEmt & & AL HERAE
HSERETRI RS - BEIFE M Wasko#i
Faraj (2005) - [RIRFhaae A BB EH AR AR
FEERTs % - AR Ry i R A R S
FETERE

BFFERE IR ¢ S HE T r g RO P S
e T T e LRSS Al 2 - FERR TR -
RA BB S - W EEREEH
FIEmsp % - RN EBURE ERER - i)
W98 28 R 12 A B RE FE 17 AR ] 1Y IE 1 52
% 1 AR PUERRE E A s BRI R 1B
g B NE A BB B i - FERRFIER ST -
SRR R R AT R B R IR R 2 2
FEAERE ErZ 8T R - oAb - 3258
IR B it & & AT Ry AR BT B B S i b
BB A it S E AR R A AR R 2 RIS
B EBAsR g EARRIBE L - e
BEETRAEARZE  HEEEHTRE
IEFIs% s BB Rt &AL - Hebtk
HEERITRAERZE - HEERAET



R B AR - BN S - BGRE 28
BB ER R - HRffiEgEAR
ARIERCR - HURIT e A B Rt B A Y
AR S B R P B o S M SR K]

o
R hfF 52 DLBE — i B ik A R A
ZRGE IR /[Nt (2009) AIREAHIZR FAREE

SE AR R R - At A A 22 2 3 CRE B B
B R BB SULECK 23 E - FELAERTTHER
TEEER BRI & & A ~ (A A B - AR E
FRREHFR  ZEE 2 - el gEAR
YA - ZMTSCIRE | FNahapietdiiGhoshal
(1998) Hy5 1248 » (HAEE RTINS - il
AR LAKERE ~ BAGR ~ SRS =8 B E R R
A BB BEAGR + MR AR KR E
HrEm AR E - WS ABREER D) - B
RIA] ~ B~ FEE L A A -
IR R B - ik S AR A BREER
J BT R RE R R R A R
Hrh - bR RS R R B R SR
At 55 % H$#:4% 5 [NahapietElGhoshal
(1998) F9%24#% » Chen (2007) FINambisan
EiBaron (2010) SERPAEES I - {EARATE
it €& ARE 5T EN ahapietEilGhoshal
# A © Chen (2007) HY%RF I PRETHE
HAWIEEET - BEaih & BB (SR
M) EFFEAE > F R EIEZ2%EE © Nambisan
EdBaron (2010) RAEM & & AREM S
e A2 52 %2 i P B SR BB AR o S S R IR

H

Chen (2007) R iEtmt VR

RATHEBL S, ZEEA RO ARELEEARS
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e HANE L B R 2 B - R E (8 A Ff
2 Bt BRI 7 FHYEE (continuance
intention ) Ziit&R#SKIZE (contextual ) %
BHZKIZE (technological ) g2%% o it &Rk
IR 7] it & & AN AL BEAS R X3 - BHX
KRR A& R E ~ R ~ i
BEE - ZRDEEEDEGES BT
FRE R B SE MR e R PSR - 40 Ry 2R BRi]
Je Z2 B P I S B gt R+ SR — PR AL
BB - BOEERTRIE H AR CE R
PR3 E X T 2 AT, mEH
% FEE T 2HRRE ) PR
AL - RS BAE S B A T R A RO
ZI§ °
EMEHE T - 2 EATH S g
T By S 7 T 2R ol B B At A A AT R Y
HAZ (social interaction ties expectation) °
2 B 4% R s I Bl R A V2 B0 (social
interaction ties confirmation ) LI 3k 8L R
% (post-usage social interaction ties ) ; fEF}
FAFRTTH - 2 HETREE R R BRI,
ZAEREAE (knowledge/system quality
expectation) » Z2EA{% R HICKERTE HIE
/A E I ATEEE (knowledge/system
quality confirmation) LI HEE{E FH e &
( website use satisfaction) o [tE4) - 22Ei1%
R/ R R A 2 B R - X iRER
BRI e s S B Ry 2 B - o
HERTEZ R RE -
WFFERE IR « et S IRAS KR AL -
22 B FiH5HEAS B S 1E ) s 2 2 AR SRS B

=~
=

el
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Wl SELRS BRI 5 F T 1) 5 2B R A E A 1A
¥ RERIHZE A 2 B R 2 R
e o FERHRIZRER G » FIE SR B
B IEFISP BRI, R BB DUEHE - R E
RIS B B HE (E ) 5 A u i = RS+ 1T
ML R IE I B 2 R - 5
Gh - RIS B B A ERE A B [E A2
S T SEAS B It B A e R R AR IR T
o BRI S - BRI ERAE 2 B
53 IR B A i & RAR AT -
NambisanEdBaron (2010) HJfIWiertz
Hide Ruyter (2007) —iEiFFE{3ER8E MR
RS RS » S EMicrosoft & IBMAYRAR i
W R o8 5 o Bl G E Bt RERYRF1E -
a1 AR L8 PRI R R B R S 7
F& o JRBN - WRREEK] A (R BERAE KRR B kRS
HeE (APeEMmABERZEL) » WX
F IR PRHLAR ARG B 2 (A LAl
g ) o AEEBEEY - MMSER &
A~ A (involvement) Mt &rai# (social
exchange) =FHHEIERIER o fEit & &AL
53 MU St B BRI E AR (sense of
s WALL TARSERAERAR
(sense of partnership with the company )
R IRENE B & R R B A & R
L ik AR R B E B B RS
FHRERIERAIRRREE » X3 Ry HEIE ST
% (expectations of self-image enhancement )
HIRE IR THIUHASE (expectations of expertise
o FEARBHES > » MR 3l
T B R IR R DA B B A SR

f

G

responsibility)

enhancement)
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B (HFE R —HE R S
BRACEMHIE ) - HAMBAMIRE it

#8lA] (social identity ) 7 A8 EL{k AR
Z HIRIFREN IR » &R HE R T ki
A, B TARZEERE o DR R G
i A [R5 B R T3 o 1 T Ryl I P O B
%

IR s« | Gitg&EAR) #
TEARE A R AR B R RS 3 - HLIe
ZE it FEE EIRYFREN T neE ; HIRIEGHETt
HIHASEBARE S ERTHIHEE (it &acH) TRig
T FEEL A AR - (BTNt & &
A5 EBAERR BA) HEZERI8EmY
HEREDRR - W R N E R S
BERERER e R (SR AR 5
HIHAERER T Ryt e 2 L@ s -

— - iR AMEREZME

Chi » Chan » SeowfiTam (2009) -
Rafaeli ~ RavidEdSoroka (2004 ) FISorokakid
Rafaeli (2006) #2564 ARS8 FIAC k2K 57
Mrith & & A BRI B B AIRTR - Hd o
B W F B E b R AL - OB SR & F B

2A
i I

Chi% A (2009) FrEfseiyE2 B
HERAtEEAR (DUT R Nt & & A )
ERFLUEHE (transplant) FIHEE% L - i
il 2 ) A B R B B R - fERL e B A
BB 4 AT LUK B 2 R A B o
(tie strength) (AR EZ MBIFREIA
EAEEE) BEEAR KR o RIS



JRAZ RIS - RIDUE AR B R B B
SRR BB~ SEIE A BB A - UK
B HEEAR A (HHh a8 kB Rl
i R HIE S EE AR ) - BSEST R
RSB » e FEEAE S — s B DAL 238 IRF
M S W B2 A SRR A At B+ L —{Eit
BB T EEAR - S5—EH]
I s R DL BRSBTS SR A B
R FERE » DUFE FEASE S8 K 2 i B A A A IR
DL AR PP HLIRH SR - IFZERE IR - 1
ARt R Emt iR - B T it g &EAnit
B BB R Y] ~ IR ER
(CHEgsrEmE) ~ HENEHNEINRE
(HHARREBANETEST) 5 A RS RREREr RY
it EEMG HHAHEIRYRS R © iFsednastine
HYIEEEETS » BME Bt & B
RIS HESERE RS AL BT - BCERE Pl g &EAR
Fo Bt - HERSt B2 R S llE% -
RafaeliZE A (2004 ) KzSorokaEiRafaeli
(2006) ¥Mf5EESRE (virtual) TEE&EAE
RSB ) (activity level ) S SCE (A1
WO ) W - feiast iR - Lk
TKE  (lurker) ZFEEEMZE - LB
FE AN AR E B2 A E) (185
FOCEBRIEM AR ) - SERIETETER
B B e A B R T /K A 2 TR B Y
EeB - G Hr it B E AR BB K TR K
i, (de-lurking) HIRAFR - TEE RIS
v i T S AR SRR KB - it
FER BRI et & SR M (AFE
ERRED) - EAE Xt g EAR (S

RATHEBL B MES ZEEA RO ARELEEARS
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Uit &b L&A | » socialized cultural
capital ) HISZAE A it FEEAS TS 1At
GL - it EEEEE ST EEEAERE (social
communication network ) BUSit &&E KN » Wi
b7 e e A R A 2 Bl A — R S
o AT Uit g Ery R E - KRB
NEITB/KRE IS EAR -

FH A L S B — o ) 5 2 75 B AR
R CER RS - s A= 0 R
{5 & _EAer ] B A s S R B R IRE ] » B
i H B R A R SRR » WB L HER LR
e B AE A it S iR U - PR
HH SR R R R AR BR DA SR R AR B A
KB (IRBIFRA G & TS it & i i
i) - RIS EIERE & & AR EIE « EEA
FRt & & AT » BIRHE 51 ROE i &S
HE R DA A SRS A ME (BCEE A BLFTE
B EERS) - RS At & & A -

Rafaeli¥é A\ (2004 ) 37 At i
G DA A R LA SRS TELE - RS - BRT
EAm#Enit A (RICEEES ) 4 KZ
ot Ry SRS & B A B R B AR A
TEAERA ¢ kA SRR A B /K R T T
ARG GIEARICFEE KIS ARG ) JRE
ML EAHRE - 85 2 - i E AR - kR
Jik BB AT RES B 22 BL5 ) - SorokaBiRafaeli

(2006) HIZEH « sLEBIRIRLE (RIIE7E/K
F) s - WA EEARBE AR EEH
FIEAERA 5 BREKET S - (EARL & & A
fen » BT REVA KA -

A 10FR I SERIARS A FHAHR] » TR



[

E5

ERGE

Tl %% F2H

(100.12)

BEFA% > HIFE K ATRE 2 it & & A
WFEERE T AR TR © DUT - BT 2500
Ferit G B AR S R E R -

it~ ik & 2 A BE i g R L ¢

158

IRSOER - AR AR B S S AR
;& BFHHEES [ FNahapietEdGhoshal (1998) Y
G - T HE A ORR i FE it & B A B
PR AR (RR—) - DU

ARG ~ BRI CRELZRAN = KA T K R RS L8
HREM A TR ErE AR S A A B

HIRAE -

— ~ #EIBER

NahapietBlGhoshal (1998) #&#5HEHE
) 53 Ry MEREELRS ~ HEHRES T Bl ] 3 R AR
—AERET - {E A A B RS T A I A A
TR REREREHS (whole network ) HYAURERF{H
(Haythornthwaite, 1996 ) » FijutEFEHFCHT
R ~ it A B ~ SN S B

k— FAGA - BARE BURATAER-FEX
HI[] N T TRE T ICRT o S
FEAE IR | R B ARG LA | Hu0 % (Chou & Chang, 2008; Wasko & Faraj, 2005) ~ it & A
TR SR R B84 (Chen, 2007; Chiu et al., 2006 )
fREMEIERIER CEE BEEE S ABRERT) (FHE - Mg
B 2009) ~ SHAHHRE (Chi etal., 2009)
T A itz
BRGRIEIE | (S #£5F (Chiu et al., 2006 )
5 =B (Chiu et al., 2006; Nambisan & Baron, 2010) ~ jiit##32
[F] (08 ~ b/ - 2009)
FH # A (Chou & Chang, 2008; Wasko & Faraj, 2005; Wiertz & de
Ruyter, 2007 ) ~ EH{TJ& (Nambisan & Baron, 2010) ~ FLZFH
&t (Chiu et al., 2006 )
K HE#HHE (Chiu et al., 2006; Chou & Chang, 2008; Wasko &
Faraj, 2005) ; EE# H H (Wiertz & de Ruyter, 2007 )
oA | RS EEE S HEFFEE (Chiu et al., 2006)
= B 22 (Chou & Chang, 2008; Wasko & Faraj, 2005; 2584
B~ N/MIEE - 2009) - EEEMEE (Chou & Chang, 2008; Wasko
& Faraj, 2005) ~ it e@rE@Ma%% (Rafaeli et al., 2004; Soroka &
Rafaeli, 2006 )
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B - ABREER ) BOEAS R - YIRS
RIS R RS R AT 2 - ks & et
i o BRI HGE AR S - QlsE 2R
M 106 g -

(—) FEMREF BRI IBHSAVER
1. i

HRL R AR RS R
N B rp I A EAS ERRZ » TEREAS
FetE PR R E A RO o RO MRS - R
RIS EABUEE © ChouBilChang (2008)
S WaskoEilFaraj (2005) ¥3LLHuCMAE el
SR S B AN B — AR - A DU
FHRCERAR o3 Pt BE R B o [ AL Bldss - A
DR ERE "RIESDANE )  F
i o P B a s - A G - (S T+
RS o MMAYHI R EEA AT - AE
H[EIESX -

HF—ERERafacliFE A (2004) 1
SorokaBiRafaeli (2006) FHiHl&E it &ri#iE
R il = Ty a7 w5 = WA B
BTk CERCERBEE 1A —RmGE - BIRERR
I fBER TEASRAGR) - 2RI S E R
T@ﬁ%ﬁ”ﬁﬁ¢i?mmﬁﬂi%%§
AR - il Rk ECRE
G ILE AR - l%?#;ﬂﬁﬁéﬁmm
= (AEGEL) -

2. it EEENER

ChiuZ A (2006) KChen (2007) HY
Uik A EEAS ) S SHE B SR B
fi - o sk LR AS B A S n T &
BE o mE g LA MIAS S M B R ARt

RAT R AL R Sk A FH AR

740 7] 1 AL & AR A
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AR - L L 2 S S A
FEREAERSBRIOIZIE CHIRSEIE) - BL%E
SRy E VR AR AR IR G
) % -
(D) REEEHBEEHSY

ASPHAEE /N (2000) FBEIZESMT
B TSN ) T B ) R T AR
D ) SRR - AR A
HORBRATE AR - RISy LR
R RS AT  FOLIE, - 5
2+ e RS W WS R 4
8 P AT TR G » B T
SRS - HBEEERE
WL B R B BB |+ BB
FIRE B EZ IR R ARY) - (A B
RER B B R | - 7
BB TS GRS - BB
8 o

Chi% A (2009) Hy T SEEEHAE | HI
WU AR + X O RS B eV
RIS R BRI - HLI R 0
AP N B LA B 75 0 S R
R~ 0 ILRBLTRLEE - HEERS -
FELUASREST SRBg - BRI 2 I
16 - BRI - SRR - (R
A -

= BAfkEE

B PR R A TR S S AT BRI~
#i > FWH B o DUMKRF T BTS2
frf i BESH 55 25 -



B & & AT $9% %281  (100.12)

(—) EE

HLEBMAEER "TEME L KHE
Tt e RfR&E AHalpern (2005, & 555% -
BEERLAE 0 2008 ) 0 ART c AEAR SRR AT
HISCRRH - EEChiuFE A (2006) HEEE(F
ERTR » EEZE I TPEBAEH - 3
Fifr 0 8 1 2 52 0 35 P R 2 B0 Y ] fE AR
(trustworthiness ) * DAELRRAZ Bl A HRSF
(integrity) 2R RS » HI40 « FAHE M
ARG ~ TARE A GE TR
TARE AN G TR ~ FAREMA
Th—8 - AHEMAZ TR « KGR
Ry EICEHE RV - FIRNZEEEH
HAhRR BRSPS RIREE - R LIHMER &
BT T R BB A R BT  ARif » (BAEIR
ATRENT R Ry FLE L SR HEAY IR B B R
TERTRIE B - SR SEHE v A IELAR A RIS iR

W -

(2) A

w2 A 2 M5 R H i b B 88 2 — 17
FHYERE - A A G AT B R Jak T 2 A 1E
MK BEEE RS RARE - Chiu A
(2006) EHiNambisanEiBaron (2010) £
A EEER Ry St AIIEREEL . > Chiu
% AN LALikertRERE R uE ] & 32 112 Bt ey
W B R~ BB~ IEM RO~ SRR R
J& ; NambisanBiBaronfIJZH 51 A2 H
CLEH AL R AR E — SRR - B 2L
[ HARAIRERE ~ it fEE S - ElG R
JEE -

RAHEEL N/NEE (2009) HYEE it

70

FEREE ) SRERRRIEARE - A SRR
BlOVER IR - R L E T I B T R
AU © B% T REREREE ) EEATEMER
E BRI RETOE & e S NN Y £
BRI AR L ~ BHELAH 5 AR
S - RS BRI R S - [ESEER
& EWTFEPRLURIZR AT BT R R
A2 PR - S8 BE 28R T RH fRiEI ) RE(R
LA A THI A 2 DR

(=) A&
MHE RER RIS - AERE RS R EE
Bl B K AL [F] H ARG 2 AR AT R
Bk - FE10RSE RS Rerh - Bl TR, B
AR T~ TEERK, BEChivFEA
(2006) #y "HLEEES ) - SHERRHITE R R
Pt RHEEBAVRRE - BTGB -
WaskoHidFaraj (2005) - WiertzEBide
Ruyter (2007) ~ ChouBiChang (2008) %
=R EAAER R &2 E R
TR TR LR 2 B RS IR B
B o (ERMEEET [ > WaskoBdFarajlRE
e e e L 7 4 L B e B P R
&~ TRt R E AR A - DURCET RS
TRV ERRAESE - WiertzBdde Ruyterd[idsz
e AR IV S & R s s il Nk{oe S NEC N
FERE - AR SRR RERREE ~ Bt
MG - 2 S HEE TR RAYHERE
(ChoultlChang KFFEAEFIIE ) -
NambisanfiBaron (2010) ATEAIHY
TEAERL , BRI ST TR S B
(] » R TR 2 523 o B At A ke 72 A



RARTERYIZEE ~ BEAE A A REES 85 7 R
IR ~ B R EFE A B A EMAR R
B ~ BERHER At R AR MR R
RS A » DI STy 5 A A
B

ChiuZ A (2006) #F " HEEE ) Wl
Rt & A - HER R T HRBEE -
EAEFE  c AERE o HREEER
iRk BB S L S Bh A rBES ~ BEHH
HEBWERE - 2O AR K%
8 - i52EEANahapietEdGhoshal (1998) ~
Coleman (1988) fzHalpern (2005, %%
J o HEEENEE 0 2008) FTAARY A, EER
WO - HEARGR T ARRE , MHETHE - AR
SCAR Ry B R BRSO E -

KOS » R A A B R P
S E RS B R R » (A
TEJ71H » MISMES R E S A%t
AN, (TR R R
e AR AR (RAME RS ) DUk " 28t
BISRGR ) (EMARRNER - LaEA
NN ABZ EBHEF) -

(m) BE

I FE B PR ik B B AR E
HG AT RAEANRBE Y - ChiuE
A (2006) > ChoufiChang (2008) -
WaskoFtlFaraj (2005) K WiertzEilde Ruyter

(2007) ZFEVURAAHARIITE - B A EER

Ry Uit E{EERHINE— » RiEterhrE 8
et A H A ARSRI B ;-

ErEEGTARE - EME—SH TH

RATHEBL S, ZEEA RO ARELEEARS
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¥ HHE , (direct reciprocity) Bl TE&EL
B, (generalized reciprocity) Z43 ° T35
B O EEEH 2 EE M tkEE
##7Ey » WaskoBilFaraj (2005) FChiuZs A
(2006) AYRGEEIE A& B O BRI
( TERATEHERESEIR - FIIER)
il AR AR 5~ T EARME E & AR
BERFHE NGB, ) - BChin% Al
5 MR R A ER Ry T A SRR
RHF - EEAENEEHEZEER
RS —EEEHERRHEE - T aeE s
—FHeE - WiertzBlde Ruyter (2007 ) IR
TR PLi B B 2R A R RS ( TERL RS
Tk - A LHNE , ~ TERZIE
B - TERIREE B L~ T HEEZRY
JFRMHEEE , %) -

= FRFEM

AR [ ) B S i R & e SR S
S B HEER © Chiu¥g A (2006) ~ Choukil
Chang (2008) JWaskoEiFaraj (2005)
B9 S BRI b T 1) o BB - A LA
Ferh - ZataEEL MR (2009) BEAERY T E
ZEHRE | HiRafaeliZE A (2004) FzSorokakid
Rafaeli (2006) IRy " itErmmgs , B
el R R - DUT RS -

¥il
o

paitits

(—) REFBRES

HfE SR B T 5% £ BH SO = B8 ik €
LA HEChiuE A (2006) & "4
ZEBE 1 o IR ER B S A A

el (= = |
% 5 B B W & B it

BRREE -
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FEAIFTBEFRYEE S ~ #8595 (acronyms) »
[ (subtleties) ~ fRE% (underlying
assumptions) FYBHfE » Fi&LILikert N
S B ik A 1 BB ] e A S BT AR Y
RERE ~ A 3 d Hh P 95 (LG P A 1 R S A
X (pattern) ~ { I L BR AR A G i J2 =0

=t A

(narrative forms ) #EFR LEZ -

(Z) H=amd
1. EXREHNEXFE

e = e P 45 P 0 2 ik B AL A Y BOE
SRR B - B A S 7 B O g =
B H 50 > ChouBiChang (2008)
S:WaskoBdFaraj (2005) i LIE SRR fEH L
HEFEKHER BB A ERKENRER -
WaskoEilFarajal By » B MGt B0 8
JEoE B AL = E B RS i < R L IR
FAE A B QB ZEREJTHUERAE (self-rated
expertise) B{EELEHZEFIRAYFEE (tenure
in the field) WItEFEARHIEEIERETT - 20
ANAEHEE TR RE AR B E R JER]
T R S B o P L SRR B AR
SRIESR o MM SRS AR - R
FUFUHATR B2 R0 e+ R BE A& H AT E RS
FERE ¢ AR S SEE & 7 R A2 035 o ATt
R (ChouBChang RERHHMIRE /5
H)

ZREEEL NN (2009) HiE BRI
3T BB FIRFE S T E A
Ry - FIREEREEAYHIE (HEZRMZEIR
R Ryt G & AR - TR A
R e 2R 2 323 O R DL B Bl LAt i

72

SR R B PR Rl HARAIRERE ~ 8 AN
P ERRAEBIEHT AL EA IR ~ PR BRI AR L
BINFEE - BB -

2. I EBBMR
RafaeliZE A (2004) LK Sorokakd
Rafaeli (2006) RILARE2AY 7 2t &t K
BRI EAE R - M REa A
BB BANRAEDRA — R - BIvil R 2A
HOMAVER AR - LI R m I R B i
PR R e iR - S 0 &
R TE T T A SRR R nTHEAL N Rl B A
LA ik S E A L AR/ - AR
i E R RE S B - S A
K Hit @& AR - RZARIE -
B R LB T - Mt 2 E
BRI AR B S BERER  TZ P |
R [ e 228 SR AR A SR A8 1ol =L BTN ]
B SCHYREER » N7 s DUHEfS 9 A L3 B
& AR e R AN o 3B
AR T R fETiang Bl Carroll (2009) Fir#g
FIFERHEE (identity bonds) - JRE[EEEHE
FAE AT DAES A 5@ #8EE (commonality ) 1l
TR » BB A B LS M — A RS A
B o

{h ~ FrERY

I SCIBTREA BRI T B PR i 2
SN B+ I{EA LI 4% - St
EEAB % E WS B - 2R
EPNTRCIESONE



RATHEBL S, ZEEA RO ARELEEARS

k= BEBEXBZIHIREH-FX
FErE [F7E PR
O E aJ 18 B # H It I
W OH| H | £ [ £ = = 5
= ;g 5 |
M % 15 W s
o+ “ E
& |
Bl
Chen, 2007 v
Chi et al., 2009 v
Chiu et al., 2006 v v v v v v
Chou & Chang, 2008 v v v v
Nambisan & Baron, 2010 v v
Rafaeli et al., 2004 v
Soroka & Rafaeli, 2006 Vv
Wasko & Faraj, 2005 v v v v
Wiertz & de Ruyter, 2007 % v
P0G - 2009 v Vv ;

FEAGREIE G AT TIH » WSS LR
T B W e 2 e R R A S0 - 1
TRAERA S » Kt B i 5e i B
Fit g B 85 DR L B 5 ] R EERE A A
RHIER A - RS R 2
TEAEEEEE S SCR AT RS T E Y
REST > ARMIRZEEW EI A RIS EERET - 18
(RS A AP SEE A B A SR P & L
BRI - EAEREEEREREE T - AT RREERH
JE 2 — TR E SRS - BIAnfE AfeRt b
B Nt S AR AR ATRE - EAALER
TE MG A AR R R )T - el RESR

73

EREZ & RS i) S wis I N I = NE e
5 T {EHEFEE (homology) 5 (Bourdieu &
Wacquant * 19922540 ~ ZFFEEE » 2004 * H
133-144) -~ SEAFEREREAERG K 2 n] &R
BRAT » 5 EBE I B B R B A o 2%
MBS REF RS L At A R A A 2 B £
BT TR AT R REAH AR A B R -
Rt g & AT - MIEEEE -
oA ~ B~ e A ESEVERE S (Nahapiet
& Ghoshal, 1998) - BAfREIAIAVEEZE %
IR L7 S e 41 VORI EERE L DTt I
HSEENE » EEAEHA SR & & A
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B 38 I 5T R SR AR SR B B AR A Y
fEt¥Halpern (2005, # 5% @ B ERLNEE -
2008) - fHAEE 10FE ST » AMER RS
RAEEF » S EEFER 9B R 2 KHE
Ry HE BRI A K R ATRTHE © RHTSE A5
I E27S WIELRR Ve, Sl g I iw i T A=
A BHERRAE AT B B AR I ) (AT 32 B A
£ o BRAh - FEMIE A AR RN - RIS R
HRIRE RS R ABEERS - ot &y
JERL RESEE ARG TP A AR 5 o AR it
FHFFE (Wasko & Faraj, 2005) °

At & AT H - ZEEEALE
FFHSEREE 5 Rt aml RIFEA = - (HASCRr
SIATHISORNE — Rl R 2L =35 - HERTTYE
Fir BBt imalt - AIRER L =RES
(AN BB S PE St I ATEE ~ 1735
HERSE) WISHE AR (EHEADEEA - 18
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How does the Online Community Sharing Research Conceptualize

Social Capital? A Literature Review
Chi-Shiou Lin’, Yi-Fan Chen®

Extended Abstract

1. Introduction

This article reviews ten research papers of
knowledge sharing in online communities and
compared how social capital was conceptualized
and used in those empirical investigations.
Internet users often congregate online based
on similar interests. Information exchange
and experience sharing are a major activity of
online communities. Why people are willing to
engage in knowledge sharing with strangers in
the cyber communities has become a topic of
interest for knowledge management researchers
(Ju, Chen, & Su, 2005; Wahn & Liang, 2007;
Lee, Vogel, & Limayem, 2003). One of the
variables influencing knowledge sharing in
online communities is social capital (Bhandar,

Pan, & Tan, 2007; Raban, 2008; Widen-

Wulff et al., 2008). Social capital, in short, is a
conception that views social relations as a form
of asset that can be managed, accumulated, and
appropriated (Bourdieu, 1986). Supposedly,
communities with rich social capital are well-
knitted and sounder, while individuals with
richer social capital may engage more in
knowledge sharing.

Social capital, however, is not a simple
or unidimensional concept. It is a compound
concept comprising multiple dimensions.
It manifests in the social structures of a
community, in various forms of social
relations, as well as in social values and social
cognitions. Researchers may draw on one
or more dimensions to study social capital

(Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). This paper
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systematically compares the conceptualization
and operationalization of social capital in
ten empirical studies. During the March and
April of 2010, we used the key phrase “social
capital” in combination with keywords of
knowledge sharing in online communities to
search in several information science databases.
The result was ten empirical research papers
in which social capital was used as a major
analytic construct. We further used Nahapiet
and Ghoshal’s (1998) three-dimensional
framework to systematically compare the
variables that represented the concept of social
capital. The analyses revealed how social
capital is conceptualized in this existing body of
research and shed lights on how future research
may improve in addressing and assessing social

capital.

2. The Theorizing of Social
Capital

The idea of social capital was significantly
influenced by a few theorists (Adam &
Roncevic, 2003). Bourdieu (1986) imported the
idea of capital into sociological analyses and
pointed out that social capital is the “aggregate
of the actual or potential resources which are
linked to possession of a durable network of
more or less institutionalized relationships of
mutual acquaintance and recognition.” And

the volume of social capital is dependent on
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“the size of network of connections [one] can
effectively mobilize and on the volume of
the capital (economic, cultural or symbolic)
possessed in [one’s] own rights by each of those
to whom [one] is connected.” Coleman (1988),
on the other hand, theorized social capital by the
functionality of social structures. Social capital
is comprised of multiple social entities which
are different aspects of social structures and
which enable specific social actions. In other
words, social capital is structural resources by
which agents draw upon to act and on which
certain actions were made possible. Putnam
(1995a, 1995b) viewed social capital from a
civic participation perspective and emphasized
the societal influences of a social capital rich
society. Social capital in his theorizing is the
connectedness and binding of community
members. Well-connected interpersonal
networks as well as the trust and norms within
the networks may reconcile social conflicts and
enlarge collective benefits.

Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) define social
capital as “the sum of the actual and potential
resources embedded within, available through,
and derived from the network of relationships
possessed by an individual or social unit.” In
their conception, social capital comprises three
dimensions, each with various facets that reflect
the diverse nature and quality of sociality as

asset.
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The structural social capital: 1t is closely
related to the forms and characteristics of social
networks, for instance, the network ties, network
configuration, or the purposes of a network.
Network ties and network configuration (e.g.,
network density, connectivity, and hierarchy)
are about the forms of a network that affect
one’s chances and ease of access to resources.
Appropriable organization refers to whether
a network originally formed on a certain
basis may be mobilized for other purposes,
for instance, one’s social network in a church
becoming useful in job seeking.

The relational social capital: 1t is
composed of four facets which together indicate
the quality of one’s social relations. First, the
level of trust and trustworthiness affect the
willingness of collaboration and knowledge
sharing. Second, the identification with the
community indicates whether one perceives
himself/herself as part of the community and
shares the collective values and goals. Third,
the existence of and compliance to community
norms indicate the level of collectivity and
shared interests. Fourth, the mutual binding
obligations and expectations refer to the
reciprocity among the group members.

The cognitive social capital: 1t is
composed of two facets. The shared codes and
languages refer to the existence of a common,

shared cognitive foundation for interpersonal
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communication and mutual understanding. The
shared narratives refer to the metaphors, stories,
or myths of a specific community that constitute
particular perspectives and understanding

within that community.

3. The Conceptualization of
Social Capital in the Empirical
Studies

The ten empirical study papers reviewed
in this article can be divided into two groups:
research using questionnaire survey and those
employing transaction log analyses. This section
offers a brief description of the research topic
and the ways in which the authors conceptualize

and operationalize social capital.

3.1 The Studies Using Questionnaire Survey
Wasko and Faraj (2005) explored why
network community members are willing to
share knowledge voluntarily. They studied a
forum for law experts and examined whether
social capital and personal motivations
influenced the quality and quantity of knowledge
sharing. Nahapiet and Ghoshal’s (1998)
three dimensional framework was explicitly
referenced in their study design; their measures
for social capital possession included centrality
for structural capital, commitment and
reciprocity for relational capital, and self-rated

expertise and tenure for cognitive capital.
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Chiu, Hsu, and Wang (2006) examined
how social cognition and social capital
influenced the quantity and quality of
knowledge sharing in an online forum for
Taiwan’s information technology professionals.
They also explicitly referenced Nahapiet and
Ghoshal’s framework and measured the social
interaction ties for structural capital; trust,
reciprocity, and identity for relational capital;
and shared language and vision for cognitive
capital.

Wiertz and de Ruyter (2007) examined
how social capital influenced knowledge
sharing in a business-owned forum, but their
conceptualization of social capital focused
exclusively on the relational dimension.
They assessed the degrees of reciprocity and
commitment of the forum members and used
them as indicators for social capital possession.

Chou and Chang (2008) also employed the
Nahapiet and Ghoshal framework to study a law
forum in Taiwan. They measured centrality for
structural capital, commitment and reciprocity
for relational capital, and seniority and self-
rated expertise for cognitive capital.

Li & Pu (2009) examined whether social
capital, personal motivations, and institutional
rewards influenced online community members’
intention to share knowledge. The study

subjects were recruited from several forums
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for consumers of computer and communication
products. The development of the social capital
measures in this study did reference the ideas
of Nahapiet and Ghoshal, but in data analyses,
the authors employed the exploratory factor
analysis technique and re-categorized the social
capital variables as including the coherence of
interpersonal networks, community identity,
intensity of interaction, and equality of
participation.

Chen (2007) employed a longitudinal
design to study how social capital influenced
knowledge sharing intention in a Taiwan forum
for computer programming experts. But social
capital was measured only by the existence
of linkages among forum members, which
represented specifically the structural dimension
of social capital.

Nambisan and Baron (2010) studied
a forum for Microsoft and IBM patrons to
understand how social capital and other factors
influenced the voluntary knowledge sharing
among patrons and the knowledge contribution
from patrons to businesses. They used the sense
of responsibility and the sense of partnership
with the company to indicate the level of social
capital in the community. They also examined
how social identity mediated the relations
between the independent and dependent

variables.
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3.2 The Studies Using Transaction Log
Analysis

Chi, Chan, Seow, and Tam (2009) studied
the transactions in two student forums for
certain courses to understand whether offline
social capital may transplant in the online
world and influences the development of a new
online community. Through the initial empirical
observations, followed by computer simulation
of larger social networks, they concluded
that social capital may positively foster the
development of a new online community. Social
capital in this study was measured by the tie
strength as well as the frequency of interaction
between the forum members.

The series work of Rafaeli, Ravid, and
Soroka (2004) and Soroka and Rafaeli (2006)
examined how social capital in several online
forums influenced the activity level as well as
the frequency of knowledge sharing (represented
by quantity of postings). Social capital at the
community-level (called “virtual social capital”)
and individual-level (called “socialized cultural
capital”) were measured respectively. The
former was measured by level of compliance
to community norms in a forum; the latter
was measured by how each forum member

internalized the community cultures.

4. Discussions and Conclusion

Four of the 10 empirical studies explicitly
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employed Nahapiet and Ghoshal’s (1998)
framework to conceptualize social capital. The
other six papers’ social capital measures may
also be appropriately placed in one of the three
dimensions. We thus used the framework to
compare and contrast the operationalization of
social capital in these different studies.

Four papers (Chen, 2007, Chi et al., 2009,
Rafaeli et al., 2004, Soroka & Rafaeli, 2006)
measured social capital by a single variable that
represented only one dimension of Nahapiet
and Ghoshal’s conceptualization. The papers of
Nambisan and Baron (2010) and Wiertz and de
Ruyter (2007) used more than one variables but
all those variables represented only a specific
dimension (the relational social capital). The other
four papers, in contrast, used a combination of the
three dimensions to conceptualize social capital.

The structural aspect of social capital was
often measured in the empirical studies. But
the existing conceptualization focused mainly
on concepts representing the combination
of network connectivity and network
configuration or configuration alone. None
of the papers made use of the appropriable
organization concept. The relational dimension
of social capital comprises four interrelated
concepts. Most of the studies employing this
type of conceptualization were able to use a
combination of related concepts to indicate the

level of social capital possession, although the
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Table 1. The Conceptualization and Operationalization of Social Capital in the Studies

Dimension

Related Concept

Names of the Variables in the Empirical Studies

Structural

Concept integrating
network connectedness

and network configuration

Centrality (Chou & Chang, 2008; Wasko & Faraj, 2005), Social
interaction ties (Chen, 2007; Chiu et al., 2006)

Network configuration

Equality, intensity of interaction, interpersonal network

coherence (Li & Pu, 2009), tie strength (Chi et al., 2009)

Appropriable organization

None

Relational | Trust Integrity (Chiu et al., 2006)
Identity Sense of belonging (Chiu et al., 2006; Nambisan & Baron,
2010), community identity (Li & Pu, 2009)
Norm commitment (Chou & Chang, 2008; Wasko & Faraj, 2005;
Wiertz & de Ruyter, 2007), sense of responsibility (Nambisan &
Baron, 2010) ~ shared vision (Chiu et al., 2006)
Reciprocity Direct reciprocity (Chiu et al., 2006; Chou & Chang, 2008;
Wasko & Faraj, 2005), generalized reciprocity (Wiertz & de
Ruyter, 2007)
Cognitive | Shared codes and language | Shared language (Chiu et al., 2006)

Shared narrative

Professional expertise (Chou & Chang, 2008; Wasko & Faraj,
2005; Li & Pu, 2009), seniority (Chou & Chang, 2008; Wasko &
Faraj, 2005), social communication network (Rafaeli et al., 2004;

Soroka & Rafaeli, 2006)*

* “Social communication network” is a variable that assesses the shared understanding of a group of

forum users rather than the structural or configurative aspects of a community. The level of shared

understanding was evaluated by the numbers of forum postings that have been read by different

numbers of community members. It assumes that the more members reading the same postings, the

higher the shared understanding.

operationalization varied. Surprisingly, only one
paper used the concept of trust, which was often
employed to indicate the level of relational

social capital (Halpern, 2005/2008). As to the

cognitive dimension of social capital, most of
the variables represented the shared narrative
concept. It is probably due to the difficulty to

develop instrumentation to assess the command
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Table 2. A Comparison of the Conceptualization of Social Capital in the Studies

Structural Relational Cognitive
-
f )
@)
5
°
=
E
o (5]
- E B
= 8 3 2
E g | g = |
s | 2| 8 2 | £
© g| & 2 5 k
52 B |3 2| 2| &
=B o I3 S g
o B 5 o 2 ] < )
3 & B = 2 = £ = 2 2
s El 2| 2| 2| 8| 5| 8 &) 2
Z 3 Z. < = = Z. [~ 175} 75}
Chen, 2007 v
Chi et al., 2009 v
Chiu et al., 2006 v v v v Vv Vv
Chou & Chang, 2008 v Vv v v
Nambisan & Baron, 2010 v v
Rafaeli et al., 2004 %
Soroka & Rafaeli, 2006 %
Wasko & Faraj, 2005 v v v v
Wiertz & de Ruyter, 2007 v Vv
Li & Pu, 2009 v Vv v

of shared codes and languages. Further,
the concept of shared codes and languages
may be less applicable in highly diverse and
heterogeneous online communities.

Based on the analyses, we recommend
that future research should acknowledge the
multitude of the social capital concept and

employ compound measures in empirical
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research so as to fully assess the conditions
of social capital possession in the study sites.
We also encourage researchers to innovate
social capital assessment by integrating the
less employed concepts such as appropriable
organization (structural), trust (relational), and
shared codes and languages (cognitive) in the

operationalization of social capital.
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