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Abstract 

 

This paper reports findings from a recent empirical study conducted to explore sociological and 

technological factors that affect the use of enterprise 2.0 (E2.0) technologies for knowledge 

management (KM). To help organizations adopt and institutionalize effective KM strategies, this 

study aims to highlight the effects of national and organizational cultural differences among 

operating environments of different firms, and to identify how these differences translate into 

varying knowledge management behaviors and use of E2.0 technologies for KM in firms.The 

study utilized a quantitative empirical research design to collect and analyze quantitative data 

from employees of various organizations in different countries and industries. A web-based 

survey data was collected from various countries including Canada, USA, and Saudi Arabia. 

Exploratory factor analysis and structural equation modeling techniques were used to estimate 

a structural model among factors impacting the use of E2.0 technologies for KM.The key 

findings from this study validate the role of technology perceptions including ease of use, 

usefulness, media richness and technology sophistication in improving the use of enterprise 2.0 

technologies in the workplace. Furthermore, the use of these technologies was shown to have a 

positive effect on the knowledge management environment of the organization. In terms of 

cultural differences, the knowledge management environment of firms was shown to be affected 

by long-term orientation of the national culture. This study offers recommendations for 

companies operating in global cultural contexts on how to approach KM strategies differently 

according to national culture and organizational environments of firms. 
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Introduction 

 

Organizational knowledge is considered an 

important determinant of profitability and a 

key driver for strategy development, value 

creation, and market competitiveness 

(Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Marquardt & 

Kearsley, 1999; He & Wei, 2009). 

Consequently, effective knowledge 

management has been linked to overall 

corporate prosperity and superior business 

performance (Davenport & Prusak, 2000; 

Riege, 2005; Velev & Zlateva, 2012). This can 

be achieved when organizations harness 

innovation and creativity by incorporating 

knowledge about employee experience and 

relations into business-specific processes 

(Velev & Zlateva, 2012). On a global level, 

organizations worldwide are becoming 

increasingly aware of the benefits that can be 

achieved by engaging in effective knowledge 

management practices. However, additional 

research is needed to understand how 

organizational settings and cultural 

differences can translate into varying needs 

and outcomes for knowledge management 

practices, processes and technologies. 

Toward this, many researchers seek to 

further investigate the determinants of 

effective knowledge management by 

considering different organizational cultural 

contexts and industrial settings (Kim & Lee, 

2006; Detlor et al., 2006; Alhamoudi, 2010). 

The purpose of this article is to contribute to 

this body of knowledge and help gain a better 

understanding of the cultural, organizational 

and technological factors affecting 

knowledge management behavior across 

multiple national and corporate settings. 
 

Conceptual Foundation 

 

The main research question under 

investigation in this study is as follows:  

 

What are the effects of national cultural traits, 

organizational knowledge management 

context, and enterprise 2.0 technology 

attributes on the knowledge management 

practices of organizations, and consequently, 

the use of Enterprise 2.0 technology for 

knowledge management? 

 

The conceptual framework shown in Figure 1 

below depicts the overall orientation of this 

study and the core ideas that underpin the 

research investigation. The components of 

the conceptual framework are outlined in 

this section. 

 

Adopting Davenport & Prusak’s perspective 

of knowledge, we describe it as actionable 

information that is the outcome of individual 

or organizational experiences and values, 

combined with other relevant contextual 

information (Davenport & Prusak, 2000). 

 

Additionally, for this paper, knowledge 

management (KM) is defined as the 

systematic, effective management and 

utilization of an organization’s knowledge 

resources and encompasses the creation, 

storage, arrangement, retrieval, and 

distribution of an organization’s knowledge 

(Saffady, 1998). 
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Figure 1: Conceptual Framework for This Study 

 

The extant literature has shown that effective 

KM strategies and practices are predicated 

upon proper alignment with organization’s 

knowledge management context (Detlor et 

al., 2006). This paper pertains to various 

sociological and technological factors related 

to the knowledge management context of an 

organization, and categorizes these factors as 

macro- or micro- context as discussed 

herewith.  

 

In this paper, the macro context for KM is 

conceptualized using the notion of national 

culture. Research shows that there is a strong 

relationship between knowledge 

management and culture in that national 

cultural differences affect the process of 

knowledge management in many ways 

(Voelpel & Han, 2005). As such, tools and 

practices suitable for one culture may not 

work well in another (Holden, 2002; 

Stankosky, 2005; Pauleen, 2007; Pawlowski 

& Bick, 2012). As stated by Hofstede (1980; 

1997) in his seminal work on cultural 

dimensions theory, “there are no universal 

solutions to organization and management 

problems”, and this certainly applies to 

institutionalizing knowledge management 

practices differently across national cultures. 

 

At a micro-level, this study explores the 

knowledge management setup in an 

organization through the lens of knowledge 

management environment which represents 

“the culture and commitment within the 

organization to implement and 

institutionalize effective information and 

knowledge sharing processes, practices and 

technologies” (Detlor et al., 2006). A 

conducive knowledge management 

environment is seen as a key enabler that 

positively influences the effectiveness of KM 

practices (Holsapple & Joshi, 2000). Along 

with KME, we also explore two other related 

concepts – Organizational information 

behaviors that pertain to the information and 

knowledge sharing practices at the corporate 

level, and personal information behaviors 
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that concern an employee’s own actions in 

carrying out information and knowledge 

sharing practices (Detlor et al., 2006). 

Together, these constructs aim to capture the 

differences among various organizational 

knowledge contexts. 

 

In this paper, the sociological factors outlined 

above will be considered in tandem with 

technological factors that are posited to 

impact the adoption of enterprise 2.0 (E2.0) 

technologies in the organization. Throughout 

the extant literature, there is a common 

theme that technology is considered to be a 

strong and effective enabler of KM best 

practices (Alavi & Leidner, 2001; Davenport 

& Prusak, 2000; Richter et al., 2013). 

However, traditional knowledge 

management systems (KMS) have been 

known to be rigid in their deployment and 

use, and suffer from many limitations 

(Richter et al., 2013; Ruhi & Choi, 2013), and 

organizations today need interactive KM 

technologies in order to foster social 

processes core to knowledge management 

practices (Ardichvili et al., 2003). This may 

be made possible through the use of E2.0 

technologies (Richter et al., 2013).  

 

In this paper, the term Enterprise 2.0 is used 

to refer to social computing platforms and 

channels (e.g. blogs, wikis, social networks, 

multimedia sharing sites) that can be used in 

organizations to support collaborative 

knowledge work.  McAfee (2006) defines 

Enterprise 2.0 as the strategic integration of 

Web 2.0 technologies into an organization's 

intranet, extranet, and business processes. In 

the preceding definition, Web 2.0 refers to 

web applications that facilitate content 

creation, information sharing, 

interoperability, user-centered design, and 

enhanced collaboration (O'Reilly, 2007). In a 

KM context, such online interactive social 

applications are promising as they can help 

enable people to connect, communicate, 

collaborate and share information more 

actively than what was possible in traditional 

KMS (Kane et al., 2009; Zheng et. al, 2010). 

The use of such technologies for KM also 

marks a technology shift from a centralized 

knowledge-warehouse approach to a more 

dynamic, communication-based or network 

approach (Kuhlen, 2003; Hazlett et al., 2005). 

 

Theoretical Model 

 

To proceed with the investigation of 

sociological and technological factors 

affecting the use of enterprise 2.0 

technologies for knowledge management, a 

theoretical model was formulated to test and 

validate various relationships among 

constructs related to national cultural traits, 

enterprise 2.0 technology attributes, 

organizational and personal information 

behaviors, knowledge management 

environment, and the use of enterprise 2.0 

technologies for knowledge management. 

Figure 2 depicts the theoretical model for this 

research study. 
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Figure 2: Theoretical Model for This Study 

 

In formulating the theoretical model, this 

research draws upon five key theoretical 

frameworks from the extant literature: 

Hofstede’s National Culture Dimensions 

(Hofstede, 1980; 1997), Davis et al.’s 

Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Davis, 

1989; Davis et al., 1989), Daft and Lengel’s 

Media Richness Theory (Daft & Lengel, 

1986), DeLone and McLean’s Information 

Systems Success Model (DeLone & McLean, 

1992; DeLone & McLean, 2003), and Detlor et 

al.’s Knowledge management Context model 

(Detlor et al., 2006). Table 1 summarizes the 

various themes and constructs in the 

theoretical model and provides a brief 

description for each construct in the model. 

The constructs and interrelated propositions 

are described below. 
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Table 1: Theoretical Model Components 

 

Theme Constructs Definition & Theoretical Basis 

National  

Culture Traits 

 

 

Power Distance 

The extent to which members of an organization in a 

specific culture accept and expect inequality in the 

distribution of power (Hofstede, 1980) 

Long Term 

Orientation 

Long Term Orientation is associated with values of 

perseverance and future planning. It does not have a 

high respect for tradition, fulfilling social obligations, 

and protecting one's 'face' (Hofstede, 1997). 

Enterprise 2.0 

Attributes 

Perceived Ease of 

Use 

Employee’s expectation of the targeted system’s 

required level of effort (Davis & Bagozzi, 1989). 

Perceived 

Usefulness 

The degree of belief that using a particular system will 

enhance an employee’s job performance (Davis & 

Bagozzi, 1989). 

Enterprise 2.0 

Richness 

Demonstrating the richest available medium of 

communication to convey messages properly and to 

ensure successful communication (Daft & Lengel, 

1986).   

Enterprise 2.0 

Sophistication 

Tools diversity and maturity to enhance the end-user's 

technology interaction and overall use (Ghobakhloo et 

al., 2011). 

Knowledge 

Management 

Context 

 

Knowledge 

Management  

Environment 

Context and culture of an organization that nurtures a 

knowledge management initiative (Detlor et al., 2006). 

Personal 

Information 

Behavior 

Individual’s own actions and practices in exchanging 

information and collaborating with others (Detlor et al., 

2006) 

Organizational 

Information 

Behavior 

The practices that employees observe and draw upon 

for information and knowledge sharing at the 

organizational level (Detlor et al., 2006).  

Enterprise 2.0  

Use Intention for 

Knowledge Management 

Intention of Use 

of System 

Intention to continue using Enterprise 2.0 for 

knowledge management (Davis, 1989; Davis & Bagozzi, 

1989; DeLone & McLean, 1992; 2003).  

 

 

Firstly, with respect to national cultural 

traits, the theoretical model in this study 

posits espoused national cultural values as 

individual difference variables that affect the 

knowledge management environment and 

practices in the organization. We draw upon 

Hofstede’s National Culture Dimensions 

(Hofstede, 1980; 1997) and consider the two 

dimensions related to power distance and 

long-term orientation as parameters to 

differentiate cultures and to measure how 

such values impact the workplace and 

employees attitudes (Boyd, 2012). 

 

Propositions pertaining to national cultural 

traits are as follows: 

 

• P1: Greater Power Distance among an 

organization’s employees has a 

positive impact on their Personal 

Information Management Behavior 

• P2: Greater Power Distance among an 

organization’s employees has a 
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positive impact on the Organization’s 

Knowledge management 

Environment 

 

• P3: Long-Term Orientation has a 

positive impact on the Organization’s 

Knowledge management 

Environment 

 

Secondly, in terms of constructs pertaining to 

technology attributes of enterprise 2.0, the 

theoretical model includes factors that are 

expected to impact the employee’s cognitive, 

affective and behavioral responses towards 

enterprise 2.0 technologies. The model draws 

upon the Technology Acceptance Model 

(TAM) (Davis, 1989; Davis et al., 1989) to 

conceptualize user acceptance of enterprise 

2.0 technologies based on their perceptions 

of usefulness and ease of use. Additionally, 

media richness of E2.0 technologies was 

considered to be an essential determinant of 

adoption of these technologies. Media 

Richness Theory posits that the richest 

medium of communication is one that 

promotes understanding in a timely fashion; 

meanwhile, a channel that takes more time to 

understand is a less rich medium (Daft & 

Lengel, 1986). In determining the richness 

and usefulness of a medium, this study 

considers the sophistication of enterprise 2.0 

tools in terms of the breadth of features and 

functions that are available to the end-user 

through these tools.  

 

Propositions pertaining to technological 

constructs in the theoretical model are as 

follows: 

 

• P4: Sophistication of Enterprise 2.0 

technologies has a positive impact on 

the Organization’s Knowledge 

Management Environment 

• P5: Sophistication of Enterprise 2.0 

technologies has a positive impact on 

the Richness of Enterprise 2.0 

technologies 

• P6: Sophistication of Enterprise 2.0 

technologies has a positive impact on 

the Perceived Usefulness of Enterprise 

2.0 technologies 

• P7: Richness of Enterprise 2.0 

technologies has a positive impact on 

the Perceived Ease of Use of 

Enterprise 2.0 technologies 

• P9: Perceived Ease of Use of 

Enterprise 2.0 technologies has a 

positive impact on the Perceived 

Usefulness of Enterprise 2.0 

technologies 

 

The third grouping of constructs in the 

theoretical model pertains to the overall 

organizational knowledge management 

context, and it consists of the knowledge 

management environment, personal 

information behaviors, and organizational 

information behaviors. The 

operationalization of these constructs and 

their interrelationships is adopted primarily 

from Detlor et al. (2006) as outlined in the 

following propositions: 

 

• P10: Organization’s Knowledge 

Management Environment has a 

positive impact on Personal 

Information Management Behavior 

• P11: Organization’s Knowledge 

management Environment has a 

positive impact on Organizational 

Information Behavior 

• P15: Organizational Information 

Management Behavior has a positive 

impact on Personal Information 

Behavior 

 

Finally, intention to use enterprise 2.0 

technologies for KM is positioned as the 

ultimate consequent variable in the 

theoretical model. This is aligned with other 

theoretical models in the information 

systems literature including the technology 

acceptance model (TAM) (Davis, 1989; Davis 

& Bagozzi, 1989) and the IS success model 

(DeLone & McLean, 1992; DeLone & McLean, 

2003). The extant research literature also 

shows the context in which the knowledge is 

exchanged affects employee behavior in 

terms of creating, transferring and sharing 

knowledge through appropriate technologies 

(Malone, 2003). 
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The various posited relationships between 

other theoretical constructs and the intention 

to use E2.0 technologies for KM are as 

follows: 

 

• P8: Richness of Enterprise 2.0 

technologies has a positive impact on 

the Intention to Use Enterprise 2.0 

technologies for Knowledge 

Management 

• P12: Organization’s Knowledge 

Management Environment has a 

positive impact on the Intention to 

Use Enterprise 2.0 technologies for 

Knowledge Management 

• P13: Perceived Usefulness of 

Enterprise 2.0 technologies has a 

positive impact on the Intention to 

Use Enterprise 2.0 technologies for 

Knowledge Management 

• P14: Personal Information Behavior 

has a positive impact on the Intention 

to Use Enterprise 2.0 technologies for 

Knowledge Management 

• P16: Organizational Information 

Behavior has a positive impact on the 

Intention to Use Enterprise 2.0 

technologies for Knowledge 

Management 

 

Methodology 

 

Data for this study were collected through an 

online survey that was administered to 

employees of various organizations across 

three countries – Canada, USA and Saudi 

Arabia. For respondents in Saudi Arabia, the 

survey questionnaire was accessible in both 

English and Arabic. Call for participation in 

the research study was communicated 

through personal contact with key personnel 

in various organizations, and it was also 

posted on various open and closed online 

social networks. The sampling techniques 

used were primarily convenience and self-

selection based. Qualifying questions were 

asked at the beginning of the survey to 

ensure that respondents had some familiarity 

with social media tools for knowledge work 

in an organizational context. 

 

The survey comprised demographic 

information questions, technographic 

behavioral items, questions about work 

atmosphere, and psychographic perceptions 

based questions. While the demographic and 

technographic sections of the survey were 

operationalized through direct questions 

consisting of an inventory of possible 

responses, the questions pertaining to 

constructs in the theoretical model 

comprising latent variables were 

operationalized using psychometric scales 

with responses on a Likert-scale and through 

categorical response type questions. 

Furthermore, most survey questions 

pertaining to the theoretical constructs were 

adapted from item scales that had been 

previously used and validated in other 

research. Appendix A lists the survey 

measurement items that were utilized for 

each of the constructs in the theoretical 

model. 

 

Prior to rollout, a draft version of the survey 

was pre-tested using 15 respondents from 

the planned sampling frame, allowing the 

language of the survey to be improved, words 

to be better translated  and item 

measurement scales to be verified. Pre-

testing of a survey instrument is regarded as 

a crucial step in the development and design 

of a survey questionnaire ensuring the 

adequacy of planned survey administration 

and data collection procedures (Andrews et 

al., 2001). 

 

In terms of analysis procedures, the 

demographic and technographic variables 

were analyzed using descriptive statistics 

and non-parametric statistical tests. Testing 

of theoretical constructs and relational 

propositions from the theoretical model was 

conducted through exploratory factor 

analysis and structural equation modeling 

techniques.  

 

To examine the measurement model, the 

two-step approach suggested by Anderson 

and Gerbing (1988) was utilized whereby 

examination of the measurement model was 

conducted before testing the structural 
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model. Both the measurement and structural 

models were estimated by using the 

structural equation modeling facilities of 

Smart PLS (Ringle et al., 2013). The PLS 

approach was chosen since it fits small-

sample exploratory research (Gefen et al., 

2000) and it does not require meeting the 

multivariate normality assumptions posed by 

other structural equation modeling 

techniques (Thomas et al., 2005). 

 

Harman's post hoc one-factor test (Podsakoff 

et al., 2003) was conducted to examine 

common method bias in the data. Principal 

component factor analysis (unrotated 

solution) revealed that nine factors were 

extracted and the first factor accounted for 

26% of the variance. Hence, common method 

bias was not a serious problem with the data 

because multiple factors emerged and no 

single factor accounted for a majority of the 

variance (Podsakoff and Organ, 1986; 

Podsakoff et al., 2003). 

 

Results 

 

A total of 350 responses were collected from 

across the three countries. After discarding 

partial responses, a total of 85 responses 

from Saudi Arabia and a total of 91 responses 

from North America (43 from Canada and 48 

from USA) were retained for statistical 

analysis. Statistical analysis was conducted 

separately on these two datasets from Saudi 

Arabia and North America. 

 

With respect to demographics, the average 

age of respondents fell around the 30–

39 years frequency category for both 

samples. Males comprised 52% of the sample 

from Saudi Arabia, and 58% of the sample 

from North America. In other words, the 

majority of respondents were male. 42% of 

respondents from Saudi Arabia had 

undergraduate degrees while 48% of North 

American respondents had graduate degrees. 

Majority of the respondents from both 

samples reported working in middle 

management back-office positions in large 

organizations (firms with more than 1000 

employees). 

With respect to technographic patterns in the 

behavior of using enterprise 2.0 technologies, 

most Saudi Arabian respondents reported 

using these technologies primarily for 

internal communication purposes within the 

organization. In contrast, respondents from 

Canada and the US reported internal 

collaboration being the most common use for 

enterprise 2.0 technologies. Furthermore, the 

results indicated that most Saudi Arabian 

employees use these tools for personal 

communication purposes rather than work 

related purposes. This pattern can possibly 

be related to another finding that suggested 

that companies in Saudi Arabia lagged behind 

those in Canada and the USA in terms of 

clearly defined guidelines and policies for the 

use of social media tools at the workplace. 

 

The measurement model was assessed by 

combining the data from the two samples. 

Tables 2, 3 and 4 consist of matrices showing 

various tests for discriminate and convergent 

validities for the constructs in the theoretical 

model. 

 

First, the loadings and cross-loadings of 

indicators were examined as a basic test for 

discriminant validity of measures. The matrix 

of loadings and cross-loadings is presented in 

Table 2 with the highest loadings of items 

shown in bold. In order to ascertain 

discriminant validity, the loadings of an item 

on its associated latent construct (target 

variable) should be higher in comparison to 

the item’s cross-loadings on other latent 

constructs. All model constructs satisfied 

these criteria. 
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Table 2: Matrix of Loading and Cross Loadings 

Measurement 

Items 

Model Constructs 

EOU KME LTO OIB PD PIB Richn Soph UI Usefl 

 E2.0UI1 0.5676 0.2063 0.2880 0.1392 0.3872 0.2727 0.6326 0.4293 0.9255 0.5266 

 E2.0UI2 0.5021 0.1921 0.2252 0.1703 0.3422 0.2751 0.5350 0.3712 0.9035 0.5094 

E2.0UI3 0.4826 0.2296 0.3163 0.1579 0.3429 0.3285 0.5512 0.3305 0.8552 0.4731 

E2.0UI4 0.4778 0.2297 0.3013 0.2227 0.3646 0.2641 0.5173 0.3378 0.8913 0.5295 

E2.0EOU1 0.8654 0.2386 0.3807 0.1320 0.3622 0.2738 0.6176 0.3825 0.4875 0.5296 

E2.0EOU2 0.9393 0.2896 0.3859 0.1559 0.4212 0.3240 0.5340 0.3215 0.5068 0.5050 

E2.0EOU3 0.9038 0.2454 0.4193 0.1596 0.4644 0.3775 0.5454 0.3458 0.5445 0.6078 

 E2.0R1 0.5505 0.2509 0.2743 0.2096 0.2622 0.4287 0.7877 0.4462 0.5489 0.4677 

E2.0R2 0.4472 0.1919 0.2277 0.1269 0.1687 0.2106 0.8087 0.3429 0.4121 0.3704 

E2.0R3 0.4900 0.2079 0.2116 0.2538 0.1536 0.3085 0.8926 0.4081 0.4756 0.3691 

E2.0R4 0.5981 0.2037 0.2837 0.1819 0.3239 0.3407 0.8680 0.3576 0.6336 0.4466 

E2.0S1 0.3565 0.5145 0.1267 0.3256 0.1363 0.3579 0.4292 0.9360 0.3753 0.2892 

E2.0S2 0.3724 0.5098 0.1350 0.3188 0.1421 0.3100 0.4416 0.9369 0.3970 0.4087 

E2.0U1 0.6562 0.2789 0.4127 0.1706 0.4191 0.3415 0.4749 0.3455 0.4918 0.8681 

E2.0U2 0.5698 0.2339 0.4279 0.1176 0.3816 0.2774 0.3864 0.3006 0.4587 0.9081 

E2.0U3 0.5263 0.1911 0.3590 0.0630 0.3305 0.2026 0.4197 0.2418 0.4811 0.9030 

E2.0U4 0.5398 0.2700 0.3932 0.1356 0.3469 0.2487 0.4418 0.2965 0.4766 0.8938 

E2.0U5 0.4415 0.2688 0.3360 0.1663 0.2997 0.2774 0.4378 0.3070 0.5424 0.8703 

E2.0U6 0.4524 0.3758 0.2821 0.2769 0.3140 0.3252 0.4562 0.4710 0.5569 0.8249 

 OIB1 0.1059 0.5439 0.0431 0.9422 0.1783 0.4542 0.1499 0.2851 0.1478 0.0866 

 OIB2 0.2024 0.5825 0.1088 0.9533 0.1921 0.5099 0.2835 0.3632 0.2126 0.2403 

 PIB1 0.3711 0.5178 0.3729 0.4286 0.4313 0.7388 0.3618 0.2184 0.3951 0.3312 

 PIB2 0.3133 0.4920 0.2117 0.3861 0.2274 0.8162 0.2744 0.2997 0.2095 0.2324 

 PIB3 0.2094 0.3282 0.1237 0.3084 0.2279 0.7173 0.2838 0.3118 0.2144 0.2397 

 PIB4 0.1538 0.3745 0.0969 0.4037 0.2214 0.7664 0.2521 0.2767 0.0926 0.1361 

KME1 0.2635 0.8347 0.3218 0.4475 0.3050 0.4607 0.1857 0.4378 0.1697 0.3177 

KME2 0.2795 0.9149 0.2764 0.5912 0.2211 0.5778 0.2584 0.4683 0.1877 0.3127 

KME3 0.1891 0.8991 0.1991 0.5334 0.1646 0.4870 0.2031 0.4849 0.1795 0.2087 

KME4 0.2644 0.8550 0.2759 0.5048 0.2591 0.4977 0.2436 0.5238 0.2973 0.2397 

LTO1 0.4377 0.3224 0.8856 0.1429 0.6719 0.3510 0.3377 0.1135 0.3437 0.3629 

LTO2 0.2787 0.2332 0.8945 0.0774 0.5714 0.2250 0.2204 0.1081 0.2419 0.2935 

LTO3 0.3766 0.2563 0.8019 0.0105 0.4841 0.1382 0.1551 0.1365 0.1809 0.3849 

LTO4 
0.3428 0.1454 0.7132 

-

0.0067 
0.4565 0.2049 0.2835 0.1064 0.2768 0.3742 

PD1 0.3816 0.1890 0.5813 0.1552 0.8500 0.3248 0.2227 0.0323 0.3877 0.3293 

PD2 0.3847 0.2489 0.5252 0.2024 0.8607 0.3493 0.2450 0.1564 0.2621 0.2890 

PD3 0.4332 0.1777 0.6077 0.0584 0.8596 0.3216 0.3121 0.1522 0.3904 0.3704 

PD4 0.3423 0.2969 0.5437 0.2503 0.7754 0.2749 0.1414 0.1615 0.3130 0.3595 
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Second, a test of discriminant validity as 

per Fornell and Larcker (1981) was 

conducted to ensure that the constructs of 

Power Distance, Long-Term Orientation, 

Knowledge Management Environment, 

Personal Information Behavior, 

Organizational Information Behavior, E2.0 

Technology Sophistication, E2.0 Media 

Richness, E2.0 Perceived Usefulness, E2.0 

Perceived Ease of Use, and E2.0 Use Intention 

were all distinct. A visual inspection of Table 

3 shows that the square root of the average 

variance shared by items within a construct 

(shown in bold on the diagonal) exceeds the 

inter-construct correlations that appear 

below and beside them. All model constructs 

satisfied these criteria. 

 

 

Table 3: Average Variance Extracted and Inter-Construct Correlations 

 

Constructs EOU 
KM

E 
LTO OIB PD PIB Rich 

Sop

h 
UI 

Usef

l 

Enterprise 2.0  

Ease of Use 

0.90

3 
         

Knowledge 

Management 

Environment 

0.28

5 

0.87

6 
        

Long Term Orientation 
0.43

9 

0.30

5 

0.82

7 
       

Organizational 

Information  

Behavior 

0.16

5 

0.59

5 

0.08

2 

0.94

8 
      

Power Distance 
0.46

1 

0.26

9 

0.67

3 

0.19

6 

0.83

7 
     

Personal Information  

Behavior 

0.36

1 

0.57

9 

0.28

7 

0.51

0 

0.38

1 

0.76

1 
    

Enterprise 2.0 

Richness 

0.62

9 

0.25

6 

0.30

0 

0.23

2 

0.27

9 

0.39

2 

0.84

0 
   

Enterprise 2.0  

Sophistication 

0.38

9 

0.54

7 

0.14

0 

0.34

4 

0.14

9 

0.35

7 

0.46

5 

0.93

6 
  

Enterprise 2.0  

Use Intention 

0.56

9 

0.23

9 

0.31

6 

0.19

2 

0.40

2 

0.31

8 

0.62

7 

0.41

2 

0.89

4 
 

Enterprise 2.0  

Usefulness 

0.60

9 

0.30

7 

0.42

1 

0.17

7 

0.39

9 

0.31

9 

0.49

8 

0.37

3 

0.57

0 

0.72

0 

 

Third, various tests of convergent validity 

were performed through an assessment of 

various quality indices as shown in Table 4. 

As shown, the AVE value for each latent 

variable is higher than 0.5, indicating that at 

least 50% of the variance in each block of 

indicators can be attributed to the pertinent 

latent variables (Fornell and Larcker 1981; 

Chin, 1998). Moreover, the values of 

Cronbach’s alpha exceeding 0.70 shows the 

internal reliability consistency of construct at 

an individual level (Gefen et al., 2000). 

Furthermore, composite reliability values for 

each construct are higher than 0.70 which is 

the recommended cut-off to validate the 

internal reliability consistency relative to all 

other constructs in the model (Fornell and 

Larcker, 1981). 
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Table 4: Convergent Validity Assessment of the Measurement Model 

 

Latent Variables 

Convergent Validity Indicators 

AVE 

( > 0.50 

) 

Composite 

Reliability 

( > 0.70 ) 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

( > 0.70 ) 

Enterprise 2.0 Ease of Use 0.816 0.930 0.887 

Knowledge Management 

Environment 
0.768 0.930 0.899 

Long Term Orientation 0.684 0.896 0.848 

Organizational Information Behavior 0.898 0.946 0.887 

Power Distance 0.701 0.903 0.857 

Personal Information Behavior 0.579 0.846 0.762 

Enterprise 2.0 Richness 0.706 0.906 0.861 

Enterprise 2.0 Sophistication 0.877 0.935 0.860 

Enterprise 2.0 Use Intention 0.800 0.941 0.916 

Enterprise 2.0 Usefulness 0.772 0.953 0.941 

 

 

In order to estimate the structural model, this 

study used a bootstrapping procedure to 

derive t-statistics for the structural paths and 

assess the significance of the path beta 

coefficients in the structural model.  

Specifically, bootstrapping with 1000 

replications was performed to provide a 

more conservative test of parameter 

significance (Chin, 2001). The structural 

model and the p-values are presented in 

Figure 3 with results from the two rounds of 

validation depicted along each path in order 

of Saudi Arabia and North America (values 

for the latter also shown as italicized). The 

main conclusion drawn from the reported 

structural model analysis as depicted in 

Figure 3 is that most of the proposed paths 

are supported with high degrees of 

confidence. 

 

As predicted (P1), Power Distance had a 

significant positive effect on Personal 

Information Behavior in both models. 

However, no significant relationship emerged 

between Power Distance and Knowledge 

Management Environment (P2). P3, 

concerning the hypothesized effect of Long-

Term Orientation, was only supported for the 

North American dataset, but did not reach 

significance with the Saudi Arabia sample. 

E2.0 Technology Sophistication had 

significant positive effects on Knowledge 

Management Environment in both samples, 

thus supporting P4. Also, as predicted in P5, 

E2.0 Technology Sophistication had 

significant direct impact on E2.0 Media 

Richness in both samples. P6, concerning the 

hypothesized effect of E2.0 Technology 

Sophistication on Usefulness, was supported 

for the Saudi Arabia dataset, but not for the 

North American sample. P7 and P8 

pertaining to the effect of E2.0 Media 

Richness on Perceived Ease of Use and E2.0 

Use Intention for KM was supported for both 

samples. Similarly, the effect of Perceived 

Ease of Use on Perceived Usefulness (P9) was 

supported in both datasets. Proposition P10 

which hypothesized a relationship between 

Knowledge Management Environment and 

Personal Information Behavior was only 

supported in the Saudi Arabia dataset. 

Contrary to expectations, Knowledge 

Management Environment did not have a 

direct positive effect on Enterprise 2.0 Use 
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Intention for KM (P12) in either model. 

However, a test of mediation showed that for 

both datasets, Organizational Information 

Behavior fully mediates this effect. As 

anticipated, the effect of Perceived 

Usefulness of E2.0 technologies on E2.0 Use 

Intention (P13) was supported in both 

datasets. P14, concerning the hypothesized 

effect of Personal Information Behavior on 

E2.0 Use Intention for KM was supported for 

the North American dataset, but not for the 

Saudi Arabia sample. The proposition 

concerning the direct positive effect of 

Organization Information Behavior on 

Personal Information Behavior (P15) was 

supported for the North American sample 

but not for the Saudi Arabia sample. Finally, 

while Organizational Information Behavior 

had a significant effect on E2.0 Use Intention 

for KM (P16) in both models, for the North 

American sample, a negative path coefficient 

emerged. 

 

 
Figure 3: Theoretical Model Path Coefficients 

 

In determining the efficacy of the model in 

terms of predictability, an evaluation of the 

coefficients of determination (R2) suggested 

that the model performed well for most 

downstream endogenous variables. The  

 

 

coefficients of determination (R2) explain the 

proportion of a construct’s variance that can 

be predicted by antecedent constructs in the 

model. While there is no specific cut-off value 

for measuring R2, generally higher values are 

considered favorable (Gefen et al., 2000), and 
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some researchers suggest that values higher 

than 0.10 can be deciphered to indicate the 

usefulness of an endogenous variable within 

the model (Falk & Miller, 1992). Table 5 

below provides the values of the coefficient 

of determination for all inner model 

constructs. As seen, most variables 

compellingly exceed the minimum level of 

0.10, with the exception of E2.0 Media 

Richness for which the value is only slightly 

above 0.10. This should not be a concern 

since this construct only has one incoming 

path from other constructs that act as their 

antecedents. In terms of the ultimate 

criterion variable in the model, i.e. E2.0 Use 

Intention for KM, a significant portion of its 

variance (around 52%) can be explained by 

the model for both datasets. 

 

Table 5: Coefficients of Determination (R2) for Model Constructs 

Model Constructs 

Coefficients of Determination (R2) 

Saudi Arabia 

Dataset 

North America 

Dataset 

Enterprise 2.0 Ease of Use 0.513 0.242 

Knowledge Management Environment 0.400 0.360 

Long Term Orientation na (exogenous) na (exogenous) 

Organizational Information Behavior 0.387 0.305 

Power Distance na (exogenous) na (exogenous) 

Personal Information Behavior 0.421 0.461 

Enterprise 2.0 Richness 0.176 0.272 

Enterprise 2.0 Sophistication na (exogenous) na (exogenous) 

Enterprise 2.0 Use Intention for KM 0.529 0.511 

Enterprise 2.0 Usefulness 0.364 0.486 

 

For assessing the goodness of fit for the 

structural model, we used the global criterion 

of goodness-of-fit (0 <= GoF <=1) to evaluate 

the model fit (Tenenhaus et al., 2005). This 

test is defined as the geometric mean of the 

average communality (AVE) and the average 

of the R2 values (for endogenous constructs) 

(Tenenhaus et al., 2005; Wetzels et al., 2009).  

For the two rounds of validation, the 

resulting GoF values of 0.563 and 0.522 both 

exceeded the cut-off value for large effect 

sizes (R2) of 0.35. Hence, it can be inferred 

that the structural model performed well in 

both rounds of validation. 

 

 Discussion  

 

The findings outlined in the previous section 

confirm the general premise that national 

cultural traits, organizational knowledge 

management context, and enterprise 2.0 

technology attributes play an important role 

in determining the knowledge management 

practices of organizations, and consequently, 

the use of enterprise 2.0 technology for 

knowledge management. As such, we would 

recommend that knowledge management 

researchers further explore and investigate 

these sociological and technological 

constructs related to the use of E2.0 

technology for KM to gain a better 

understanding of the differences among 

adoption and acceptance of these 

technologies. Likewise, practitioners should 

pay more attention to ensuring that relevant 

E2.0 tools are available according to the 

needs and preferences of the organization 

and its employees. Furthermore, they should 

ensure the presence of a conducive 

corporate-wide knowledge management 

environment comprising effective practices, 

policies and processes for KM initiatives. 
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In terms of similarities and differences 

among national culture traits, our results 

support the proposition that greater power 

distance leads people to take it upon 

themselves to communicate internally and 

share information, and it does not support a 

positive knowledge management 

environment in the enterprise.  This was 

validated in both datasets implying that a 

hierarchical centralized structure does not 

support a collaborative knowledge culture. 

For long-term orientation, our results were 

inconclusive in that its link to knowledge 

management environment was not 

supported in the Saudi Arabian context. This 

may be explained through complementary 

findings in our survey that suggested that for 

the most part, strategies and practices 

related to knowledge management are still in 

their infancy in that country. Hence, 

responses to our survey did not validate a 

significant positive or negative link between 

long-term orientation and knowledge 

management environment. 

 

Generally, our results indicated that KM 

oriented strategies and the use of E2.0 for KM 

specific purposes are in their early stages in 

Saudi Arabia, while in North America, 

processes, practices, policies and 

technologies related to knowledge 

management are more mature. This finding 

has multiple implications and helps explain 

some of the results from our structural 

model. 

 

Firstly, personal information behaviors in 

Saudi Arabia are not impacted by 

organizational information behaviors since 

the information and knowledge sharing 

practices at the corporate level are still not 

well established in these firms. This outcome 

is also supported through responses to our 

technographic questions which indicated that 

most individuals in Saudi Arabia use social 

media tools for personal internal 

communication purposes rather than 

collaboration and knowledge sharing 

purposes. 

 

Secondly, in terms of technology use, it can 

be seen that in the context of North America, 

both Organizational and Personal 

Information Behaviors affect intention to use 

E2.0 tools for KM purposes, while in the case 

of Saudi Arabia, only the former was a 

significant determinant. This shows that 

personal information sharing and 

communication behaviors are not sufficient 

to sustain the use of E2.0 technologies for 

KM, and organizations really need to foster a 

corporate-wide culture of information 

sharing and knowledge transfer in order to 

stimulate and promote the use of enterprise 

2.0 technologies for knowledge management 

purposes. Based on the path coefficient 

values in the structural model, it can also be 

argued that Organizational Information 

Behavior may play a more important role in 

the development period of KM strategy 

formulation and the early days of E2.0 

technology use for KM. This is evident in the 

positive significant effect of organizational 

information behavior on enterprise 2.0 use 

for knowledge management in the context of 

Saudi Arabia. Once a favorable knowledge 

management culture is present, people may 

take the initiative on their own to improve 

the use of enterprise 2.0 technologies for 

knowledge management purposes – as 

observed in the significant positive impact of 

personal information behavior on E2.0 use 

for KM in the Canada and US dataset. 

Flexibility in use of corporate social software 

has been regarded as a primary driver for 

using such tools for knowledge management 

(Richter et al., 2013). 

 

Thirdly, with respect to the variety of 

features and functions of enterprise 2.0 tools, 

our model showed a significant positive 

relationship between E2.0 sophistication and 

perceived usefulness for the Saudi Arabia 

dataset but not the North American dataset. 

Once again, this may be attributed to the 

embryonic nature of KM strategies and 

technologies in the Saudi Arabia context at 

the current time. Organizations in such a 

setting may still be experimenting with a 

variety of social media tools to understand 

and cater to employee needs and 
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requirements of their knowledge intensive 

processes, and hence the availability of a 

breadth of social media channels and 

platforms translates into higher perceptions 

of usefulness. In contrast, in the North 

American context, the E2.0 technology base 

may be more evolved and stable, and variety 

does not necessarily translate into higher 

levels of perceived usefulness. 

 

As far as the enabling role of E2.0 

technologies for KM is concerned, our model 

clearly showed a significant positive impact 

of E2.0 technology sophistication and 

knowledge management environment in 

both datasets. This highlights the value and 

utility of these technologies in promoting a 

knowledge sharing corporate culture by 

facilitating organized and accessible 

information, and enabling the sharing of best 

practices across the organization. 

Furthermore, it can be argued that the 

relationship among E2.0 technologies for KM 

and the organizational KM environment is 

reciprocal and mutually reinforcing. A test of 

mediation was conducted to evaluate the 

relationship between the organizational KM 

environment and the intention to use E2.0 

tools for KM. Organizational Information 

Behavior was shown to fully mediate the 

effect of organizational KM environment on 

the intention to use E2.0 tools for KM. This 

result is noteworthy since it was supported 

for both datasets suggesting that the 

adoption and acceptance of KM technologies 

is a gradual process that requires the 

presence of a favorable knowledge 

management culture in the organization as 

well as visible and recognizable information 

sharing and knowledge collaboration 

practices across the enterprise. 

 

Our results lend strong support to the 

knowledge management context model 

proposed by Detlor et al. (2006) where the 

researchers purported links between 

knowledge management environment, 

personal information behavior, and 

organizational information behavior. As 

noted above, these links were validated in 

either one or both of our datasets. 

Furthermore, through our work, we have 

attempted to answer the call for additional 

research by the authors of the original model. 

Our model extends their work by offering 

additional sociological and technological 

constructs that can help explain the variance 

in organizational and personal information 

behaviors. As shown in Table 5, our model is 

able to account for the variance of 

organizational information behavior in the 

range of 0.31 (North America) to 0.40 (Saudi 

Arabia), and in the range of 0.42 (Saudi 

Arabia) to 0.46 (North America) for personal 

information behavior. This is in contrast to 

the variance for these variables reported in 

the range of 0.17 to 0.19 in the original model 

by Detlor et al. (2006). 

 

In terms of limitations, this study is 

constrained by the investigation of 

knowledge management practices and 

enterprise 2.0 technology use using 

convenience and self-selection sampling 

techniques. This may limit the 

generalizability of the study's results. 

However, to some extent, the validation of 

the theoretical model in multiple national 

and industrial contexts mitigates this 

limitation. 

 

Future studies wishing to explore further the 

effects of national and organizational culture, 

and technology characteristics on knowledge 

management practices and technology use 

may wish to adopt this study's research 

model as a theoretical basis. The model 

confirms and extends Detlor et al.’s (2006) 

model and highlights the importance of 

knowledge management culture and 

information behaviors at organizational and 

individual levels on the overall effectiveness 

of KM practices and the use of enterprise 2.0 

technologies for KM purposes. Researchers 

also may wish to carry out the investigation 

in additional regional and industrial contexts 

for purposes of comparison. Finally, we 

believe it would be very fruitful to conduct a 

focused investigation using case-studies of 

organizations that may be in different stages 

of use of enterprise 2.0 tools for knowledge 

management. 
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Conclusion 

 

This paper presented research results of an 

empirical investigation of sociological and 

technological factors affecting knowledge 

management practices and the use of 

enterprise 2.0 technologies for knowledge 

management in organizations. Results 

indicate that national culture traits and 

corporate KM culture play an important role 

in influencing personal and organizational 

information behavior, as well as the use of 

enterprise 2.0 technologies for KM. 

Additionally, the availability of a variety of 

enterprise 2.0 tools is critical in the early 

stages of KM strategy development as these 

tools help foster a positive knowledge 

management environment in the 

organization. 

 

The extension of Detlor et al.’s model with 

national culture traits and technology 

attributes has important practical and 

theoretical value, but additional research is 

needed. As organizations continue to 

experiment with social media channels and 

platforms for knowledge sharing and 

collaboration, they also need to continue 

their efforts to improve the culture, 

processes and practices around information 

sharing, and the transfer of embedded and 

encoded knowledge across the enterprise. 
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Appendix A: Measurement Items for Theoretical Constructs 

 

 

Theoretical 

Construct 

Measurement 

Items 

Power Distance 

 

(7-point Likert Scale from Not Important to Very Important) 

- Having a good working relationship with your direct superior 

- Being consulted by your direct superior in his/her decisions 

- Being consulted by your boss in decisions involving your work 

- Relations between a superior and subordinates are open & friendly 

- Authority to match position or role in the hierarchy 

- Authority to match competencies 

Long-Term  

Orientation 

(7-point Likert Scale from Not Important to Very Important) 

- Working toward future goals 

- Working for future life 

- Saving money for future 

- Persistence (perseverance) 

- Steadiness and stability 

- Respect for tradition 

Perceived  

Ease of Use 

(7-point Likert Scale from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree) 

- I find it easy to get Enterprise 2.0 tools to do what I want them to do. 

- It is easy for me to become skillful at using Enterprise 2.0 tools. 

- I find Enterprise 2.0 tools easy to use. 

Perceived  

Usefulness 

(7-point Likert Scale from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree) 

Using Enterprise 2.0 technologies allows me to: 

- Accomplish tasks more quickly 

- Improves my job performance 

- Increases my productivity 

- Enhances my effectiveness on the job 

- Makes it easier to do my job 

- Overall, I find Enterprise 2.0 useful in my job 

Media  

Richness 

(7-point Likert Scale from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree) 

Enterprise 2.0 technologies allow me to:  

- Tailor interactions according to my personal requirements and preferences 

- Communicate a variety of different cues (such as emotional tone, attitude, 

or formality) during communication 

- Use varied and rich language during communication 

- Convey multiple types of information 

Technology  

Sophistication 

(7-point Likert Scale from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree) 

- I have access to a wide variety of Enterprise 2.0 tools at my workplace. 

- I have all the essential Enterprise 2.0 tools at my workplace. 

Knowledge  

Management  

Environment 

(7-point Likert Scale from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree) 

- My organization has a culture intended to promote knowledge and 

information sharing. 

- Knowledge and information in my organization is available and organized 

to make it easy to find what I need. 

- Information about good work practices, lessons learned, and 

knowledgeable persons is easy to find in my organization. 

- My organization makes use of information technology to facilitate 

knowledge and information sharing. 
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Theoretical  

Construct 

Measurement  

Items 

Organizational  

Information  

Behavior 

(7-point Likert Scale from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree) 

- The people I work with regularly share information on errors or failures 

openly. 

- The people I work with regularly use information on failures or errors to 

address problems constructively. 

- Among the people I work with regularly, it is normal for individuals to 

keep information to themselves. 

Personal 

Information 

Behavior 

(7-point Likert Scale from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree) 

- I often exchange information with the people with whom I work regularly. 

- I often exchange information with people outside of my regular work unit 

but within my organization. 

- I often exchange information with citizens, customers, or clients outside 

my organization. 

- I often exchange information with partner organizations. 

E2.0 Technology 

Use Intention 

(7-point Likert Scale from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree) 

- If I have access to Enterprise 2.0 tools, I predict that I would use it 

- I intend to use Enterprise 2.0 tools as often as needed 

- I intend to continue using Enterprise 2.0 tools for social interactions 

- I intend to continue using Enterprise 2.0 tools for information exchange 

E2.0 Technology 

Actual Use 

(7-point Likert Scale from Use Rarely to Use Frequently) 

Social Networking Sites (e.g. Facebook) 

Blogs 

Wikis 

Discussion Forums 

Content Feeds (e.g. RSS) 

Collaborative Document Editing 

Collaborative Content Tagging 

Social Bookmarking 

Mashups 

Instant Messaging 

Microblogs (e.g. Twitter) 

Polls & Voting Tools 

Widgets 

File Sharing (Repositories) 

Podcasts 

Video Sharing 

Virtual Worlds 

Online games 

Social News 

 


