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ABSTRACT 

This paper explores social media use as a trust building mechanism for enterprise knowledge sharing. The paper 
departs from the literature by proposing a social media presence-based trust as an antecedent to knowledge 
sharing. Our model is built upon social identity and social media theories where individuals in the same network 
believe that the relationship of online exchange is similar to traditional (face-to-face) interpersonal relationships, 
and therefore shortens the perceived social distance between them, creating trust. We use PLS-based SEM to 
empirically test the model. The result shows that connectivity and privilege in a network create social media-based 
trust. We also test the mediating effect to show that social-media based trust fully mediates the relationship between 
both the connectivity in the network and the intention to share knowledge and partially mediates the relationship 
between the privilege in the network and the intention to share knowledge. 
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INTRODUCTION 

In the era of data, information, and knowledge economy, knowledge is the most valuable resource and is of vital 
importance for organizations. Knowledge sharing is known to promote development of new technologies and 
products (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). Many researchers have suggested that the ability of an organization’s 
members to combine and exchange knowledge determines the rate at which new products and services are 
introduced (Smith, Collins, & Clark, 2005). However, sharing knowledge is a challenge in practice.  

Trust is a major factor behind people’s decision to share or not to share knowledge. When trust exists, individuals 
are more willing to share knowledge and consequently increase performance. Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman (1995) 
defined trust as a willingness to be vulnerable to the actions of another party based on the expectation that the other 
will perform a particular action important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other 
party. 

In today’s networked context, trust is valuable as social media is a part of knowledge workers’ activities, with 
engineers and scientists roughly five time more likely to turn to a person for information than to an impersonal 
source such as databases (Cross, Parker, Prusak, & Borgatti, 2001). In spite of this, research on trust as social reality 
is broad. The focus of this research is on social media presence-based trust grounded in social identity and social 
capital theory. Based on the social identity theory, individuals engage in processes of social comparison to confirm 
their distinctiveness, value, and self-worth (Hogg & Terry, 2000), and social media allows such conceptions. Social 
capital is a term that encompasses the norms and networks facilitating collective actions for mutual benefits 
(Woolcock, 1998). Trust, defined as willingness to take initiatives (or risk) in a social context based on the 
assumption that others will respond as expected, is one of many possible representations of social capital (Wasko & 
Faraj, 2005).  

Many researchers have predicted the influence of trust on knowledge sharing. However, there is surprisingly little 
empirical evidence of social media presence-based trust on knowledge sharing and how attributes of social media 
create trust. The goal of this paper is to understand the role of social media attributes on behavioral intention to trust. 
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This study contributes to the research on enterprise knowledge sharing by explicitly introducing social media 
attributes as powerful, separate constructs. 
 
The rest of the paper is organized as follows: the next section presents a review of the literature on organizational 
knowledge sharing and trust. This section provides an application of social capital and social identity theory to 
develop hypotheses for examining how social media presence fosters trust and knowledge sharing. The following 
section presents the research methodology and data analysis using partial least square-based structural equation 
modelling (PLS-SEM). The final section discusses the results and how the empirical findings contribute to theory 
development on social media attributes.  

LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES 

Knowledge sharing is identified as a major focus in the knowledge management field (Hendriks, 1999) and many 
tools are used for facilitating knowledge sharing in organizations (Marshall, 1997). The use of social media to 
facilitate knowledge sharing in an organization is growing (Majchrzak, Faraj, Kane, & Azad, 2013) and many 
authors have explored the affordances of visibility of social media use in organizations (Treem & Leonardi, 2012). 
Kiron, Palmer, Phillips, & Kruschwitz (2012) found that 86% of managers think that social media will be important 
to their business in 3 years. As of 2012, four out of five companies worldwide were using social technologies at 
varying stages of maturity (Overby, 2012). According to Kanawattanachai & Yoo (2002), one of the fundamental 
factors that is believed to be important in determining the success and failure of teams is trust. Trust refers to the 
willingness of parties to accept risk and be vulnerable to others (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995). This 
willingness to accept vulnerability derives from the party’s perceptions of the other’s trustworthiness. Three factors 
appear to be most commonly related to the party’s perceptions of the other’s trustworthiness (Brower, Schoorman, 
& Tan, 2000; Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995) : perceived ability refers to the trustor’s belief that the other party 
is competent and can accomplish a specific task very well without difficulty, perceived integrity refers to the 
trustor’s belief that the other party has good ethical and moral principles, and perceived benevolence refers to the 
trustor’s belief that the other party cares. All three perceptions of trustworthiness are empirically tested and 
significantly related to trust.  
 
Levin, Whitener, & Cross (2006) drew attention to the fact that benevolence-based trust and competence-based trust 
mediate the flow of knowledge, and competence-based trust is needed by the receiver of tacit knowledge on an 
individual level. The three dimensions of trust proposed by Levin, Whitener, & Cross (2006) are more effective 
within a network where benevolence is proven by a degree centrality of the knowledge worker. Ardichvili, Page, & 
Wentling (2003) proposed trust building mechanisms to overcome barriers to knowledge sharing and increase 
effectiveness of these concepts. 
 
Usoro, Sharratt, Tsui, & Shekhar (2007) found that there is one more dimension to add to both competence-based 
trust and benevolence-based trust, which is integrity-based trust. They argued that integrity-based trust is based on 
the compatibility of the community’s cultural values with those of the trusting member, the credibility of the 
community’s reputation, and the consistency of the community member’s past behavior, such as the extent to which 
actions are congruent with words (Usoro, Sharratt, Tsui, & Shekhar, 2007). This dimension is important to maintain 
a social network.  
 
Some authors argued that weak ties in social networks provide access to non-redundant information (Granovetter, 
1973) and are useful (Szulanski, 1996), while other authors suggested that strong ties lead to greater knowledge 
exchange (Uzzi, 1997). Wasko & Faraj (2005) found that people contribute their knowledge when they are 
structurally embedded in the network. They further found that agent may share regardless of expectations of 
reciprocity from others or high levels of commitment to the network (Wasko & Faraj, 2005). We argue that 
members in the same network, such as social media networks, are more likely to trust each other and share 
knowledge related to their work. 
 
H1: Social media presence-based trust influences the intention to share knowledge 
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Hogg and Terry (2000) proposed an extension of social identity theory that provides a basis for understanding trust 
and relationship length. They posited that individuals are motivated to reduce uncertainty and establish their 
similarities and differences with others to enhance self-esteem and self-identity (Hogg & Terry, 2000). Further, 
Wasko and Faraj (2005) found that individuals who are central to the network and connected to a large number of 
others are more likely to sustain contributions and trust to the collective. Also, a sense of self-identity could directly 
boost knowledge contribution (Ma & Agarwal, 2007). According to the theory of recognition heuristics (Goldstein 
& Gigerenzer, 1999), people place higher value on objects they recognize than on objects they don’t, regardless of 
their actual values. When everybody knows a member in the network, they usually seek information from him or her 
regardless of expertise. We argue that members who know many other members are more likely to be trusted. 

 
H2: Connectivity in the network creates social media presence-based trust 

 
The concept of social presence is derived from social presence theory (Short, Williams, & Christie, 1976), and it 
refers to the extent to which a medium is perceived as truly conveying the presence of the communicating 
participants (Rice, 1993). Social presence, which is akin to the notion of information richness (Daft & Lengel, 
1986), creates a perceptual illusion in which a user perceives distant entities as being close. We use the concept of 
social presence to capture the extent to which knowledge workers perceive that social networks effectively convey 
the presence of close friendship. Social presence closely relates to intimacy and psychological closeness (Short, 
Williams, & Christie, 1976) and it addresses the social dimension of online exchange relationships. Social presence 
shortens the perceived social distance between co-workers in the network, making one believe that the online 
exchange relationship is similar to traditional (face-to-face) interpersonal relationships (Kumar & Benbasat, 2002). 
We argue that members that have constant exchange on their social media are more likely to trust each other. 

 
H3: Proximity in the network creates social media presence-based trust 

 
Privilege in a network is a concept that refers to the extent to which a member of the network’s importance is 
determined by how essential its neighbors are. That is, individuals in a network might like to account not only for 
the connectivity or closeness of an individual to many others, but also for its proximity to many other  “important” 
neighbors (Katz & Shapiro, 1994). In practice, who you know determines how important you are in the network and 
the weighted sum of not only direct connections are important, but indirect connections are also very important 
(Bonacich, 1972). We then argue that having friends in common will allow users to trust one another even they are 
not connected. 
 
H4: Privilege in the network creates social media presence-based trust  

 
METHODOLOGY 

 

We use Partial Least Square (PLS)-based Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) for two reasons. First, because the 
PLS-based SEM methodology is widely used in MIS research (Goodhue, Lewis, & Thompson, 2006), and second, 
PLS-based SEM tolerates small sized samples better than regression and covariance-based SEM. However, the 
sample size must ensure sufficiently stable path coefficient estimates (accuracy) and provide adequate levels of 
statistical power (Marcoulides & Saunders, 2006). The above requirements will be fulfilled by running the 
bootstrapping algorithm for the test of significance and the PLS algorithm for the parameters estimation with 500 
iterations.  

Subjects 

The sample consisted of 31 senior and midrange managers of a large company in Togo (West Africa). The company 
is the major energy distributor of the country with 784 million kWh in 2015 and an 11.52% growth rate in terms of 
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revenue. All 31 respondents returned the survey in a timely manner. The items are translated from the respondents’ 
native language (French) by one of the researchers. 

Measurement Development 

We validated the instruments using a quasi-experiment design approach. We developed the measures from the 
literature and an initial pre-test was run. All attitudinal items were measured on 5 point Likert scales. Intention to 
share is the variable named according to the theory of planned behavior (TPB), which asserts that intention is 
assumed to be the immediate antecedent of behavior (Ajzen, 1985). Intention to share is measured with five items 
adapted from Davis Jr (1986). Social media presence-based trust is also measured with five items from the Krishna 
& Shrader (1999) scale, used by the World Bank and academic scholars. We replaced the words “trust in 
community” in the scale with “In my social network.” We used this instrument because it had been validated in the 
context of globally diverse respondents in multiple countries and cultures (Krishna & Shrader, 1999). Connectivity 
in the network is measured with two items, proximity in the network is measured with two items, and privilege in 
the network is measured with two items. 
 
The questionnaire contains multiple measurement items relating to each of the constructs defined in the research 
model (Figure 1). We performed a pre-test for comprehensiveness and clearness using faculty and graduate students 
trained in questionnaire design (Dillman, 1978).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1. Social Media Presence Based-Trust for Enterprise Knowledge Sharing Model 

Structural Model Assessment  

Construct validity is defined as the extent to which an instrument effectively measures the theoretical construct 
when operationalization occurs and how well the metrics show stability across methodologies (Straub, 1989). There 
are two types of construct validity: translation validity (face validity, content validity), and criterion-related validity 
(predictive validity, concurrent validity, convergent validity, and discriminant validity).  
 
Face validity: an expert panel of 10 graduate students and faculty that are aware of knowledge sharing literature and 
trained in survey design have examined the items. Content validity: the representativeness and comprehensiveness 
of the items used to create a scale (Straub, 1989). Content validity is also assessed by the panel of 10 graduate 
students and faculty that are aware of knowledge sharing literature and trained in survey design. Using PLS-based 
SEM, we focus on factorial validity in terms of convergent and discriminant validity. 
 

Table 1. Constructs Description 
Modelling 
Constructs 

Description 

Intention to 
share 
knowledge 
(ISH) 

ISH is the degree to which one 
believes that one will engage in a 
knowledge 
sharing act after a positive feeling 
about it (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980), 
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(Constant, Kiesler, & Sproull, 1994). 
Social 
media 
presence 
based-trust 
(SMP) 

SMP is a combination of coworkers’ 
perceptions of the other’s 
trustworthiness by being in the same 
network (Krishna & Shrader, 1999). 

Proximity in 
the network 
(PXT) 
 

PXT is the extent to which a 
knowledge worker perceives the 
socio-network to effectively convey 
the presence of close friendship 
(Borgatti, 2005). 

Connectivity 
in the 
network 
(CNE) 

CNE refers to the extent to which 
members of a social network have a 
relatively high proportion of direct 
ties to other members (Wasko & 
Faraj, 2005). 

Privilege in 
the network 
(PRV) 

PRV is the extent to which a 
member of the network’s importance 
is determined by how important its 
neighbors are. (Bonacich, 1972). 

 
 
Table 2 shows the t-statistics and provides information about whether the model hypotheses are supported. It is 
expected that convergent validity be shown when the t-values of the outer model loadings are above 1.96 for the 
two-tailed test and 0.98 for the one tailed test. The results indicate that all paths are statistically significant using the 
one tailed test. 

Table 2. Paths and T-statistics 
Paths  T-statistics 
CNE -> SMP 
PRV -> SMP 
PXT -> SMP 
SMP -> ISH 

25.97 
1.81 
2.04 
1.22 

 
Convergent validity is the extent to which each measurement item loads with a significant t-value on its latent 
construct (Table 3). 

 
Table 3. Factor Loadings 

Variables CNE ISH PRV PXT SMP 
CNE 1 0.79     
CNE 2 0.87     
ISH 1  0.89    
ISH 2  0.80    
ISH 3  0.58    
ISH 4  0.63    
ISH 5  0.92    
PRV 1   0.80   
PRV 2   0.95   
PXT 1    0.96  
PXT 2    0.97  
SMP 1      0.87 
SMP 2      0.88 
SMP 3      0.92 
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SMP 4     -0.50 
SMP 5     0.59 

 
Table 3 shows factor loadings and each item is loaded at > .70 on the respective latent variable except SMP 4, SMP 
5, ISH 3, and ISH 4, which are candidates for deletion. However, no action is needed at this point.  
 
Discriminant validity indicates the extent to which a construct is different from the other constructs. The measures 
of the construct should be distinct and the indicators should load on the appropriate construct and should share more 
variance with its measure than with other constructs in the model (Barclay, Higgins, & Thompson, 1995). An 
appropriate average variance extracted (AVE) requires that the square root of each latent construct’s AVE is much 
larger than the correlation of that specific construct with any of the other constructs in the model. To demonstrate 
discriminant and convergent validity, we inspected the loading and cross loading of each indicator. Each construct 
should load higher on the construct than on any other factor (Chin, 2000). The inspection of loadings (Table 3) 
confirms that the observed indicators demonstrate adequate discriminant and convergent validity. Table 4 shows a 
correlation matrix where the diagonal is replaced by the squared root of each latent construct’s AVE for discriminant 
validity. 

Table 4. Discriminant Validity Metrics 

 CNE ISH  PRV PXT SMP 
CNE 0.83     
ISH 0.21 0.78    
PRV 0.64 0.01 0.88   
PXT 0.77 0.17 0.66 0.96  
SMP 0.66 0.22 0.50 0.44 0.77 

 
Internal validity deals more with the relationship among constructs in the conceptual model. The question to ask is 
whether the relationship is causal. In a cause-effect study, one must establish and substantiate evidence causal 
relationships. Three criteria must be met to do so: temporal precedence, co-variation of the cause and the effect, and 
no plausible alternative explanation. The designed model (Figure 1) demonstrated temporal precedence where social 
media attributes create trust, which is an antecedent for knowledge sharing.  
 
Reliability is the degree to which the metrics chosen to measure a certain construct are consistent.  Reliability is 
assessed by Cronbach’s alpha (greater than 0.7) for internal consistency, the AVE greater than 0.5, and the 
composite reliability greater than 0.7 (Table 5). 

Table 5. Reliability Statistics 

Latent  
Variables 

Cronbach’s 
alpha 
> 0.7 

Average 
Variance 
Extracted 

(AVE)  
> 0.5 

Composite 
reliability 
(CR) >0.7. 

CNE 0.5518 0.6888 0.8154 
ISH 0.8452 0.6008 0.8794 
PRV 0.7341 0.7742 0.8719 
PXT 0.9245 0.9298 0.9636 
SMP 0.6019 0.5907 0.7871 

 
The reliability assessment indicates that Cronbach’s alpha for connectivity construct and social media presence is 
below the threshold. However, the composite reliability is above the threshold. Therefore, our model exhibits the 
sound reliability and validity necessary for further testing of our research hypotheses. 
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Hypothesis Test Results  

Hypothesis test results are presented in Table 6. Using the PLS algorithm, the results indicate that social media 
presence based-trust influence behavioral intention to share knowledge (SMP->ISH = 0.22), which is consistent with 
Wasko & Faraj’s (2005) findings. The more social media artifact available, the better knowledge is shared among 
trusted members. The study supports the hypothesis that connectivity in a network creates social media based-trust 
(CNE->SMP = 0.71). This is also consistent with the social media attributes literature; the higher degree centrality is 
a node the more trusted that node is, and its degree distribution follows a power law (Barabási & Bonabeau, 2003). 
The hypothesis that proximity in the network creates social media presence based-trust is not supported (PXT-
>SMP= -0.24). This can be explained by the fact that being a close friend does not mean that he or she is 
trustworthy. This is also consistent with the study of the strength of weak ties we can trust (Levin & Cross, 2004). 
The hypothesis that privilege in a network creates social media presence based-trust is supported (PRV-
>SMP=0.20). The implication for this hypothesis is that small word law governs members of a network. Every 
member wants to maximize his utility with members that are not directly connected to him or her. 

Table 6. Hypothesis Test Eesults 

Hypotheses Parameters 
Estimated 

Supported? 

H1: Social media 
presence based-
trust influences 
intention to share 
knowledge 

0.224 YES 

H2: Connectivity 
in the network 
creates social 
media presence 
based-trust 

0.714 YES 

H3: Proximity in 
the network 
creates social 
media presence 
based trust 

-0.242 NO 

H4: Privilege in 
the network 
creates social 
media presence 
based- trust 

0.206 YES 

 

Testing For Mediating Effect 

To demonstrate that social media presence based-trust mediates the link between social media attributes and 
knowledge sharing, four conditions must hold (Baron & Kenny, 1986). First, social media presence based-trust 
alone must have a positive impact on knowledge sharing (SMP->ISH = 0.22). 
 
Second, social media attributes must have a positive significant impact on social media presence based-trust (CNE-
>SMP = 0.71), (PRV->SMP = 0.20). Third, when a direct path is created between social media attributes and 
intention to share knowledge, this path must be non-significant to conclude full mediation. Otherwise, if all paths are 
still significant after creating a direct path, then a partial mediation is concluded (Burton-Jones & Hubona, 2006). 
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To test the third condition, we created a direct path between connectivity in the network and intention to share 
knowledge (Figure 2). The result (CNE->ISH) shows that the coefficient is statically non-significant, thus SMP fully 
mediates the relationship.  
  

 

Figure 2. Mediating Effect Eesults 1 

We then created a direct path between privilege in the network and the intention to share knowledge (Figure 3). The 
result (PRV-> ISH) suggests that SMP partially mediates the relationship between the two latent constructs. We did 
not test for proximity because the relationship did not meet the second condition. 

 

 

Figure 3. Mediating Effect Results 2 

IMPLICATIONS AND FUTURE WORKS 

Social media-based trust is as important as face-to-face based trust for knowledge sharing. This study advances the 
understanding of each social media attributes’ weight on knowledge sharing as a good starting point for the design 
of social media factors that positively influence knowledge sharing. For researchers, a new concept related to trust 
emerges and needs more attention and investigation, namely elaboration on social media-based trust. An exploratory 
factor analysis with the same or a larger data set is needed for better capturing significant factors involved in social 
media-based trust along with building a good theory behind the concept. For example, one can investigate the nature 
of the relationship in the network using the content of the message exchanged instead of the structure of the 
network. As with any empirical study, this study is subject to limitations which have to do with methodology. The 
survey was conducted in only one organization which raises the problem of generalization across organizations. The 
sample size is adequate with the PLS techniques, but to avoid many iterations, a reasonably larger sample size is 
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always better. The author hopes that future research tests the moderating effect between social media attributes of 
different levels and social media presence-based trust constructs. 

CONCLUSION 

 
The objective of the study was to formulate and test empirically a model of how social media attributes create social 
media presence-based trust and how it influences knowledge sharing. This paper’s goal was to develop the concept 
of social media-based trust with regard to social media attributes. Our research model successfully integrates social 
media attributes, namely: connectivity, proximity, and privilege as positively influencing trust in a network setting. 
The results support the proposed model, except for the proximity attributes as creating trust in a network. 
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APPENDIX 
 
Questionnaire [Five-point Likert type scale] 
 
Please answer each of the following questions by circling the term that best describes your opinion. Some of the 
questions may appear to be similar, but they do address somewhat different issues. Please read each question 
carefully.  
 

Variable Name Intention to Share Knowledge: 
ISH1 I will help co-workers solve problems in regular bases in the future 
ISH2 I will strongly recommend others co-workers to help solve problems 
ISH3 I will be happy to help co-worker  
ISH4 Helping motivates me to learn from others co-workers 
ISH5 I will frequently help solve co-worker’s problems in the future 

  
Variable Name  Social media presence based-trust 
SMP1  I feel that most people on my socio-network are basically honest and can be trusted 
SMP2 I feel that co-workers in my socio-network are always interested on everybody welfare 
SMP3 I feel that co-workers of my socio-network are always trustworthy 
SMP4 I feel that in my socio-network, one has to be alert or someone is likely to take 

advantage of you (Reverse) 
SMP5 I feel that my socio-network fiends are willing to help if you need it 

 
Variable Name  Connectivity in the network 
CNE1 I have many friends in my network 
CNE2 I can trust my friends 

 
Variable Name  Proximity in the network 
PXT1 I have close friends in my network 
PXT2 I can trust my close friends 

 
Variable Name  Privilege in the network 
PRV1 I have important friends in my network 
PRV2 I can trust my important friends 

 
 


