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ABSTRACT 

Originally designed as a tool to alleviate bottlenecks associated with knowledge management, the 

suitability of wikis for corporate settings has been questioned given the inherent tensions between 

wiki affordances and the realities of organizational life. Drawing on regulatory focus theory and 

social cognitive theory we developed and tested a model of the motivational dynamics underlying 

corporate wikis.  We examined leaders (owners) and users of 187 wiki-based projects within a large 

multi-national firm.  Our findings revealed two countervailing motivational forces, one oriented 

toward accomplishment and achievement (promotion-focus) and one oriented toward safety and 

security (prevention-focus), that not only predicted owners’ participation, but the overall level of 

engagement within the wiki groups.  Our primary contribution is in showing that, notwithstanding 

the potential benefits to users, wikis can trigger risk-avoidance motives that potentially impedes 

engagement. Practically, our findings call for an alignment between organizational procedures 

surrounding wiki deployment and the technology’s affordances.  

 

Keywords:  knowledge management (KM), knowledge management systems (KMS), knowledge 

sharing, wiki, owner, motivation, regulatory focus theory, social cognitive theory. 
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Group Members’ Engagement  

 

Introduction 

In the information age, companies increasingly derive value from intellectual rather than 

physical assets and employee knowledge is believed to be a company’s most profitable resource. 

Knowledge Management (KM) refers to identifying and leveraging the collective knowledge in an 

organization to help the organization compete [3], and knowledge management systems (KMS) are 

designed to allow firms to manage their knowledge resources. Initially, KM approaches focused on 

knowledge as objects that could be organized to support decision making, and KMS were seen as 

tools to manage codified knowledge, such that most KM projects were initiated top-down and 

driven by management. However, the rigid structure of such centrally-controlled KM initiatives 

often exhibited poor incentives to sharing and reuse of knowledge [8, 48, 70, 71]. Co-creation and 

peer-based production over the Internet, as exemplified by open-source software development [28] 

and later Wikipedia [5, 63], has offered an alternative model of KM that emphasized principles 

such as open access and community governance [68, 79]. Beginning in the mid 1990s, with the 

growing emphasis on knowledge workers and tacit knowledge, organizations began exploring this 

form of ‘open KM’ [8, 48, 76].  Rather than centralized control of KM initiatives and the 

codification of all organizational knowledge, firms increasingly recognize that distributed 

collaboration is a more effective way of sharing knowledge. In open KM conversations are seen as 

central, as the process of expressing knowledge aids its creation and information exchanges help 

refine knowledge [41]. ‘Conversational KM’ [69, 70] is an approach that emphasizes the sharing of 
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tacit knowledge through ongoing exchanges within work groups. Conversational KMS, such as 

discussion forums, instant messaging, Weblogs, podcasts, and wikis, are collaborative in nature and 

assist in the creation and sharing of knowledge through conversations [5, 27, 70].  

Wiki (when used within organizational settings) is a conversational KMS [70] designed for 

open KM [4, 46, 76]. It is a web-based application that allows users to collectively author 

documents, such that the most recent version reflects the cumulative contributions of all authors 

[42]. Although wikis have the potential to alleviate the knowledge acquisition bottlenecks 

associated with traditional KMS [69], for wikis to succeed it is essential that users share their 

knowledge and participate in the collaborative authoring process.  It follows, then, that we need to 

understand the motivational dynamics that drive user participation within open KM, and 

particularly within the context of conversational KMS and wikis.  Although there is much to be 

learned from open-source software development and Wikipedia [5, 48], corporate settings 

introduce constraints that pose challenges for adopting Internet-based procedures [4, 77].  For 

example, firms may restrict wiki access privileges, and corporate users of KMS may be more 

concerned about career advancement and more likely to hoard knowledge. Thus, it is not clear the 

extent to which theoretical models of knowledge sharing over the Internet [5, 55, 63, 68] are 

applicable to open KM [44, 46]. 

To date a number of studies have looked at the motivational processes that underlie user 

participation within traditional (non-open) organizational knowledge-sharing processes [11, 36, 59, 

66].  Naturally, the questions driving research in this area have revolved around the various 

conditions that elicit knowledge sharing within and between groups.  However, an implicit 

assumption that runs through this work is that knowledge-sharing activities are inherently benign.  

Recently, it has been suggested that KMS [34, 73], and particularly wikis [44] could inadvertently 
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introduce risks and that would negatively affect engagement. In this article we follows up on these 

prior works and argue that within open KM in corporate settings knowledge sharing can be 

“dangerous,” in the sense that it potentially exposes deficiencies and differences with respect to a 

user’s abilities, knowledge, and experience, which, in turn, might affect reputation and status within 

the group.  Prior studies that have neglected these adverse realities, leave us with motivational 

explanations that might tell us only half the story.   

The objective of the present research is to develop an integrative theoretical framework that 

explains the motivational dynamics within the organizational wiki-based open KM context, which 

incorporates the notions regulatory focus and social learning. By adapting regulatory focus theory 

[29] and social cognitive theory [9] to this particular problem domain, we are able to model the 

tension between two coexisting regulatory (motivational) states within the wiki leader (or ‘owner’) 

- one that is oriented toward satisfying nurturance needs and concerned with growth, 

accomplishment, and advancement, and one that is oriented towards satisfying security needs and 

focused on personal safety, and meeting obligations and responsibilities.  We then examine the 

implications of these motivational states on wiki owners’ behavior and for group engagement. 

Specifically we wanted to model how the motivations of prominent individuals within the wikis 

affect others, both directly (i.e. signalling) and indirectly (i.e. affecting owners’ actions, which in 

turn influence group members’ actions). Our work contributes to the understanding of the 

behavioral processes underlying wiki work, and more broadly to the understanding of how leaders 

influence groups’ knowledge work.  If we are able to show that these countervailing motivational 

forces affect individual and group engagement differently, then our work will confirm that open 

KMS designed to foster collaboration and knowledge sharing, may, in some contexts, impede 

rather than facilitate engagement in IT-mediated knowledge management initiatives. 
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Before proceeding, it is important to clarify the role of “leader” within the corporate wiki 

context.  It is well known that e-leaders play a critical role in managing knowledge work and in 

driving the adoption of KMS.  E-leadership has been described as a social-influence process 

mediated by IT with the power to produce attitude and behavior change within individuals or 

groups [7].  In virtual knowledge networks, leadership is often emergent, rapidly shifting from one 

person to another depending on who has the knowledge-advantage for a given task [33]. Wiki 

owners have responsibilities for both social management and technical administration [12], playing 

a central role in encouraging the engagement of others [52]. Thus, owners fit our understanding of 

e-leaders.  Our model focuses on the motivational tensions within wiki owners, and the social 

mechanisms by which these e-leaders affect the engagement of wiki group members
1
.  

The paper proceeds as follows: the next section reviews relevant work on KM, corporate wikis, 

and wiki owners; we then proceed to describe the broader theoretical context and develop the 

study’s hypotheses; next, we continue to describe the research method; present the results of our 

empirical evaluation; and discuss the implications of our findings and review its limitations.  

 

Corporate Wikis and Their Owners 

Wiki-Based Knowledge Management 

Wiki, derived from the Hawaiian-language word for fast, is a collaborative authoring tool that 

allows users to overwrite others’ contributions. In additional to supporting conversations, wikis 

help to explicate tacit knowledge and create knowledge bases [4, 38]. The primary affordances of 

wikis are: open access, transparency, automatic release of changes, peer-based governance [42, 69, 

70], thus wikis naturally lend themselves to open KM [44, 46, 71, 76, 77]. Wiki is a highly flexible 

                                                 
1
 In line with prior studies of open source projects [28], Wikipedia [63], and corporate wikis [76], we define 

engagement to include all interactions in the wiki: reading of content, posting new content, and editing others’ postings. 
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technology and wikis have been used for a variety of KM applications, including personal 

information management, document repositories, collaboration and project management, maps of 

experts and organizational knowledge, idea generation, and e-learning [4, 30, 45, 70]. To date, most 

research on wikis has focused on their use in the public sphere, and specifically on Wikipedia [5, 

50], while our interest is in corporate wikis. There seems to be an inherent tension between wiki 

affordances and traditional corporate knowledge management practices [6, 25, 77]. While the wiki 

system used in both Internet and corporate settings might be very similar, wiki-based 

conversational KM practices may differ substantially from Internet systems such as Wikipedia. For 

example, over the Internet, wiki editing is open ended, while a corporation may put restriction on 

access privileges, provide template formats, or calculate users’ relative contribution to be used in 

performance evaluation [6, 76].  

Wiki Owners  

The term “owner” is commonly used in the context of peer-production communities to 

describe a specific type of leader [48].  Fundamentally, the role of an owner within a wiki context is 

informal and emergent, potentially available to any user.  That said, owners often assume the 

responsibility for a variety of technology-infrastructure and social-management tasks [12].  On the 

technology side, owners’ responsibility may involve installing and setting up the wiki, system 

configuration, and establishing access privileges.  On the social management side, wiki owners will 

often assume responsibility to control detrimental activity (e.g., managing disputes, channelling the 

discussions, and chastising inappropriate behavior) and to encourage appropriate participation (e.g., 

by recognizing informative and supportive contributions) [12, 48, 58].  Wiki owners also tend to be 

active contributors, synthesizers of others’ contributions, and good communicators [32].  The 

critical point is that, because of their role(s), wiki owners are highly visible and characterized by 
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distinctive rights and responsibilities (e.g. special access privileges, rights to add or remove 

members, and the ability to reject members’ postings).  Within a corporate setting, wiki owners 

play similar roles and are pivotal in influencing others and driving engagement and participation
2
.   

 

Theoretical Context 

Our aim in this section is to develop a theoretical understanding of the motivational forces that 

drive the participation of wiki-group members.  To provide a referent for this discussion we focus 

on the e-leader (i.e., wiki owner), and then provide an explanation of how his or her behavior 

affects the engagement of other individuals within the wiki. As mentioned earlier, our theoretical 

frame integrates aspects of regulatory focus theory and social cognitive theory, which is expressed 

as a series of testable hypotheses. 

Motivation for Wiki Engagement and Regulatory Focus Theory  

Theoretical frameworks on knowledge sharing over the Internet are largely rooted in theories 

of volunteering and participation in social movements [51, 53, 55, 63, 68, 79]. Within 

organizational settings, the motivational dynamics believed to underlie knowledge sharing behavior 

have been viewed through a number of different theoretical lenses, including: the traditional model 

of intrinsic versus extrinsic motivation [16, 78]; the theory of reasoned action [11]; social exchange 

theory [36, 73, 76]; and organismic integration theory [47]. These studies identified a large number 

of reasons why people would be motivated (intend) to share knowledge, including: need 

satisfaction [16]; attitudes toward knowledge sharing, permissive knowledge-sharing norms, and 

                                                 
2
 The term ‘owner’ has also been used in the context of corporate wikis [15, 25]. In many respects, corporate wiki 

owners are similar to the owners of online communities: they are curators of knowledge [14], often initiate the wiki are 

active contributors of content [25], and they have additional privileges. Thus, corporate wiki owners play a leadership 

role in driving participation [54] and in directing others to properly use the wikis [14]. A unique challenge that the 

owners of corporate wikis have to face is in mobilizing semi-autonomous knowledge workers that are attuned to 

directions coming from managers. Another difference is that in corporate settings, technology management tasks are 

often shared between wiki owners and the IT unit. 
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organizational climate [11]; contingent rewards, self-set goals or intentions, self-efficacy, and 

knowledge sharing norms [59]; and attitudes and feelings towards knowledge sharing [47].  

Most of the theoretical perspectives employed in earlier studies in both the Internet and 

organizational contexts have assumed, either implicitly or explicitly, that knowledge sharing is 

inherently desirable with the potential to enhance both the individuals involved and the group to 

which the individuals belong.  Indeed, engagement with wikis and other knowledge sharing 

technology do provide opportunities for personal growth, achievement, and, in some cases, 

advancement.  What seems missing, however, in most of the motivational explanations to date is 

that knowledge sharing activity, in and of itself, can incur risk – especially in conversational KMS 

that are used within corporate settings [44, 73]. Although the very public nature of wikis offer great 

opportunities for collaborative work, wiki work could also expose participants to risk, because 

users may fear that their contributions will not be appreciated, reverted, or even attacked [19] and 

because users may be reluctant to modify what they perceive to be others’ content [44]. Thus, we 

expect wiki members to have simultaneously conflicting goals: the goal to fully engage and 

participate freely and the goal to engage but do so in a cautious and guarded (safe) manner to 

prevent negative outcomes.  

Regulatory focus theory is rooted in the basic idea that virtually all human behavior is 

motivated by two coexisting regulatory systems that service different survival needs [29, 62], and 

thus is particularly suitable for explaining the countervailing motivational forces believed to drive 

wiki engagement.  One system, promotion-oriented regulation, is concerned with satisfying 

nurturance needs where the emphasis is on growth, accomplishment, and advancement.  Individuals 

in a promotion focus strive to achieve personal ideals, and are particularly sensitive to the presence 

and absence of positive outcomes (e.g., gains) [62].  Prevention-oriented regulation, in contrast, is 
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concerned with satisfying security needs.  Individuals in a prevention focus are concerned with 

personal safety and security, and with meeting one’s obligations, duties and responsibilities [62].  

Moreover, individuals in a prevention focus show particular sensitivity to presence or absence of 

negative outcomes (e.g., losses) [62]
3
.  

Research studies have found that promotion and prevention regulatory foci are related yet 

distinct motivational states [72], such that it is possible for an individual to experience high levels 

in one focus, simultaneously in both foci, or in neither focus [29].  Interestingly, there has been a 

hint in the literature that corporate wikis have the potential to both facilitate and forestall user 

participation. Findings from studies on wikis suggest that people approach knowledge-sharing 

activities to achieve personal growth and accomplishment [45]. The distinct wiki affordances and 

the nature of wiki-mediated processes allow users substantial discretion in performing their wiki 

tasks, they provide an opportunity for users to collaborate and learn from each other, and they 

provide a form to gain mastery and develop new competencies.   We contend, however, that the 

very properties of wiki-based work that evoke promotion focus might also introduce risk, especially 

in corporate settings where inferences of one’s contributions to the wiki can have serious 

consequences.  In particular, the open, transparent, and public nature of wikis may increase the 

                                                 
3
 It may be helpful to explain how regulatory focus relates to intrinsic-extrinsic motivation; a conceptualization of 

motivation that is commonly used to explain knowledge sharing in organizational contexts [11, 45, 59]. Intrinsic 

motivation refers to motivation where individuals freely and spontaneously engage in a task, out of pure interest or 

enjoyment and in the absence of any external controlling contingencies; in stark contrast, extrinsic motivation refers to 

motivation that is fundamentally compliance-based, whereby individuals engage a task in order to achieve a desired 

outcome (i.e., attainment of external rewards or avoidance of punishments) [17]. Given the control and reward 

contingencies that characterize corporate life, extrinsic motivation tends to be predominant in work settings. 

Extrinsically motivated behavior can take different forms depending on the perceived source of regulation, ranging 

from external regulation where the source of regulation is perceived to be external to the individual (i.e., contingent 

rewards or punishments) to integrated regulation where external contingencies are internalized as personal goals that 

are integrated with one’s self concept [17]. As the salience of external control increases in strength, regulatory focus 

will be increasingly prevention oriented as individuals attempt to maximize gains while protecting against losses.  

However, as the salience of external control gradually gives way to internal control, the choices that people make and 

the goals they strive for should be increasingly brought into coherence with other aspects of the individuals’ self-

identity. Thus, as the salience of internal control increases in strength, the regulatory focus should be increasingly 

promotion-focused. However, because of the contingencies associated with promotion focused regulation, the concept 

of promotion focused regulation is not synonymous with intrinsic motivation.   
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salience of safety and security needs, especially in a corporate environment [34]. Having the 

quantity and quality of contributions known, could potentially expose performance differences, 

which, in turn, may evoke a strong prevention focus to protect reputation and self-esteem. 

Majchrzak [44], for instance, has observed in users a “tendency not to edit others’ work on a 

corporate wiki in part because they feel they would be publicly criticizing the other person, thereby 

harming the acceptance in the community (pp. 18).”  

Wiki Owner: Regulatory Focus and Engagement 

In this section we consider the relation between the motivational state of the wiki owner and 

his or her behavior.  As outlined earlier, regulatory focus can be viewed as a psychological state 

that affects the choices people make, the way they think about their goals, the strategies they use to 

achieve desired states, and how they evaluate and respond to outcomes.  Moreover, regulatory 

focus has been linked to information processing style, which has important implications for creative 

thought and innovative behavior [22, 29].  At a deeper level, the differential effects of promotion 

and prevention focus might reflect their respective links to the bio-behavioral systems that drive 

approach and avoidance behaviors [29, 40, 62].  Drawing on theory and relevant findings reported 

in the IT literature, we now examine the effects of promotion and prevention focus, in turn, and 

propose hypotheses for each.  

We propose that promotion focus will be positively associated with engagement.  At a very 

rudimentary level, our rationale is supported by research that links promotion-oriented regulation 

with the behavioral activation system (BAS) [29, 40, 62]; a bio-behavioral system that fostering 

behavioral approach or action towards desired end states [24, 40, 62].  To the extent that an open 

KMS context evokes a strong promotion focus (and by implication the BAS), the behaviour of 

users to be vigorous, energized, and excited, as they engage in activities that lead to positive 
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outcomes – leading to higher rather than lower levels of engagement. In addition to overall 

activation levels, we can understand the relation between promotion focus and engagement from an 

information-processing perspective.  Wiki-based knowledge work, whether sharing ones 

knowledge, editing others’ contributions, or simply reading wiki content, require intensive 

information processing.  According to Friedman and Forster [22], promotion-oriented regulation 

involves a riskier information-processing style that results in a higher frequency of creative and 

innovative behaviors because novel alternatives are eagerly and actively sought [49].  We surmise, 

then that the information-processing style elicited by a promotion focus should enhance rather than 

detract from creative expression [22, 29].  

  There appears to be some evidence in the literature that is consistent with our predictions.  In 

the context of corporate wikis, it would seem that promotion-focus motives might play an 

important role in affecting users’ willingness to participate and contribute knowledge.  Majchrzak 

et al. [45] surveyed wiki users from a variety of organizations and identified use-value and 

enhancing the contributor’s reputation as salient motivations. Danis and Singer [15] mention career 

advancement as a primary driver of wiki participation. Yates et al., [76] found that users who either 

add content to the wiki or who synthesize others’ postings are driven by the benefits this offers to 

their personal work and to organizational processes.  Thus, based on theory and several consistent 

findings reported in the literature, we advance the following hypothesis:   

Hypothesis 1. Wiki owners with a strong promotion focus will exhibit higher personal 

engagement levels than those with a weak promotion focus. 

In contrast, we propose that prevention focus will be negatively associated with engagement.  

Again, our rationale is supported by research that links prevention-oriented regulation with the 

behavioral inhibition system (BIS) [29, 40, 62].  The BIS promotes survival by fostering 
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avoidance-related behaviors when the individual encounters potentially threatening or aversive 

conditions that evoke feelings of fear and anxiety [24, 40, 62].  To the extent that an open KMS 

context evokes a strong prevention focus (and by implication the BIS), users should be sensitive to 

aversive stimuli and motivated to inhibit their behavior to minimize or avoid negative outcomes.  It 

is reasonable, in these situations, to expect that the behavior of wiki owners and users will be 

measured and guarded, leading to lower rather than higher engagement levels.  In addition to its 

relation to the BIS, prevention-oriented regulation has implications for information processing 

style.  It has been suggested that prevention focus is associated with a more conservative, risk–

averse, and vigilant processing style that is less open to creativity and innovation; a style where 

repetition is favored over novelty and where alternatives are carefully eliminated rather than 

explored [22, 29].   

As alluded to earlier, with corporate-based wikis, risk is potentially introduced in several ways.  

First, users may fear that their contributions will not be accepted, reverted, attacked unfairly, 

exploited, or used against them [19]. This might occur because wikis allow any group member to 

see the complete history of revisions, and because content modifications are automatically 

published.  Thus, concerns about errors, and how these will be interpreted by others, are likely 

heighted in the wiki context. In addition, on corporate Intranets wiki users’ identities are revealed 

[6], thus increasing the risks associated with ineffective performance [34]. Second, the notion of 

shared ownership of content might be foreign to many corporate users, who are sometimes 

reluctant to modify what they perceive to be others’ content, especially for those users who are 

more sensitive to peer pressure [77] and in cases when the contributions were made by authoritative 

figures (whether managers or domain experts) [15, 25, 30, 44]. It is reasonable to assume that 

because owners are familiar with wiki affordances they would feel more comfortable editing 
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others’ work; however, owners may also have the most to lose (e.g., exposing their own 

incompetence) and may be especially concerned with the expectations of others. In short, the 

inherent personal risks for users should evoke prevention focus regulatory, which, in turn, should 

lead to lower, and more cautious participation. Thus, based on theory and several consistent 

findings reported in the literature, we advance the following hypothesis:   

Hypothesis 2. Wiki owners with a strong prevention focus will exhibit lower personal 

engagement levels than those with a weak prevention focus. 

The Effects of Wiki Owner on Group Engagement 

We accept, as have others, that “there are no coherent, integrated, and theoretical frameworks 

of the motivational factors that explain how knowledge is transferred between knowledge providers 

and recipients” [59] (pp. 71). Knowledge sharing represents complex (individual and social) human 

behavior that is not likely to be fully explained by any single theoretical perspective. The direction 

in the literature seems to be one where relevant and appropriate concepts and ideas from different 

motivation theories are integrated to provide greater explanation or the specific phenomenon under 

investigation.  Although regulatory focus theory allows us to consider the tensions between two co-

existing regulatory systems, and how these systems are potentially evoked in an open KMS context, 

it isn’t clear how the behaviour of a focal individual (e.g., wiki owner) impacts the engagement of 

other users. To address this gap in the explanatory logic we have brought forward concepts drawn 

from social cognitive theory, and its roots in social learning [9].  

According to this social cognitive theory [9], most, if not all, human behavior is determined by 

a reciprocal interaction of social (situation) and cognitive (person) determinants.  Our capacity to 

learn through observation and inference enables people to expand their knowledge and skills 

capabilities by simply attending to the actual performance of others and the consequences for them.  
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Bandura [9] argues that modeling has always been one of the most powerful means of transmitting 

values, attitudes, and patterns of thought and behavior to others – and that innovation and creative 

development can emerge through the modeling process.  Innovative or creative work involves 

synthesizing experiences into novel ways of thinking and doing things. According to Bandura [9], 

models shape the behavior of observers in a variety of ways, including (a) exposing observers to 

novel patterns of thought or behaviors, and the “generative rules” that determine when behavior 

should be initiated and the strategies for dealing with different situations, (b) providing observers 

with a social prompt or cue to perform a previously learned behavior, and (c) directing the attention 

of observers to particular information, objects, events, or contingencies.   

In this study we assert that wiki owners act as models for others in the wiki group.  We base 

this assertion on the fact that individuals who occupy the role of wiki owners are unique in the 

sense that they command the attention of the group.  It is true that all members within a wiki group 

(i.e., employees who are actively using the wiki) who perform creative and highly interdependent 

knowledge management tasks could potentially influence each other by modeling values, attitudes, 

thoughts and behaviors.  However, wiki owners, because of their role within the wiki are most 

likely to be viewed as the primary and salient source of behavioral information, if for no other 

reason that the responsibility they have establishing and maintaining the wiki.  How owners 

behave, and the inferences others makes about their motivational state, should matter.  Drawing on 

social cognitive theory our model asserts that, despite the fact that owners do not have full control 

over wiki content (i.e. their contributions could be overwritten), owners hold the capacity to 

influence others by demonstrating values, attitudes, thoughts and behavior, by cuing appropriate 

responses, and by directing effort and attention to salient contingencies.  
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There is precedent for this view in the literature.  First, the literature on champions of 

technological innovation [31] describes the role of champions in driving the adoption of specific 

new technologies across an organization. Second, studies exploring the interaction between KM 

and leadership discuss the role of the ‘knowledge leader’ in driving knowledge management 

processes by communicating a vision, motivating employees, encouraging an organizational culture 

that promotes teamwork and knowledge sharing, and by providing a set of systems and structures 

that support knowledge processes [23, 57].  A third relevant strand of research – e-leadership, helps 

explain how leadership emerges even in organic organizations and in fluid and dynamic work 

settings. E-leadership has been defined as a social influence process mediated by advanced 

information technology to produce a change in attitudes, feelings, thinking, behavior, and 

performance with individuals, groups and/or organizations [7]. It is important to understand that 

within organic wiki context, where membership, roles, and goals are constantly changing, e-

leadership may be associated with one individual (e.g. the wiki owner), or it may be shared by 

several individuals. Moreover, in an environment where knowledge flow is not restricted to 

hierarchical chain of command and knowledge is openly shared, ownership may rapidly shift from 

one person to another depending on who has the knowledge-advantage for a given task [33].   

In the specific context of wikis, the literature provides little, if any, discussion of modelling. 

However, studies from related areas do provide some relevant insights. A common characteristic of 

online leaders is that they lead by example and they are typically the most active contributors [32]. 

These leaders are often effective communicators; they usually enjoy the challenge and chance to 

lead others, and, in exchange, seek power and prestige [58]. The results from a survey of 284 

Internet groups (including both work-related and non-work groups) demonstrate that salient 

individuals within these groups, such as owners, have a substantial influence over group members’ 



17 

 

 

 

participation levels [12].  Thus, based on theory and reported findings in the literature, we advance 

the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 3.  The personal engagement of the wiki owners will exert a positive effect 

on the engagement of group members. 

In addition to tracking the behavior of the owner, wiki group members may also be affected by 

inferences regarding the owner’s regulatory focus.  Drawing on social cognitive theory [9], we 

expect that salient individuals within the wiki group, who model a strong promotion focus through 

their contributions and related attitudes, thoughts, or acts, effectively signal to members their desire 

to achieve an ideal state. The effect of modeled promotion focus should be to increase in members 

their level promotion self-regulation, and, in turn, goal-relevant behavior.  We see support for this 

idea in the literature.  Although studied in a different context, Neubert et al. [49] demonstrated that 

the level of promotion and prevention focus experienced by employees, and the resulting behaviors, 

reflected the employees’ inferences regarding the motives of their leader (e.g., employees who 

perceived their leader to have a strong promotion focus were more likely to internalize this motive). 

To the extent that observers align their motives and behavior with a social referent, then the level of 

promotion focus demonstrated by the wiki owner should be reflected in elevated group engagement 

(cf. [37]). In Internet wikis, community leaders typically use multiple discourse channels to 

broadcast themselves and their messages, and they often make the effort to welcome newcomers 

and educate them on community norms [21]. In corporate settings, wiki owners can use additional 

channels to broadcast their values and motivation, including face-to-face and through a variety of 

organizational communication tools. We, thus, hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 4. An owner’s promotion focus will be positively related to his group 

members’ engagement. 
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An implication of regulatory focus theory is that individuals who have a strong prevention 

focus are sensitive and responsive to external contingencies, such as social pressures, obligations, 

and responsibilities [1]. Again, in a general sense, a trade-off with prevention focus is that prudent 

and “safe” responses can lead to lower overall engagement in wiki context – perhaps greater 

accuracy in what is actually produced, but less in the way of riskier or innovative contributions 

(e.g., [22]).  Salient individuals within the wiki who demonstrate or model risk-averse values, 

attitudes, thoughts and behaviors should increase, in observers, the likelihood of more careful and 

guarded responding.  So, rather than optimal performance, group members are cued by the owner to 

maintain (and guard) the status quo by fulfilling their basic transactional responsibilities and 

obligations (cf. [37]).  For these reasons, wiki owners who model prevention self-regulation, all 

else equal, should decrease rather than increase group members’ engagement (cf. [49]).  

Hypothesis 5.  An owner’s prevention focus will be negatively related to his group 

members’ engagement.  

The Proposed Model 

Our proposed model includes a set of five hypotheses. First, causal paths were specified 

between the owner’s regulatory foci and his or her engagement (Hypothesis 1 and 2). Second, 

Hypothesis 3 reflected the causal path between the owner’s engagement and the group members’ 

engagement.  Finally, causal paths were specified between the owner’s regulatory foci and group 

members’ engagement (Hypotheses 4 and 5).   

 

 

 

 



19 

 

 

 

Method 

The methodology used in our study involved a web survey and an archival analysis of wiki 

usage logs. Before describing our measures and procedures, it would helpful to provide some 

important contextual information with respect to the host organization.   

The Organizational Context 

IBM Corporation is a global organization with over 350,000 employees that designs hardware, 

develops software, and engages in professional services.  This corporation was a particularly 

appropriate research site given that IBM has a very large and growing group of wiki users.  Wikis 

are managed as a ‘wiki farm’, where administration is central and each employee can 

instantaneously create his own wiki. An internal analysis conducted by IBM revealed that the two 

most popular applications of wikis are as a document management system and as a collaboration 

tool. When the wiki serves an IBM project group, access is commonly restricted to those 

employees working on the specific project; and when the wiki serves a community of practice, the 

wiki is open to all employees interested in the topic. At IBM, anonymous postings are not possible, 

and each wiki edit is associated with a specific employee. 

As outlined previously, we focused our analysis on wiki owners. Similar to other settings, the 

term ‘owner’ is used at IBM to refer to the individual who takes charge of the wiki and drives 

participation. There are four primary mechanisms by which IBM wiki owners influence group 

members’ engagement. First, they act as role models and lead by example; they contribute content 

to the wiki, integrate the groups’ various postings, and play an important role in the administration 

tasks. Second, owners play an active role in driving wiki adoption within their groups, relying on 

the wiki and other communication tools to correspond with others. In the cases where the owner is 

a manager, she may dictate that the wiki is used for the specific project, and may assign employees 
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to specific wiki tasks. Third, by nature of their technical responsibilities, owners can set access 

privileges, restricting participation to a selected group. Lastly, owners are often responsible for 

determining the overall look and feel of the wiki (e.g. by selecting templates that determine how 

information is presented), and usability is an important factor in driving adoption. 

Sample, Design, and Procedure  

Data was collected from two primary sources. With the exception of the group members’ 

engagement measure that was estimated based on wiki usage logs, all of our measures were 

assessed using a web survey of wiki owners. At the time of our study, IBM ran roughly 13,000 

distinct wiki applications.  An announcement regarding the survey appeared in the homepage of 

IBM wikis that all active wiki owners could have seen, but the exact number of people who read 

the announcement is not known.  This mass announcement would be similar to an advertisement in 

an industry magazine inviting survey participation.  Our web survey was administered internally 

and was open for eight weeks, where participants self-identified themselves as owners. Although an 

‘owner’ is not a formal position within IBM and it is possible that in a fluid and dynamic wiki 

context the ownership role may change hands over time, the fact that owners hold special access 

privileges within the wiki system entails that there is no ambiguity regarding who serves in the 

owner role
4
 and at the specific point in time when the survey was conducted wiki owners had no 

problem self identifying. To address concern for non-response bias, we compared early versus late 

respondents of the survey, and found no significant differences.  

In order to measure group members’ engagement, we extracted wiki usage data for the three 

months after the web-survey was closed for all the active wikis within four organizational units: 

Global Business Services, Information Technology Services, Sales and Distribution, and the 

                                                 
4
 IBM’s central wiki page (http://www-01.ibm.com/software/lotus/products/connections/wikis.html) describes that “the 

wiki owner can control access to the wiki and assign read access, write access, or manager access privileges” 

http://www-01.ibm.com/software/lotus/products/connections/wikis.html
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Software Group
5
. In total, our respondent sample consisted of 187 wiki projects for which we had 

both survey data and system usage logs. Each of these wiki projects had a unique wiki owner. In 

addition to the survey and system logs, our knowledge of the IBM wiki context was also informed 

by ongoing conversations (face-to-face, phone, e-mail) with IBM’s central wiki administration unit.  

Our intention in this study was not to focus on a specific wiki usage but rather to try and 

capture the breadth of wiki usage at IBM, and the wikis in our sample represent a broad spectrum 

of wiki applications in terms of the business unit (as described above), organizational functions 

(including engineers, project managers, marketing and sales people, IT specialists, and consultants), 

group size (from a handful of group members to wikis with over sixty active contributors), and 

overall group activity (from dormant wikis to those with hundreds of edits per month).  

Study Measures 

Owners provided data on their regulatory focus and wiki engagement.  Measures (indicators) 

of these concepts were developed for this study based on literature-based definitions, and on input 

from subject matter experts at IBM. Subjects rated each item on a 5-point Likert scale. See Table 1 

for a complete listing of the survey items.   

Two contextualized items were used to sample the concept domain of promotion focus: “My 

participation in the wiki is very relevant to my personal goals,” and “Wiki participation has 

benefited me in my job.”  Both of these items reflect a motivational state characterized by a 

concern for growth, advancement and accomplishment [29].   Likewise, two contextualized items 

were used to sample the concept of prevention focus:  “When I use the wiki I’m aware that I might 

let others down if I don’t perform well,” and “When using the wiki, I’m very aware of the 

consequences of not performing effectively.”  Both items reflect a motivational state where 

                                                 
5
 These 4 organization units represent 76% of all IBM wiki users. 
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attention, effort, and goal-directed activity is directed towards meeting one’s contractual 

responsibilities and duties, meeting other’s expectations, and complying with external reward 

contingencies [29].  To our knowledge, a consensus has yet to emerge concerning the measurement 

of situationally-induced regulatory focus.  However, the nature of the items used to assess both 

regulatory foci in this study mirror what has typically been reported in the literature (e.g., [43, 49, 

72]).  Finally, owner’s engagement was measured in line with prior studies in a similar context [28, 

63], and we employed two self-reported items regarding the weekly amount of time the owners 

spent reading and contributing content to the wiki.    

To assess the degree of group member engagement we collected data from usage logs provided 

by IBM. We employed four metrics of wiki usage: the number of (a) ‘edits’, (b) unique visitors, (c) 

and web page ‘hits’, as well as (d) the amount of content downloaded (i.e. bandwidth). While the 

first metric captures active participation (i.e. changing the wiki contents), the latter three metrics 

capture overall participation: both active and passive (i.e. reading wiki contents). Together, these 

metrics represent a comprehensive picture of wiki users’ engagement. Our interest here is in the 

engagement of the average group member, thus we divided wiki usage metrics by the number of 

group members. This measure controls for the size of the wiki group, which is essential given that 

larger groups are expected to collectively generate more activity. We used the metrics’ average 

over these three months as our indicator, and members’ engagement was modeled as a reflective 

variable of the four metrics (number of edits, visitors, page hits, and bandwidth). Due to the power 

distribution of the data, the usage metrics were natural log-transformed. 

Control variables. To control for exogenous effects in our model, we included four control 

variables: owner’s job scope perceptions, perceived ease of use, wiki maturity, and the number of 

active contributors. First, by measuring owner’s perceptions of the wiki job, we control for 
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differences in wiki applications. To control for the psychological properties of different wikis, we 

assessed perceptions of skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and feedback [26].  

For each owner, a motivating potential score was computed by following the recommendations of 

Hackman and Oldham [26] (i.e., averaging the first three, then multiplying that score by the 

autonomy and feedback scores).   Second, ease of use has been shown to impact technology 

adoption decision in a variety of settings [67], suggesting that ease of use is an important factor in 

wiki adoption. We thus included ease of use as a control variable. Third, since users are more 

engaged in certain phases of the project life cycle than in others, we controlled for wiki maturity, 

measured through the number of months since the wiki was instantiated. Lastly, we controlled for 

the number of active wiki group members, since it is possible that in order for wikis to grab traction, 

a number of users must first become active, and thus it is possible that wikis with low number of 

members would yield relatively low engagement levels. We have included paths from the four 

control variables to both dependent variables (owner engagement and members’ engagement).  

 

Results 

Descriptive statistics are reported in Table 1 below. 

Insert Table 1 here 

 

Proposed Measurement Model: Convergent and Discriminant Validity 

The convergent validity of our measurement model was assessed in several ways. First, we 

examined several competing measurement models to see if they provided a better explanation for 

our data. This is particularly relevant for the set of self-reported measures, where the possibility of 

common-method variance introduces an alternate measurement model [56]. Confirmatory factor 
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analyses were then performed using LISREL 8.80 [35]. We compared three different measurement 

models: (a) the null model (all indicator variables are independent), (b) a one-factor model (all 

indicator variables load on a single factor), and (c) a five-factor model: two indicators of promotion 

focus, two indicators of prevention focus, two indicators of owners’ behavior, two indicators of 

ease of use, and a single indicator of job scope. Of the three measurement models tested, the 

proposed five factor model provided the best explanation for the observed variance and covariance 

among the set of self-reported indicator variables: null model (χ
2 

= 505.94, df= 36); one-factor 

model (χ
2 

= 193.43, df= 27; RMSEA= .182; CFI= .615); and the five-factor model (χ
2 

= 33.99, df= 

18; RMSEA= .069; CFI= .966)
6
, thus suggesting that the risk of common method bias is low. 

In addition, we employed Partial Least Squares (PLS) path-modeling algorithm [2] to assess 

the reliability of our measures (as well as the structural model, as reported below). The PLS 

algorithm estimates path models using composite variables, sometimes called latent variables, from 

a number of indicator items, sometimes referred to as manifest variables. In this respect, the 

variance-based Partial Least Squares (PLS) path modeling is similar to covariance-based structural 

equation modeling (SEM), such as LISREL [35], because both algorithms estimate complex 

relations between several latent variables simultaneously. Nevertheless, a number of conceptual 

and formal differences make PLS path modeling especially suited for this study. Although both 

PLS and SEM may suffer when sample size is very small and with non-normally distributed data 

[60], the PLS algorithm performs better in these conditions and is more robust when assumptions of 

normality are violated [13]. This was an important consideration for choosing to use PLS in our 

study, given that some of the variables are not normally distributed.  

                                                 
6
 In addition to the chi-square statistic, we report an index of absolute and relative fit.  The root mean square error of 

approximation (RMSEA; [65]) is an absolute fit index that assesses how well an a priori model reproduces the sample 

data. RMSEA values below 0.08 indicate a reasonable fit and those below 0.05 indicate a good fit. The comparative fit 

index (CFI) [10] is a relative or incremental fit index that reflects the improvement in fit by comparing the target model 

with a more restricted baseline model, such as the null model. Values of CFI greater than 0.90 indicate a good fit. 
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Using PLS, an index of internal consistency was computed for each multi-item scale (please 

refer to Table 2 for details). Composite reliability values of 0.78, 0.86, 0.90, 0.97, and 0.86 were 

found for: promotion focus, prevention focus, owner’s engagement, members’ engagement, and the 

control variable ease of use, respectively.  In addition, we analyzed the individual loadings of an 

item on its corresponding underlying factor, as well as by the Average Variance Extracted (AVE). 

All item loadings on their relevant construct were greater than 0.70, with the exception of one 

promotion-focus item (loading was 0.61). The AVE for each construct was greater than the 

suggested minimum of 0.50 [20] (0.65, 0.75, 0.82, 0.90, and 0.75, for promotion focus, prevention 

focus, owner’s engagement, members’ engagement, and ease of use, respectively). Taken as a 

whole, the evidence supports the convergent validity of the proposed measurement model. Please 

see Table 2 for details of composite reliability and AVE and Table 3 for item loadings. 

We assessed discriminant validity by comparing the square root of the AVE (RAVE) of a 

particular construct (presented in Table 2 on the diagonal, in bold) and the correlation between that 

construct and other latent constructs (presented by the off-diagonal position). We found that the 

constructs’ RAVE ranges from 0.80 to 0.95, while correlations between constructs did not exceed 

the recommended threshold of 0.5. Moreover, RAVE for every construct is substantially higher 

than the correlation between that construct and all other constructs. In addition, in all cases, items 

loaded on their relevant construct substantially higher than any cross-loadings. Having established 

reliable and valid measures, we tested the study hypotheses by assessing the extent to which the 

proposed model fit the observed pattern of variance and covariance among the study’s measures.  

Insert Table 2 here 

 

Insert Table 3 here 
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Hypothesis Testing:  Assessing the Fit of the Structural Model 

The specified paths in the structural model corresponded to the hypothesized relationships. The 

significance of structural path estimates was computed using the bootstrapping re-sampling method 

with 800 re-samples. The structural model was evaluated on the basis of the statistical significance 

of structural paths and the R² for each composite latent variable. Figure 1 shows the results. 

Insert Figure 1 here 

 

The resultant model in Figure 1 explains 18% of the variance of owner’s engagement
7
 and 

32% of the variance for members’ engagement.  The results of the PLS analysis provide support for 

all of the proposed hypotheses, confirming that regulatory focus motivations yield two 

countervailing effects on wiki engagement levels: promotion focus affects engagement (for both 

owner and members) positively, whereas prevention focus exerts a negative effect on engagement 

(for both owner and members). The outcome variable, members’ engagement, was impacted 

significantly by owner’s engagement (Hypothesis 3; effect = 0.16; p< 0.001), as well as by both 

motives: a positive impact by promotion focus (Hypothesis 4; effect = 0.19; p< 0.001) and a 

                                                 
7
 It is possible that the measure of members’ engagement includes also the owner’s engagement. Since wiki logs did 

not contain data regarding individual contributors, there is no straightforward way for teasing out members’ only 

activity from the total activity figures. In order to validate that this does not impact our results, we worked to estimate 

members’ only activity by utilizing data regarding wikis’ total number of distinct editors. We made a series of 

approximations, and for each we adjusted the data set and re-ran the model. First, we assumed that the owner is actively 

editing the wiki at least once every month, thus in the cases where the total number of editors for that month was 1, we 

associated all edit activity with the owner and assumed that other group members’ activity was zero. Second, based on 

the assumption that the owner is actively editing the wiki at least once a month, we calculated the number of member 

non-owner editors to be the total number of editors minus one (i.e. the owner). We then calculated the average wiki edit 

activity as the total activity divided by the revised number of members. Third, by relying on (a) an internal IBM report 

showing that on average owners are active 1.5 times as non-owners and (b) the data regarding the number of distinct 

editors, we were able to approximate how much of the total activity is associated with the owner and how much of it is 

members’ activity (for example, looking at the averages across all wiki groups, the average group activity is 12 

monthly edits and the number of active contributors is 5; the owner’s average activity is 3.3 edits/month and the 

average for the four non-owner member is 2.2 edits/month). We then calculated the average number of edits as 

(approximated) members’ only activity divided by the number of members (excluding owner). For each of these three 

approximations, we separately re-ran our data analysis, and the results for the three modified data sets were essentially 

the same as our original data set (i.e. all the paths that are significant using the original data set are still significant), 

This demonstrates that our results are not sensitive to the ‘purity’ of members’ engagement measurement (i.e. whether 

it includes owners’ engagement or not).   
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negative impact by prevention focus (Hypothesis 5; effect = -0.14; p<0.001).  Owner’s engagement 

was similarly significantly impacted by both motives: a positive impact by promotion focus 

(Hypothesis 1; effect = 0.22; p< 0.001) and a negative impact by prevention focus (Hypothesis 2; 

effect = -0.06; p<0.05). The control variables have contributed substantially to explaining the 

variance in the outcome variable, increasing R
2
 from17% to 32%. Three of these controls – 

motivating potential score, wiki maturity, and the number of contributors - exerted significant 

impacts on both owner’s and members’ engagement (all effects were positive, with the exception 

for the effect of wiki maturity on members’ activity), while the effects of ‘ease of use’ were 

significant only on members’ engagement.   

    

Discussion 

Wiki is a conversational KMS that has the potential to alleviate the bottlenecks associated with 

traditional KMS [46, 69]. In addition to being conversational, wikis allow users to explicate 

knowledge and create document repositories, where codifying knowledge from other 

conversational KMS (e.g. discussion forums) would have been extremely difficult and costly [4, 

27].  Users’ willingness to share information is paramount to the success of wiki-enabled KM 

projects. While people voluntarily share information online, organizations often fail to stimulate the 

sharing of knowledge and convince employees to contribute knowledge to KMS, even when 

monetary incentives are used [74]. Without a more comprehensive understanding of the underlying 

motivational processes that drive individual and group knowledge-sharing behavior, it would be 

difficult to explain engagement in wiki-enabled KM [44]. Moreover, we recognize that e-leaders, 

such as wiki owners, are influential characters within this context, yet little is known about how 

owners influence the engagement of other wiki group members.     
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The need for a more complete explanation of how e-leaders (and particularly, wiki owners) 

shape the knowledge sharing process and user participation required us to draw upon two 

prominent psychological theories of motivation, regulatory focus theory [29] and social cognitive 

theory [9].  Our approach was necessary because “there are no coherent, integrated, and theoretical 

frameworks of the motivational factors that explain how knowledge is transferred between 

knowledge providers and recipients” [59] ( pp. 71). Consistent with the “middle range” approach to 

theory development (cf. [39]), we integrate the concepts of regulatory focus theory and social 

cognitive theory to offer a more complete explanation of how e-leaders (and particularly, wiki 

owners) shape the group’s knowledge sharing processes. Overall the pattern of findings provided 

empirical support for our model, and our study explains how wiki owners’ orientation affects 

others, both directly (i.e. signaling) and indirectly (i.e. directing owner’s actions, which in turn 

affect group members’ behavior). We now review the major findings and discuss their implications 

for theory and practice.  

Our findings confirmed the predictions of regulatory focus theory [29] that the motivation 

experienced by wiki owners reflected a resolution of two distinct self-regulating motives – one 

directed toward growth and achievement (promotion focus) and one directed toward personal 

safety, loss prevention, and security (prevention focus).  As predicted from regulatory focus theory 

[29], the level of promotion and prevention focused regulation experienced by owners were found 

to exert a positive and negative effect, respectively, on the owners’ own behavior (wiki 

engagement). This finding is in line with the results from a recent study in the context of self-

service technologies [75].  Moreover, our findings are also consistent with the predictions of social 

cognitive theory [9], inasmuch as members of a wiki group attend to and model the values, 

attitudes, orientations and behaviors of wiki owners. This result confirms the essential role of 
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owners in evoking participation and engagement within wikis.  Other members of the wiki group 

interpret the owner’s engagement, as well as inferences about underlying motives, as social cues 

that shape their own behavior.  

We observed that the same wiki-based KM work context evokes a promotion focused motive 

concurrently evokes a degree of prevention-oriented regulation. This is interesting, and 

counterintuitive, because open KMS (and particularly wiki-based systems) are intended to foster 

collaboration and knowledge sharing, might inadvertently bring about a motivational state that 

impedes or inhibits engagement in IT-mediated KM initiatives. Even wiki owners, who are likely 

strong advocates of the technology itself, were found to be sensitive to the negative outcomes 

associated with wiki-mediated task experiences, at least in the context of our study. We argued that 

wikis’ openness and transparency would produce a cautious, more guarded, response within 

owners, and hypothesized that this prevention-orientation would result in lower engagement levels. 

This hypothesis was supported.  

To date, the literature on wikis emphasized the positive aspects of the technology [4, 69-71]. 

Recent evidence, however, suggests that wiki affordances may give rise to risk-avoiding behavior 

[34, 44]. For example, interviews of corporate wiki users [15, 30] revealed concerns that sharing of 

information would later be used against the contributor, as well as unease in making information 

accessible to the rest of the corporation when it was not "finished"; in addition, the interviews 

revealed that wiki users were reluctant to change what they perceived to be “someone else's 

content” and often they would provide feedback to the contributor outside the wiki. Our integrative 

model provides a lens to understand these evidence and shed light on how the experiences 

associated with wiki work can lead to risk avoidance and impede engagement, especially in a 

corporate setting where perceptions of competence can significantly affect one’s career.  This 
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finding makes a contribution beyond the investigation of corporate wikis to the broader study of 

motivation for KM. While a range of promotion-focus motives have been shown to affect 

knowledge sharing in organizational and Internet settings [11, 36, 50, 51, 63, 73, 74], the concerns 

and personal risks inhibiting sharing within KMS help to complete the story. Our findings 

regarding the effects of prevention-focus orientation are, thus, of particular, significance. 

It would seem, however, that engagement within the wiki group is not just affected by 

members’ first-hand experiences of wiki-mediated work and the resulting motivational states (as 

was found for owners in our study), but also affected by the key individuals within the wiki group. 

Based on theory and the pattern of effects in our study, evidently the wiki owners in our context 

served as behavioral models. This finding confirms the notion that innovation and creative 

development can emerge through the modeling of values, attitudes, and patterns of thought and 

behavior to others [9].  One explanation for this effect is that group members, especially in 

dynamic, uncertain, and highly interactive contexts, will rely on mutual adjustment to coordinate 

their activities. In these situations, all eyes will be on each other and on significant individuals for 

cues that signal what to do. We see that the stronger the owner’s orientation toward personal 

growth and achievement, the more likely it was that group members became engaged in the 

knowledge-creation process.  Interestingly, we also saw that the stronger the owner’s orientation 

towards safety and security exerted a countervailing influence on the engagement of the group. 

Our integrative model asserts that the variance in the engagement of group members is, in part, 

a direct function of the owner’s behavior. We based this assertion directly on the tenets of social 

cognitive theory [9].  Our findings confirm the logic of social and observational learning inasmuch 

as owners provide salient behavioral cues for users.   This makes sense especially within the 

confines of social system where members frequently interact and have ample opportunities to 
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influence each other through their on-task and off-task activities. While we acknowledge that the 

concepts in Figure 1, to some extent, are bound together within a non-recursive causal system, in 

the present study, the temporal relation between the owner-based measures and the group measure 

allowed us to assess the effect of the owner on the wiki group. Thus, while alternative causal 

specifications exit, these explanations do not discount the logic or interpretation of our findings.  

Finally, theoretical framework has implications for the role of e-leaders, and in particular wiki 

owners.  A natural extension of our work would be, then, to explore the motivational and 

behavioral influence of alternative referent individuals within the wiki context, and to study the 

extent to which our theoretical framework holds for these alternative referents. 

Implications for Knowledge Management 

Industries are seeing the breakup of large traditional organizations and the emergence of new, 

networked organizational forms, in which work is conducted by temporary teams that cross 

organizational lines [48]. It has been suggested that answers to questions regarding the motivation 

for contributing to open source projects and Wikipedia can reveal important lessons for 

organizations regarding ways for motivating knowledge workers, as well as for the process of 

managing various types of virtual organizations, such as ad hoc project teams, virtual teams, and 

communities of practice [8, 44, 48, 78]. Markus et al [48] argue that “traditional organizations 

should consider ways to shift from the management of knowledge workers …to the self-

governance of knowledge work” (p. 15). Our study suggests that when IT is employed to support 

open KM, special attention should be given to the affordances of that technology.  

Wiki is conversational system that is intended for open KM. Wikis’ design philosophy (i.e. 

‘The Wiki Way’ [42]) stresses egalitarianism, openness, and peer governance; it is possible that 

when wikis are implemented in an environment that is hierarchical in nature, promotes competition, 
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and is not tolerant towards errors, employees would apply wikis in ways that disagree with wikis’ 

affordances (e.g. an over-careful editing mode that limits the number of contributions). This tension 

has led some to challenge the extent to which wikis could success in corporate settings [4, 15, 25], 

suggesting that either wikis would need to be modified to more effectively support organizational 

knowledge management initiatives [6, 77] or that organization implementing wikis would adopt 

more collaborative and open work practices [27, 34, 45]. 

The implications of our findings for the management of wikis in corporate environments would 

be, essentially, to align the organizational procedures surrounding wiki deployment with the 

technology’s affordances, namely to accentuate aspects of the technology and the social context 

that evoke promotion focus and attempt to minimize those that foster prevention-focused 

regulation.  This is not easy, as inducements that reduce employees’ risks can at the same time curb 

the positive effects of promotion focus. One example is making wiki postings anonymous, which 

reduces the risk of exposing incompetency, but at the same time prevents promotion-oriented users 

from claiming credit for their wiki work. A possible solution would be to allow (but not mandate) 

anonymous postings, addressing the needs of both prevention and promotion oriented employees. 

Another example of a managerial intervention that would enhance promotion focus without directly 

affecting prevention focus is incentivizing knowledge sharing by recognizing top contributors or 

alternatively by providing group-based incentives. Firms adopting wikis often experiment with 

different deployment strategies, and in some cases managers may decide to formally assign 

employees to the wiki editing task [38]. Such a deployment strategy does not align well with wikis’ 

affordances, and we suspect that it could have undesirable implications for contributors’ 

motivation. Another important managerial implication is to actively monitor social interaction 

within the wikis, with the understanding that group members will look to salient others. Drucker’s 
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[18] view that leaders must direct people as if they were unpaid volunteers is particularly relevant 

to open KM and to e-leaders’ roles. In particular, owners within a corporate wiki context can have a 

very powerful effect on shaping the values, attitudes, motives and behaviors of others. Paying 

attention to these processes is certainly a first step in understanding why some open KM initiatives 

produce less-than-satisfactory outcomes. 

The pattern of relations in our proposed model was hypothesized for the specific context of 

wikis used in organizational settings, and the strengths of the paths we observed represent this 

unique context. However, it is reasonable to expect that this pattern of relations would apply to 

other types of open KMS. The causal paths in our model are directly related to wikis affordances, 

for example wikis’ openness and transparency are likely to have contributed to the links between 

regulation focus and wiki engagement constructs. The extent that the pattern of relations applies to 

other technologies depends on the affordances of these tools, and we expect to see similar patterns 

for technologies whose affordances resemble wiki affordances. The natural candidates are other 

conversational KMS. While there are some apparent similarities between these tools and wikis, we 

should note important differences [5, 70]. For instance, in discussion forums contributors’ postings 

are appended in an ongoing conversation style, while in wikis a new contribution overwrites the 

older version. Accordingly, the risk associated with challenging the opinions of others is larger in 

wikis, and we expect prevention focus to play a more salient role in the wiki context.  

Study Limitations 

Any conclusions drawn from this study should be considered in light of several limitations. 

First, although using a convenience sample for testing basic psychological mechanisms is a 

common practice (cf. [64]) and is often used in the information systems field (e.g. [61]), it does 

limit the generalizability of the study's findings. Nonetheless, there are no plausible reasons to 
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suggest that owners in our sample should differ from the larger population of wiki owners at IBM 

in respect to the psychological and social processes studied, especially given the broad range of 

wikis (in terms of group size and activity) and diversity of owners (in terms of business unit and 

organizational function) in our sample. Another concern associated with the use of two items to 

sample regulatory focus, and the risk of lower reliabilities.  We note, however, that measures with 

lower reliability make it harder, not easier, to find support for the theoretical predictions.  Thus, in 

all likelihood, our results reflect lower-bound estimates of the true relations between constructs.  

The third limitation concerns our measure of group engagement.  Based on IBM’s data, owners 

account for 15%-20% of wiki group activity, on average. There was no straightforward way for 

teasing out members’ only activity from the total activity figures. However, in order to test whether 

this limitation affected our calculations, we estimated members’ only activity by utilizing data 

regarding wikis’ total number of distinct editors and by making a series of approximations (please 

see details in Results section). This analysis demonstrated that our findings were not sensitive to 

these approximations, suggesting that that the inclusion of the owner makes insignificant difference 

to the overall group activity. Fourth, our model included relatively few explaining variable and it is 

possible that exogenous factors affected the model’s constructs. In future research we plan to 

explore additional possible explanation for the relationship between owners’ regulatory focus and 

group performance. In particular, in the future we plan to investigate the relationships between wiki 

affordances, job characteristics, motivation, and wiki engagement. Another interesting line of 

investigation we would like to pursue is the relation between organizational procedures surrounding 

wiki deployment and the motivational dynamics underlying wiki engagement. Finally, we 

acknowledge that there are some features unique to the IBM environment, and thus we should be 

cautious in generalizing our findings to other settings. Specifically, wikis were deployed at IBM in 
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hybrid fashion, where technology administration was largely centralized, but social management 

was grass-root fashion: top management did not mandate that IBMers use wikis for specific KM 

tasks; rather, management opted to make the technology available and allow employees to decide 

on wiki adoption themselves. It is not clear how well our results would transfer to corporate 

settings with different wiki deployment policies, and we propose that future research on wikis 

would consider the impact of governance. 

 

Conclusion 

We make contributions to the study of information systems, as well as to the broader study of 

organizational behavior and management. We have observed that most of the theoretical 

perspectives applied to KMS implicitly assume that knowledge-sharing activities are inherently 

benign.  Naturally, the questions driving research in this area have tended to center on identifying 

the conditions that elicit knowledge sharing within and between groups.  However, what seems 

missing in all of these discussions is the proverbial “elephant in the room.”  In corporate settings 

open KMS can create conditions that expose deficiencies and differences with respect to a group 

member’s criterion-relevant abilities, knowledge, and experience – which, in turn, could damage 

status and reputation.   In short, most of the motivational explanations of IT-enabled knowledge 

sharing activity fail to recognize that participation this activity, in and of itself, can incur risk.  

Failure to capture these realities leaves us with conceptual models that tell us, at best, half the story.  

By adapting regulatory focus theory [29] to this particular problem domain, we are able to model 

these two fundamental conflicting motivational mindsets – one that is oriented toward personal 

growth and achievement, and one that is oriented towards personal safety and security – and test 

the implications of these motivational states on behavior.  Thus, the value for the information 
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systems literature, and knowledge management in particular, is to offer a more complete picture of 

the motivational dynamics that underlie IT-enabled knowledge-sharing activities within corporate 

environments.  Specifically, our contribution is in showing that open KMS (and particularly wiki-

based systems) that are designed to foster collaboration and knowledge sharing might inadvertently 

evoke a motivational state that impedes or inhibits engagement. 

We also make a contribution to the broader management literature by explaining how the 

motivational states of focal individuals within an open KM context are contagious, affecting others.  

The literature on knowledge leadership [23, 57] and e-leadership [7] document how individuals 

within fluid, dynamic knowledge-based work settings take on important leadership roles; however, 

what seems missing is an explanation of how the behavior of a salient individual affects others 

within computer-mediated interactions. Our study extends earlier work by Kark and Van Dijk [37], 

who explain how followers use cues provided by leaders to impact their motivation. We 

demonstrate that inferences regarding an e-leader’s motivational states have direct effects on the 

knowledge-sharing activity of followers, thus supporting the view that followers, within these 

knowledge-sharing contexts, respond to the social and informational cues of leaders.  

____________________________________________________________________________ 

Acknowledgments: The authors thank Soobaek Jang and Raymond Patterson for providing 

comments on earlier drafts of this manuscript. This research was funded in part by the Social 

Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada (SSHRC). 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

References 
 

1. Aaker, J.L., and Lee, A.Y. “I” seek pleasures and “we” avoid pains: The role of 

self‐regulatory goals in information processing and persuasion. Journal of Consumer Research, 28, 

1 (2001), 33-49. 

2. Abdi, H. Partial Least Squares Regression. In Encyclopedia for Research Methods for the 

Social Sciences, Lewis-Beck, Bryman, Futing (eds.), Thousand Oaks, Sage CA (2003), 7109-7795. 

3. Alavi, M., and Leidner, D.E. Review: Knowledge management and knowledge management 

systems: Conceptual foundations and research issues. MIS Quarterly, 25, 1 (2001), 107-136. 



37 

 

 

 

4. Arazy, O., and Croitoru, A. The sustainability of corporate wikis: A time-series analysis of 

activity patterns. ACM Transactions on Management Information Systems (TMIS), 1, 1 (2010), 6. 

5. Arazy, O., Nov, O., Patterson, R., and Yeo, L. Information quality in Wikipedia: The effects 

of group composition and task conflict. Journal of Management Information Systems, 27, 4 (2011), 

71 - 98. 

6. Arazy, O., Stroulia, E., Ruecker, S., Arias, C., Fiorentino, C., Ganev, V., and Yau, T. 

Recognizing contributions in wikis: Authorship categories, algorithms, and visualizations. Journal 

of the American Society for Information Science and Technology, 61, 6 (2010), 1166-1179. 

7. Avolio, B.J., Kahai, S., and Dodge, G.E. E-leadership: Implications for theory, research, 

and practice. The Leadership Quarterly, 11, 4 (2000), 615-668. 

8. Awazu, Y., and Desouza, K. Open knowledge management: Lessons from the open source 

revolution. Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology, 55, 11 

(2004), 1016-1019. 

9. Bandura, A. Social foundations of thought and action: A cognitive social theory. Pretince 

Hall, Englewood Cliffs, New York (1986). 

10. Bentler, P.M. Comparative fit indexes in structural models. Psychological Bulletin, 107, 2 

(1990), 238. 

11. Bock, G.-W., Zmud, R.W., Kim, Y.-G., and Lee, J.-N. Behavioral intention formation in 

knowledge sharing: Examining the roles of extrinsic motivators, social-psychological forces, and 

organizational climate. MIS Quarterly, 29, 1 (2005), 87-111. 

12. Butler, B., Sproull, L.K., Kiesler, S., and Kraut, R. Community Effort in Online Groups: 

Who Does the Work and Why. Leadership at a Distance: Research in Technologically-supported 

Work, S. Weisband (Ed.) (2007), 171-194. 

13. Cassel, C., Hackl, P., and Westlund, A.H. Robustness of partial least-squares method for 

estimating latent variable quality structures. Journal of Applied Statistics, 26, 4 (1999), 435-446. 

14. Convertino, G., Hanrahan, B., Kong, N., Weksteen, T., Chi, E., and Archambeau, C. 

Mail2Wiki: low-cost sharing and organization on wikis.  (2010). 

15. Danis, C., and Singer, D. A wiki instance in the enterprise: opportunities, concerns and 

reality. ACM, 2008, pp. 495-504. 

16. Davis, F.D., Bagozzi, R.P., and Warshaw, P.R. Extrinsic and Intrinsic Motivation to Use 

Computers in the Workplace. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 22, 14 (1992), 1111-1132. 

17. Deci, E., and Ryan, R. The "what" and" why" of goal pursuits: Human needs and the self-

determination of behavior. Psychological inquiry, 11, 4 (2000), 227-268. 

18. Drucker, P.F. Management challenges for the 21st century. New York: Harper Paperbacks, 

1999. 

19. Figallo, C., and Rhine, N. Building the knowledge management network: Best practices, 

tools, and techniques for putting conversation to work. John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 2002. 

20. Fornell, C., and Larcker, D. Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable 

variables and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18, 1 (1981), 39-50. 

21. Forte, A., Larco, V., and Bruckman, A. Decentralization in Wikipedia governance. Journal 

of Management Information Systems, 26, 1 (2009), 49-72. 

22. Friedman, R.S., and Förster, J. The effects of promotion and prevention cues on creativity. 

Journal of personality and social psychology, 81, 6 (2001), 1001. 

23. Girard, J.P., and Bowersox, N.N. Leading Knowledge: What do Middle Managers Think? 

Knowledge management: research and application (2008), 131. 



38 

 

 

 

24. Gray, J.A. Brain systems that mediate both emotion and cognition. Cognition & Emotion, 4, 

3 (1990), 269-288. 

25. Grudin, J., and Poole, E.S. Wikis at work: success factors and challenges for sustainability 

of enterprise Wikis. ACM, 2010, pp. 5. 

26. Hackman, J.R., and Oldham, G.R. Work redesign. Addison-Wesley Reading, MA, 1980. 

27. Hasan, H., and Pfaff, C. Emergent Conversational Technologies that are Democratising 

Information Systems in Organisations: the case of the corporate Wiki. Information Systems 

Foundations: Theory, Representation and Reality, ANU E Press, Canberra (2007), 197-210. 

28. Hertel, G., Niedner, S., and Herrmann, S. Motivation of software developers in Open 

Source projects: an Internet-based survey of contributors to the Linux kernel. Research Policy, 32, 

7 (2003), 1159-1177. 

29. Higgins, E.T. Beyond pleasure and pain. American psychologist, 52, 12 (1997), 1280. 

30. Holtzblatt, L.J., Damianos, L.E., and Weiss, D. Factors impeding Wiki use in the enterprise: 

a case study. ACM, 2010, pp. 4661-4676. 

31. Howell, J.M., and Higgins, C.A. Champions of technological innovation. Administrative 

science quarterly (1990), 317-341. 

32. Huffaker, D. Leadership and Diffusion in Online Communities: Features of Language Use, 

Identity and Social Structure. 2007, pp. 7-9. 

33. Jarvenpaa, S., and Tanriverdi, H. Leading virtual knowledge networks.  . Organizational 

Dynamics, 31, 4 (2002), 403-412. 

34. Jarvenpaa, S.L., and Majchrzak, A. Vigilant Interaction in Knowledge Collaboration: 

Challenges of Online User Participation Under Ambivalence. Information Systems Research, 21, 4 

(2010), 773-784. 

35. Jöreskog, K., and Sörbom, D. LISREL 8.80. Scientific Software International, Inc (2006). 

36. Kankanhalli, A., Tan, B.C.Y., and Kwok-Kee, W. Contributing knowledge to electronic 

knowledge repositories: An empirical investigation. MIS Quarterly, 29, 1 (2005), 113-143. 

37. Kark, R., and Van Dijk, D. Motivation to lead, motivation to follow: The role of the self-

regulatory focus in leadership processes. The Academy of Management Review ARCHIVE, 32, 2 

(2007), 500-528. 

38. Kussmaul, C., and Jack, R. Wikis for Knowledge Management. Web 2.0: The Business 

Model (2008), 147. 

39. Landy, F.J., and Becker, W.S. Motivation theory reconsidered. Research in organizational 

behavior (1987). 

40. Larsen, R., and Augustine, A. Basic personality dispositions related to approach and 

avoidance: Extraversion/neuroticism, BAS/BIS, and positive/negative affectivity. Handbook of 

approach and avoidance motivation (2008), 151-164. 

41. Leidner, D.E., and Jarvenpaa, S.L. The use of information technology to enhance 

management school education: A theoretical view. MIS Quarterly (1995), 265-291. 

42. Leuf, B., and Cunningham, W. The Wiki way: quick collaboration on the Web.  (2001). 

43. Lockwood, P., Jordan, C.H., and Kunda, Z. Motivation by positive or negative role models: 

Regulatory focus determines who will best inspire us. Journal of personality and social 

psychology, 83, 4 (2002), 854. 

44. Majchrzak, A. Comment: where is the theory in wikis? MIS Quarterly, 33, 1 (2009), 18-20. 

45. Majchrzak, A., Wagner, C., and Yates, D. Corporate wiki users: results of a survey. ACM, 

2006, pp. 99-104. 



39 

 

 

 

46. Majchrzak, A., Wagner, C., and Yates, D. The Impact of Shaping on Knowledge Reuse for 

Organizational Improvement with Wikis. MIS Quarterly (in press). 

47. Malhotra, Y., Galletta, D.F., and Kirsch, L.J. How endogenous motivations influence user 

intentions: Beyond the dichotomy of extrinsic and intrinsic user motivations. Journal of 

Management Information Systems, 25, 1 (2008), 267-300. 

48. Markus, M.L., Manville, B., and Agres, C.E. What Makes a Virtual Organization Work? 

Sloan Management Review, 42, 1 (2000), 13-26. 

49. Neubert, M.J., Kacmar, K.M., Carlson, D.S., Chonko, L.B., and Roberts, J.A. Regulatory 

focus as a mediator of the influence of initiating structure and servant leadership on employee 

behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93, 6 (2008), 1220. 

50. Nov, O., and Kuk, G. Open source content contributors' response to free-riding: The effect 

of personality and context. Computers in Human Behavior, 24, 6 (2008), 2848-2861. 

51. Nov, O., Naaman, M., and Ye, C. Analysis of participation in an online photo sharing 

community: A multi-dimension perspective. Journal of the American Society for Information 

Science and Technology, 61, 3 (2010), 555-566. 

52. O'Neil, M. Cyberchiefs. Autonomy and Authority in Online Tribes.  (2009). 

53. Oreg, S., and Nov, O. Exploring motivations for contributing to open source initiatives: The 

roles of contribution context and personal values. Computers in Human Behavior, 24, 5 (2008), 

2055-2073. 

54. Palen, L., and Grudin, J. Discretionary adoption of group support software: Lessons from 

calendar applications. Implementing collaboration technologies in industry (2003), 159-180. 

55. Peddibhotla, N., and Subramani, M. Contributing to public document repositories: A critical 

mass theory perspective. Organization Studies, 28, 3 (2007), 327-346. 

56. Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B., Lee, J.Y., and Podsakoff, N.P. Common method biases 

in behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 88, 5 (2003), 879. 

57. Politis, J.D. The relationship of various leadership styles to knowledge management. 

Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 22, 8 (2001), 354-364. 

58. Preece, J., and Shneiderman, B. The Reader-to-Leader Framework: Motivating technology-

mediated social participation. AIS Transactions on Human-Computer Interaction, 1, 1 (2009), 13-

32. 

59. Quigley, N.R., Tesluk, P.E., Locke, E.A., and Bartol, K.M. A multilevel investigation of the 

motivational mechanisms underlying knowledge sharing and performance. Organization Science, 

18, 1 (2007), 71. 

60. Qureshi, I., and Compeau, D. Assessing between-group differences in information systems 

research: A comparison of covariance-and component-based SEM. MIS Quarterly, 33, 1 (2009), 

197. 

61. Ranganathan, C., and Ganapathy, S. Key dimensions of business-to-consumer web sites. 

Information & Management, 39, 6 (2002), 457-465. 

62. Scholer, A.A., and Higgins, E.T. Distinguishing levels of approach and avoidance: An 

analysis using regulatory focus theory.  (2008). 

63. Schroer, J., and Hertel, G. Voluntary engagement in an open web-based encyclopedia: 

Wikipedians and why they do it. Media Psychology, 12, 1 (2009), 96-120. 

64. Siegrist, M., and Cvetkovich, G. Risk, Benefit, Trust, and Knowledge. Risk analysis, 20, 5 

(2000), 713-720. 



40 

 

 

 

65. Steiger, J.H. Point estimation, hypothesis testing, and interval estimation using the RMSEA: 

Some comments and a reply to Hayduk and Glaser. Structural Equation Modeling, 7, 2 (2000), 

149-162. 

66. Stenmark, D. Leveraging Tacit Organization Knowledge. Journal of Management 

Information Systems, 17, 3 (2000), 9-24. 

67. Venkatesh, V., Morris, M., Davis, G., and Davis, F. User Acceptance of Information 

Technology: Toward a Unified View. MIS Quarterly, 27, 3 (2003), 425-478. 

68. Von Krogh, G., and Von Hippel, E. The Promise of Research on Open Source Software. 

Management Science, 52, 7 (2006), 975-983. 

69. Wagner, C. Breaking the knowledge acquisition bottleneck through conversational 

knowledge management. Information Resources Management Journal, 19, 1 (2006), 70–83. 

70. Wagner, C. Wiki: A technology for conversational knowledge management and group 

collaboration. Communications of the Association for Information Systems (Volume13, 2004), 13 

(2004), 265-289. 

71. Wagner, C., and Majchrzak, A. Enabling customer-centricity using wikis and the wiki way. 

Journal of Management Information Systems, 23, 3 (2007), 17-43. 

72. Wallace, C., and Chen, G. A Multilevel Integration of Personality, Climate, Self‐regulation, 

and Performance. Personnel Psychology, 59, 3 (2006), 529-557. 

73. Wasko, M., and Faraj, S. Why should I share? Examining social capital and knowledge 

contribution in electronic networks of practice. MIS Quarterly, 29, 1 (2005), 35-57. 

74. Wenger, E., McDermott, R.A., and Snyder, W. Cultivating communities of practice: A 

guide to managing knowledge. Harvard Business Press, 2002. 

75. Westjohn, S.A., Arnold, M.J., Magnusson, P., Zdravkovic, S., and Zhou, J.X. Technology 

readiness and usage: a global-identity perspective. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 

37, 3 (2009), 250-265. 

76. Yates, D., Wagner, C., and Majchrzak, A. Factors affecting shapers of organizational wikis. 

Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology, 61, 3 (2010), 543-554. 

77. Yeo, L., and Arazy, O. What Makes Corporate Wikis Work? Wiki Affordances and Their 

suitability for Corporate Knowledge Work. Proceeding of DESRIST2012, Las Vegas, Nevada, 

USA, May 14-15, 2012 (2012). 

78. Zheng, H., Li, D., and Hou, W. Task Design, Motivation, and Participation in 

Crowdsourcing Contests. International Journal of Electronic Commerce, 15, 4 (2011), 57-88. 

79. Zwass, V. Co-creation: Toward a taxonomy and an integrated research perspective. 

International Journal of Electronic Commerce, 15, 1 (2010), 11-48. 

 

 

 



41 

 

 

 

Tables 
Table 1: Item details and descriptive statistics 

Construct Legend Item Mean STD 

Promotion Focus 

Regulation 

Prom1 My participation in the wiki is very relevant to my personal goals. 4.35 0.76 

Prom2 Wiki participation has benefited me in my job. 4.30 0.72 

Prevention Focus 

Regulation 

Prev1 When I use the wiki I'm aware that I might let others down if I don't 

perform well. 

3.82 1.02 

Prev2 When using the wiki, I'm very aware of the consequences of not 

performing effectively. 

3.55 1.08 

Owner’s 

Engagement 

OE1 What is the weekly amount of time you regularly spend 

contributing content to the wiki? (in hours [<1, 1-3, 4-6, 7-9, >10]) 

2.24 1.11 

OE2 What is the weekly amount of time you regularly spend reading the 

wiki you previously mentioned? (in hours [<1, 1-3, 4-6, 7-9, >10]) 

2.02 1.06 

Members’ 

Engagement 

ME1 Average number of monthly edits 11.87 12.81 

ME2 Average number of monthly web site visits 79.96 135.66 

ME3 Average number of monthly web page hits 117.65 189.19 

ME4 Average number of monthly web site bandwidth (MB) 3.41 6.83 

Ease of Use EoU1 The wiki is easy to use 4.13 0.87 

EoU2 How satisfied are you with the wiki’s overall ease of use?  3.97 0.99 

Motivating 

Potential Score 

(MPS); an index 

MPS =   

Autonomy * 

Feedback * average 

(Skill Variety, Task 

Identity, Task 

Significance) 

MPS1 [Skill Variety] The wiki requires me to use a number of complex or 

high-level skills. 

53.11 27.78 

MPS2 [Task Identity] The wiki gives me a sense that I am performing a 

whole piece of work from start to finish. 

MPS3 [Task Significance] A lot of people are affected by the quality of 

my wiki contribution. 

MPS4 [Autonomy] I have considerable opportunity for independence and 

freedom in how I do my wiki work. 

MPS5 [Feedback] I regularly get feedback about my wiki contributions. 

Wiki Maturity WM Number of months since wiki inception 7.91 4.60 

Active Contributors AC Number of distinct editors per month 5.18 9.11 

Note: statistics for items ME1-4 prior to log transformation. 
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Table 2: square-root of AVE and correlation between the latent constructs. 

 
 

Table 3: item loadings; loadings on relevant constructs are in bold. 
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A
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Promotion-Focus (PromFM) 0.65 0.78 0.80        

Prevention -Focus (PrevFM) 0.75 0.86 0.30 0.86       

Owner’s Engagement (OE) 0.82 0.90 0.30 0.10 0.91      

Members’  Engagement (ME) 0.90 0.97 0.33 -0.02 0.27 0.95     

[Control]  Ease of Use (EoU) 0.75 0.86 0.31 0.20 0.10 0.19 0.87    

[Control] Motivating Potential 
Score (MPS) index 

1.00 1.00 0.44 0.40 0.30 0.24 0.29 1.00   

[Control] Wiki Maturity (WM) 1.00 1.00 0.05 -0.11 -0.15 0.24 0.05 -0.08 1.00  

[Control] Number of Active 
Contributors (NAC) 

1.00 1.00 0.20 0.02 0.20 0.42 0.12 0.12 0.26 1.00 

Item 

Owner 
Promotion 

Focus 

Owner 
Prevention 

Focus 

Owner  
Engage. 

Members 
Engage. 

Ease 
of Use 

MPS Wiki 
Maturity 

# 
Contributors 

Prom1 
0.61 0.29 0.13 0.10 0.17 0.34 -0.05 0.03 

Prom2 
0.96 0.26 0.31 0.36 0.31 0.40 0.07 0.22 

Prev1 
0.27 0.81 0.07 -0.01 0.07 0.33 -0.10 -0.01 

Prev2 
0.27 0.92 0.10 -0.02 0.25 0.36 -0.10 0.04 

OE1 
0.25 0.09 0.90 0.20 -0.01 0.28 -0.21 0.14 

OE2 
0.30 0.10 0.91 0.30 0.19 0.27 -0.07 0.21 

ME1 
0.31 -0.05 0.24 0.98 0.16 0.24 0.26 0.42 

ME2 
0.30 -0.05 0.24 0.99 0.16 0.22 0.27 0.41 

ME3 
0.30 -0.06 0.23 0.98 0.17 0.22 0.29 0.41 

ME4 
0.37 0.10 0.35 0.85 0.25 0.26 0.09 0.37 

EoU1 
0.32 0.18 0.13 0.21 0.97 0.31 0.02 0.12 

EoU2 
0.18 0.22 0.00 0.09 0.74 0.15 0.12 0.07 

MPS 
0.44 0.40 0.30 0.24 0.29 1.00 -0.08 0.12 

WM 
0.05 -0.11 -0.15 0.24 0.05 -0.08 1.00 0.26 

AC 
0.20 0.02 0.20 0.42 0.12 0.12 0.26 1.00 
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Figure 1: Results of PLS analysis; ‘*’ signifies p<0.05; ‘**’ p<0.01; and ‘***’ p<0.001; values on 

arrow represent effect size and direction; R² values (italicized) in bottom-right corner of boxes 

show variance explained for construct. 
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