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ABSTRACT 

This study extends the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT) to study 
acceptance and use of professional online communities. Drawing upon rigorous theoretical 
foundation, empirical support and contextually relevant research, an integrated model was 
developed and applied to investigate the use of professional online communities for knowledge 
acquisition and for knowledge provision. This model was tested through a survey administrated to 
the members of eight professional unions in Egypt. The findings of this study adds to knowledge 
by demonstrating that content quality, system quality and members’ beliefs in their abilities to use 
the community system facilitate the transformation of professional online communities’ resources 
to performance and personal benefits and, consequently, encourage members to use the community 
for sharing their knowledge. Additionally, the findings revealed that members who perceived high 
content and system quality were more likely to show higher degree of relational capital (trust). 
Several important implications are presented and discussed in more detail.  

Keywords: professional online communities, technology acceptance, knowledge sharing, relational 
capital, Egypt 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Professional online communities can be defined as “online networks in which individuals with 
common interests, goals or practices interact to share information and knowledge, and engage in 
social interactions” (Kim et al., 2011, p. 112). It has been used widely by many different 
professions for knowledge sharing. Now professionals can share their ideas and experiences, find 
quick answers, gave access to other individuals with the same interests, solve job related problems, 
and perform complicated tasks through collaboration with both known and unknown colleagues 
(Yu et al., 2009, p. 13). Although a limited number of empirical studies have investigated 
knowledge sharing within online communities based on social-psychological perspectives (e.g. 
Chiu et al., 2006, Wasko and Faraj, 2005), no previous study has attempted to integrate the possible 
determinants that motivate professionals to use this type of community for knowledge sharing. 
Moreover, Ridings et al. (2002) stated that the intention to contribute knowledge would be 
meaningless if the initiation of knowledge requests was absent. In this respect, Quigley et al. (2007) 
contend that very little is known about how the different “motivational factors identified with 
knowledge providing and knowledge receiving work in conjunction with each other because the 
motivational mechanisms across these domains are rarely studied together” (p.72). Therefore, they 
suggested the need to develop a coherent, integrated, theoretical framework to show how the 
motivational factors can explain knowledge sharing (acquisition/provision); and how this 
knowledge is utilised in ways that benefit performance.  
Thus, drawn upon theoretical foundations, empirical studies and contextually relevant research, this 
study tries to integrate and validate some key variables with the Unified Theory of Acceptance and 
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Use of Technology (UTAUT) to develop a comprehensive model that have the ability to capture 
the factors that can motivate professionals to use online communities for knowledge acquisition 
and knowledge provision..  

The Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology UTAUT 
After reviewing and comparing eight previous models, Venkatesh et al. (2003) developed their new 
model, UTAUT, which aimed to better explain technology acceptance and usage. They empirically 
examined the eight developed models in longitudinal design research using four different 
organisations. This model explained 70% of the total variance in behavioural intentions. They 
empirically found that performance expectancy, facilitating conditions, effort expectancy, and 
social influence are significant predicators of behavioural intention and use behaviour.  
In general, and according to Straub (2009), technology acceptance model TAM and UTAUT are 
two models developed specifically for investigating technology use and adoption in the 
organisational settings. Although these two theories are able to explain behavioural intention and 
usage behaviour, the UTAUT model is still new and untested. In this regard, Barnes and Vidgen 
(2012, p. 165) stated that, “the explanatory and predictive power of UTAUT has yet to be fully 
demonstrated”. Hence, additional research is needed to understand how the UTAUT may be 
applied in settings outside of the organisational and cultural contexts, such as professional online 
communities and non-Western culture. Furthermore and from knowledge sharing behaviour 
standpoint, other perspectives such as the technology acceptance models may help to better account 
for ease of use and usefulness of online communities use (Kankanhalli et al., 2005, p. 135). 
Benbasat and Barki (2007, p. 216) agree with this perspective by recommending the extension of 
acceptance models to “different IT contexts in order to reach a more comprehensive understanding 
of what influences adoption and acceptance, … and to provide more useful recommendations for 
practice”. 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES 

Technology acceptance drivers 
This study identifies a number of factors that may determine the use of professional acceptance of 
online communities. The applied research model includes nine main determinants (see Figure 1) 
that were suggested to influence professional online community use for knowledge sharing.  
The UTAUT model (Venkatesh et al., 2003) proposes that the intention to use a technology is 
determined by three main technology drivers: performance expectancy “the degree to which an 
individual believes that using the system will help him or her to attain gains in job performance” 
(p. 447), effort expectancy “the degree of ease associated with the use of the system” (p. 450), and 
social influence “the degree to which an individual perceives that important others believe he or 
she should use the new application” (p. 451). These three factors have been documented by 
previous research to be significant predictors in explaining technology use and adoption 
(Venkatesh et al., 2003, Venkatesh et al., 2012). Thus the following hypotheses are suggested: 

H1: A higher level of performance expectancy will lead to a greater level of use of professional 
online communities for knowledge acquisition behaviour. 

H2: A higher level of personal outcomes expectancy will lead to a greater level of use of 
professional online communities for providing knowledge. 

H3a: A lower level of effort expectancy will lead to a greater level of use of professional online 
communities for knowledge acquisition behaviour. 

H3b: A lower level of effort expectancy will lead to a greater level of use of professional online 
communities for providing knowledge. 

H4a: A higher level of social influence will lead to a greater level of use of professional online 
communities for knowledge acquisition behaviour. 
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H4b: A higher level of social influence will lead to a greater level of use of professional online 
communities for providing knowledge 

 

 Figure 1: Research model 

Relational capital (Trust) 
The availability of communication and information systems does not automatically guarantee 
people’s willingness to share information and develop new knowledge. Previous studies, which 
tried to address this challenge, have pointed to social relations as a key determinant in motivating 
people to share their unique knowledge (e.g. Huang, 2009, Usoro et al., 2007). Usoro et al. (2007) 
reported that lack of trust is considered as a major barrier in knowledge sharing activities. Trust, 
which has been defined as >>>> , was found to be one of the organisational cultural enablers that 
showed a significant impact on the knowledge creation process. When individuals trust each other 
in online communities, they will “liberally exchange, seek, and collect knowledge” (Lee and Choi, 
2003). Accordingly H5a and H5b are suggested as follows:  

H5a: A higher level of trust will lead to a greater level of use of professional online communities 
for knowledge acquisition behaviour. 

H5b: A higher level of trust will lead to a greater level of use of professional online communities 
for knowledge providing behaviour. 

System self-efficacy 
In the current study, system self-efficacy refers to members’ perception of their ability to use the 
community system and its tools to share their knowledge (acquisition and provision). Regarding the 
context of this study, system self-efficacy may be necessary.  Generally, self-efficacy judgements 
are expected to influence the outcome expectations as the outcomes, which an individual expects, 
derive from the judgements of how well he or she can execute the required behaviour. Compeau et 
al. (1999), Compeau and Higgins (1995a) demonstrated that computer self-efficacy significantly 
predicted both performance-related outcome expectations and personal outcome expectations. 
These findings seem to support the hypothesised relationships between system self-efficacy and 
performance expectancy and personal outcome expectancy. Therefore, the following hypotheses 
are suggested. 

H6a: A higher level of system self-efficacy will lead to a greater level of performance expectancy. 

H6b: A higher level of system self-efficacy will lead to a greater level of personal outcomes 
expectancy. 

The proposed relationship between community system self-efficacy and effort expectancy is based 
on the theoretical argument by Davis (1989). When a community member assesses the effort 
required to utilise the community’s system to carry out a particular task, the evaluation of his/her 
ability to perform this task is likely to be a key factor in the assessment. In this regard, and based 
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on Chan et al. (2010) discussion, the importance of community system self-efficacy may be 
explained from two points of view: the effort requirement perspective and the facilitating 
conditions perspective. Firstly, from the effort requirement perspective, community members who 
are comparatively high in self-efficacy are more likely to perceive that using the community 
requires less effort in comparison to members with lower self-efficacy. Secondly, from a 
facilitating conditions perspective, community members with higher self-efficacy are more likely to 
have the required resources (i.e. knowledge and baseline skills) to use the community system. 
Therefore, it can be hypothesised that community members anchor effort expectancy perceptions to 
their community system self-efficacy: 

H6c: A higher level of system self-efficacy will lead to a lower level of effort expectancy. 

Knowledge self-efficacy 
All things being equal, knowledge self-efficacy judgements or members’ ability to create and share 
knowledge are expected to influence outcome expectations since "the outcomes one expects derive 
largely from judgments as to how well one can execute the requisite behaviour" (Bandura et al., 
1987 : p. 241). Positive outcomes can strengthen an individual’s behaviour (Bandura, 1997); 
otherwise, individuals who do not have the required skills, questions their ability and capabilities to 
execute a specific task or action may perceive their activities or actions as meaningless and 
pointless (Compeau et al., 1999). Additionally, if an individual believes he/she will be able to 
execute activity skilfully in the given context (e.g. contributing knowledge), then he/she may 
expect favourable outcomes than individuals who uncertain their abilities(Compeau et al., 1999).  

H7: A higher level of knowledge self-efficacy will lead to a greater level of personal outcome 
expectancy. 

System quality 
The relationship between system/website quality and perceived usefulness has been demonstrated 
in the literature. Perceived usefulness was found to be significant mediator between system quality 
and sense of belonging (Lin, 2007a) and system quality and members’ satisfaction (Lin, 2008). The 
perceived benefits of using public websites was found to be determined by information quality and 
system quality (Sørum et al., 2012). Accordingly, we predict the relationship between system 
quality and both expectancies as follows: 

H8a: A higher level of community’s system quality will produce a higher level of performance 
expectancy. 

H8b: A higher level of community’s system quality will produce a higher level of personal 
outcome expectancy of using the professional online system. 

The dimension of system quality represents the perceptions of user interactions with the system 
over time (Davis, 1989), therefore, a higher-quality system should be perceived as easier to use. 
Nelson et al. (2005) concluded that “a system that is perceived to be easy to use may also be 
perceived to be high quality; therefore, ease of use may be a consequence of system quality” (p. 
205). System quality significantly influenced online retailing systems ease of use (Ahn et al., 
2007), and the perceived ease of use of digital libraries (Nov and Ye, 2008). Accordingly, we 
predict the relationship between system quality and effort expectancy as follows: 

H8c: A higher level of community’s system quality will lead to a lower level of effort expectancy. 

In online communities and based on the social capital theory, the dimension of structural capital is 
more interested in the community system and its ability to grant access to other members and to 
effectively and efficiently facilitate the process of interaction among community members to share 
their knowledge and information (Huysman and Wulf, 2006). If users of the community are unable 
to access the system or the system is perceived as unreliable, then this will impede their ability to 
increase their relational capital and most likely they will not use this system. Thus, we propose the 
following hypothesis: 
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H8d: A higher level of professional online community’s system quality will produce a greater level 
of trust between the community’s members. 

Content quality 
Generally speaking, “without rich and valuable knowledge, online communities are of limited 
values” (Chang et al., 2013, p. 801). Cabrera and Cabrera (2002) argue that if individuals find that 
the shared contents are not worth the time necessary to explore then, they may not participate in the 
sharing process. Thus, in the one hand, if the professional online community system can provide 
knowledge seeker, for example, correct, consistent, and accurate knowledge and information, it is 
more likely that he/she will perceive higher job relevance of the community, and higher level of 
performance expectancy. Otherwise, if the content quality is evaluated as poor or disappointing, 
knowledge seekers will be negatively rewarded and will very likely lose their interest in obtaining 
knowledge. On the other hand, content quality can be beneficial not only for members who use the 
community for knowledge acquisition, but also for members who use the community for 
knowledge provision. If a knowledge provider feels that the content is exceptional, he/she may 
contribute to build, for example, a personal image of expertise (Cabrera et al., 2006, Zheng et al., 
2013). Thus, we hypothesise: 

H9a: A higher level of knowledge quality will produce a higher level of performance expectancy. 

H9b: A higher level of knowledge quality will produce a higher level of personal outcome 
expectancy of using the professional online system. 

Keen et al. (2004) propose that information quality is a crucial key to the “trust-building 
mechanism” in all forms of online interactions. In more details, they argue that including some 
positive and favourable information traits (e.g. accuracy, clearness, and understandings), should 
affect trusting-beliefs integrity in the exchange process. Additionally, showing care toward other 
parties through providing timely and helpful information is a significant and important driver to 
build benevolence (McKnight et al., 2002). In a similar manner, the availability of accurate and 
reliable knowledge is a source of information competence (Nicolaou and McKnight, 2006), which 
is a dimension of trust-building. Thus, we can propose the following hypothesis. 

H9c: A higher level of content quality will lead to a greater level of relational capital (trust). 

Use for knowledge sharing (acquisition and provision) 
Once people who mainly search for information have learned more about the community and gain 
familiarity with the method of posting message or have different attitudes toward the community, 
they will actively provide information (Nonnecke et al., 2006). Blau (1964: p. 89) claims that “an 
individual who supplies rewarding services to another obligates him. To discharge this obligation, 
the second must furnish benefits to the first in turn”. In this respect, the social exchange theory 
suggests that “when an individual receives a favour from another party, there is an expectation of 
some future return, although when it will occur and what form it will take is usually unstated” 
(Watson and Hewett, 2006: p. 148). Therefore, the following hypothesis is suggested. 

H10: A higher level of use of the community for knowledge acquisition will lead to a greater level 
of use of the community for knowledge provision. 

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

Measurement 
The research model includes 11 constructs, each of which was measured with multiple items. The 
majority of these items were adapted from the extant literature. Specifically, this study used and 
combined reliable and pre-validated scales from a pool of research (e.g. Kang et al., 2008, 
Kankanhalli et al., 2005, Willem and Buelens, 2007, Compeau et al., 1999, Lee and Choi, 2003, 
Barnes and Vidgen, 2012, Wang and Wang, 2009, Venkatesh et al., 2012).  
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Data collection 
Following the recommendations of the empirical prior research conducted in the context of online 
communities (e.g. Preece et al., 2004, Ridings and Gefen, 2004, Ridings et al., 2002), this study 
collected data from diverse professional online communities. As table 1 shows, eight unions agreed 
to support and distribute the questionnaire link among their members.  
 

Table 3: Respondents’ characteristics 
Characteristic Frequency Valid % 
Gender Male 228 71.0 

Female 93 29.0 
Age Less than 25 11 3.5 

25-30 75 23.7 
30-35 99 31.3 
35-40 93 29.4 
40-50 34 10.8 
Over 50 4 1.3 

Education Technical institution (2 years) 14 4.4 
College degree 212 66.3 
Master/diploma 73 22.8 
Doctorate or equivalent 21 6.6 

Profession Lawyer 37 11.5 
Teacher/academic staff 79 24.6 
Physician 30 9.3 
Dentist 22 6.9 
Engineer 42 13.1 
Veterinarian 15 4.7 
Accountant/financial services 66 20.6 
Pharmacist 28 8.7 
Other 2 0.6 

Web-based survey was employed to collect the research data. In more details, an online survey 
instrument was developed and posted on http://www.qualtrics.com/. The data collection process 
lasted for three months (16-8-2012 to 15-11-2012). In total, 367 responses were received. 
However, 40 responses were discarded that resulted in 327 valid responses. The characteristics of 
the respondents are presented in Table 3. 

 

DATA ANALYSIS 

Measurement Model 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis CFA using AMOS 20 was conducted to confirm the measurement 
model. The measurement model fit statistics showed an acceptable and satisfactory measurement 
model fit (see Table 5). As seen in table 4, all AVE values are above the recommended value 0.5 
(Chin, 2010, Urbach and Ahlemann, 2010), which indicates an acceptable and sufficient 
convergent validity at the constructs level. Discriminant validity was assessed by examining the 
square root of the AVE as recommended by Fornell and Larcker (1981). The square root of the 
AVE for each construct should be greater than its correlation with the other constructs. The 
diagonal cells in Table 4 present the square root of the AVE for every construct. It shows that every 
square root of AVE for each construct is larger than its correlations with the other constructs. 
For common method variance, Harman’s one factor using exploratory factor analysis (EFA) 
demonstrated that no one factor accounts for the majority of covariance. CFA one factor and 
“unmeasured latent method factor” were used with Harman’s one-factor as more sophisticated tests 
and to avoid the insensitivity of Harman’s one-factor test. Similarly, the results indicated that the 
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CMV is not a serious problem and is not responsible for the relationships among the research 
constructs.  
 

Table 4: Correlation matrix and discriminant validity 
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4 
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1 Structural model testing 

Using the Maximum Likelihood ML estimation method, the findings revealed the absence of any 
identification problems. The model notes degree of freedom revealed an over-identified model. At 
the overall level, the model fit indices statistics revealed an acceptable structural model as the 
following table shows (see Table 6). 

 

Table 5: Fit indices for measurement and structural models 

Index x2 x2/df RMSE
A 

SRM
R 

AGF
I CFI TLI PNF

I 
PCF

I 
Cut-off value 
(Hair et al., 2010, 
Meyers et al., 
2006, Hu and 
Bentler, 1999, 
Sharma et al., 
2005, Straub et al., 
2004)  

P > 0.05 < 3 < 0.05 < 
0.08 

> 
0.80 

> 
0.90 

> 
0.90 

> 
0.50 

> 
0.50 

Measurement 
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(df= 847; p < 
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8 
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1342.391 

(df=872; p < 
0.05) 

1.53
9 0.041 0.06

5 
0.82

3 
0.96

0 
0.95

6 
0.82

4 
0.88

5 

 
The path significance of each hypothesised relationship in the research model was examined. The 
findings of SEM indicate that all paths were significant except the paths EE à UKP, SI à UKP, 
and SQ à POE.  As for UKA, it was found to be predicted by four variables: PE, EE, SI, and 
Trust. These four variables explained 45% of the variance of UKA. With regard to UKP, three 
variables POE, UKA, and Trust were found to explain 44% of its variance.  
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Figure 2: Results of SEM path analysis 

EE was predicted by SSE and SQ, which jointly explained 41% of the EE variance. PE was 
predicted by SSE, SQ, and CQ, which jointly explained 32% of the PE variance. SSE, KSE, and 
CQ jointly explained 28% of the POE variance. Finally, Trust was found to be influenced by SQ 
and CQ, which jointly explained 28% of the Trust variance. Figure 2 shows the results of SEM. 
 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
These findings suggest that, based on the perception of professionals who used the community for 
knowledge acquisition, the existence and endurance of reliable and appropriately designed system, 
along with correct, useful, important, and understandable knowledge are the main drivers of 
expecting better performance, which, in turn, was found to be the main determinant of using a 
professional online community for knowledge acquisition. Moreover, the SEM results highlight 
and suggest that the ability to provide correct, useful, important, and understandable knowledge, 
along with the capability to use the community’s system are the main drivers of expecting 
favourable outcomes (e.g. feeling of competency, enjoyment, and reputation), which, in turn, were 
found to be the strongest determinant of using a professional online community for knowledge 
provision.  
Contrary to expectation, SQ had no direct influence on POE. Thus, hypothesis H8b was not 
supported. These findings mean that, for members who provide knowledge, the community system 
may be important but not sufficient to provide or perceived to provide benefits. However, despite 
the growing tendency to emphasise the important role of system quality in IS success models, our 
findings are consistent with a number of prior management information system MIS research (e.g. 
Gupta and Kim, 2004b, Chen, 2007, Floropoulos et al., 2010, Choi et al., 2008, Wang and Liao, 
2008). However, there are two possible reasons for this lack of support. First, the results indicate 
that members who used the community to provide knowledge had high scores on system self-
efficacy and high experience with the Internet and community system. Thus this insignificant 
relationship is probably because of their familiarity with the system, which might lead to less 
concern about the quality of the community system. Second, system quality as a technology 
characteristic may not be sufficient to influence the perceived usefulness of using the community to 
provide knowledge. Based on the holistic view (the interaction between social factors and technical 
factors), POE is more influenced by the quality of provided knowledge, the quality of relations 
with the other members (e.g. trust), and members’ ability to deal with the system and to create 
knowledge (self-efficacy).   
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Although effort expectancy is grounded as a significant antecedent of technology use intention in 
the UTAUT model (Venkatesh et al., 2003, Venkatesh et al., 2012, Venkatesh et al., 2011), 
previous research has revealed mixed results. A number of studies did not demonstrate a significant 
relationship between effort expectancy/ease of use and system use (e.g. Karahanna et al., 2006, 
Zhou et al., 2010, Igbaria and Iivari, 1995, Burton-Jones and Hubona, 2006). Regarding this study, 
based on Van Deursen and Van Dijk (2011), using professional online communities for looking for 
knowledge and information is concluded to be somewhat harder than using them for providing 
information and knowledge. They have described three different skills: instrumental or operational 
skills (how to operate or manipulate technology); structural skills (to find out how information or 
knowledge is contained); and strategic skills (the ability to process, find, and evaluate contained 
knowledge and information). Although both usage behaviours (use for knowledge acquisition and 
use for knowledge provision) require the possession of instrumental or operational skills, structural 
skills and strategic skills are more important to use professional online communities for knowledge 
acquisition. Hence, the insignificant relationship between effort expectancy and use for knowledge 
providing can be attributed to combining both usage behaviours in one model. For members who 
use the community for acquisition and providing, effort expectancy regarding knowledge provision 
is insignificant. Having the required skills to search and look for knowledge weakened the 
perceived effort expectancy required for providing knowledge.    
Social influence mixed results. It was found to be a significant predicator of the use of knowledge 
acquisition not the use for knowledge provision. Perhaps not surprisingly, these mixed results and 
the prior research findings indicate that the use of professional online communities for knowledge 
acquisition is, besides being affected by members’ own beliefs and their expectations regarding 
performance and effort, is affected by, for example, friends and colleagues’ advice and opinions. 
However, the use for knowledge provision was concluded to be a more personal and individual 
issue that may not be explained by social influence. Venkatesh et al. (2003) suggested that use 
behaviour, especially after a period of use in voluntary contexts, depends on the system user’s 
beliefs rather than on peoples’ advice and opinions. In the light of this suggestion, the weak effect 
of social influence on use for knowledge provision can be explained by the fact that professional 
online community’s characteristics, such as voluntary usage and experience, might imply that 
members’ expectancy about the benefits they will gain dominate the decision to use the community 
for knowledge provision. This conclusion is supported by the strong influence of the “personal 
outcome expectancy” construct on use for knowledge provision. From a knowledge-sharing 
standpoint, one of the main reasons that may affect individuals’ desire to share their knowledge is 
considering knowledge as a source of power and superiority. Therefore, donating this power was 
found to be more affected by individual and personal factors such as enjoyment in helping others, 
reciprocity, and feeling of competency (e.g. Kankanhalli et al., 2005, Huang, 2009) rather than 
social factors.  
Finally, although system quality and content quality were verified as important variables, they did 
not play an equal role in contributing to relational capital – Trust. Specifically, content quality had 
the largest influence on community use for knowledge sharing via trust. However, the findings 
suggest that, based on the perception of professional online communities’ members, the existence 
and endurance of reliable and appropriately designed system, along with correct, useful, important, 
and understandable knowledge are main determinants of trust-building, which, in turn, was found 
to be significant predicator of using a professional online community for knowledge sharing 
(acquisition/provision). Thus, it can be concluded that the more the community’s users perceive 
high content and system quality; the more likely to trust each other and, consequently, use the 
community to share their knowledge. 
 

IMPLICATIONS FOR THEORY AND PRACTICE 
First, this study expanded our knowledge of using these communities by introducing and adopting 
multi-theoretical approach and therefore this study contributes to the establishment of a more 
comprehensive and integrated model of using these communities for knowledge sharing 
(knowledge acquisition and knowledge provision).  
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Second, by developing a comprehensive model that includes both usage behaviours, this study 
contributes to knowledge by illustrating that the monolithic view of general usage or use for 
provision only cannot tell the whole story. Thus, it sheds more light not only about how 
community’ members can provide and contribute their knowledge but also how they can acquire 
knowledge and gain performance benefits from the community.  
Third, to the best of the researcher’s knowledge, this study is the first to examine the mediating role 
of personal outcome expectancy between knowledge/system self-efficacy and professional online 
community use. As such, this study contributes to knowledge by confirming that system self-
efficacy, knowledge self-efficacy, content quality, and system quality are important determinants of 
effort expectancy and performance/personal outcome expectancy.  
Finally, especially in marketing, few researchers have studied the relationship between “website 
quality and website usability” and some social and behavioural aspects such as customer trust and 
commitment (Flavian et al., 2006, Wells et al., 2011). The findings of this study revealed that 
community members who perceive high content and system quality are more likely to show higher 
degree of relational capital (trust) when they share their knowledge.  
A good professional online community should not only provide high-quality content but should be 
also user-friendly community. Especially for using for knowledge acquisition, the findings suggest 
that community’ managers and designers should pay significant attention towards the design of the 
community system. Reliable, flexible, available, and well-designed community systems were found 
to determine performance and personal outcome expectancies of using the community, effort 
needed to use the community, and social relationships. 

Appendix A: Questionnaire is available at request 
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