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Abstract 
Social enterprises (SEs) are growing hybrid and innovative business models seeking to connect 

social goals with commercial performance to create socio-economic values. Almost 73% of 

SEs in Australia are small and operate in resource-scarce environments making them 

vulnerable organisations. Value co-creation, as the collective action of individuals to develop 

value together, can enable SEs to access the resources that they need to survive, create 

competitive advantages, and improve their sustainability and performance. Online 

communities (OCs) enable independent and like-minded individuals to co-create value through 

collaboration and resource integration in a cost-effective way. Although extant research has 

studied value co-creation through OCs from different individuals` perspectives in different 

contexts, little is known about how values are co-created and what values are co-created as the 

collective action of social entrepreneurs (as the end-users) with each other in OCs. It 

specifically remains unclear what motivates social entrepreneurs to participate in OCs, what 

factors might inhibit them from engaging in OCs, and what essential abilities they need to have 

to be able to effectively participate in OCs. Furthermore, there is a paucity of knowledge in the 

literature on what activities are performed by social entrepreneurs in OCs to co-create value 

for all parties involved in the process and how social entrepreneurs perceive values as the result 

of their participation in OCs.  

In order to capture this knowledge, motivation, opportunity, and ability (MOA) model 

was employed as the theoretical foundation of this research, and mixed methods research was 

applied in this thesis to address research questions. First, the literature on value co-creation 

through OCs and the MOA model was reviewed to uncover motivations, barriers, abilities, 

value co-creation activities in OCs, and values from previous studies in different contexts. This 

review of the related literature led to developing an initial conceptual framework that guided 

the first phase of gathering empirical data through a qualitative study. In the first phase of this 

mixed methods research, the researcher conducted 24 interviews with social entrepreneurs who 

were either co/founder or managing directors of social enterprises in Australia and used OCs 

for the purposes related to their SEs. Data gathered in this phase was analysed using a hybrid 

deductive-inductive approach. The findings of this phase led to refining and extending the 

initial conceptual framework to represent the antecedents of social entrepreneurs` participation 

in OCs, value co-creation activities that social entrepreneurs perform in OCs, and the values 

for social entrepreneurs as the result of their participation in OCs. The refined conceptual 

framework then informed the next phase of this research, which was quantitative research. In 
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this phase, the researcher designed an online survey and distributed it among social 

entrepreneurs across Australia to test and refine the theorised and anticipated relationships in 

the qualitative phase. In total, 90 surveys returned, but 71 surveys were complete and usable. 

Based on the results of the quantitative phase, a conceptual framework was developed 

demonstrating the relationships between antecedents of social entrepreneurs` participation in 

OCs, value co-creation activities that they perform in OCs, and the values from social 

entrepreneurs` perspectives.  

Analysis of interviews show that social entrepreneurs participate in OCs because they 

are concerned about other social entrepreneurs, willing to benefit their organisations, and see 

OCs as an opportunity to exchange mutual benefits with others. Also, the findings of this 

research show that insufficient visibility of information in OCs, difficulty to find OCs, lack of 

confidence, and lack of time hinder social entrepreneurs to participate in OCs. Moreover, 

participants in this research explained that they need to have emotional intelligence, common 

sense, and practical skills to be able to participate in OCs. In terms of value co-creation 

activities, analysis of interviews show that social entrepreneurs perform resource integration, 

and emotional, practical, and information support in OCs. Finally, participants mentioned that 

they receive outcomes such as social capital, brand awareness, and access to resources as the 

result of their participation in OCs. The results of the quantitative phase show that motivations 

influence all of the value co-creation activities, barries do not have any impact on emotional 

intelligence, and abilities only affect practical support activities in OCs. Also, analysis of the 

quantitative data show that all value co-creation activities performed by social entrepreneurs 

in OCs have positive impact on all of the outcomes. 

This research makes an important contribution to theory by employing the MOA model in the 

context of social enterprises and extending our knowledge on social entrepreneurs` motivations 

to participate in OCs, the factors that hinder social entrepreneurs` engagement in OCs, the 

abilities that social entrepreneurs need to have to participate in OCs, different value co-creation 

activities that social entrepreneurs perform in OCs, and perceived values from social 

entrepreneurs` perspective. In terms of practical contributions, the results of this thesis inform 

practitioners how they can motivate social entrepreneurs to participate in OCs and how they 

can facilitate social entrepreneurs` participation in OCs and what features are essential for 

social entrepreneurs` participation in OCs. Finally, the findings of this research inform the 

co/founder or managing directors of SEs on how they can be benefited by participating in OCs. 
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1.1 Research background  

Social enterprises (SEs) are growing hybrid and innovative business models, seeking to connect 

social goals with commercial performance to create socio-economic values (Battilana & Lee, 

2014; Defourny et al., 2021; Granados & Rivera, 2018; Neverauskiene & Pranskeviciute, 2021). These 

organisations are important for the future of modern societies because they aim to fill the gaps 

in providing community services left by  governments and private entities (Agostinelli, 2010; 

Blagov & Aray, 2021; Ciepielewska-Kowalik et al., 2021; Mason et al., 2007). SEs fill these gaps 

and benefit communities by providing employment and training opportunities for 

disadvantaged and marginalized citizens and addressing the ethical consciousness of citizens 

(Barraket & Furneaux, 2012; BEN‐NER, 2018; Bridgstock et al., 2010; Doherty et al., 2014; Kennedy, 

2016; Mirić & Krstić, 2017). The term ‘social enterprises’ refers to organisations in that gain at 

least 50% of their income from commercial activities (Social Enterprise, 2011) and represents a 

form of social business with social and financial aims. These organisations attempt to deal with 

social, environmental, and/or financial issues in the society by applying innovative commercial 

strategies to create social value (Choi et al., 2020; Mair & Marti, 2006; Zhao, 2021). 

According to J Barraket et al. (2016), almost 73% of SEs in Australia are small, and are 

often overlooked in comparison with large SEs in terms of social procurement. Moreover, 

while it is fundamental for SEs to secure various types of resources to compete in the market 

(Doherty et al., 2014; Haugh, 2009a; Jenner, 2016), most SEs operate in resource-scarce 

environments (Di Domenico et al., 2010; Doherty et al., 2009; Islam, 2020), which makes these 

organisations vulnerable and negatively affects their survivability and performance. The 

resources that are essential for SEs to secure their survival and sustainability include financial, 

physical, human, and network resources (Doherty et al., 2014; Haugh, 2009a; Ince & Hahn, 2020b), 

however, they are often not able to access these resources. Jenner and Fleischman (2017) and Ge 
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et al. (2019) explain that value co-creation can enable SEs to access the resources that they need 

to create competitive advantages and improve their sustainability and development.  

 Value co-creation happens through the collective action of various individuals and 

represents the concept of creating value together (Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2016). Participation of 

multiple actors in value co-creation enables them to exchange valuable operant resources (e.g. 

knowledge, information, skills) because each type of actor has unique capabilities, experiences, 

and resources (Kazadi et al., 2016). These operant resources are crucial for SEs since they need 

to gain competitive advantage in their dynamic and complex ecosystem by collaborating with 

multiple and diverse actors (Barrett et al., 2016). The collaboration and interactions among 

individuals can happen through online communities (OCs) (Eggert et al., 2018; Gebauer et al., 

2013; Nambisan, 2010) in which various members with common interests or goals can 

participate in collaborative networks to share and integrate their resources and support each 

other (Romero & Molina, 2011). OCs are cost-effective and easy to use platforms that enable 

individuals to interact with each other in new ways that are not possible to do in offline settings,  

such as widespread communications (Nambisan, 2010), transparent interactions in the networks, 

creating relational ties, and searching for information (Kane et al., 2014). Therefore, it is 

essential for SEs, and social entrepreneurs as the founders and managing directors of SEs in 

particular, to focus more on OCs to create and leverage value from them to improve their 

performance and secure their survival, sustainability, and growth. There are different types of 

OCs that SEs can participate in to achieve the above goals. For example, online knowledge and 

learning communities, online expert networks, online advisory communities, and online 

communities of practice. In Australian context, the main and most popular OCs with the highest 

number of members social entrepreneurs participate in include Social Enterprise & Social 

Goods, Women in Social Enterprise, Social Enterprise Australia, and Social Enterprise 

Success. 
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1.2 Research gaps, objectives, and research questions 

Value co-creation through OCs has been widely investigated in different contexts. For 

example, Amann and Rubinelli (2017) and Kingod et al. (2017) explain how people with chronic 

illness and disabilities use OCs to support each other and share their knowledge and experience 

on how they have coped with their illness or disabilities. Moreover, the application of OCs for 

value co-creation in the context of tourism has also been studied by different researchers to 

discuss how users can benefit from participating in OCs by sharing accommodation, sharing 

reviews for tourism destinations, and storytelling which are powerful tools for co-creation 

(Casais et al., 2020; Pera, 2017). The other context that has widely benefited from OCs is the 

firm-sponsored OCs for commercial purposes. In this regard, Frasquet-Deltoro and Lorenzo-

Romero (2019) explain that OCs can facilitate the interactions between companies and  

enthusiastic consumers to involve them in value co-creation process. These interactions and 

value co-creation activities in OCs can lead to identification of new opportunities, innovative 

products and services, reduction of costs, and increased customers loyalty (Fisher, 2019; Park et 

al., 2019). The applications of OCs for value co-creation have also been studied in other contexts 

such as online communities of practice to build and support careers (Bostancioglu, 2018; 

Hennekam et al., 2019) and to increase co-learning outcomes (Abedini et al., 2021; Kearsley & 

MacNamara, 2019). Although the application of OCs for value co-creation has been widely 

studied in many contexts, previous studies have not focused on social entrepreneurs` and SEs 

value co-creation in OCs. Particularly, there is lack of knowledge about how OCs can benefit 

SEs as they benefit companies and individuals, such as connecting members of OCs, sharing 

knowledge, information, and skills, as well as improving access to financial and non-financial 

resources.  

As it is stated in the literature, SEs use OCs for various purposes. For example,  Mitchell 

et al. (2015) explain how Canadian SEs use OCs to market their products and promote their 

products and services. Also, Braund and Schwittay (2016) have conducted a research on 
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American SEs and found out that these organisations use OCs to raise funds by using 

crowdfunding techniques, scale their impact by finding new partners, and provide services in 

more geographical areas. Other examples of using OCs by SEs include outsourcing information 

technology work (Gurstein et al., 2009), and creating online professional networks among their 

employees (Keane et al., 2017). These studies have mainly focused on the use of OCs for 

purposes such as crowdfunding, crowdsourcing, marketing, and scaling operations, but they 

have not specifically investigated value co-creation through OCs in relation to SEs. There have 

recently been studies that have explained the potential of OCs for value co-creation for SEs 

(e.g. Granados & Rivera, 2018; Roh, 2016); however, the research in this field is still in its early 

stages. One reason for this paucity of research is the complexity of the SE concept, which 

requires more specific and tailored OCs that are address SEs` hybrid business models and take 

into account their social missions, geographic locality, and innovative practices (Granados & 

Rivera, 2018; Peattie & Morley, 2008). The other reason for the lack of research in this area relates 

to the complexity and multidisciplinary nature of conducting a study investigating social 

entrepreneurs` behaviours in the context of Information Systems (IS). In this regard, Hong et al. 

(2014) and Davison and Martinsons (2016) highlight the importance of context in Information 

Systems research and explain that IS researchers should consider the context of online 

technologies and the characteristics of the users in their studies. Hence, it is essential for IS 

researchers to study value co-creation in the context of social entrepreneurs and consider these 

individuals` characteristics into account because these users have different goals and 

behaviours to traditional business entrepreneurs, including significantly higher levels of 

creativity, risk-taking, and the need for autonomy compared with traditional business 

entrepreneurs (Smith et al., 2014).  

This research aimed to fill the research gap regarding value co-creation through OCs in 

SEs because SEs are unique organisations that combine societal and commercial goals. While 
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the primary purpose of SEs is to create social, environmental, or economic benefit for society, 

these hybrid organizations concurrently capture value from the profit generated by trading in 

goods and/or services to support the organization’s societal goal (Doherty et al., 2014). This dual 

social and commercial mission intention creates a complex situation for SEs in their quest to 

provide benefits to society and also become sustainable and financially viable organizations 

(Smith et al., 2013). SEs are particularly vulnerable to financial challenges due to their 

propensity to prioritize their social motive over commercial necessities (Ince & Hahn, 2020a). 

Furthermore, SEs are particularly important for Australia`s society as they produce almost 3% 

of Australian`s GDP and employ around 300,000 marginalised people in Australia (J Barraket 

et al., 2016) by providing job or training opportunities to enable them to enter the job market.  

In addition to the unique nature of SEs compared with other types of organisations, 

these organisations` founders (social entrepreneurs) also have unique and different 

characteristics compared with traditional/commercial entrepreneurs. According to the 

literature, social entrepreneurs are change agents who recognize, evaluate, and exploit 

opportunities to improve social wealth and create social value for the community (Corner & Ho, 

2010; Haigh & Hoffman, 2014; Murphy & Coombes, 2009; Perrini et al., 2010). The differences 

between social entrepreneurs and traditional for-profit entrepreneurs have been highlighted in 

previous studies, for example, Corner and Ho (2010) explain that unlike traditional entrepreneurs 

whose primary purpose is to establish organisations to make financial profit for stakeholders, 

social entrepreneurs` main motivation is to deal with the existing problems in societies that are 

not addressed by government or private agencies. Moreover, Barendsen and Gardner (2004) state 

that social entrepreneurs are emotional and sensitive individuals who sometimes feel isolated 

because their work is usually not in line with their society`s norms and their organisations 

typically break new ground. According to Barendsen and Gardner (2004), many social 

entrepreneurs have experienced a traumatic or deeply transformative event during their life, 
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which motivates them to establish organisations to help people who have experienced the same 

problems to deal with these issues.  

Because of these differences, it is worthwhile to study the context of social 

entrepreneurs as it is expected to see their different motivations and behaviours in the process 

of using OCs for value co-creation. Furthermore, initial studies exploring the effect of value 

co-creation and creating networks on SEs (e.g. Ge et al., 2019; Granados & Rivera, 2018; Jenner 

& Fleischman, 2017), fall short in considering the value co-creation process by social 

entrepreneurs through OCs. Granados and Rivera (2018) explain that SEs are willing to 

participate in OCs for knowledge sharing because the knowledge and experience that they need 

for their SEs are usually sensitive, complex, and difficult to transfer. Moreover, as Granados 

and Rivera (2018) call for more research to investigate what motivates social entrepreneurs to 

use OCs and what factors inhibit them from engaging in OCs. In addition, they suggest that 

future research needs to investigate ’what is there in OCs’ for social entrepreneurs in terms of 

how they can benefit from participating in online value co-creation process such as addressing 

the challenges that they are faced in their social enterprises by accessing new resources, 

creating new connections, and increasing brand awareness of their social enterprises in a cost-

effective way.  

Therefore, this thesis aims to address the gaps in the literature by:  

❖ Obtaining a deeper understanding of value co-creation through OCs from social 

entrepreneurs` points of view. 

❖ Identifying the antecedents of social entrepreneurs` participation in OC including 

motivations, barriers, and abilities . 

❖ Testing how the antecedents of social entrepreneurs` participation in OCs affect 

value co-creation activities in OCs. 
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❖ Exploring how social entrepreneurs perceive values as the result of their 

participation in OCs. 

❖ Determining how value co-creation activities through OCs lead to benefits for 

social entrepreneurs.  

In order to address these objectives, the researcher designed three main research 

questions and two sub-research questions as follows: 

Research question 1: What factors influence social entrepreneurs` participation in OCs? 

➢ Sub-research question 1: To what extent do the influencing factors on social 

entrepreneurs` participation affect value co-creation activities in OCs? 

Research question 2: How do social entrepreneurs co-create value in OCs? 

➢ Sub-research question 2: What value co-creation activities are performed by 

social entrepreneurs in OCs? 

➢ Sub-research question 3: To what extent do value co-creation activities 

performed by social entrepreneurs in OCs lead to positive outcomes for 

them? 

➢ Research question 4: What are the positive outcomes for social 

entrepreneurs as the result of performing value co-creation activities in 

OCs? 

 

1.3 Research methodology 

This thesis employed a mixed methods research approach to address the research questions. 

The researcher started with reviewing related literature on value co-creation through OCs and 

the Motivation, Opportunity, and Ability (MOA) model to capture what previous studies have 

identified in other contexts regarding the factors affecting individuals` participation in OCs, 

value co-creation activities that are performed by individuals, and outcomes for individuals. 

This review of the literature enabled the researcher to develop an initial conceptual framework 
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that was used as the guideline to design an instrument for interview, which was the data 

gathering method in the first phase of this research. The designed instrument was first piloted 

by interviewing both social entrepreneurs and IS experts to validate and refine it before 

conducting the main study. Having piloted the instrument and modified it, the researcher then 

interviewed 24 social entrepreneurs across Australia who met the inclusion criteria, to explore 

and identify the factors influencing their participation in OCs, value co-creation activities that 

these social entrepreneurs perform in OCs, and how they perceive value as the result of their 

participation in OCs. The data gathered from interviews were then analysed using NVivo 12 

by following a hybrid deductive-inductive approach.  

While the findings of the qualitative phase supported some of the influencing factors, 

value co-creation activities, and value for individuals identified in previous studies, new 

influencing factors, value co-creation activities, and value were identified. These findings led 

to refining and extending the initial conceptual framework. The refined and extended 

conceptual framework was a reflective model theorising the relationships between antecedents 

(motivations, barriers, abilities), value co-creation activities, and values. The researcher used 

this conceptual framework to design an online survey instrument to gather data from a larger 

sample of social entrepreneurs across Australia to test and validate the theorised and anticipated 

relationships and constructs. 71 valid surveys were gathered, and the data were analysed using 

partial least squares structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM) and SmartPLS 3.0. Although 

the number of valid surveys in this research look low, however, when the maximum number 

of arrows directed to a construct is 4, to achieve a statistical power of 80%, 71 surveys are 

enough based on the guidelines provided by Cohen (1992) and Ringle et al. (2014). Moreover, 

PLS-SEM that has been used in this study as an approach to analyse quantitative data can 

handle low number of surveys in quantitative research as suggested by Hair et al. (2019) and 

Richter et al. (2016).  
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The results of the quantitative phase enabled the researcher to refine the conceptual 

framework developed after the qualitative phase to present the final conceptual framework of 

social entrepreneurs` value co-creation in OCs, representing how antecedents affect value co-

creation activities and how value co-creation activities lead to outcomes for social 

entrepreneurs.  

1.4 Research significance and contributions 

Social enterprises (SEs) are growing hybrid and innovative business models seeking to connect 

social goals with commercial performance to create socio-economic values. Almost 73% of 

SEs in Australia are small enterprises and operating in resource-scarce environments, therefore, 

focusing on these small and vulnerable organisations is worthwhile to support them address 

their challenges and secure their survival and sustainability. Value co-creation can enable small 

SEs to access the resources that they need to survive, create competitive advantages, and 

improve their sustainability. Online communities (OCs) enable independent and like-minded 

individuals to co-create value through collaboration and resource integration. Although extant 

research has studied value co-creation through OCs from different individuals` perspectives in 

different contexts, little is known about how value is co-created as a collective action of social 

entrepreneurs in OCs. Specifically, there is a lack of research into what motivates social 

entrepreneurs to participate in OCs, what factors might inhibit them from engaging in OCs, 

and what essential abilities they need to be able to effectively participate in OCs. Furthermore, 

there is a lack of research on what activities are performed by social entrepreneurs in OCs to 

co-create value for all parties involved in the process and how social entrepreneurs perceive 

the positive outcomes that they receive as the result of their participation in OCs.  

The significance of this research is that it extends the literature of both IS and SE 

research fields by investigating online value co-creation in the context of SEs from social 

entrepreneurs` points of view. It brings an interesting perspective to value co-creation in the IS 
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literature by extending IS research into value co-creation from social entrepreneurs` 

perspectives by identifying specific value co-creation activities that social entrepreneurs 

perform in OCs. This research also contributes to theoretical knowledge by using the MOA 

model in the context of SE. This was done by identifying specific motivations that social 

entrepreneurs have to participate and use OCs including being concerned for others, gaining 

benefits for their organisations, and mutual benefits. Also, the barriers that they face to use 

OCs were identified as the existence of too many OCs to choose from, difficulty to find OCs, 

lack of confidence, and lack of time to participate in OCs. Moreover, this research contributes 

to the literature by explaining that social entrepreneurs need to have some abilities to be able 

to participate in OCs like emotional intelligence, common sense, and practical skills. Also, this 

thesis contributes to the literature by exploring and identifying the activities that social 

entrepreneurs perform in OCs including resource integration as well as emotional, 

informational, and practical support. Participants in this research also mentioned the outcomes 

as the result of their participation in OCs like accessing new resources, brand awareness, and 

social capital. Furthermore, this study contributes to the knowledge by testing and validating 

how motivations, barriers, and abilities affect value co-creation in OCs from social 

entrepreneurs` perspectives and how value co-creation activities lead to positive outcomes for 

social entrepreneurs. For example, the results showed that identified motivations have impact 

on all of the value co-creation activities, while abilities only influence practical support 

activities in OCs. The results of this thesis inform co/founders and/or managing directors of 

SEs as to how they can benefit from participating in OCs to address their challenges and 

improve the performance of their enterprises. Furthermore, the results of this research can be 

applied as the basis for developing a dedicated and tailored online community for SEs to 

facilitate social entrepreneurs` interaction with each other to co-create value for all parties 

involved, by considering the specific characteristics of social entrepreneurs and the innovative 
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business models of SEs. Also, this research can enable the administrators and designers of OCs 

dedicated to SEs to understand how they can motivate social entrepreneurs to participate in 

OCs, how they can address barriers to participating in OCs to facilitate social entrepreneurs’ 

participation and offering features in OCs to allow social entrepreneurs to interact with other 

members effectively. Finally, the extended and refined conceptual framework of social 

entrepreneurs` value co-creation in OCs can be used by other researchers in different contexts 

to study value co-creation through OCs. 

1.5 Thesis structure 

This thesis consists of six chapters as follows: 

Chapter 1 presented an overview of the research background and highlighted the research 

gaps. It also discussed the research objectives along with the research questions. Furthermore, 

this chapter provided a brief explanation of the methodology employed in this thesis to answer 

the research questions and discussed the research significance and contributions. 

Chapter 2 presents a review of the related literature, beginning with explaining the context of 

social enterprise, followed by a discussion of the theoretical foundations of this thesis based on 

the MOA model. It then discusses the findings of previous studies on value co-creation through 

OCs to provide an understanding of what factors affect individuals` participation in OCs in 

different contexts, what value co-creation activities are performed in OCs, and what outcomes 

individuals can receive as the result of their engagement in OCs. In chapter 2, it will also be 

discussed how social enterprises currently use OCs for different purposes. At the end of chapter 

2, the researcher will present an initial conceptual framework based on the review of previous 

studies, which will be used as a guideline for developing the instrument for the qualitative 

phase of this thesis. 

Chapter 3 presents the methodological approach applied in this research to answer the research 

questions. The researcher first discusses the philosophical orientation of this study, the 

rationale for conducting a mixed methods research approach, and the methods that were 
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employed to collect data in qualitative and quantitative phases. Chapter 3 then focuses on 

discussing the sample sizes and how data were analysed in each phase of this research.  

Chapter 4 presents the findings of the qualitative phase of this thesis. This chapter starts with 

providing the analysis of the interviews data, followed by discussing the detailed findings of 

the factors that motivate social entrepreneurs to participate in OCs including concern for others, 

self-interest stimulus, and mutual benefits. It then discusses the barriers that inhibit social 

entrepreneurs from participation in OCs, including lack of visibility of useful information, 

difficulty to find OCs, lack of confidence, and lack of time. Also, essential abilities for social 

entrepreneurs for participating in OCs will be presented including emotional intelligence, 

common sense, and practical skills. The chapter continues by explaining value co-creation 

activities that social entrepreneurs perform in OCs consisting of resource integration, emotional 

support, practical support, and informational support. The last sections of findings present the 

outcomes perceived by social entrepreneurs as the result of their participation in OCs namely 

social capital, brand awareness, and access to resources, as well as the factors that moderate 

the relationships between antecedents and value co-creation activities. The chapter concludes 

by providing the extended conceptual framework representing the identified antecedents, value 

co-creation activities, outcomes, and the theorised relationships between these constructs as 

well as highlighting the chapter`s contributions to the theory by comparing the findings of this 

research with previous studies. 

Chapter 5 presents the results of the quantitative phase of this thesis. The chapter starts with 

a justification of the sample size for this phase and presents the participants` demographic 

information, followed by the initial data screening and justification of using the PLS-SEM 

approach for analysing the quantitative data. The chapter continues with the assessment of the 

measurement model and structural model before testing the hypotheses based on the theorised 

relationships in the qualitative phase of this thesis. The chapter concludes by providing the 
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tested and modified conceptual framework that represents the extent to which identified 

antecedents in the qualitative phase affect value co-creation activities and the extent to which 

performed value co-creation activities by social entrepreneurs in OCs lead to outcomes for 

them.  

Chapter 6 synthesises the findings of the qualitative phase with the results of the quantitative 

phase of this thesis, provides the theoretical and practical contributions of this thesis, and 

discusses the limitations of this research and suggestions for future studies. 

1.6 Definition of key terms 

Social Enterprise: An organisation that attempts to deal with social, environmental, and 

financial issues in society by applying innovative business models and commercial strategies 

to create social value (Mair & Marti, 2006). 

Social Entrepreneur: Change agents who identify social problems in societies and aim to 

address these problems through a series of entrepreneurial behaviour and processes (Alvord et 

al., 2004; Ghalwash et al., 2017). 

Online Communities: Technology-based internet platforms enabling interactions between 

different actors (Eggert et al., 2018). 

Value Co-creation: A collaborative effort in creating value that provides an innovative model 

of collaboration for organisations (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). 

Latent Construct: A latent construct is defined as a theoretical construct that cannot be 

directly observed or measured, therefore, it should be observed through observable indicators 

to make measurement possible (Byrne, 1998).  

Indicator: An indicator is defined as an observed value that is used to measure a latent variable. 

The indicator`s association with each latent construct in the model should be specified by the 

researcher (Hair, 2009).  

Participation in online communities: A set of interactions among individuals with shared 

goals, interests, and values through a common online platform (Malinen, 2015; Plant, 2004). 

Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM): PLS-SEM is a method 

allowing researchers to estimate the parameters of a set of complex cause-effect relationships 

and equations in a structural equation model. This method combines principal components 

analysis based on the regression-based path analysis (Hair Jr et al., 2016; Sarstedt et al., 2017).  
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2.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents an overview of the literature on value co-creation through online 

communities and the context of social enterprise. The present study includes three main 

concepts namely: Social Enterprises, value co-creation, and online communities. These 

concepts and their interrelations have been shown in Figure 1. Section 1 in Figure 1 focuses on 

how SEs use their offline networks for value co-creation purposes and how they create value 

by collaborating in offline setting. Section 2 focuses on the previous studies that have 

investigated how SEs currently use OCs and what goals and purposes they achieve by using 

OCs. Section 3 in Figure 1 represents value co-creation through OCs which has widely been 

studied in different contexts. These research streams will be discussed in this chapter to 

highlight the research gap, which is a better understanding of social enterprises` value co-

creation through online communities (Section 4).  

Figure 1 Research Gap in the literature 

 

1 2 

3 
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The first section of this chapter will discuss the social enterprise context, providing definitions 

for social enterprises and social entrepreneurs and explaining the business challenges that face 

social enterprises, as well as the current literature on value co-creation activities that social 

enterprises perform. The second section of the literature review will provide a discussion on 

the related literature on value co-creation through online communities, which comprises value 

co-creation process, value co-creation activities, the antecedents of value co-creation activities, 

and the outcomes for actors involved in the value co-creation process in OCs. In order to 

provide a better connection of value co-creation through OCs based on the MOA model, the 

researcher will discuss the theoretical background of this research, with the focus on the MOA 

model as the theoretical foundation of this research. In the last section of the chapter, the initial 

conceptual framework that was developed based on the literature review will be presented; this 

framework will be used as the guideline for the first phase of this exploratory mixed methods 

research.  

 

2.2 Social Enterprise Context 

2.2.1 Definition of Social Enterprises and Social Entrepreneurs 

There is a lack of agreement on how social enterprises (SEs) can be distinguished from other 

types of organisations (Defourny et al., 2021; Okuneviciute & Pranskeviciute, 2021; Powell, 2015). 

Although different researchers have provided various definitions for ‘social enterprise’, there 

is no consistent definition for SE in the literature (Ciepielewska-Kowalik et al., 2021; Gibson et 

al., 2010; Wry & York, 2017). Some authors define a social enterprise as an organisation that 

attempts to deal with social, environmental, and/or financial issues in the society by applying 

innovative commercial strategies to create social value (Choi et al., 2020; Mair & Marti, 2006; 

Zhao, 2021). SEs are growing business models in social entrepreneurship, and social 

entrepreneurs, as innovative people who set up organisations to address social problems, create 

social values, and positive changes for the societies play a key role in this space (Defourny & 

Nyssens, 2010; Jeong et al., 2020; Luke & Chu, 2013; Satar & John, 2016). SEs do business in a 

different way to traditional for-profit enterprises, charities and Not-for-profit organisations, by 

offering innovative services and products to benefit social economy and their stakeholders and 

have social as well as environmental impacts (Blagov & Aray, 2021; Kay et al., 2016). In previous 

research, the concepts ‘social enterprise’ and ‘social entrepreneurship’ are often used 

interchangeably, but these terms are distinct; therefore, it is recommended to provide more 

distinction in order to avoid confusion (Luke & Chu, 2013). While the term social enterprise 

represents a form of social business with social and financial aims, the term social 
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entrepreneurship indicates the identification of an opportunity to address social problems 

through employing an innovative business model which is associated with risk (Defourny & 

Nyssens, 2010; Luke & Chu, 2013). In addition, it is argued that the main difference between SEs 

and non-profit organisations is that SEs generate income entirely from commercial activities 

including selling services and products and also they are not dependent on donations or 

governmental funding (Choi et al., 2020; Dees & Anderson, 2006; Nicholls & Cho, 2006; Weaver, 

2020). Moreover, the term ‘social enterprises’ refers to organisations in that gain at least 50% 

of their income from commercial activities (Social Enterprise, 2011). Furthermore, Zahra et al. 

(2009) argue that SEs employ innovative strategies to identify and use opportunities to address 

stakeholders` demands (Bridgstock et al., 2010; Farhoud et al., 2021), integrate resources (Mair & 

Marti, 2006; O’Hara & O’Shaughnessy, 2021) and introduce new products and services (Glaveli & 

Geormas, 2018).  

As was stated earlier, researchers have provided various definitions for ‘social 

enterprise (e.g. Doherty et al., 2014; Eversole & Eastley, 2011; Gibson et al., 2010; Talbot et al., 2002; 

Wry & York, 2017). Because this research has been conducted in Australia, the researcher 

follows one of the most widely accepted definitions for social enterprise in the Australian 

research stream.  The definition proposed by Barraket et al. (2010, p. 4), defines SEs as 

organisations that: 

➢ “Are led by an economic, social, cultural or environmental mission consistent 

with a public or community benefit; 

➢ Trade to fulfil their mission; 

➢ Derive a substantial portion of their income from trade; and 

➢ Reinvest the majority of their profit/surplus in the fulfilment of their mission” 

  

In a recent study, J Barraket et al. (2016, p. 32) assert that the main opportunities that 

Australian SEs can use to develop their business are “through social procurement, quasi-market 

developments and the rise of ethical consciousness of Australian and international consumers”. 

There are numerous successful social enterprises across the world. For instance, The Soap Co. 

located in the UK employs blind and disadvantaged people to create hand crafted body care 

products. In Australia, Good Cycles addresses numerous social problems by using bicycles to 

help recent refugees, disadvantaged people, and at-risk youth to engage with society and gain 

employment opportunities. 

Social enterprises are usually funded and run by social entrepreneurs who have the 

capability and seek to connect social goals with commercial performance to create socio-
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economic value (Chell, 2007; Defourny & Nyssens, 2010; Luke & Chu, 2013). Social entrepreneurs 

are defined as change agents who identify social problems in societies and aim to address these 

problems through a series of entrepreneurial behaviours and processes (Alvord et al., 2004; 

Ghalwash et al., 2017). Previous studies have identified various characteristics for social 

entrepreneurs such as boldness, accountability, resourcefulness, ambition, persistence, and 

unreasonableness (Phills et al., 2008), as well as having entrepreneurial talent, business skills, a 

high degree of compassion, and commitment to the social purpose (Smith et al., 2014; Thompson 

et al., 2000). The main difference between social entrepreneurs and conventional entrepreneurs 

is rooted in the fact that social entrepreneurs aim to create value for the society rather than gain 

value for themselves; therefore, they are motivated by altruism instead of money (Ghalwash et 

al., 2017). In order to address the identified social problems, social entrepreneurs are involved 

with social enterprises as either co/founder, director, or chief executive officer.  

One of the most important features of SEs proposed in the literature is their effort to 

achieve social and/or environmental outcomes as well as financial benefit simultaneously 

(Castellas et al., 2018; Maibom & Smith, 2016; Mason & Barraket, 2015). This intention leads to a 

hybrid structure for SEs combining two or more distinguishable goals (Battilana & Lee, 2014; 

Castellas et al., 2018; Doherty et al., 2014), which can cause some challenges (Smith et al., 2013). 

SEs, particularly small SEs, face many challenges as they seek to secure their survival, 

sustainability, and performance. The next section discusses these challenges, in order to 

provide further context around SEs and highlight why they need to participate in online value 

co-creation processes.  Then the literature on value co-creation activities through OCs will be 

discussed. 

2.2.2 Business Challenges of SEs 

SEs are the foundation of national economies, yet they face many challenges to survive and 

become viable organisations. SEs aim to contribute to and benefit society rather than maximize 

the financial benefit for the founder, and as hybrid organisations with a dual mission and 

competing organizational logics, it is a complex task for SEs to achieve their social purpose 

while also trading profitably (Battilana et al., 2015). This dual social and commercial mission 

intention creates a complex situation for SEs in their quest to provide benefits to society and 

also become sustainable and financially viable organisations (Smith et al., 2013). SEs are 

challenged by dual performance goals: to produce societal performance while maintaining 

economic productivity, their market position, suitable organizational strategies, and financial 

viability (Battilana et al., 2015). 
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For-profit organisations face increasing pressure to improve their performance (Hilman 

et al., 2019). This applies equally to SEs, whose organisational performance, viability, and 

growth potential are limited by financial constraints. To achieve financial and societal goals, 

SEs should implement suitable structures, processes, and mechanisms in governance, finance, 

marketing, human resourcing, and performance measurement, while balancing these with the 

organization culture (Liu et al., 2014; Staessens et al., 2019). SEs are particularly vulnerable to 

financial challenges due to their propensity to prioritize their social motive over commercial 

necessities (Ince & Hahn, 2020a).  

The liability of small size affects opportunities for SEs to acquire and manage financial 

capital, and limited finance reduces their access to all resources, including human and 

information recourses (Lefebvre, 2020). As a consequence of limited financial resources, SEs 

rely on volunteers, especially when they have an environmental or social mission, such as 

reducing poverty or social disadvantage (Kelly et al., 2019). The organisation is challenged to 

achieve its mission with less time and fewer skills while knowing that it takes many hours to 

attract and train volunteers. Thus, accessing sufficient financial resources has a direct effect on 

maintaining human resources, and is a conflicting priority for the SE. For this reason, many 

small SEs adopt a bricolage approach and mobilize their identity in everyday management 

practices to balance competing logics and improve the organization’s sustainability 

(Ladstaetter et al., 2018). According to Baker and Nelson (2005, p. 33), bricolage refers to 

“making do by applying combinations of resources already at hand to new problems and 

opportunities”. Desa (2012) explains that the bricolage approach enables social ventures to 

repurpose their resources, gain legitimacy, and increase survivability of the enterprise.  

Sharir and Lerner (2006) established the precarious nature of SEs, and their reliance on 

networks, financial capital, promotion strategies, and partnerships to operate successfully. 

Subsequent studies have investigated challenges, such as legitimacy, financial sustainability, 

mission drift, measuring social impact, and growth (Bacq & Eddleston, 2018; Jo Barraket et 

al., 2016). Robinson (2006) proposed SEs face economic, social, institutional, and cultural 

barriers. Smith et al. (2013) categorized SE challenges as performing, organizing, belonging, 

and learning. Davies et al. (2019) proposed SE performance is influenced by value differences, 

business models, and institutional norms. These studies contribute valuable understandings of 

SE challenges, but an underdeveloped area of research is the interrelations among these 

challenges and how SEs can mitigate them by different approaches and tools to improve their 

enterprise performance.  



21 
 

SEs frequently operate in resource-constrained environments where tangible resources 

are scarce, especially finance and people. With a low resource base, relationships and contacts 

are important for the enterprise to access resources (Haugh, 2009b), but some resources are not 

intrinsically valuable: they only become valuable when used with other actors (Barraket et al., 

2019). Intangible resources for SEs relate to information, human, and social capital. Human 

capital is the knowledge and skills of individuals who are strongly connected to the enterprise–

founders, board, staff, and volunteers. Social capital is the relationships among people who are 

connected to the enterprise, such as stakeholders, customers, beneficiaries, networks, and 

others who connect remotely through the Internet. Information capital is generated by humans 

as a collection of knowledge that enables an activity or function to be performed. With limited 

access to tangible resources, SEs rely heavily on intangible resources to survive and perform 

effectively (Jo Barraket et al., 2016; Ince & Hahn, 2020a).  

The process of leveraging resources is often complicated for SEs, especially during the 

start-up phase. Deciding if the enterprise will operate in a commercial space, and the kinds of 

staff required will influence the extent of initial funding needed; but SEs will also need to 

acknowledge the need for intangible resources and the capabilities to operate effectively 

(Doherty et al., 2014; Ince & Hahn, 2020a). Networks then become a pathway to engage 

resource bricolage (Tasavori et al., 2018) and build collaborative partnerships (McDermott et 

al., 2018). As such, a capacity for SEs to locate and engage outsiders with a stewardship culture 

is a valuable internal resource (Bacq & Eddleston, 2018). Value co-creation activities through 

OCs can enable social entrepreneurs to find the resources that they need for their SEs to secure 

their survivability and increase the performance.  

The following section discusses the theoretical foundations of this research which 

explains what theories were considered for this research and how the researcher selected the 

MOA model as the theoretical foundation of this research. The section also explains how the 

researcher developed the initial conceptual framework for this research by understanding the 

antecedents for social entrepreneurs to participate in value co-creation activities through OCs 

as well as the value co-creation activities that are performed by social entrepreneurs in OCs, 

and the outcomes for them resulting from engaging in online value co-creation activities.  

2.2.3 SEs and offline value co-creation 

Value co-creation can provide extensive benefits to SEs who operate in resource-scarce 

environments with limited financial, physical, and human resources that make it difficult for 

them to achieve their goals on their own (J Barraket et al., 2016; Desa & Basu, 2013; Di Domenico 

et al., 2010; Doherty et al., 2009). Initial attempts at extending the concept of value co-creation 
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to the SE context have been made by Sun and Im (2015) and Bandyopadhyay and Ray (2019) as 

they explain that participation of multiple stakeholders of SEs in the value co-creation process 

could generate new opportunities for SEs and increase the sustainability of their businesses. 

This is in line with the findings of De Silva et al. (2019) indicating that SEs co-create value with 

their partners to generate simultaneously both social and economic opportunities for all 

stakeholders involved in the process of value co-creation. Similarly, it is demonstrated that 

value co-creation can provide SEs with sustainable socio-economic outcomes through resource 

integration as a collective action by multiple stakeholders (Jenner & Fleischman, 2017). 

Moreover, Pellicano et al. (2017) and Barraket and Loosemore (2018) argue that cross-sector value 

co-creation can improve the social innovation and social procurement of SEs to boost their 

organizational success.  

2.2.4 SEs and OCs  

While previous studies have mainly focused on understanding how SEs can co-create value 

with different stakeholders in their networks, only a few studies have systematically 

investigated how SEs can co-create value through OCs in an online context. Firstly, Granados 

and Rivera (2018) investigated how social entrepreneurs in the UK perceive the value that OCs 

and networks provide to them. They also studied what social entrepreneurs look for in OCs and 

what factors inhibit them from participating in OCs. Although it is acknowledged that the 

findings of this research have significantly contributed to the knowledge of social 

entrepreneurs` value co-creation through OCs, there is still room for more research in this field. 

For example, Granados and Rivera (2018)  suggest that cultural changes must take place to 

facilitate social entrepreneurs` participation in OCs; however, it is unclear what is required to 

make communications a collaborative and two-way system in OCs. Also, in terms of essential 

technological changes, they proposed that the implementation of a new online platform is 

needed, but more investigation is required into how the new online platform should look and 

what features it must have to facilitate social entrepreneurs` value co-creation.  

In addition, more research should be conducted to provide a deeper understanding of 

the factors that motivate social entrepreneurs to participate in OCs and the factors that might 

inhibit them from participating in OCs. Moreover, Braund and Schwittay (2016) indicate that SEs 

can engage in OCs to scale their crowdfunding strategies and develop innovative financial 

approaches to improve their performance. However, in their research, they have mainly focused 

on a one-way communication between a social enterprise with individuals for the purpose of 

crowdfunding not the potential of value co-creation to add value for all parties involved. 

Furthermore, Gurstein et al. (2009) and Tung and Jordann (2017) demonstrate that SEs use OCs as 
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powerful tools for crowdsourcing to find the required human resources or volunteers that they 

need for their projects, especially IT projects, by using the outsourcing features in OCs.  

While previous studies have focused on the potential of OCs for SEs to support the business 

side of their SEs, they have not investigated the potential of OCs to support the social side of 

SEs and also the factors that affect participation of SEs in OCs. In another study, Roh (2016) 

explains that using OCs can enable SEs to create collaborative networks, which can be a new 

driver for the success of the sharing economy business and ultimately the SEs` market 

problems. As can be seen, this study also has focused on the business side of SEs and the 

potential of OCs to support this. In a recent study, Lipparini and Phillips (2021) explain that SEs 

use OCs to gain public attention and support, collaborate with professionals and volunteers 

from different locations, and promote their social investment approach. This study mainly 

focuses on the added value for SEs as the result of using OCs, however, it falls short in 

improving our understanding of the process and activities that lead to these added values. 

2.3 Value co-creation through OCs 

Online communities have emerged as valuable tools enabling members to collaboratively 

exchange, combine, and integrate various resources in unparalleled scale and scope (Barrett et 

al., 2016; Faraj et al., 2011). As previous literature suggests, like-minded individuals with 

common interests participate in and contribute to OCs to achieve their goals (Cunha et al., 2019; 

Kraut & Resnick, 2012). Existing OC research has focused on different perspectives on OCs; for 

example, the role of OCs as a source of innovation for organisations (Akman et al., 2018; Füller 

et al., 2007). Knowledge sharing has also been an important theme within OC research, 

exploring the different ways that OCs can support sharing and management of knowledge 

among members (Faraj et al., 2011; Lai & Chen, 2014; Yan et al., 2016). Furthermore, recent work 

has highlighted how interactions and collaborations among OC members can lead to value co-

creation, which allows them to access new resources (Booth & Kellogg, 2015; Nambisan, 2010; 

Nambisan & Nambisan, 2008; Yan et al., 2016; Zhang et al., 2018).  

Value co-creation refers to the perceived benefits by multiple individuals from the 

integration of resources through collective activities and interactions with multiple 

collaborators (McColl-Kennedy et al., 2012). Since Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) introduced 

the concept of value co-creation, three main research perspectives have received considerable 

attention; service science, consumer culture, and innovation perspectives (Fan & Luo, 2020). 

Researchers have extensively explored how value co-creation takes place in business-to-

customer (B2C) sectors from different perspectives, such as service-dominant logic (SDL) 

(Vargo & Lusch, 2004), service-logic (SL) (Svensson & Grönroos, 2008), and service science (SS) 
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(Maglio & Spohrer, 2008). Other researchers have focused on business-to-business (B2B) sectors 

to investigate how companies can co-create value with their partners and users (Wong & Lai, 

2019). However, there is scarcity of research on how companies, such as SEs, can co-create 

value with each other (Alves et al., 2016; Wong & Lai, 2019). 

Peters et al. (2014) theorise resource integration as a continuous process including a 

series of activities that actors perform to combine and apply various resources with the aim of 

value creation for other parties involved in the process. As Caridà et al. (2019) explain, the 

essential requirements for resource integration include the awareness of actors about the 

available resources, and the interactions and engagement of actors to access and adapt the 

available resources to create value for all parties involved in the process. In order to analyse 

resource integration in this research, the framework proposed by Kleinaltenkamp et al. (2012) 

was followed. According to this framework, to understand about resource integration in a 

research context, the operant resources that are integrated in the specific context of the research 

should be identified and the researcher should investigate what happens to resources through 

the integration process. 

2.3.1 Value Co-creation Activities through OCs  

Having discussed the antecedents of value co-creation activities in the online context, in this 

section, the value co-creation activities that are performed by individuals in OCs will be 

discussed.  

One of the widely studied online value co-creation activities in previous studies is 

sharing’, which refers to “the act and process of distributing what is ours to others for their use 

and/or the act and process of receiving or taking something from others for our use” (Belk, 

2007, p. 126). Different resources are shared through OCs by individuals, mainly information 

and knowledge, which are based on the topic and context of the OC (Charband & Navimipour, 

2016; Hall et al., 2010). Information sharing and knowledge sharing are sometimes considered 

interchangeably, however, the main difference between them is that when individuals share 

information, they do not necessarily create new knowledge, while knowledge sharing 

intrinsically points to the generation of knowledge in the receiver as it is exchanged as a form 

of processed information (Savolainen, 2017; Sharratt & Usoro, 2003). Information and knowledge 

in OCs are usually exchanged in written, verbal, visual, or tactile forms, which include 

opinions, experiences, expertise, facts, and judgments (Savolainen, 2017; Wang & Noe, 2010). It 

is argued that information and knowledge sharing in OCs can increase members` skills (Hsu et 

al., 2007), generate ideas (Chalkiti & Sigala, 2008), and create social, emotional, and utilitarian 

value (Akman et al., 2018). 
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 Social support has been widely stated as the other online value co-creation activity that 

is conducted by members through OCs. It refers to the expression and reception of resources 

between at least two members with the aim of improving the well-being of the recipient 

(Shumaker & Brownell, 1984). As Wang et al. (2017) explain, social support can include emotional 

support and companionship. Emotional support contains supportive messages or actions by 

individuals in OCs to provide other members with encouragement, empathy, self-esteem, 

affection, sympathy, and confidence (Wang et al., 2017; Yoo et al., 2014). Companionship or ‘off-

topic discussions’ includes the activities that are not related to the context of OC, such as 

chatting around a topic, humour, or daily life discussion (Wang et al., 2017). Social support 

activities can create social value for the members of OCs by increasing the feeling of 

belongness, friendship, and harmonious connection among individuals in the community 

(Akman et al., 2018; Dholakia et al., 2009).  

 Other value co-creation activities  which can create value for the members of OCs, have 

also been identified by previous research,. For example, Rosenbaum and Shachaf (2010) illustrate 

that individuals in OCs of practice co-create value by asking and answering different questions 

as well as evaluating the answers to improve the quality of the discussions. Moreover, it is 

argued that providing constructive feedback is the other activity that can be supported by OCs 

to create value for members by enhancing their ideas, performance, and personal and 

professional growth (Akman et al., 2018). Zhao et al. (2015) explain that patients co-create value 

in OCs by cooperating, combining complementary therapies, and co-learning.  

 Individuals who participate in OCs can benefit in different ways. In the next section, 

the identified outcomes of participating in OCs for their members will be presented. 

2.3.2 Value co-creation outcomes  

Many studies have aimed to identify the outcomes for individuals resulting from their 

participation in value co-creation process through OCs. Research shows that participation of 

individuals in online value co-creation can lead to innovation (Füller et al., 2007), learning via 

knowledge sharing and socializing with others (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 2002; Lai & Chen, 2014; Yan 

et al., 2016). Moreover, previous studies have indicated that one of the main outcomes for 

members of OCs is the improvement in their social status such as their self-image (Mohd-Any 

et al., 2015), reputation, and self-expressiveness (Martins, 2014). Other studies have reported that 

members who participated in OCs were able to build relationships with other like-minded 

members in those OCs (Abedin & Chew, 2016; Huck, 2016).  

 Akman et al. (2018) explain that there are various types of outcomes for members of OCs 

including structural, functional, social, financial, and psychological outcomes. Functional 
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outcomes refer to the perception of members regarding how well the services fulfill their 

expectations. In other word, if members perceive that the provided services in OCs have 

delivered present and future benefits with high quality, cost efficiency, and accessibility, then 

they believe that they have received positive outcome from their participation in OCs. Financial 

outcomes refer to the fact that individuals can access financial resources when they participate 

in OCs and network with other members of the community. These financial outcomes can be 

in the form of finding government grants, creating financial partnerships with other members, 

or finding new revenue streams. Psychological outcomes for members refer to the improved 

well-being of individuals after participating in OCs as well as increased satisfaction in terms 

of the services provided in OCs.  

2.4 Discussion of Theoretical Foundations 

In the entrepreneurship literature, SEs have been mentioned as a complex and unique concept 

(Wry & York, 2017), which can result in a need for generating new theories or extending existing 

theories  to the context of SE (Dacin et al., 2010; Haugh, 2012). In order to address the research 

questions, the researcher needed to identify an appropriate theory, which focuses on studying 

behaviours of individuals, the antecedents of these behaviours, and potential outcomes 

resulting from these behaviours. Therefore, various theories from different fields of research 

including social entrepreneurship, social enterprise, and information systems were reviewed to 

choose the most appropriate. To begin with, in their recent systematic review, Li and Bosma 

(2021)  explain that institutional theory has dominated social entrepreneurship research in the 

last few years. They further argue that four primary institutional perspectives have been 

employed by researchers including institutional context, legitimacy, institutional logic, and 

institutional entrepreneurship. These perspectives have contributed to the social 

entrepreneurship research by understanding how institutional theory enables social 

entrepreneurs to achieve the legitimacy, survivability and scalability of their social enterprises 

(Agrawal & Hockerts, 2013). However, institutional theory falls short when it comes to 

understanding the behaviour of social entrepreneurs in OCs specially when they interact with 

each other to co-create value and access new resources. In addition to the institutional theory, 

the researcher analysed the suitability of the Belief, Action, Outcome (BAO) model (Melville, 

2010) for addressing the research questions of this study. In the BAO model, ‘belief’ captures 

how psychic states (beliefs, desires, opportunities, etc) of individuals are formed around a 

phenomenon and how cultural and normative patterns affect individuals` expectations 

regarding the outcome of actions. ‘Action in the BAO model is defined as the way individuals` 

psychic states translate to some activities that may lead to the expected outcomes. ‘Outcome’ 
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in the BAO model refers to the outcomes of the behaviour for individuals and the extent to 

which those outcomes are close to the expectations. While the BAO model is close to the 

purpose of this research, this theory was not found suitable for this research as it mainly focuses 

on the psychic states of individuals to perform an action and does not cover the external drivers 

for actions. Moreover, it does not study the potential barriers for performing actions and also 

it mainly focuses on the outcomes based on the individuals` expectations.  

The other considered theory for this research was Actor-Network Theory (ANT), which 

defines the relationships between actors in a network, the motivations of performing actions, 

and the potential outcomes resulting from these actions in the network (Callon, 1990; Crawford, 

2020). Although this theory might be suitable for the purpose of this research, the researcher 

did not employ ANT because of the scope of the research. ANT considers all actors (both 

humans and non-humans) involved in an action within a network such as platforms, systems, 

designers, developers, and etc; however, in this research, the researcher was interested in 

studying social entrepreneurs` interactions only with other human actors in the OCs including 

social entrepreneurs. 

Social Exchange Theory (SET) was also considered as an alternative theory for this 

research. According to SET, the interactions between actors are formed by a cost-benefit 

analysis. SET explains that actors engage in value co-creation process only if the perceived 

benefits of participation are equal to or outweigh the perceived costs (Grissemann & Stokburger-

Sauer, 2012; Kankanhalli et al., 2005). While the benefits according to SET can be taken as being 

the positive outcomes for individuals to perform a behaviour, SET does not entail deeply 

studying individuals` internal and external motivations to perform an action. Also, SET does 

not provide an integrated model to enable the researcher to investigate the relationships 

between antecedents of a behaviour, the interactions that happen between actors to perform 

that behaviour, and the outcomes related to those behaviours.  

Having considered these theories as the most relevant and suitable theories to address 

the research questions of this study, the researcher concluded that there was a need to find a 

theory/model which integrates the antecedents of a certain behaviour with the essential actions 

for that behaviour and the outcomes of the behaviour in a single model. Moreover, it was crucial 

to find a theory that can be used in information systems research to enable the research to study 

the behaviour of social entrepreneurs in an online environment like OCs. Therefore, the 

Motivation, Opportunity, and Ability (MOA) model was selected as the theoretical foundation 
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of this research as an integrative model for humans` action with predictive power of 

investigating facilitating factors to a behaviour, the actions that performed to achieve a specific 

goal, and the outcomes as the result of that behaviour (MacInnis et al., 1991). One of the main 

purposes of using the MOA model in this study is the need to understand the antecedents that 

affect social entrepreneurs` participation and engagement in OCs. In fact, the MOA model 

enabled the researcher to capture and understand the motivations of social entrepreneurs to 

participate in OCs, the barriers that inhibit them from participation in OCs, and the essential 

abilities that they need to have to be able to participate in OCs. Moreover, the MOA model 

hypotheses the complex relationships between behaviours of individuals (in this research, value 

co-creation activities) and these specific antecedents as well as the relationships between 

behaviours and outcomes for individuals as the result of their behaviours, in a single and 

integrated model. Using the MOA model in this research enabled the researcher to predict and 

explain the behaviours of social entrepreneurs in OCs and theorise and test the complex 

relationships between the antecedents of social entrepreneurs` participation in OCs and their 

value co-creation activities as well as the relationships between the outcomes for social 

entrepreneurs as the result of their participation in OCs and value co-creation activities. 

The MOA model was first presented by Maclnnis and Jaworski (1989) in relation to 

information processing context. This theoretical framework has been employed and named 

differently in previous research, including   the MOA theory (e.g. Bigné et al., 2015; Leijdekkers, 

2017; Leung & Bai, 2013), the MOA framework (e.g. Hughes, 2007; Ojo & Raman, 2016; Putrevu 

& Lord, 2003; Turner & Pennington, 2015), and the MOA model (e.g. Hung et al., 2011; Siemsen et 

al., 2008; Wiggins, 2004). In this study, the researcher will refer to it as the MOA model.  

The MOA model has been applied broadly in a wide range of contexts. For example, 

Siemsen et al. (2008) have employed this model to represent that the interaction between 

motivation, opportunity, and ability can be a driver of knowledge sharing behaviour. 

Furthermore, the MOA model has also been adapted in consumer behaviour research 

(Leijdekkers, 2017; Poiesz & Robben, 1996), tourism (Hung et al., 2011), entrepreneurship (Turner 

& Pennington, 2015) and hospitality field (Bigné et al., 2010; Bigné et al., 2015). The application 

of the MOA model in IS field has increased during the last decade. For example, Leung and Bai 

(2013) have conducted research on understanding the impact of the MOA model on travellers` 

social media involvement. In addition, the application of MOA model for behaviour research 

in IS has been studied by Hughes (2007) and Ojo and Raman (2016) to study the individual’s 

engagement with digital technology. In recent studies, Akman et al. (2018) and Bettiga et al. 
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(2018) have applied the MOA model to investigate the drivers of participation and the values 

that consumers would expect to receive as the result of their participation in online innovation 

communities and communities of virtual co-creation.  

2.5 Initial Conceptual Framework 

In order to develop the initial conceptual framework, the researcher first used the original the 

MOA model proposed by Maclnnis and Jaworski (1989) to identify the constructs in the model 

including motivations, opportunities, abilities, behaviours, and outcomes. It is notable that in 

the MOA model, opportunity refers to either the absence of relevant barriers in an 

environmental situation to inhibit the action or the existence of opportunities to gain more value 

or enhance the current situation (Hung et al., 2011; Leung & Bai, 2013; Turner & Pennington, 2015). 

In this research, because the researcher was interested in identifying what factors inhibit social 

entrepreneurs from participating in OCs, opportunities in the original MOA model were 

replaced with the barriers that social entrepreneurs experience, which inhibit them from 

engaging in OCs. The justification for this is that in the first research question of this research, 

one of the antecedents of value co-creation activities through OCs is the barriers that inhibit 

social entrepreneurs from participating in OCs; therefore, the researcher presented a novel 

adaptation and application of the MOA model to the value co-creation through OCs by social 

entrepreneurs by analysing the barriers that inhibit them from participating in OCs.  

Previous studies have employed the MOA model to investigate barriers to performing 

a behaviour in other contexts (Chai & Baudelaire, 2015; Hendriks & Stokmans, 2020; Li et al., 2019; 

Siemsen et al., 2008) by explaining that the integrated MOA model is a flexible framework that 

has implications for understanding barriers of performing different behaviours by individuals 

in various contexts. For example, Li et al. (2019) and Siemsen et al. (2008) employed the MOA 

model to identify the constraining factors of energy behaviours and knowledge sharing 

respectively. Moreover, in order to theorise the relationships between these constructs, the 

researcher studied the current literature on using the MOA model in previous studies. The 

review of the literature showed that  some studies have theorised that motivations have direct 

impact on behaviours, and opportunities and abilities have moderating roles (Gruen et al., 2007; 

Lai et al., 2018). However, the majority of studies have explained and theorised that motivations, 

opportunities, and abilities need to have direct relationships with behaviours because all of 

these three constructs should be present for an action to be performed (Bettiga et al., 2018; Bigné 

et al., 2010; Bigné et al., 2015; Chai & Baudelaire, 2015; Kang & Kim, 2017; Lee et al., 2015). 

Moreover, it has been consistently theorised by previous studies that behaviours of actors 
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always lead to some outcomes for them, therefore, there should be a direct relationship between 

behaviours (here value co-creation activities) and outcomes in the initial conceptual framework 

(please see Figure 2).  

Figure 2 The initial Conceptual Framework 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Having theorised the relationships between the constructs in the model, the researcher 

conducted a comprehensive literature review to extend the constructs by identifying 

antecedents of participation in OCs, value co-creation activities that are performed by users 

through OCs, and the positive outcomes for individuals as the result of their participation in 

OCs in different contexts. The reason that the researcher focused on positive outcomes only in 

the literature is because the scope of this research was constrained by the limited resources 

during his PhD. In the following sections, the results of the conducted literature review will be 

presented, followed by presentation of the extended initial conceptual framework based on this 

review.  

2.5.1 MOA Model Literature Review 

The MOA model has three major constructs namely: Motivation, Opportunity, and Ability. It 

is stated that motivation, opportunity, and ability are related and complementary constructs 

playing an important role to perform a certain action (Hughes, 2007; Jepson et al., 2013; Turner 

& Pennington, 2015) and the existence of all three constructs is necessary for an action to take 

place (Siemsen et al., 2008). These dimensions of the MOA model will be discussed separately 

in the following sections. 

2.5.1.1 Motivation 

Motivation is defined as the individual`s desire, willingness or readiness to act in a certain way 

(MacInnis et al., 1991; Putrevu & Lord, 2003; Turner & Pennington, 2015). Motivation has been 

studied from different perspectives. Some researchers have categorised an individual`s 

motivation to behave in a certain way as based on their intrinsic and extrinsic motivations (e.g. 

Motivations 

Barriers 

Abilities 

Behaviours Outcomes 
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Benabou & Tirole, 2003; Reiss, 2012). Intrinsic motivation refers to engaging in a behaviour 

based on the inner interests, pleasure, and satisfaction rather than expecting an external reward, 

whereas extrinsic motivation refers to performing a behaviour because of expecting a reward 

(Ryan & Deci, 2020). Regarding participation in OCs, researchers have identified different 

intrinsic motivations such as enjoyment in helping (Chang et al., 2020; Teo et al., 1999), feeling 

of accomplishment and prestige (Meuter et al., 2005), and pleasant sensation (Chang et al., 2020). 

Previous studies have also identified various extrinsic motivations for individuals to engage in 

OCs including building reputation (Chang et al., 2020) and fair exchange of benefits (Chan & Li, 

2010). As Batson et al. (2011) explain,  in the online context, some individuals participate in OCs 

to help others without expecting any benefit in return, whereas the ultimate purpose for some 

individuals is to increase their own welfare, or to improve the welfare of all the individuals 

who are involved in the OCs.  

 In the MOA model proposed by MacInnis et al. (1991), motivation is considered as the 

individual`s desire and willingness to perform a certain behaviour regardless of the type of 

motivation. Therefore, in this study, the researcher is interested in exploring and identifying 

social entrepreneurs` motivations to participate in OCs for value co-creation. 

2.5.1.2 Barriers 

As explained at the beginning of section 2.4, in this research, ‘opportunities’ in the MOA model 

were replaced by ‘barriers’, to enable the researcher to identify and capture the factors that 

inhibit social entrepreneurs from participating in OCs. Therefore, this section, presents the 

barriers that have been identified by previous research. For example, Frau et al. (2018) explain 

that lack of transparency in OCs, performing illegal actions, and sharing false information in 

OCs inhibit actors from participating in OCs. Furthermore, insufficient level of trust, 

unwillingness of actors to share resources, absence of information, absence of clear expectation 

among actors, blaming each other in OCs, and the misbehaviour of actors have also been 

identified as other barriers to participation in OCs (Järvi et al., 2018). Moreover, Philpott and Pike 

(2013) provide a list of factors that inhibit individuals from participating in online education 

communities such as fear of misleading others, insufficient level of clarity on how to share 

knowledge, and cultural differences. 

2.5.1.3 Abilities 

‘Ability’ is defined as the level of resources including technical knowledge, skills, and 

experience, as well as social, emotional and cognitive resources that an individual can apply to 

perform the action (Hung et al., 2011; Turner & Pennington, 2015; Wiggins, 2004). Previous studies 
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have investigated ‘ability’ from different perspectives. Hung et al. (2011, p. 280) argue that 

“ability is a complex phenomenon composed of a combination of factors, such as awareness, 

experience, knowledge, skills, accessibility to information, and financial resources.” In the 

online context, computer and internet literacy has been widely mentioned as an important for 

individuals to engage in online activities (Strader & Hendrickson, 1999; Wang et al., 2012). 

Furthermore, Putrevu and Lord (2003) explain that individuals need to have the ability to find, 

access, and interpret online information to be able communicate with others in an online 

setting. Also, the ability to codify knowledge, share knowledge, and document the shared 

knowledge in an online environment have been identified as essential abilities for individuals 

for knowledge sharing in an online setting (Siemsen et al., 2008). In addition, Bigné et al. (2015) 

identified that the ability of individuals to interact and navigate in online know-how 

environments has a strong and positive impact on customer-to-customer (C2C) exchanges of 

customers. 

In this chapter so far, the theoretical foundation for this research as well as the previous 

identified antecedents of value co-creation activities in OCs (motivations, barriers, and 

abilities) were explained. In the following sections, related literature on value co-creation 

activities through OCs and the outcomes for individuals as the result of participating in online 

value co-creation activities will be discussed. Finally, the initial conceptual framework that the 

researcher developed based on the conducted literature review will be presented at the end of 

this chapter. 

The initial conceptual framework provided in Figure 2 was employed as the guideline 

to develop the instrument for the first phase of this research -the qualitative study. The aim of 

the qualitative research was to refine this initial conceptual framework in the context of 

Australian SEs, to be followed by a quantitative phase, which aimed to validate this refined 

conceptual framework. Figure 2 represents the initial conceptual framework including the main 

constructs in the model, antecedents, value co-creation activities, and outcomes. As is shown 

in Figure 2, based on the original MOA model, the researcher theorised that all antecedents 

have equal impact on value co-creation activities and that these antecedents do not affect each 

other. The researcher used the findings from the literature review to extend each antecedent by 

including identified motivations, barriers, and abilities implied by the literature review in the 

initial conceptual framework. Also, the researcher used the identified value co-creation 

activities in OCs and the positive outcomes for individuals from previous studies to complete 

the initial conceptual framework. Table 1 provides information from the literature about the 
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identified antecedents, the value co-creation activities through OCs, and the outcomes that were 

used by the researcher to extend Figure 2 to come up with the initial conceptual framework of 

online value co-creation (Figure 3).  

Table 1 Related literature to antecedents, online value co-creation activities, and outcomes 

Constructs Findings from Literature 

Motivations Enjoyment in helping others (Chang et al., 2020; Teo et al., 1999) 

Feeling of accomplishment and Prestige (Meuter et al., 2005) 

Reciprocal benefits (Chan & Li, 2010) 

Pleasant sensation (Chang et al., 2020) 

Building reputation (Chang et al., 2020) 

Relationship building and learning from business development tools (Granados & 

Rivera, 2018) 

Barriers Lack of transparency in OC (Frau et al., 2018) 

Sharing false information by members (Frau et al., 2018) 

Performing illegal actions (Frau et al., 2018) 

Insufficient level of trust (Järvi et al., 2018) 

Unwillingness of actors to share resources (Järvi et al., 2018) 

Absence of information (Järvi et al., 2018) 

Absence of clear expectation among actors (Järvi et al., 2018) 

Fear of misleading others (Philpott & Pike, 2013) 

Insufficient level of clarity (Philpott & Pike, 2013) 

Insufficient level of expectations (Philpott & Pike, 2013) 

Cultural differences (Philpott & Pike, 2013) 

Content ease of access and content quality (Granados & Rivera, 2018) 

Abilities Technical Knowledge (Strader & Hendrickson, 1999; Wang et al., 2012) 

Decision Making Confidence (Strader & Hendrickson, 1999; Wang et al., 2012) 

Computer and internet self-efficacy (Strader & Hendrickson, 1999; Wang et al., 2012) 

Interpretation of information (Putrevu & Lord, 2003) 

Navigation skills in OCs (Bigné et al., 2015) 

Value Co-creation 

activities 

Knowledge, information, and skills sharing (Charband & Navimipour, 2016; Hall et 

al., 2010) 

Social Support (Wang et al., 2017; Yoo et al., 2014) 

Companionship (Akman et al., 2018; Dholakia et al., 2009) 

Helping others, Rapport Building, Providing Feedback, and Asking and Answering 

questions (Akman et al., 2018) 

Co-learning and Cooperating  (Zhao et al., 2015) 

 

Outcomes Innovation (Füller et al., 2007) 

Socialising with others (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 2002; Lai & Chen, 2014; Yan et al., 

2016) 

Improvement of Self-image (Mohd-Any et al., 2015) 

Improvement of reputation (Mohd-Any et al., 2015) 

Self-expressiveness (Martins, 2014) 

Creation of relationships and collaborative networks (Abedin & Chew, 2016; Huck, 
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2016) 

Access to financial and functional resources (Akman et al., 2018) 

Promotion/marketing and feeling of included (Granados & Rivera, 2018) 
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Figure 3 Initial Conceptual Framework of online value co-creation 
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2.5 Summary of the chapter 

This chapter reviewed the relevant literature regarding how OCs are used as a valuable tool for 

value co-creation process in different contexts and the lack of research literature on how OCs 

are used by social entrepreneurs for the purpose of value co-creation and the antecedents of 

their participation in OCs. The chapter began by discussing the context of SEs and then 

continued by discussing the antecedents for individuals` participation in OCs, the value co-

creation activities that are performed by individuals in different contexts, and the positive 

outcomes for members of OCs as the result of engaging in OCs. This review of the literature 

highlighted a significant lack of understanding of the antecedents, value co-creation activities, 

and positive outcomes of value co-creation process from social entrepreneurs` perspective. 

Research in other contexts has explored how value can be co-created through business to 

customer and business to business interactions. While the former mostly focuses on the firm-

sponsored online communities, the latter mainly focuses on the interactions among 

organisations with their partners. However, there is still a lack of understanding of how SEs as 

organisations with limited resources and connections use OCs for value co-creation. Although 

different online value co-creation activities have been identified in the literature, there exists 

the need to go deeper into these activities and explore, for example, what specific information 

or knowledge is shared in SE context and how these resources are exchanged, improved, and 

aggregated in OCs by social entrepreneurs and what outcomes they receive as the result of their 

participation in OCs. 
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3.1 Introduction 

The objectives of this mixed methods research were to explore the value co-creation activities 

that are performed by social entrepreneurs in OCs, the antecedents of these activities, and the 

positive outcomes for social entrepreneurs as the result of participating in OCs. The first phase 

of this mixed methods research was a qualitative exploration of online value co-creation from 

social entrepreneurs` perspectives, for which 24 semi-structured interviews were conducted. 

The qualitative phase of this research was performed after reviewing related literature, which 

led to developing the initial conceptual framework that guided interviews for the qualitative 

phase. A hybrid deductive-inductive approach was employed by the researcher to analyse the 

data gathered from interviews in the qualitative phase. Findings generated from the qualitative 

phase of this study along with measurements identified through the literature review informed 

the development of a survey instrument that was employed to gather data from a larger 

population of social entrepreneurs across Australia. The aims of the second phase of this 

research were to test the theorised impact of antecedents on performing value co-creation 

activities by social entrepreneurs in OCs and test the theorised relationships between social 

entrepreneurs` value co-creation activities and positive outcomes for social entrepreneurs. The 

analysis of the data gathered from the survey in the quantitative phase enabled the researcher 

to test and refine the conceptual framework that was developed based on the findings of the 

qualitative phase.  

This chapter first explains the philosophical orientation underpinning this research, then 

discusses the rationale for conducting mixed methods research and continues with outlining 

the practical steps undertaken by the researcher for designing the study, collecting and 

analysing data, and integrating findings. To present the document in the sequential manner in 

which the research was conducted, the two phases of the research (qualitative-quantitative) 

have been described separately including their aims, research settings, sampling, data 

collection techniques, and data analysis methods. 

3.2 Research Design 

Mixed methods research design is defined by Johnson et al. (2007, p. 123) as “the type of 

research in which a researcher or team of researchers combine elements of qualitative and 

quantitative research approaches (e.g. the use of qualitative viewpoints and quantitative 

viewpoints, data collection, analysis inference techniques) for the broad purposes of breadth 

and depth of understanding and corroboration.” Also, Creswell and Clark (2017) explain that 

mixed methods research includes philosophical assumptions as a guideline on how to collect 
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and analyse the data qualitatively and quantitatively by the researchers as well as a method 

focusing on executing data collection, analyses, and the mixing of the qualitative and 

quantitative data in a single study. They believe that the combination of qualitative and 

quantitative approaches improves the understanding of research problems compared with each 

approach alone. Mixed methods approach is used to address complex research problems by 

exploring and describing different contextual perspectives by combining various methods 

(Creswell et al., 2011). The rationale behind employing a mixed methods research approach in 

this study will be explained in detail in section 3.3. 

This study begins with conducting qualitative research to explore the subject to inform 

the next phase of the study (quantitative research). The main aim is to gather data from a small 

sample and develop an instrument for the quantitative phase, which will be used to test and 

validate the qualitative exploratory findings to see if the results can be generalised to the larger 

sample and population (Creswell & Clark, 2017). 

As West (2011, p. 51) explains, in order to develop an instrument for the quantitative 

phase based on the findings of the qualitative phase, “quotes that are derived from the 

qualitative data can be used as questionnaire items, codes that are developed from the 

qualitative analysis can be turned into variables, and the themes can represent constructs or 

scales on the instrument”. This process will be explained later in section 3.5.2 which describes 

how the researcher developed the survey instrument based on the qualitative findings. 

Creswell and Clark (2017) also explain that researchers should plan the timing and 

weighting of the mixed methods approaches as well as mixing the two different types of data 

sets. Regarding the timing, the researcher decided to conduct the mixed method research 

sequentially not concurrently, which means that one source of qualitative data was collected, 

analysed, and interpreted before conducting the next phase of the research. This led to the 

development of an instrument for the quantitative phase, which enabled the researcher to 

collect, analyse, and interpret quantitative data as the other type of data for this study. 

Weighting refers to the priority and emphasis that is given to each type of approaches in a 

mixed methods research design (Creswell & Clark, 2017). There are many factors affecting 

decisions for mixed methods research, such as the research questions, available resources, 

familiarity of the researcher with the methods, and the aims of the research. Based on these 

factors, the researcher gave more weight to the qualitative phase and decided to conduct an 

exploratory mixed methods approach instead of an explanatory mixed methods approach 

because the nature of the research questions in this study is more qualitative as they aim to 

explore the subject under study rather than explaining it and explore social entrepreneurs` 
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perceptions and experiences. Since there is a lack of research in this area, the researcher decided 

to conduct exploratory mixed methods research to identify the antecedents of social 

entrepreneurs’ participation in OCs, understand what activities they perform in OCs, and 

explore what outcomes they receive as the result of their participation in OCs. In terms of 

mixing the two sets of data, Creswell and Clark (2017) explain that there are three primary 

ways to mix the qualitative and quantitative data in mixed methods research design including 

merging, embedding one set in the other, and connecting either in the design phase, the 

interpretation phase, or in both phases. In the current research, the researcher mixed the two 

sets of data firstly through connecting the qualitative data to the development and design of the 

quantitative instrument. Also, the researcher merged the qualitative and quantitative data in the 

interpretation phase in the discussion chapter.  

Figure 4 shows the layout of this mixed methods design based on the guidelines 

provided by Creswell and Clark (2017). 
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Figure 4 Layout of the mixed methods design for this thesis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.3 The rationale for conducting mixed methods approach 

In order to answer the research questions of this thesis, the researcher followed a mixed 

methods approach in which a qualitative phase was conducted first followed by a quantitative 

phase, with an emphasis on the qualitative data (Creswell & Creswell, 2017). Integration of 

qualitative and quantitative approaches are valuable and essential in studies in which scant 

research is available on the topic and neither qualitative nor quantitative approaches alone are 

likely to capture the complexity of a phenomenon of interest (Creswell, 2011; Creswell & Clark, 
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2017; Creswell & Creswell, 2017). Also, using a combination of qualitative and quantitative 

methods the researcher can offset the weaknesses of one method by the strengths of the other 

one. For example, while quantitative research provides reliable and measurable results based 

on data gathered from a large sample, it cannot always answer the ‘why’ or ‘what’ questions 

or describe participants` experiences. In this research, the researcher was interested in 

understanding why social entrepreneurs participate in OCs and what barriers they might face 

for participating in OCs, and what value co-creation activities they perform in OCs in addition 

to what value can be added to them as the result of their participating in OCs. On the other 

hand, qualitative research can enable the researcher to explore rich understanding of 

participants` thoughts, ideas, and experiences regarding the phenomenon under study and 

address the why or what questions. However, it is stated that the main weaknesses of qualitative 

research are the difficulty in generalising findings to a large population and that the researcher`s 

personal interpretations might lead to bias, which might have adverse effect on the findings 

(Creswell & Creswell, 2017; Creswell et al., 2007). Moreover, the quantitative phase enabled the 

researcher in this thesis to test cause-effect relationships in the conceptual framework and 

evaluate ‘how’ antecedents affect value co-creation activities and the extent to which value co-

creation activities lead to positive outcomes for social entrepreneurs.  

Therefore, conducting mixed methods research in this study is useful because there is 

little known in the literature about the value co-creation activities of social entrepreneurs in 

OCs, why they participate in OCs, what barriers they face for using OCs for social 

entrepreneurs, what essential abilities they need to have to participate in online value co-

creation, and what positive outcomes they receive as the result of participating in OCs. 

Moreover, Venkatesh et al. (2013) discuss that the fundamental principle of conducting mixed 

methods research is that information systems researchers can address exploratory and 

confirmatory research questions at the same time to gain an in-depth understanding of the 

phenomenon of interest where there exists scant and inconclusive research about the 

phenomenon, or current theories and findings do not offer sufficient explanation of the 

phenomenon. In this research, RQ1, RQ2, and RQ3 are exploratory in nature, and Sub-RQ1 

and Sub-RQ2 are confirmatory in nature, and a mixed methods study enabled the researcher to 

address both sets of RQs in this study.  

In addition, Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009) argue that the mixed methods approach helps 

researchers synthesise qualitative and quantitative questions by combining words and numbers 

into integrated themes when they study the behaviour of individuals in an environment. 
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Furthermore, bringing together qualitative and quantitative approaches provides the 

researchers with the potential to enhance the accuracy of their findings by collecting diverse 

types of data relating to the phenomenon of interest (Jick, 1979). Finally, mixed methods 

research strengthened this study by providing a mixture of research paradigms with a rich and 

holistic understanding of a complex phenomenon (online value co-creation for social 

entrepreneurs) (Alexander et al., 2012; Rocco et al., 2003).  This mixed methods study design led 

to a rich conceptualisation of online value co-creation for social entrepreneurs and tested for 

significant relationships between drivers of participation and value co-creation activities as 

well as the impact of value co-creation on the outcomes for social entrepreneurs (Shah & Corley, 

2006). 

3.4 Phase one: Qualitative Study 

3.4.1 Overview 

An exploratory qualitative phase was first conducted in this research because little is known 

about the phenomenon under study. Also, existing available measures and instruments are not 

adequate for evaluating value co-creation process in OCs by social entrepreneurs (Creswell & 

Clark, 2017).  

3.4.2 Semi-structured Interviews 

To capture and explore social entrepreneurs` experiences, ideas, and perspectives, in-depth 

semi-structured interviews were employed in this research. as suggested by Gill et al. (2008). 

In-depth semi-structured interviews allow researchers to obtain detailed information about the 

phenomenon under study because participants have enough time and freedom to explain and 

expand their experiences related to the research subject and discuss their own perspectives 

freely in a flexible setting. Moreover, as Drever (1995) explains, this type of interview is suitable 

and applicable when the research has an initial conceptual framework and is small-scale. 

3.4.3 Instrument  

To begin the research process, as outlined by DeCuir-Gunby et al. (2011) and MacQueen et al. 

(1998), a semi-structured interview instrument, informed by the MOA model (Maclnnis & 

Jaworski, 1989)  was used as a guiding framework, designed to capture the antecedents of social 

entrepreneurs to participate in OCs, the value co-creation activities that they perform in OCs, 

and the outcomes of these activities for them. As Appendix 2 shows, the instrument for the 

interviews consists of seven sections: (1) Familiarisation with the participants: Participants 

were asked questions about their background, knowledge, and experience in the social 

enterprise ecosystem, the size, industry, and target beneficiaries of their social enterprise as 
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well as the challenges that they are faced as a social entrepreneur. (2) Current level of 

networking: In this section, the researcher tried to understand participants` level of networking 

in offline and online environments in terms of the frequency with which t they network with 

other social entrepreneurs, and the online platforms that they use for this purpose. (3) 

Motivations to use online communities: This section was dedicated to exploring why social 

entrepreneurs use online communities and the difference between online and offline 

networking from their perspective. (4) Barriers to participate in online communities: The aim 

of this section was to capture the factors that inhibit social entrepreneurs to participate in online 

communities. (5) Essential abilities to participate in online communities: This section explored 

the third driver for social entrepreneurs to participate in online communities, which is their 

personal capabilities and abilities that enable them to use online communities. (6) Value Co-

creation activities: This section was designed to obtain a holistic understanding of what value 

co-creation activities social entrepreneurs perform in online communities. As one of the main 

aims of this study is to explore value co-creation activities in online communities from social 

entrepreneurs` perspectives, more time was dedicated to this section during the interviews. (7) 

Positive Outcomes of participating in online communities for social entrepreneurs: Having 

explored the antecedents of social entrepreneurs’ participation in OCs and the value co-creation 

activities that they perform in OCs, this section of interviews aimed to capture the outcomes 

that social entrepreneurs experienced and perceived when they participate in OCs. 

After designing the instrument for the interviews, the researcher conducted a pilot study 

with a small sample to examine the feasibility of the instrument before conducting the main 

study. 

3.4.4 Pilot study  

The sample for the pilot study consisted of four co/founders of SEs mirroring the intended 

participants for the main interviews and four research academics from information systems 

research field to test the reliability and validity of the instrument of the semi-structured 

interviews. The pilot interviews were undertaken in line with the setting and interview protocol 

intended for the main study. The interview protocol used in this research includes pre and post 

interview guidelines, the list, number, and order of questions, probes to follow key questions, 

transition messages for the four researchers, and appropriate time for each question.  

Based on analysis of the pilot interviews, some of the ambiguous or unclear interview 

questions were refined and rephrased. For example, the researcher initially asked specific 

questions about intrinsic and extrinsic motivations of participants to participate in OCs, 
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however, the pilot study revealed that participants struggled to distinguish their motivations. 

Furthermore, the pilot study highlighted the unnecessary or unreasonable questions, which 

were excluded from the instrument. For example, the questions about their negative 

experiences were excluded after pilot study because although negative experiences are very 

important, they were not within the defined scope of this research. In addition, the pilot study 

brought to the researcher’s attention other questions, which should be added to the instrument. 

For example, with regard to questions about the support that participants received from OCs, 

the analysis of pilot interviews and experts` opinions revealed that the researcher needs to 

include a question about the support that participants provide to other members in OCs to 

capture the interviews ideas about ‘support exchange’ (discussed in section 6.2.2). Also, the 

pilot study enabled the researcher to determine whether the questions included in the instrument 

can elicit the adequate information and the approximate time needed for each question to be 

answered by the participants. As a result of the pilot study, the researcher spent less time on 

the first and second section of the interviews in the main study and instead focused on the next 

sections to capture necessary data to address the research questions. Finally, this pilot study 

helped the researcher to practice the interviews and become familiar with the interviewing 

techniques and tools. For example, the researcher learned when and how to ask follow-up 

questions to capture further data from participants or how to manage participants when they 

were talking outside the research scope or were talking more than the time allocated for each 

section of the interviews. 

3.4.5 Sampling 

Sampling strategy for this research was ‘purposeful sampling’ as recommended by Patton (2005) 

to identify and select participants that are ‘information rich’. Palinkas et al. (2015) describe and 

categorise different forms of purposeful sampling and explain that researchers who conduct 

mixed methods studies may use one or more of a combination of purposeful sampling 

approaches. Considering the objectives of this research and the explanations provided by 

Palinkas et al. (2015), the researcher used a combination of four purposeful sampling approaches,  

namely Criterion-i, Convenience, Snowball, and Purposeful Random. The Criterion-i approach 

was used to identify and select participants who meet some predetermined inclusion criteria, 

as discussed below. The convenience approach was employed because the number of 

participants who meet the inclusion criteria was limited to Australia, and the researcher had to 

gather data from participants who were accessible at the time of the research. Snowball 

sampling was employed in this research to identify more potential participants for the research 
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with similar characteristics to the social entrepreneurs who had already participated in the 

research. Finally, the researcher used the purposeful random approach to increase the 

credibility of results by identifying and expanding the range of variation or differences among 

participants.  

 Participants were selected from different OCs to ensure about diversity of participants. 

OCs that were considered for this research included online knowledge and learning 

communities, online expert networks, online advisory communities, and online communities 

of practice. In the Australian context, the OCs with the highest number of members social 

entrepreneurs participate in include Social Enterprise & Social Goods, Women in Social 

Enterprise, Social Enterprise Australia, and Social Enterprise Success. 

3.4.5.1 Inclusion Criteria 

Participants for the qualitative phase were screened for suitability and selected based on the 

following inclusion criteria: (1) they must recognise themselves as a social entrepreneur and 

be either Co/founder, chief executive officer, or managing director of a social enterprise 

because as Wry and York (2017) explain, these are key informants and figures of their respective 

enterprises, so they can provide in-depth knowledge regarding the primary online activities, 

drivers, and outcomes resulting from their participation in OCs, (2) their respective social 

enterprise must be located and operate in Australia. Only Australian SEs were included in this 

research as it enabled the researcher to specify the context and scope of the research, and (3) 

they must use OCs to any extent for purposes related to their social enterprise. The reason for 

this inclusion criterion was to identify participants who have experiences for using OCs related 

to their businesses who can express their ideas and opinions regarding the research questions. 

To increase the diversity of participants in this research, the researcher sought participants with 

different genders whose social enterprises: (1) operate in different locations across Australia, 

(2) target different beneficiaries, (3) operate in different industries, (4) have different sizes, and 

(5) have different organisation ages. These variation and differences will be shown in 

participant demographics section. 

3.4.5.2 Recruitment 

The participants for the interviews were recruited via the following methods: (1) a recruitment 

flier was distributed through OCs dedicated to SEs and/or social entrepreneurs in Australia on 

Facebook and LinkedIn, (2) the researcher searched for suitable participants on LinkedIn and 

in OCs dedicated to social enterprises and/or social entrepreneurs on Facebook and sent them 

a connection request. Upon approval of the request, the researcher sent a private message via 
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their LinkedIn or Facebook account including a summary of the research and invited them to 

participate in the research. The researcher then asked for their email address to send them the 

recruitment email that was approved by the QUT Ethics Committee, (3) the researcher 

requested Social Enterprise Councils in each Australian state to distribute the recruitment flier 

in their networks, (4) the researcher asked participants to distribute the recruitment flier in their 

network (snowball sampling), and (5) thee researcher searched more than 200 social 

enterprises` websites to find the contact email of the social enterprises` co/founder, CEO, or 

managing director to invite them to participate in the research by sending them the approved 

recruitment email. 

3.4.5.3 Sample Size 

At the start of the qualitative phase, the researcher could not know exactly how many 

participants he would ultimately need to recruit to reach the theoretical saturation. However, 

the initial anticipation was at least 15 – 20 participants based on the recommendation by Bowen 

(2008) and factors such as interview structure and content (Guest et al., 2006), the nature of the 

sample being limited by the sampling technique (Browne & Russell, 2003), and available 

resources in the research (Seidman, 2006). Fusch and Ness (2015) explain that data saturation may 

determine the number of interviews in qualitative studies and define data saturation as a point 

in the research when no new substantive information is obtained by continuing to sample and 

a comprehensive understanding on the phenomenon under research has been reached. Having 

conducted and analysed 18 interviews, the researcher realised that certain themes, topics, 

perspectives, and experiences had emerged as common among participants and no new 

concepts were provided by the participants. However, the researcher interviewed six more 

participants to ensure that data saturation had occurred, since the additional participants 

repeated the same themes, issues, and experiences (Francis et al., 2010). 

3.4.5.4 Participants Demographics 

As explained earlier, the researcher used purposeful sampling to identify and select participants 

for this research. Although the researcher tried to increase the diversity of participants by 

various factors such as participants` gender as well as social enterprises` age, locality, number 

of staff, industry, and target beneficiaries, diversity was limited by the small number of 

participants who both met the inclusion criteria and were available and willing to participate in 

the data gathering phase. Out of 24 participants in interviews, 17 (71%) were female and 7 

(29%) were male. Five social enterprises were in Victoria, three in New South Wales, 12 in 

Queensland, 2 in Western Australia, and 2 in South Australia. The reason that the state of 
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participants has not been mentioned in Table 2 is that in some cases, it might be possible to 

recognise the participants based on their information provided in the table. For example, there 

are not many social enterprises in South Australia who are active in a specific industry with a 

specific target beneficiary, therefore, the researcher decided not to report their state in the table 

to ensure that the participants will not be recognised. The reason that the majority of the 

participants are located in Queensland is that the researcher is based in Queensland and used 

his network to find eligible participants for the research.  

The Australian Bureau of Statistics defines small organisations as the enterprises with 

less than 20 staff (Trewin, 2001a), therefore, all of the social enterprises who participated in this 

research are considered as small SEs. In terms of the industry that participants operate in, 11 

participants offer education and training services, six participants deliver professional and 

technical services, and the rest provide arts and recreation, retail trade, waste management, 

beauty, event management services. The main groups of beneficiaries that are covered by the 

participants were disadvantaged young people (6) followed by disadvantaged women, migrants 

and refugees, other social enterprises, charities, and general population.  

Table 2 Participants` demographic information 

ID Gender SE Age Locality Staff Industry Beneficiaries 

SE1 Male 5 Urban 10 Education and Training Migrants and Refugees 

SE2 Male 3 Urban 10 Education and Training Disadvantaged Young people 

SE3 Female 9 Urban 15 Arts and Recreation Services Disadvantaged Young people 

SE4 Female 4 Urban 5 Education and Training Disadvantaged Women 

SE5 Male 2 Urban 18 Professional and Technical 

Services 

Migrants and Refugees 

SE6 Female 4 Regional 1 Professional and Technical 

Services 

Migrant Women 

SE7 Male 3 Outer 

Urban 

1 Professional and Technical 

Services 

Charities 

SE8 Female 3 Urban 3 Education and Training General population 

SE9 Female 2 Urban 17 Waste Services Disadvantaged Young People 

SE10 Female 4 Outer 

Urban 

2 Education and Training Indigenous Australians 

SE11 Female 2 Regional 1 Education and Training Disadvantaged Young People 

SE12 Female 3 Urban 16 Education and Training Disadvantaged Women 

SE13 Female 5 Urban 10 Education and Training Disadvantaged Young People 

SE14 Female 2 Urban 3 Retail Trade Disadvantaged People 

SE15 Male 5 Urban 6 Education and Training Impoverished People 

SE16 Female 2 Urban 5 Professional and Technical 

Services 

Other Social Enterprises 

SE17 Female 2 Outer 

Urban 

1 Education and Training Disability & Young People 

SE18 Female 2 Urban 1 Beauty Services Disadvantages Women 

SE19 Female 3 Regional 1 Professional and Technical 

Services 

Other Social Enterprises 

SE20 Male 3 Urban 1 Professional and Technical 

Services 

Charities 

SE21 Male 2 Outer 

Urban 

1 Education and Training Disadvantaged Young Males 

SE22 Female 3 Urban 1 Renewables & Environment Society as a whole 

SE23 Female 4 Urban 3 Manufacturing Vulnerable Women 

SE24 Female 11 Urban 15 Event Services Other Social Enterprises 

https://joboutlook.gov.au/IndustrySpecific.aspx?search=Industry&Industry=P
https://joboutlook.gov.au/IndustrySpecific.aspx?search=Industry&Industry=P
https://joboutlook.gov.au/IndustrySpecific.aspx?search=Industry&Industry=P
https://joboutlook.gov.au/IndustrySpecific.aspx?search=Industry&Industry=M
https://joboutlook.gov.au/IndustrySpecific.aspx?search=Industry&Industry=M
https://joboutlook.gov.au/IndustrySpecific.aspx?search=Industry&Industry=M
https://joboutlook.gov.au/IndustrySpecific.aspx?search=Industry&Industry=M
https://joboutlook.gov.au/IndustrySpecific.aspx?search=Industry&Industry=M
https://joboutlook.gov.au/IndustrySpecific.aspx?search=Industry&Industry=M
https://joboutlook.gov.au/IndustrySpecific.aspx?search=Industry&Industry=P
https://joboutlook.gov.au/IndustrySpecific.aspx?search=Industry&Industry=D
https://joboutlook.gov.au/IndustrySpecific.aspx?search=Industry&Industry=P
https://joboutlook.gov.au/IndustrySpecific.aspx?search=Industry&Industry=P
https://joboutlook.gov.au/IndustrySpecific.aspx?search=Industry&Industry=P
https://joboutlook.gov.au/IndustrySpecific.aspx?search=Industry&Industry=P
https://joboutlook.gov.au/IndustrySpecific.aspx?search=Industry&Industry=P
https://joboutlook.gov.au/IndustrySpecific.aspx?search=Industry&Industry=M
https://joboutlook.gov.au/IndustrySpecific.aspx?search=Industry&Industry=M
https://joboutlook.gov.au/IndustrySpecific.aspx?search=Industry&Industry=P
https://joboutlook.gov.au/IndustrySpecific.aspx?search=Industry&Industry=M
https://joboutlook.gov.au/IndustrySpecific.aspx?search=Industry&Industry=M
https://joboutlook.gov.au/IndustrySpecific.aspx?search=Industry&Industry=M
https://joboutlook.gov.au/IndustrySpecific.aspx?search=Industry&Industry=M
https://joboutlook.gov.au/IndustrySpecific.aspx?search=Industry&Industry=P
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3.4.6 Data Collection 

A series of 24 semi-structured interviews were conducted with social entrepreneurs who were 

either founder, co-founder, or chief executive officer of SEs in Australia. Targeting these social 

entrepreneurs improves the reliability of the study because as Wry and York (2017) and Ince and 

Hahn (2020a) explain social entrepreneurs are key informants and figures of their respective 

organisations, so they can provide in-depth knowledge regarding the primary online activities, 

antecedents, and outcomes as the result of participating in OCs. The interviews were carried 

out between October 2019 and March 2020 in English via phone, Zoom, or face to face for 45 

minutes on average. All the participants received an interview preparation document prior to 

the interviews, including the main topics to be covered during the interview, the expected time, 

and ethical considerations. All interviews were audio recorded and the researcher took notes 

during the interview to capture the key information provided by the participants. The interviews 

recordings were transcribed and then analysed using NVivo 12. The researcher continued 

conducting interviews until data saturation was reached;  that is the point in the research when 

no additional data is being discovered through further interviews after moving back and forth 

between the data and the emerged codes (Birks & Mills, 2015; Fusch & Ness, 2015). 

3.4.7 Data Analysis 

This exploratory study adopts a hybrid approach of deductive-inductive thematic analysis 

grounded in the MOA model and the extant literature, as the strategy for data analysis (Fereday 

& Muir-Cochrane, 2006; Gregory & Muntermann, 2011). The hybrid approach employed in this 

research amalgamates the deductive theory-driven conceptualizations with the themes that 

emerged directly from the empirical data using inductive coding (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 

2006), and where the results are finally structured according to key theoretical constructs 

derived from MOA model (Maclnnis & Jaworski, 1989). 

The thematic analysis was undertaken using NVivo 12 by following the six steps 

guideline provided by Braun and Clarke (2006). (1) In the first step, the researcher familiarized 

himself with the data by repeatedly reading the transcripts of the interviews. (2) Next, the MOA 

model was employed as the coding guideline in this phase, notably the five key concepts of 

motivations, opportunities, abilities of social entrepreneurs to participate in value co-creation 

process through OCs (antecedents), online value co-creation activities (behaviours), and the 

co-created value dimensions (outcomes). Following this, an inductive analysis approach was 

conducted to identify emergent codes and concepts related to the five key concepts. (3) In the 

next phase, the researcher searched for high-level themes by assessing and clustering the 
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extracted codes. This iterative process was continued until thematic saturation was reached. (4) 

In the next step, several team meetings with supervisors were established to review the 

accuracy and applicability of the identified themes. The themes were iteratively refined by re-

coding the data where needed and any disagreement was resolved during the meetings to 

achieve validity and inter-coder agreement. (5) In the next phase, all the themes were defined 

and renamed to demonstrate an understanding of the data. (6) In the final phase, the findings 

were written up by engaging in theoretical reflections and including quotes from the interviews. 

The findings based on the analysis of the interviews will be discussed in detail in the next 

chapter of the thesis. The analysis of data gathered by interviews enabled the researcher to 

identify motivations of social entrepreneurs to participate in OCs, the barriers that inhibit them 

from participating in OCs, the essential abilities that social entrepreneurs need to have to be 

able to participate in OCs, and the factors that moderated the relationships between antecedents 

(motivations, barriers, and abilities) and value co-creation activities. Also, the analysis of 

interviews led to identifying what value co-creation activities social entrepreneurs perform in 

OCs as well as the perceived outcomes by social entrepreneurs as the result of participating in 

OCs. Based on these findings, the initial conceptual framework was refined and extended, 

which was then used to develop hypotheses to be tested and validated in the quantitative phase. 

The developed hypotheses aimed to test the relationships between the identified constructs 

(motivations, barriers, abilities, value co-creation activities, and positive outcomes) based on 

the analysis of the qualitative phase.  

3.4.8 Trustworthiness 

Researchers conducting qualitative research must employ different strategies to address the 

issue of trustworthiness, which includes credibility, transferability, dependability, and 

conformability (Kornbluh, 2015; Shenton, 2004). To address the credibility of the qualitative 

research, the researcher applied triangulation in three different ways: (1) Other researchers in 

the team (supervisors) involved in the qualitative research by participating in pilot interviews, 

evaluating the initial codes and themes developed by the main researcher, and participating in 

meetings to finalise the codes and themes, (2) The participants for the interviews were recruited 

from different locations, industries, and target beneficiaries to capture various experiences and 

perspectives, (3) Supporting the findings with different available studies in the literature.  

Transferability refers to the extent to which the findings of the qualitative research can 

be transferred to other contexts with other populations (Bitsch, 2005). Transferability was 

addressed in this research because the researcher has provided detailed descriptions of the 
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context of the study and the methodology employed to conduct this research that enables other 

researchers to replicate the study with similar conditions in other contexts (Anney, 2014). The 

researcher also improved the transferability of the research by purposefully selecting 

participants with different demographic characteristics.  

Bitsch (2005, p. 86) defines dependability as ‘the stability of findings over time’. There 

are different strategies to establish dependability in qualitative research including audit trail, 

code-recode strategy, stepwise replication, and triangulation (Anney, 2014). First, the researcher 

followed a code-recode strategy by coding the same data three times within two months. The 

supervisory team compared the results of the coding to see if the results are different, similar, 

or the same (Chilisa & Preece, 2005). This process was stopped when an agreement was reached 

on the codes and themes. Also, the researcher followed stepwise replication by asking his 

supervisors to review and evaluate the results of the analysis to see if the results were stable 

over time and if the developed codes and themes were similar each time that the analysis was 

performed (Anney, 2014). Finally, as explained earlier, triangulation has been employed in this 

research to improve the quality of the coding and analysis procedures. Conformability is 

defined by Tobin and Begley (2004) as the extent to which the results of the qualitative study can 

be confirmed by other researchers and that the results have been derived directly from the data 

not based on the researcher`s personal opinions. It is suggested that researchers can achieve 

confirmability of their qualitative studies by applying triangulation as performed by the 

researcher in this study (Bowen, 2009). 

3.4.9 Ethics Consideration 

This research has been approved by the QUT Human Research Ethics Committee (approval 

number 1900000571). In order to ensure that ethical considerations were followed, and 

confidentiality of information was secured, the researcher sent a consent form to the 

participants prior to each interview. The participants were asked to sign and return the consent 

form to the researcher to indicate that they are aware of their rights and to allow the researcher 

to record the interview and use the data in the research. When each interview started, the 

researcher informed the participants that they could withdraw from the study at any time 

without any consequences and reminded the participants that their participation is voluntary, 

and the interview was being recorded. In the data analysis phase, the researcher replaced the 

names and identities of the participants with codes and removed any specific information that 

might lead to tracing or recognising participants (such as their Australian state in which the 

worked or lived, as explained earlier in this chapter). 
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3.5 Phase two: Quantitative Study 

3.5.1 Overview 

As explained earlier in the chapter, the mixed methods approach taken in this study meant that 

the findings of the qualitative phase informed the development of the quantitative phase. 

Creswell and Creswell (2017) define quantitative research as an approach to test, examine, and 

measure the relationship among variables by employing instruments and numeric data that can 

be analysed using statistical methods.  

The main aim of conducting quantitative research in this study is to test hypotheses that 

were developed based on the findings of the qualitative phase, by recruiting a larger sample 

than 24 interview participants. This enabled the researcher to test the theorised relationships 

between antecedents of social entrepreneurs` participation in OCs and value co-creation 

activities as well as the relationships between value co-creation activities and the positive 

outcomes for social entrepreneurs. In fact, Albright et al. (2013) explain that in studies that the 

qualitative phase provides the researcher with an in-depth understanding of the phenomenon, 

it is important to conduct a quantitative study to test the conceptual framework resulting from 

the qualitative phase and obtain breadth as well as depth of understanding of the subject under 

research (Lingard et al., 2008). 

To conduct a quantitative study, there are three different research methods, namely 

observation, experimentation, and survey. The observation method is used when the researcher 

is interested in examining the actual behaviour of a certain sample of individuals, but it does 

not allow the researcher to measure the experience, attitude, and perception of those individuals 

(Malhotra, 2006). Experimentation is a method of performing a scientific procedure, which is 

usually conducted  in a laboratory by controlling the variables (Hair Jr et al., 2003), which is not 

appropriate for this study. Survey was selected as a suitable research method for the 

quantitative phase in this study because it allows the researcher to gather data in a cost-

effective, fast, and reliable manner (Fricker & Schonlau, 2002). The other advantage of surveys 

is they are flexible methods that can be easily combined with other methods for data gathering 

(Wright, 2005). Also, conducting a survey helped the researcher to examine the relationships 

among variables that cannot be measured directly by using advanced statistical analysis 

techniques (Hair Jr et al., 2003). This study employed online surveys as they enabled the 

researcher to access a large sample of participants in a short time. 
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3.5.2 Survey Instrument Development 

In this mixed methods research, the findings of the qualitative phase informed the quantitative 

study. In order to develop the survey instrument, the guidelines described by Creswell and Clark 

(2017) and Creswell and Creswell (2017) were followed: (1) quotes provided by the participants 

in the interviews were used to develop items in the survey, (2) and the themes in the qualitative 

phase were converted to constructs of the survey. Creswell and Clark (2017) explain that the 

researcher should determine which parts of the qualitative findings can be used for developing 

the quantitative survey meaning that not all codes should be represented in the survey items. 

Therefore, the researcher used only the codes for topics that were most mentioned by the 

participants in the interviews data for developing the instrument (reported by more than 3 

participants). The number of items to measure each construct was associated with the number 

of codes derived from the interview data, which means that each construct with more associated 

codes in the interviews data was measured with more items. For example, motivations were 

mentioned by participants more than any other constructs in the qualitative phase, therefore, 

motivations were measured with more items in the quantitative phase. In this regard, the 

constructs that were supported with data from less than ten participants were measured by two 

items including emotional support, practical support, social capital, brand awareness, and 

access to resources. The constructs that were supported with more than eleven participants, but 

less than 18 were measured by four, five, or six items including barriers, abilities, resource 

integration, and informational support, and finally, the constructs that were supported by more 

than 19 participants were led to developing 10 items for the respective construct including 

motivations.  

There are various scales available for measurement in surveys including the Likert 

scale, the cumulative scale, and the equal-appearing scale. The Likert scale was used in this 

survey for measuring the items and constructs because of its easy-to-use nature, capability for 

attitude measurement, and higher reliability coefficients with fewer items (Iskander, 2013). The 

survey was designed based on a seven-point Likert scale as it gives the participants more 

options to choose from and more flexibility and freedom to express their level of 

agreement/disagreement for each statement ranging from ‘strongly disagreement = 1’ to 

‘strongly agreement = 7’. Using a 7-point Likert scale indicates that the higher values mean a 

greater level of agreement and the middle scale indicates neutral or impartial. 

The survey has one beginning section to introduce the study and collect data about 

participants` demographic information followed by seven sections associated with the seven 
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categories in the conceptual framework developed based on the results of the qualitative phase. 

The first section captured data related to the motivations of the participants to participate in 

online communities. This section was associated with many quotes and codes in the qualitative 

phase; therefore, it was measured by 10 items and three constructs. The second section of the 

survey aimed to capture data regarding the factors that moderate the relationship between 

motivations and value co-creation activities. The reason to examine the moderating impact of 

these factors for only motivations (not opportunities and abilities) is because participants in the 

interviews discussed the influence of these factors only on their motivations. Therefore, the 

researcher decided to measure only the moderating effect of these factors on the relationship 

between motivations and value co-creation activities. The third section captured the factors that 

might inhibit social entrepreneurs to participate in online communities. As discussed in the 

literature review chapter, ‘opportunities’ in the MOA model can be considered as the ‘barriers’ 

to individuals performing a certain behaviour. The researcher in this study was interested in 

measuring the factors that inhibit social entrepreneurs to participate in online communities.  

The fourth section was dedicated to examining the abilities that social entrepreneurs 

need to have to participate in online communities for value co-creation. Sections five and six 

were designed to capture data related to value co-creation activities including resource 

integration and peer support, respectively. The final section of the survey was dedicated to 

examining the outcomes for social entrepreneurs as the result of participating in online 

communities. Appendix 4 shows the survey instrument used in the quantitative study.  

In this mixed methods research, the qualitative phase informed the quantitative study, 

and the conceptual framework was developed based on the findings of the qualitative phase. 

Also, there were not plenty of available measures in the literature related to the constructs in 

the conceptual framework. The researcher used existing measurement scales to develop the 

instrument for the quantitative phase where they were available, however, the researcher had 

to adapt the items from previous studies and modified some wordings to fit the research context 

according to the conceptual framework developed from the qualitative phase (Wasko & Faraj, 

2005). In order to conceptualise the measures and scales, the researcher used mainly the codes 

and quotes from interviews to focus on measuring social entrepreneurs` perspectives. To 

measure the factors that drive social entrepreneurs to participate in online communities, the 

researcher applied the MOA scale used by (Akman et al., 2018; Weerakoon et al., 2020) as these 

scales were developed for value co-creation through online communities that was contextualise 
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to reflect value co-creation through online communities from social entrepreneurs` points of 

view.  

Motivation was measured using a ten-item scale, which was adapted from the scales 

developed for ‘Concern for others’ by Ma and Chan (2014) and  the scale for ‘Self-interest’ and 

‘Mutual benefits’ motivations.( (Cheung & Lee, 2012; Kankanhalli et al., 2005; Wasko & Faraj, 

2005) 

A five-item scale was used to measure barriers (Ardichvili, 2008; Ridings et al., 2006), 

capturing the perceived barriers for social entrepreneurs to participate in OCs. A five-item scale 

was used to measure abilities  (Ardichvili, 2008; Guldberg & Mackness, 2009) to assess the 

participants` perceptions of the essential skills and proficiencies needed to use and participate 

in OCs.  

In order to examine the role of trust as a moderator between social entrepreneurs` 

motivations to participate in OCs and performing value co-creation activities, the researcher 

used a two-item scale used by Liou et al. (2016) and Wu and Sukoco (2010). The impact of 

moderation tactics by OCs` owners and members on the SEs` motivation to participate in OCs 

was measured by a three-item scale developed by (Wise et al., 2006). 

Four main value co-creation activities were identified in the research: resource 

integration and emotional support, informational support, and practical support. To measure 

resource integration activities, the researcher adapted a six-item scale based on the scales 

developed by (Bruce et al., 2019; Laud et al., 2015). Emotional support, informational support, 

and practical support activities were measured by a two-item, four-item, and two-item scales 

respectively based on the scales developed by (Cohen et al., 2000; Jin et al., 2016; Setoyama et al., 

2011; Tomprou et al., 2019). 

In this research, three perceived values, co-created by participants were identified - 

social capital, brand awareness of SEs, and access to resources. The researcher adapted the 

three-item scale developed by Ellison et al. (2007) to measure social capital including how social 

entrepreneurs create new relationships  as well as their ability to stay connected with members 

of a previously offline event or community. Since the researcher selected the participants from 

OCs in which social entrepreneurs interact with each other, the researcher did not adapt any 

scales from previous research on the B2C context to measure brand awareness. To measure 

brand awareness in this study, the researcher adapted and modified the scale developed by 

Wang et al. (2016) using a three-item scale. Social entrepreneurs who engage in OCs may be 
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able to utilise and leverage different resources such as financial and non-financial resources. 

To measure how social entrepreneurs access financial and non-financial resources, the 

researcher adapted a three-item scale based on the scale developed by Fisher (2019). 

3.5.3 Reliability and Validity 

In order to test the reliability and validity of the survey, the guideline provided by Groves et al. 

(2011) was followed, that  researchers should address three different standards regarding their 

surveys - content validity, cognitive validity, and usability. According to Groves et al. (2011), 

content validity means that the questions in the survey should ask the right things. Cognitive 

validity ensures that the respondents understand the questions clearly, and usability ensures 

that respondents can easily complete the survey in the way that they are intended to. To evaluate 

these three standards, the researcher employed  the ‘expert review’ technique as suggested by 

Rubio et al. (2003). In the first step, four quantitative research experts from three different 

universities were asked to review the survey instrument. They provided comments on 

structuring the survey, the wording of the questions, ordering of the questions, adding some 

demographic questions, changing some of the formative constructs to reflective to simplify the 

survey and data analysis, and adding more items to measure some of the constructs. The survey 

was modified based on these recommendations and sent to two of these experts for their second 

revision. Further comments were received by the two experts in the second round and the 

researcher further modified the survey to address these recommendations.  

In the next step, because the quantitative experts were unfamiliar with the context of 

this study, the researcher followed the recommendation provided by Groves et al. (2011) to ask 

experts who are familiar with the context of the study to review the survey to ensure that the 

content of the questions is appropriate for measuring the intended concepts. Therefore, the 

survey was sent to one senior expert in the research field of social enterprises and social 

entrepreneurship to assess the suitability of the survey for measuring the constructs. This senior 

researcher was selected to review the survey as she was involved with the research team in 

writing a paper based on the findings of the qualitative phase, so she was well familiar with the 

research project and its aims and objectives. This expert provided useful recommendations for 

improving the survey, which led to simplifying the ambiguous questions, changing what 

questions were asked, and how questions measured the constructs. For example, in one 

question, participants were asked if they voluntarily help other members in OCs because they 

feel responsible for the community. The comment that this expert provided was on the term 

‘the community’, which was not clear if the researcher means the whole community generally, 
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or the community of social entrepreneurs in general, or the community of social entrepreneurs 

in a specific online community. In another question, participants were asked if they use OCs to 

collaborate with other social entrepreneurs and avoid competition and duplication. This expert 

recommended that collaboration and avoiding competition/duplication to be considered as two 

different concepts in the quantitative phase to make them clearer for the respondents.  

As Rickards et al. (2012) explain, survey validation is context dependent and is sensitive 

to the survey`s target population and the local context. The construct validity of the survey for 

this research has been addressed because the items and constructs for this survey were 

thoughtfully developed based on the previously validated surveys in the literature and then 

supported and locally contextualised by using the findings from 24 in-depth interviews with 

local participants. Thus the items for this survey were developed by using the vocabulary of 

the target population, which is an important part of developing valid survey items and 

constructs (Rickards et al., 2012).  

As Rickards et al. (2012) suggest, the next step for assessing the validity and reliability 

of the survey as well as testing the relationships among variables is to carry out a pilot study 

with participants who are representative of the target population.  

3.5.4 Pilot Study 

A pilot study, which is an essential part of any research project, is defined as a small study to 

test research protocols, data collection procedure, sample recruitment strategies, and the 

reliability of the instrument (Van Teijlingen & Hundley, 2001). Piloting surveys enables the 

researcher to test how the prepared research method works in practice and identify the required 

time to complete the survey, ambiguous terms in the questions, and potential pitfalls in the 

structuring the instrument (Alshyyab, 2020; Welman & Kruger, 2001). In piloting surveys, a 

common issue is determining the appropriate number of participants. Johanson and Brooks (2010) 

explain that the number of participants for piloting surveys is not straightforward and 

influenced by different various factors such as the size of the population for the main study, 

the level of significance, the desired confidence interval, and the desired power for the 

statistical analysis. Previous studies have suggested that for mixed methods studies, piloting 

samples between 10 to 30 are considered reasonable as this sample range is simple to gather, 

easy to calculate, and can test the hypotheses and construct confidence interval (Hill, 1998; Van 

Belle, 2011).  
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Other researchers argue that the appropriate number for survey pilot studies depends on 

the purpose of the pilot study. For example, Hertzog (2008) and Julious (2005) explain that when 

the purpose of the pilot study is to test the feasibility study, and the expected sample size for 

the main study is small (less than 100), samples as small as 10-12 should be sufficient. 

Therefore, the pilot study for the survey was conducted with 10 participants. In piloting the 

survey, the researcher followed the recommendation provided by Richard et al. (2009) indicating 

that the sample for the pilot studies should represent the chosen target population for the main 

study to improve the accuracy of the pilot study. In this regard, the survey was sent to 10 social 

entrepreneurs as the pilot group to complete the survey. The results of the pilot study showed 

that overall, the survey was reliable and the answers to the questions were consistent. However, 

the pilot study indicated that some modifications could be considered for the main study; for 

example, the survey needed more introduction and clarification at the beginning of the survey 

to explain the aim and structure of the study, the sections should be separated to make it more 

engaging for the participants, and the questions needed to be shuffled to decrease the bias in 

the answers. 

3.5.5 Sampling 

Groves et al. (2011) describe the target population for survey research as a set of units to be 

studied and the sample is defined as a proportion of the target population (Etikan et al., 2016). 

The target population for this survey research is the same as the target population for the 

qualitative phase to keep the consistency in the unit of analysis in the mixed methods approach. 

The target population includes individuals: (1) who recognise themselves as a social 

entrepreneur and be either Co/founder, chief executive officer, or managing director of a social 

enterprise, (2) whose respective social enterprise is located and operates in Australia, (3) who 

use online communities to any extent for purposes related to their social enterprise. Because 

including the entire population in this quantitative phase was not practical and possible, the 

researcher used purposeful sampling to recruit participants. 

The online survey for this study was designed and created on the Key Survey platform. 

To invite respondents to participate in the survey and distribute the survey in social 

entrepreneurs’ networks, a link with a brief description of the research was: (1) sent to social 

entrepreneurs via a private message on LinkedIn, (2) advertised on 10 different groups on 

Facebook dedicated to social enterprises in Australia, (3) advertised on two groups on LinkedIn 

dedicated to social enterprises in Australia, (4) sent to social entrepreneurs who were members 

of dedicated groups for social enterprise in Australia via a private message on Facebook, (5) 
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promoted by some of the Social Enterprise Councils across Australia, (6) promoted by some 

participants on their LinkedIn profile, (7) snowballed by some of the participants in their 

networks who were willing to support the researcher, (8) sent to the contact emails provided 

on social enterprises` websites to address the co/founder, CEO, or managing director of the 

social enterprise. Three rounds of reminders were sent to participants every two weeks to 

remind them about the research and ask them to participate in the research. Because the survey 

was advertised in different groups, promoted by some social entrepreneurs on their profiles, 

and snowballed by participants, it is not known how many individuals received or saw the 

survey link, and therefore, it is not possible to indicate the response rate for this survey research. 

In total, 90 surveys returned, but 71 surveys were complete and usable.  

3.5.6 Common Method Bias 

In the quantitative phase of this research, data was gathered using an online survey by asking 

respondents to self-report at a single point in time. This method of data gathering and 

measuring constructs in the model can cause common method bias as discussed by Kock (2015). 

Common method bias refers to the variances that occur in responses rather than variances 

among constructs included in the model, which can happen when both independent and 

dependent variables in the model are measured by the same response method  (Kock et al., 2021). 

Common method bias can lead to misinterpretation of relationships among constructs in the 

model and negatively impact the empirical results and conclusions (Podsakoff et al., 2012). The 

literature provides various methods to identify, control, and overcome common method bias in 

research, such as procedural remedies (Podsakoff et al., 2003), and post hoc factor analysis 

(Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). The literature also proposes that when researchers use PLS-SEM, 

common method bias can be detected by using the full collinearity test as a method to assess 

both vertical and lateral collinearity (Kock & Lynn, 2012). In order to test the full collinearity, 

the researcher generated variance inflation factors (VIFs) for all latent variables in the model 

(Kock, 2015) 

3.5.7 Data Analysis 

In order to analyse data from the online surveys, two statistical analysis software were used. 

IBM SPSS version 27 was employed to generate basic descriptive statistics and test constructs` 

reliability. Also, the Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) method was selected to test the 

research model and hypotheses by using SmartPLS version 3. SEM was used in this research 

because it is a powerful tool for analysing multivariate data specially for theory testing (Hajli 

et al., 2015). Moreover, the Partial Least Square (PLS) method was employed as it enables the 



60 
 

researcher to test path models (Marcoulides et al., 2009). The conceptual framework developed 

based on the findings of the qualitative research includes both exogenous (independent) latent 

variables and endogenous (dependent) latent variables; therefore, using the SEM approach can 

allow the researcher to measure and test the relationships among exogenous and endogenous 

variables in this study (Aibinu & Al-Lawati, 2010). Latent variables are the constructs in the 

model that cannot be directly observed, rather need to be measured by observable variables 

(Diamantopoulos et al., 2008). The detailed steps in using PLS-SEM approach will be discussed 

in chapter 5. 
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Chapter four: 

Qualitative data 

analysis and findings 
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4.1 Overview 

In the preceding chapter, the research methodology was discussed, describing how the mixed 

methods research was carried out in two stages; the researcher first gathering data through in-

depth semi-structured interviews in the qualitative phase and then via an online survey in the 

quantitative phase.  The research samples in the qualitative and quantitative phases were also 

described.  

In this chapter, the data analysis of the in-depth semi-structured interviews will be 

explained first, followed by presentation of the findings. The chapter discusses how responses 

from social entrepreneurs in the interviews were used to answer research questions and to refine 

the initial conceptual framework that had been developed based on related literature on the 

social enterprise context and value co-creation through OCs as well as the MOA model in 

(chapter 2). The findings of this chapter will be used to develop hypotheses and the instrument 

for the quantitative phase, which will be conducted to test and validate the findings of the 

qualitative phase.  

The objectives of this chapter are to: 

➢ Explore and identify the motivations that social entrepreneurs have to participate in 

OCs, the barriers that inhibit social entrepreneurs to participate in OCs, and the abilities 

that social entrepreneurs need to have to be able to participate in OCs. 

➢ Explore the value co-creation activities that social entrepreneurs perform in OCs. 

➢ Explore the value for social entrepreneurs resulting from participating in OCs. 

➢ Identify the factors that moderate the relationships the between antecedents of social 

entrepreneurs` participation in OCs and performing value co-creation activities in OCs. 

4.2 Data Analysis 

This exploratory study adopts a hybrid approach of deductive-inductive thematic analysis 

grounded in the MOA model and extant literature (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006; Gregory & 

Muntermann, 2011). The hybrid approach employed in this research amalgamates the deductive 

theory-driven conceptualisations with the themes that emerged directly from the empirical data 

using inductive coding (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006), and the results are finally structured 

according to key theoretical constructs derived from the MOA model (Maclnnis & Jaworski, 

1989). 

The analysis of raw data in this phase started with developing a deductive coding 

template based on the research questions and theoretical concepts of the MOA model (Fereday 
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& Muir-Cochrane, 2006; Maclnnis & Jaworski, 1989). Five broad theme categories formed the 

coding template: motivations, barriers, abilities, value co-creation activities, and positive 

outcomes. The sixth category was formed to capture the moderators affecting the relationships 

between antecedents and value co-creation activities. Table 3 shows the definition and an 

example from the interviews for each category. 

Table 3 Definition and an example of categories developed for coding 

Category Definition Examples quote from interviews 

Motivations Individual`s desire, willingness or 

readiness to act in a certain way 
(MacInnis et al., 1991; Putrevu & Lord, 

2003; Turner & Pennington, 2015). 

“It's again that efficient access to 

knowledge, efficient access to 
information and solution to a problem. 

Being able to quickly identify the 

funding opportunities that are out at the 
moment, some interesting enterprises 

there are around, some potential 

opportunities.” P2 

Barriers Existence of relevant obstacles in an 
environmental situation to prevent 

individuals from performing the action 

(Ardichvili, 2008; Ardichvili et al., 
2003; Kang & Kim, 2017; Siemsen et 

al., 2008). 

“sometimes it will just be things like "Do 
I have the time?" "Do I have the 

energy?" "Is this where I really wanna 

focus the limited time that I have at the 
moment? Are these people and networks 

that I wanna invest time and energy in at 

the moment?" Sometimes it will be very 
practical simple things, sometimes it'll 

be a bit more intangible around "who it 

is", "when it is", "why it is" that they're 

doing that”. P1 
 

Maybe sometimes it's a bit if overwhelm. 

When you get a large number of people 
in a community or something, and 

they're constantly posting just the sheer 

amount of information becomes 

overwhelming. Sometimes you just 
switch off. I suppose that can be a bit of 

a challenge, or something that maybe 

prevents me from engaging in some 
platforms as much. P4 

Abilities Level of resources including 

knowledge, skills, experience, time, 

financial resources, information as well 
as social, emotional and cognitive 

resources that an individual can apply 

to perform the action (Hung et al., 2011; 

Turner & Pennington, 2015; Wiggins, 

2004). 

“I think, you need to be pretty tech-

savvy. And I've kind of made it part of 

my own personal, professional 
development to make sure that I'm 

reasonably at, not necessarily the leading 

edge, but certainly towards the front 
edge of where technology is going and 

progressing.” P1 

 
“I think you need to have a bit of 

emotional intelligence and a way of 

writing that's appropriate.” P2 
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Using a deductive coding template based on the theory may cause bias in the analysis 

and findings of qualitative data, as the coding is based on the predefined themes. However, as 

Boyatzis (1998) explains, many studies ultimately aim to develop  theory or extend existing 

theories to provide a better understanding of the phenomenon under study. Therefore, Boyatzis 

(1998) argues that researchers do not need to ‘reinvent the wheel’ every time they want to study 

a phenomenon.  

The hybrid process of thematic analysis of the qualitative data in this research was 

structured based on guidelines provided by previous research to ensure rigor in code 

development and reporting (Elo & Kyngäs, 2008; Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006; Swain, 2018). 

The deductive approach was first used to explore the expected patterns in the data according to 

the research aims and research requestions, and followed by the inductive approach to extend 

the deductive logic based on the evidential support. Elo and Kyngäs (2008) state that regardless 

Value Co-

Creation 

Activities 

Collaborative efforts between various 
actors, resulting in experienced value 

for all the parties (Grönroos & Voima, 

2013). 

“A lot of sharing of information. Sharing 
information is a big thing. There's lots of 

new information coming out about social 

enterprise, and various programs, and 

support, and articles. We all have been 
sharing that. I think the emotional 

support is the big one because I think 

feeling alone and feeling quite isolated is 
a pretty common thing that I think 

everyone who is in social enterprise 

probably feels a bit.” P4 

 

Positive 

Outcomes 

Perceived value by social entrepreneurs 

as the result of participating in OCs. 

“I guess value for me is anything that 

brings benefit on a range of levels. So, 

value doesn't necessarily have to be 
financial. It can be value to reputation, it 

can be value to a network, it can value 

around awareness and building brand 

awareness”. P1 

Moderators A variable influencing the strength and 

direction of a relationship (Baron & 

Kenny, 1986). 

“We have terms and conditions on the 

website that when they register, they 

have to tick.” P7 
 

“Well, a lot of admins now are reviewing 

posts before they go up. I suppose that's 

one way, but then you don't get the real 
time communication with others and it's 

a bit of a pain and it's a lot of work on the 

admins obviously. There's codes of 
conduct in a lot of the groups, so people 

are removed pretty quickly if anything 

goes wrong. Because they've obviously 
broken the code of conduct.” P10 
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of using an inductive, deductive, or hybrid approach for analysing qualitative data, researchers 

need to follow three main phases: preparation, organising, and reporting.  

To do so, the thematic analysis was undertaken using NVivo 12,  following the six steps 

guideline provided by Braun and Clarke (2006). (1) In the first step, the researcher familiarised 

himself with the data by repeatedly reading the transcripts of the interviews and listening to the 

interviews recordings; (2) Next, an initial broad codebook was deductively developed based 

on the initial conceptual framework (see section 2.4). The code book was a set of categories, 

definitions, and examples used as to guide the analysis of the interview data (see Table 2). The 

process of developing the codebook was iterative, meaning that the definitions were subject to 

change as the researcher gained a better understanding of the interview data. Following this, 

an inductive analysis approach was conducted to identify emergent codes and concepts related 

to the five key concepts. In this phase, the researcher identified 43 emergent codes and 

concepts, which were used in the next phase to identify higher level themes. (3) Having 

identified the emergent codes in the previous phase, the researcher started searching for high-

level themes by assessing and clustering the extracted codes. This iterative process was 

continued until thematic saturation was reached. As the result of this phase, 52 emergent codes 

were combined into 17 high-level themes including three themes for motivations, four themes 

for barriers, three themes for abilities, four themes for value co-creation activities, and three 

themes for positive outcomes. (4) In the next step, several meetings with supervisors were used 

to review the accuracy and reliability of the identified themes. The themes were iteratively 

refined by re-coding the data where needed and any disagreement was resolved during the 

meetings to achieve validity and inter-coder agreement. (5) In the next phase, all the themes 

were defined and renamed to demonstrate an understanding of the data. (6) In the final phase, 

the findings were written up by engaging in theoretical reflections and including quotes from 

the interviews. Table 4 represents the codes, themes, and aggregated themes as explained 

above. 
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Table 4 Coding structure 

First-order categories Second-order themes Aggregated 

themes 
• Giving back to the community 

• Providing support for isolated SEs 

• Providing feedback, advice, and recommendations 

Concern for others 

Motivations 

• Forming partnerships with others 

• Reducing duplication of efforts 

• Finding necessary resources 

Self-stimulus 

• Actively collaborating with others 

• Coordinating their collaborations 

• Cross-promotion of each other 

• Applying for funds together 

Circulating news faster 

Mutual Benefits 

• Existence of irrelevant posts 

• Existence of too much information 

• Posting spams and promotions 

Insufficient visibility of 

information in OCs 

Barries 

• Existence of different OCs on different online platforms 

• Existence of very targeted OCs that is not suitable for new SEs 
Difficulty of find OCs 

• Unfair criticism by other members 

• Quick judgments by others 
Lack of Confidence 

• Having more than one jobs 

• Being the only member at their SE 

• Balance between their life and OCs 

Lack of Time 

• Being able to express their feelings 

• Being able to communicate effectively 

• Being able to build relationships 

Emotional Intelligence 

Abilities 
• Ability to find right OCs 

• Ability to process information 

• Ability to find appropriate content 

Common Sense 

• Ability to create content for OCs 

• Ability to use Internet and computer 

• Ability to share resources 

Practical Skills 

• Posting and Replying 

• Commenting on others` questions 

• Creating new knowledge together 

• Contributing to hashtags in OCs 

Resource Integration 

VCC 

Activities 

• Letting others know that they are not alone in their journey 

• Celebrating successes together 

• Supporting others in case of failure 

• Encouraging other SEs 

Emotional Support 

• Promoting young social entrepreneurs 

• Exchanging technical skills 

• Responding to calls for actions 

Practical Support 

• Sharing knowledge and information 

• Sharing tips and experiences 

• Providing solutions for other members` problems 

Informational Support 

• Building relationships with SEs across Australia 

• Building relationships with SEs overseas 

• Maintaining offline connections in OCs 

Social Capital 

Outcomes 
• Promoting their SE services 

• Growing awareness of their SE 

• Using OCs as free marketing channel 

Brand Awareness 

• Finding volunteers 

• Finding funding opportunities 

• Finding available physical spaces 

Access to Resources 
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In the following section, the findings will be presented for each of the five key 

categories and the moderators category.  

4.3 Motivations 

Participants in this research were asked to explain why they participate in and contribute to 

OCs. They were particularly asked to express the reasons that drive them to engage in OCs and 

interact with other like-minded social entrepreneurs in OCs. Participants consistently 

evidenced various motivations for their participation in OCs including Concern for others, Self-

interest stimulus, and Mutual benefits.  

4.3.1 Concern for Others 

Concern for others was reported as a motivation for social entrepreneurs to participate in OCs. 

Some participants explained that mental health is a widespread issue for social entrepreneurs 

who need emotional support from their peers. For example, P2 highlighted this issue by 

expressing that “you know, it'll be interesting to see if you come across mental health and 

burnout and those kinds of things for social entrepreneurs is a really big issue”. P4 explained 

that when she first started her journey as a social entrepreneur, she felt lonely and isolated, but 

she received support from other social entrepreneurs to be able to continue her journey. 

Therefore, she participates in OCs to emotionally support new social entrepreneurs: 

I think the emotional support is the big one because I think feeling alone and feeling quite 

isolated is a pretty common thing that I think everyone who is in social enterprise 

probably feels a bit. So that, just knowing that you're not alone, and you can reach out to 

that community at any time is something really positive. I'd like to think that I can support 

others. I guess it's how I would like to think that I can do the same for others who might 

need that support as well. 

Similar to P4, another participant explained that she has received support from the 

community, so she is willing to give back to the community of social entrepreneurs by 

encouraging and supporting other social entrepreneurs in their journey: 

I just try to actually give back. I've had so much support from my online community and 

how much value that's been to me, that I think it's really important too. And because we're 

all in a space of heart. We're all doing this because we've got a purpose. So, you want to 

give back and encourage other people. Because social enterprise in your local community 

will resolve your grassroots problems. P11 

In addition to providing emotional support, participants reported that they participate in 

OCs to provide advice, feedback, or recommendations to other social entrepreneurs to help 

them solve their problems. For example, P9 expressed that she enjoys sharing what she knows 

in the social enterprise sector with her peers: “if something comes up and someone has a 
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question and I can help, I'm very happy to provide advice. I am happy to share what I know.” 

P14 was another participant who expressed that she participates in OCs with the purpose of 

providing recommendations to other members regarding their problem: “I feel like I can help 

someone else with posting answers, and I offer the same thing. Yes, I've used that company 

and they were really good. Or, No, I used them, and they were terrible.”  

This theme represents social entrepreneurs do not participate in OCs just for their own 

benefits, but they participate to benefit other social entrepreneurs who might be new to the SE 

space or need any type of support to continue their journey. 

4.3.2 Self-Interest Stimulus 

One of the main reasons that social entrepreneurs who participated in this research used OCs 

was to receive benefits from interacting with their peers to address the challenges that they face 

in their enterprises. A startling number of participants highlighted that they use OCs on 

different online platforms, such as Facebook, LinkedIn, Slack, and Twitter, to address some of 

their challenges, including insufficient financial and human resources, lack of access to support 

networks and partnerships, and service/products duplication or the effects of competition, and 

the low public awareness of the SE sector. Many participants noted that they participated in 

OCs to access resources, such as funding and staff. For example, P2 and P14 explained why 

they actively use OCs: 

“Being able to quickly identify the funding opportunities that are out at the moment.” P2 

“I've recruited my staff through Facebook, so that's a big use of an online community.” 

P14 

P12 runs a social enterprise that is mainly dependent on volunteers to run the enterprise. 

This participant explained that the main reason that they participate in OCs is that using these 

communities “is a way to find the resources where we are looking for volunteers.” 

P2 explained that his main motivation to use OCs is to easily identify potential 

opportunities in the sector and keep himself updated regarding what happens in the sector: 

I suppose the strategy side of it, having the context is also looking for the opportunity, is 

the next iteration of that. So, I`m looking for how the sector is moving and how my 

industry is moving, so I`m onto where the opportunities might present themselves, and 

then often, I'll find them through those [online] communities. 

Participants also reported that they use OCs with the purpose of building and maintaining 

relationships with other social entrepreneurs across Australia’s vast landscape. For example, 

P2 noted: “I'll maintain a relationship through an online channel, like Facebook, that's more of 
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a maintenance thing [for our enterprise].” Being connected to organisations with similar social 

agendas offers both personal and professional support, which assists the staff to manage 

challenges in their work. 

Other participants explained that the low levels of awareness of the SE sector has resulted 

in a lack of knowledge about their products and services. OCs are considered by participants 

as a very efficient and cost-effective tool for small SEs to promote their service, grow 

awareness, and let others know about the enterprise’s activities and offerings. P3 explained the 

benefits of OCs as a marketing channel for their social enterprises: 

People finding out about what we do, and new clients, new donors, and stuff like that. 

It's a space that's live and active, that like-minded people are hanging out in, that you can 

do cross-promotion with... It's [online is] really strong for marketing, so guest posts and 

authentic marketing videos. So, it's a way to grow your brand in that organic way, and 

network with other like-minded people.  

A similar sentiment was indicated by P4 that connecting with other social entrepreneurs 

in an online space can boost awareness of what a social enterprise is across Australia, which 

ultimately can lead to receiving more support from local, state, and federal governments: 

Yeah, just the opportunity to grow awareness and to align, I guess, on that national level 

is probably another big motivation. We're trying to lobby federal government to 

recognize social enterprise and support it. The more open articles and discussions that 

we can have in OCs about what a social enterprise is, and what we need, the more support 

from each state working on it. 

One of the reasons to participate in OCs reported by 11 participants was seeking support 

in OCs. Some social entrepreneurs participated in OCs with the purpose of receiving advice 

and recommendations related to questions or problems, as explained by P10 “I'd like to see a 

little bit more of the support on the social enterprise forums, too, and they're great for that. So, 

it's more about asking for advice, recommendations.” In addition to receiving advice and 

recommendations, participants find OCs as a place where they can connect and talk to like-

minded people, as explained by P16 and P23 respectively that  

Another reason is because it's good to hang out with people that understand you and 

working in the same sectors and to share problems or to share ideas or, you know, all of 

those, all of those things. Peer support I guess you can call it. 

I like connecting with like-minded people who are doing good things in the world. 

The other type of support that participants were seeking in OCs was emotional support 

as they usually feel isolated as a social entrepreneur. They explained that being the owner of a 

company and running it is very frustrating on its own, and usually there is few people in the 
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company that participants can talk to during the day, therefore, OCs are great tools for them to 

help them connect with other like-minded people, talk to them, and receive support. This 

motivation was well explained by P3: 

When you're running the business, it can be very isolating on your own. There's just one 

or two individuals. So these online environments provide a great opportunity to kind of 

connect with each other and support each other, and yet help when those days get tough, 

and support each other when you've got successes. 

As was indicated by this participant, one of the reasons that social entrepreneurs use OCs 

is to seek emotional support when they feel isolated during difficult and challenging times in 

their journey. P12 also added to this point by expressing that OCs help them know that they 

are not alone in this journey and that other social entrepreneurs face the same problem in their 

businesses: “We're here as [social] entrepreneurs, sometimes I feel very alone. We are [facing] 

a lot of pressure and I think to try to find ways to understand that we are not alone.” 

Although in the previous theme (concern for others), it was evidenced that social 

entrepreneurs participate in OCs to benefit others, this section showed that the self-interest 

motivation was a dominating factor that drives social entrepreneurs to participate in OCs. One 

reason to support this statement is that SEs face many challenges in their businesses, and 

therefore they consider OCs as a great and cost-effective tool to address some of their 

challenges. 

4.3.3 Mutual Benefits 

As explained in the previous two sections, some participants reported that they participate in 

OCs because they have received support from the community before and they are willing to 

give back to the community. On the other hand, some participants indicated that they use OCs 

for different benefits, such as searching for human resources, financial grants, or opportunities, 

as well as promoting their social enterprise. In addition to these two motivations (concern for 

others and self-interest stimulus), 21 participants reported that they participate in OCs because 

they believe that these communities provide them with the opportunity to actively collaborate 

with other social entrepreneurs and to generate value for all parties involved. For example, 

many participants said they participate in OCs to reduce duplication of services or products. 

By connecting this way, the OCs act as a very effective communication channel enabling social 

entrepreneurs to quickly know about the activities of other SEs. As participants explained, it is 

very important for them to understand what other social enterprises are doing to allocate their 

resources for improving operations not just duplicating what others have already done. In this 
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regard, OCs facilitate coordination of activities and letting all people involved in the process 

to know what other perform. P1 explained the value of this mechanism: 

So, we often use those online platforms as a bit of a coordination tool [so we get] across 

what our partners are doing, partly to make sure that we're working together effectively, 

but also sometimes, just to make sure that we're not competing or duplicating work. 

Through to I guess more direct coordination and communication around campaigns or 

events or project development and management.  

P10 provided further explanation why OCs can promote collaboration rather than 

competition in the social enterprise ecosystem. As this participant explained, OCs can enable 

social entrepreneurs to find other social entrepreneurs who are interested in what they are doing 

and connect with each other. In this case, social entrepreneurs who share same interests and 

goals can work together to achieve the goals easier with less consumed resources: 

I'd like to be able to see people connect with other people that are passionate about similar 

things, and not replicate the same ideas in social enterprise. At the moment, we find 

there's a lot of social enterprises that are doing the same thing and they're competing for 

available funding. I'd like to be able to see these people join together and work together 

on a project and maybe work on the different complex root causes of the reason their 

social enterprise is this, instead of all focusing on one thing. I think that would probably 

be the main thing just within the social enterprise area. 

P3 indicated that OCs enable social entrepreneurs to promote each other`s enterprises, 

services, or products. This can be done by cross-promoting each other, which is usually free of 

charge and very effective when they use other social enterprises` networks and connections: 

So, it's a space that's live and active, that like-minded people are hanging out in, that you 

can do cross-promotion with [each other]. It`s a way to promote your business and cross-

reference each other and continue pushing out both your brand and other people's brand. 

P3 continued with providing an example of how OCs use different tactics to engage 

members in events: 

I've seen some of these groups try tactics for engagement, Feedback Thursday, or I don't 

know, Friendly Friday, send us a post, promote your business. That type of stuff. And it's 

like although I don't necessarily like being engaged 24/7, I think it encourages others to 

jump on board and contribute something, and if they feel like they're contributing, it's an 

opportunity to build collaborations. So that has been helpful. 

P19 explained that in OCs, sometimes a social entrepreneur is struggling with a problem 

while other social entrepreneurs might have had successes related to that problem, and 

therefore, they can work together in a collaborative way:  
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It's to really find like-minded people and to share stories and collaborate as well. What 

one person's struggle is this someone else's success and vice versa. And it creates a nice 

collaboration. I like to help people in that way. 

Enterprises located in regional areas especially struggled to find other organisations to 

share information and resources or form partnerships. P8 stated: “For me personally, I'd like to 

get more [connections], I suppose just more networks out of what I'm doing and be able to join 

up with other Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander social entrepreneurs.”  

P5 believes that collaborating with other social entrepreneurs in OCs enables them to 

understand how others around Australia and in other countries run their social enterprise and 

to learn from their experiences. This is particularly helpful for social entrepreneurs because 

they can learn from people who have different perspectives or approaches regarding running 

social enterprise in the same space. Also, they can learn how they can measure their impacts 

and show their importance to the society: 

Another reason is because it's good to hang out with people that understand you and 

working in the same sectors and to share problems or to share ideas. And also a different 

mindset, which is very important. Different mindset on how social enterprise should be 

run and different mindset onto how to measure, say, your social impact and stuff like that 

so it enables you to look at what you're doing and kind of take a step back compare it to 

other countries and other people all around the world and then improve, so benchmarking 

and stuff. 

P16 also shares this idea by explaining that “Actually, that would be like the learning, so 

like knowledge or tools that they use. Just their insight and the ability to learn from others.” 

While some participants explained that they participate in OCs to benchmark and learn 

from other social entrepreneurs` success stories, P22 explained that sometimes, it is useful to 

share challenges and problems with other social entrepreneurs and learn from other members’ 

failures and challenges: 

I'm actually part of few groups in Facebook. I think obviously this has, it's always nice 

to see which events are going on, what's happening, but probably at that deeper level, it's 

also interesting to have these communities where people share their problems and their 

issues, their challenges. Because we always have the idea that it's so easy to run a 

business, a social enterprise whatever, but it's not. Beyond the good things that we see on 

social media and stuff, it's nice to see the genuine struggle and share of challenges and 

learn from each other. 

This participant also explained that participating in OCs is useful as members can be 

notified by other members about available funding opportunities and their deadlines as well as 

important events happening in the social enterprise sector: 
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Information about brands, about events. Yeah, I think all that information unfortunately 

or fortunately, the only way to get them. If I wasn't online, I would not know deadlines 

for grant application, deadlines for conferences, events, tickets, all that stuff. That's 

definitely the main thing. 

Moreover, P24 highlighted the fact that participating in OCs enables the members to 

reach a broader network and receive the most updated information and news in a faster and 

more efficient way instead of searching for these on the Internet: 

I think the opportunities are there to reach out a broader community definitely, when we 

do things in person, obviously you're only doing that with a certain number of people. 

Whereas you can share, there's also opportunity to learn things much quicker, instead of 

having to search yourself. You might be able to get this information via these online 

community that you can participate. It's education updating of what's happening currently 

in the social enterprise sites, both locally and globally.  

While some social entrepreneurs reported that they participate in OCs to benefit others 

only or to gain benefit from their engagement in OCs, many participants indicated that their 

motivation to participate in OCs is to create mutual benefits for all parties involved in OCs.  

4.4 Barriers 

After asking participants to explain their motivations to participate in and contribute to OCs, 

participants in this study were asked to report the barriers preventing them.  Participants 

explained that lack of visibility of useful information in OCs and the difficulty in finding 

appropriate OCs with reliable content among all the available OCs are the primary barriers 

that they are facing when they want to use OCs. Furthermore, they highlighted lack of 

confidence and lack of time as other barriers preventing them from participating in OCs.  

4.4.1 Lack of visibility of useful information  

Lack of visibility of useful information in OCs was often reported by participants as a major 

barrier to using OCs. In fact, participants reported that members usually post contents that are 

irrelevant to the purpose of that OC, for example, they post spam or self-promotion contents 

that make it difficult for members to find the relevant and useful information in OCs. P2 shared 

his experience of using some OCs in which members were posting irrelevant posts, which made 

finding useful information difficult for him: 

I was thinking the problem with [name of the online community was removed for the 

purpose of privacy] is that you get all sorts of annoying posts that make the rest of them 

less relatable. There's too much noise. Because people are on it for all sorts of different 

reasons. Self-promotion, trolling. Useless noise. 

Participants also mentioned that even when OCs have relevant information, usually there 

is too much of information shared every day in these OCs, which makes it overwhelming for 
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members to find the exact information that they are looking for. P3 and P4 believed that one 

barrier preventing them from using OCs is the great amount of information available in 

different OCs, which they found overwhelming: 

I think a lot of businesses are connected to so many [OCs], and each of those [OCs] will 

have opportunities for spaces to collaborate in and network in. But we're bombarded with 

too much information, so I think that that's one of the barriers. And just being in an age 

of too much information, it doesn't help there. P3 

Maybe sometimes it's a bit if overwhelm. When you get a large number of people in a 

community or something, and they're constantly posting just the sheer amount of 

information becomes overwhelming. Sometimes you just switch off. I suppose that can 

be a bit of a challenge, or something that maybe prevents me from engaging in some 

[OCs] as much. P4 

According to the participants` explanations, sharing different types of information in 

OCs, particularly unrelated, self-promotion, and spam messages, make it difficult for social 

entrepreneurs to find high quality, appropriate, and useful information within OCs. 

4.4.2 Difficulty in finding OCs 

While some participants explained that lack of visibility of useful information among all the 

information that is shared in OCs as a barrier to participate in OCs, other participants reported 

the existence of too many OCs as the other major barrier to identify and use appropriate OCs. 

To be exact, there are many types of OCs. It is not possible for social entrepreneurs to check 

all these OCs actively due to their busy life. For example, P13 and P24 respectively stated that: 

“I think that there's now a lot of them. You have to manage a lot of different groups. For 

example, I've got two different Slack groups, I've got eight different WhatsApp groups. 

I've got my LinkedIn and my Facebook [groups].” 

“At the moment, you have to be a member of all these groups, sometimes it's hard to 

catch up with things that are happening, sometimes they're [all social entrepreneurs] not 

all on those groups. It doesn't make life any easier, it makes life a bit harder. You can 

also have an overarching group.” 

P23 shared the same challenge and explained that this barrier can ultimately lead to 

leaving the OCs: 

At the moment, I feel overwhelmed with how many groups available. Yeah, I can see 

how people would leave. I'm part of some groups on Facebook and I probably 

meaningfully engage with only like two. 

Participants also explained that there are too many OCs available on different platforms 

such as Facebook, LinkedIn, Slack, Reddit, and etc., therefore, it is difficult for them to find 

the appropriate ones. Also, because some of the participants do not use all the online platforms 
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such as Facebook, LinkedIn, and WhatsApp, they might miss the chance to find and join high 

quality OCs dedicated to SEs. Furthermore, some OCs are created based on geographic locality 

or the SEs mission, or their target beneficiaries. This makes it difficult for social entrepreneurs 

to find the OCs that they are looking for among all the available OCs on different platforms.  

4.4.3 Lack of Confidence 

Some participants reported that their confidence to participate in discussions or provide their 

experiences and ideas in OCs is affected by other members’ unconstructive comments and 

unfair criticism. It was reported by participants that some members in OCs quickly judge 

others` posts and comments, which makes people less confident to actively participate in 

discussions. For example, P20 explained that: 

When you put yourself out there, you expose yourself, your value and that can at times 

be criticized or invalidated in certain ways, and that can become a really despondent 

experience and can be very de-motivating. It can have an impact on your self-esteem. It 

can have impact your confidence. 

P22 similarly stated that “when you're online people, I don't know, people are quick to 

judge”. She believed that this quick judgement might be rooted in the fact that communications 

in real world are different from online interactions, which can lead to misunderstanding and 

quick judgement. However, regardless of the reason for quick judgement, it can negatively 

impact members` confidence and self-esteem. P16 and P19 have also experienced this in OCs 

as they explained that: 

“People can be very rude or judgemental.” P16 

“There's quite a lot of judgment on social media.” P19 

P21 indicated that when people judge each other so quickly in OCs, it can have 

destructive consequences such as “the ability to hate so easily. You couldn't do that in general 

population.” 

This barrier refers to an issue in OCs that in some cases, participants feel that if they 

engage in discussions, other members might judge them or criticise them. This negatively 

affects their confidence and ultimately their willingness to participate in OCs.  

4.4.4 Lack of Time  

The time issue was experienced by most participants as a barrier to actively participating in 

OCs. The main reason for that is the fact that most of participants operate their social 

enterprises alone or with the help of only one person. Also, some of the participants explained 

that they have a full-time job in addition to being a social entrepreneur to be able to fund their 

companies. These factors made participants busy people who cannot allocate enough time for 
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participating in OCs. P1 explained that limited available time is a deciding factor as to whether 

they use OCs:  

And then sometimes it will just be things like "Do I have the time?" "Is this where I really 

wanna focus the limited time that I have at the moment? Are these people and networks 

that I wanna invest time and energy in at the moment? 

P22 added to this by indicating that they need to have a balance between spending time 

on real world and online interactions: 

Well, I think we should be aware that every time that we use [OCs], it's a trade off with 

our real time, means the real world. So, to me it's like, do I prefer to communicate with 

strangers or people I know online, or I'd rather meet the person, catch up for a real coffee 

and speak with one person. The thing, the trade-off is where do we want to put our energy 

and time. Because all the time spent online means it's time not spent offline.  

Other participants similarly indicated that although they are willing to participate more 

in OCs and collaborate with other social entrepreneurs, being an entrepreneur takes a lot of 

time, which is boosted by having social purposes: 

Mostly time. Like I said at the start it's hard enough to run a small business, when you 

put social impact in there too even more is asked of you. A higher standard is set I find 

for social enterprises. Yeah, so time is the main. So, if you had more time, you would be 

able to be a little bit more involved and collaborative in those [OCs]. P2 

It's probably just time is the biggest challenge in terms of being able to interact more with 

some of those OCs. Yeah, there's a quite a number of programs and courses that could 

be quite good, but yeah, time and sometimes money, but for the most part time. P4 

Because of the time scarcity as a start-up founder, I am not as active as I should be in 

some of these groups. P7 

Time, of course you have to do other things as well. So, it is a time-consuming world, 

you could spend a lot of time being in there. I guess that's the biggest constraint really is 

time. Because you have to do a lot of other things and family. And you have to be with 

your real friends, real life. You have to be present, and have meetings, and do your job, 

and whatever. So, time is the biggest constraint, I guess. P17 

Participants explained that they are usually involved in different activities, such as having 

their own full-time jobs while they run their SEs. Also, due to the lack of budget to find human 

resources needed to run their SEs, they have to do most of the activities related to their business 

alone, which means that they have insufficient time to participate in OCs. 

4.5 Abilities 

When participants were asked about the perceived abilities that they think social entrepreneurs 

need to have to be able to use OCs efficiently, they mainly discussed t having emotional 

intelligence, common sense, and practical skills.  
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4.5.1 Emotional intelligence 

Emotional intelligence refers to a type of social intelligence that helps individuals to monitor 

their own and other people`s emotions, to discriminate among them, and manage their 

relationships with others effectively (Salovey & Mayer, 1990). P2 and P23 explained that social 

entrepreneurs who participate in OCs should have emotional intelligence to be able to build 

relationships in the community in addition to their relationships in real world with the focus on 

the fact that participating in OCs requires to give back to the community not just asking for 

support and resources: 

I think you need to have a bit of emotional intelligence. It's one part of building 

relationships and finding opportunities and running a business and participating in the 

sector. It's only one part. And that emotional intelligence thing I started with is that idea 

of give and take. It's not all take, take, take. P2 

I think if you're in a group where, maybe a smaller group where people are engaging 

regularly, there could be a perception about giving and taking. So, helping people. So, I 

think if someone was always asking for stuff and never supporting other people, I think 

that would be a capability that would possibly be perceived as not being a positive 

quality. P23 

P2 continued explaining emotional intelligence by highlighting its importance to enable 

members to understand what type of information is appropriate for the purpose of the 

community: 

That emotional intelligence helps you understand the context and nature of the medium 

that you're in and what information is appropriate and what's not. That's part of my 

frustration with some of the bigger ones. You get all sorts of stuff that's not necessarily 

all that appropriate, self-serving and whatever else. 

P21 reported that having emotional intelligence is essential for social entrepreneurs 

because some of them cannot express their emotions and opinions to other members in OCs: 

I think they'd have a certain understanding of how to work it. I think they need to be able 

to present themselves. You know? They need to be able to present as a person themselves. 

An ability to present I think is a powerful thing on it. 

P23 explained that some members in OCs do not have emotional intelligence, which 

leads to challenges when they try to express their emotions and communicate with members 

through OCs: 

I think another thing is emotional intelligence actually. Yeah. I have observed that there's 

one person in our [online] group and that person is Asperger's and deaf. And I notice the 

way that person communicates in person and online can be perceived by other people as 

abrupt and difficult. I have no problem with that person. Actually, I think out of our 

whole group he writes to me to ask me things and other people have an aversion to him 
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because they have a problem with the way he communicates. But I don't take it… That's 

just how he talks. But I think if you don't know someone and their background, then that 

can be a challenge and he does find that challenging. 

According to the explanations provided by participants, it is essential for social 

entrepreneurs who are willing to participate in OCs to have emotional intelligence, which 

enables them to not only communicate effectively with other members by expressing their 

opinions, but to understand and interpret the shared resources such as information and 

knowledge in OCs.  

4.5.2 Common Sense 

Common sense, as an individual`s ability to judge everyday matters and the capability to 

perceive and understand shared values that are common in a community, was reported as 

another essential ability needed to effectively participate in OCs. Participants explained that 

social entrepreneurs should have the ability to understand if the community that they are 

participating in is actually what they are looking for and whether that community performs in 

a way that it is supposed to, and if the information shared in that community is useful. For 

example, P5 and P9 indicated that: 

As participating members, we need the ability to sort of just use a bit of search and 

common sense. So, by finding the right communities, by finding links to the right 

communities. Also, you need to be a little bit of a pessimist in that you've got to 

understand whether or not a community designed is actually being supported, or if it's 

actually a marketing funnel that someone's created for themselves. P5 

The ability to sift through large amounts of information if they're going to be on lots of 

them, the ability to make a judgment call and go, "Actually, this group is not of value to 

me." Delete, get out. The ability to judge what's relevant and what's not. So, in terms of 

their sharing so that they're not sharing [irrelevant] stuff. P9 

P14 and P15 added to the explanations provided by P5 and P9 by indicating that social 

entrepreneurs should have the ability to understand the features of each online platform, the 

type of audience on each platform, and how to engage in each online community to be able to 

effectively communicate with other like-minded people: 

Different groups are gonna suit different purposes, yeah. And knowing where to go for 

which information. P14 

What's preventing social enterprises doing it is the skills to get onto it and understand 

what each social media platform is, what its audience is and isn't, and how to connect in 

a very succinct and impactful way. I think the most cases that unfamiliarity around what 

it can and cannot do for you. P15 
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While it was explained that social entrepreneurs need to have the emotional intelligence 

ability to understand and interpret the shared resources in OCs and express their feelings in 

OCs, participants reported that it is important for social entrepreneurs to be able to evaluate if 

the OC that they are participating in is the one that is aligned with their purposes and that 

members of these OCs are suitable audience to communicate with. 

4.5.3 Practical Skills 

In terms of practical skills required for participating in OCs, 14 participants mainly reported 

three basic skills - technical skills, problem-solving skills, and content creation skills.  

Technical skills were reported as the fundamental skills that social entrepreneurs need to have 

to be able to use online platforms. P1 and P17 explained that they need to keep themselves 

updated regarding the fast-changing technologies as their daily routine: 

I think, you need to be pretty tech-savvy. And I've kind of made it part of my own 

personal, professional development to make sure that I'm reasonably at, not necessarily 

the leading edge, but certainly towards the front edge of where technology is going and 

progressing.’ P1 

I guess it's also you have to up your skills all the time because the platforms change all 

the time. So, if you have to continuously educate yourself. So, you have to be very much 

aware of that and aware of when the changes happens and what you can do to up your 

skills. P17 

Participants in this study were members of OCs available on different online platforms, 

and therefore, they explained that participating in and contributing to OCs on each platform 

need different types of technological skills. For example, P11 and P20 explained this skill by 

indicating that: 

Obviously, computer technological skill and I think an understanding of how each 

platform works. So, Facebook is different to Instagram, which is different to Twitter, 

which is then different to LinkedIn. So, you have to have an understanding of that 

platform. And know how to actually engage and use that platform. P11 

A level of technology to be able to get online and access. I think it's helpful I guess to 

have a level of understanding of how the platform works, how the posts work, what type 

of images, I know there's a big trend to videos, which I've not really done. P20 

In addition to the essential technical skills, participants reported that an important way of 

learning how to engage in OCs is to try different ways of solving problems by employing trial 

and error method. P10 explains that: 

I think a lot of it is learning naturally. Facebook is quite intuitive, so it's pretty easy to 

learn. It's just being willing to get out there and make mistakes and learn, I think. I don't 

think you need anything particular. I think it's more about technology and the willingness 

to, I suppose, have a go with the technology and see what you can do. 
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Similarly, P7 explained that when social entrepreneurs want to participate in OCs to 

communicate with other members in the best and effective way, they need to test different 

approaches: 

But really the biggest skill is to understand that your idea, or the way that you think you 

should approach [OCs], is not necessarily the best way. So, you should try that, and then 

come up with another three, four different ways, and test them. Because there is no way 

of knowing. And also, trends change, people change, social networks change. So, if 

you're stuck on one method that worked once, it can very quickly be out ruled by 

algorithms and no longer work. I think okay, biggest skill is A/T test.  

Other participants explained that social entrepreneurs need to have the ability to produce 

high quality and engaging content for members in OCs or the skill to tailor contents for different 

types of audience. For example, P20 indicated that content creation is an essential skill for the 

social entrepreneur to communicate their message on OCs: 

I think it's that sort of, probably the content creation, whether it's a post or an article or 

what you have, I think the ability to be able to write and craft and content that's engaging. 

Not saying that I'm an expert or anything like that but continuing to iterate and improve 

on what it is that you're doing. I think also being succinct, being able to be succinct in 

your communications. 

However, P3 believed that in today`s world, communicating with other members on OCs 

is not just about using words, but they need to have the basic ability to add graphics to their 

words to make their posts more engaging: 

Having some good basics in place would be great, things like knowledge of how to do 

graphic design or at least how to use Canva, or things like that can be really handy 

because it's like the digital space people communicate not just with words, not just with 

emojis, but pictures, images.  

This idea was also reported by P8 who believed that social entrepreneurs need to have 

the ability to work with a range of different software to produce creative content for OCs:  

I think the other things you've got to have are the ability to tailor content to the audience. 

I think you've got to be creative with your content. You need to have a good IT setup.  

And they are apps from Canva, Pinterest, PowerPoint dare I say, even Adobe PDF and 

Adobe Cloud and those sorts of programs. You kind of need to be across your graphic 

design definitely is a skill I would say. 

In this regard, P12 explained that the other important content creation skill is ‘Good 

storytelling, [which] helps us to communicate our messages honesty’. Although the importance 

of emotional intelligence and common sense was discussed in previous sections, it is notable 

that without having essential practical and technical skills, social entrepreneurs will not be able 

to use OCs features and communicate with other members in OCs.  
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4.6 Online Value Co-creation Activities 

Participants in this research were asked to explain what activities they perform when they 

participate in and contribute to OCs. The results of the analysis of interviews showed that 

participants mainly performed resource integration, emotional support, practical support, and 

informational support in OCs. 

4.6.1 Resource Integration 

The analysis of interviews evidenced that the resource integration process in OCs dedicated to 

SEs happens through a series of activities including sharing and/or exchanging resources, 

asking/answering questions, contributing to daily hashtags, and commenting on posts with the 

aims of creating new resources for other social entrepreneurs in the OCs and/or modifying (or 

enhancing) available resources. In this section, the findings on how social entrepreneurs create 

new resources or modify available resources in OCs will be explained. 

According to participants, information and knowledge were the main resources that are 

shared in these OCs. These information and knowledge can be related to different topics such 

as their social enterprise purpose, their achievements, their experiences, news in the sector, 

stories, available grants, and funding opportunities. For example, P3 reported that: 

The type of stuff I end up sharing are just like helpful gestures of knowledge, like I'm 

pretty proactive about suicide prevention. One of our programs is Mental Health in the 

Workplace, so I'm very familiar with work health and safety policies that may affect any 

business. So, sharing knowledge and adding value to other people's businesses.  

P22 explained how they share information related to their social enterprise to let other 

members in OCs know about their business, events, and activities: 

Information that we share are just like articles or stuff to read. We post sometimes 

pictures of that right moment that we are in there and I think people like to see what's 

happening right there in that moment. Sometimes we just share information about our 

vision for society and what society should look like for us and how we are working, doing 

our small, tiny part towards that vision. 

Other participants indicated that they usually share news related to the sector to inform 

other members about new policies, grants, opportunities, and so on. For example, P24 

explained that ‘We might share, if there's a new policy that's coming, like the social enterprise 

policy, we might share that.’ Some participants provided some examples for the news that they 

share with other members in OCs: 

Things we share might be about grants or if it's about research or if it's about new policies. 

P23 
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The other thing is sharing news, just general news, what's happening in social enterprise, if there's 
been any legal changes, financial changes, if there's been, I don't know, breakthroughs or 

something like that, so a big part of it is just news sharing. P13 

‘I'm subscribed on a particular newsletter, I might share content that they have provided 

to me, but I don't position myself. P20 

‘I mean, [news] that is interesting to the sector, like, “Hey, this country has just set up a 

new legal structure or set up new tax laws”.’ P9 

Participants also explained that they use OCs to share stories about successful national 

or international social enterprises to help new social entrepreneurs learn about successful social 

entrepreneurs` journeys: 

I mean, stories that are interesting to the sector, like, "Here's a great example of a social 

enterprise," particularly overseas ones where it's like, "Oh, we don't have this in 

Australia. Has anyone checked out this model or this way of doing thing? P9 

We can get some interesting [stories] from different thought leaders in different areas. 

Or some stories about my own business occasionally P10 

We might share the story of another social enterprise, what they do, what they're doing, 

who they are. We share a big corporate that might be doing something right or might've 

been a story about someone that's achieved something that could be part of a network 

and we share those stories as well. It's mainly story sharing, that's what we use it for. P24 

Similarly, P1 expressed that “We share a lot of case studies and resources online, we try 

and be relentlessly positive.” The stories of other social enterprises are sometimes shared in 

OCs as specific case studies or best practices to help younger social entrepreneurs learn from 

experienced social entrepreneurs` experiences, successes or failures, as explained by P1: 

Sometimes it's very specific around specific case studies that we develop and share, or 

just learning what worked, what hasn't worked. There's a few people in my network, and 

other social entrepreneurs at the moment, that have been founders of other organisations 

that are back in start-up land again, and so just talking about what they're doing 

differently this time versus last time and how they can do that better, and some are 

venturing into the venture capital space and just talking about some of the learnings and 

challenges around that.  

Using hashtags is one of the main ways of integrating resources in OCs by social 

entrepreneurs to create new resources. By doing so, participants start discussions and continue 

by providing their opinion around a specific topic to co-create new knowledge together, as P8 

explained:  

What we do, and really the way that most groups I network in on Facebook, is they have 

got daily hashtags for posting content. So, sharing knowledge and content by using these 
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hashtags and that's very much business-based content. So, I would post in those groups 

on a relevant day under the right hashtag. 

Using hashtags in these groups not only enables participants to produce new resources 

for all members by contributing to the relevant hashtags based on their knowledge and 

expertise, but it also allows the members to easily access these co-created resources by 

searching hashtags in OCs. 

The other way that participants explained they integrate resources is by initiating a new 

discussion and extracting members` knowledge to create valuable resources for all members. 

For example, P9 reported that: 

I think it's about that knowledge sharing. So, it's tapping into the knowledge and insights of other 

people so that you don't have to do the hard yards yourself. For example, I could Google, "What's 

the best definition of a social enterprise?" and I could be reading for days. I could ask the 
community of social entrepreneurs, "What is the best definition of a social enterprise?" and 

there'll be a discussion that's generated, and I can probably glean the answer that most suits me 

from those responses. So, I think it's about getting knowledge out of people's heads that is 

potentially locally relevant as opposed to the internet being everywhere and everything. So, 
you're not having to sift through crap that is not relevant. 

P16 stated that social entrepreneurs also share learning resources in OCs “which is 

providing skills that are new, financial skills, budgeting skills, marketing skills, human 

resources, cashflow, all that kind of stuff, and that happens online.”  

P4 and P24 reported that the links to the upcoming events and conferences related to social 

enterprises are the other important resources that are shared by social entrepreneurs in OCs to 

inform members: 

Events that might be happening, conferences P4 

We might share another event for someone else who's running, sometimes they share 

with us that we share it on [OCs]. P24  

In terms of the shared events and campaigns related to social enterprises in OCs, P1 

explained that they use OCs as a collaboration tool to coordinate their events and promote each 

other`s brands: 

We kind of use it as a collaboration tool, so putting people in contact with each other. 

Sometimes it's collective events so we do events with our partners and promote that out 

to our network. Sometimes it's just, depending on if there's a like-minded campaign or 

something that one of our partners are involved in, then we'll actively get behind that and 

promote that to our members and supporters.  

P4 and P18 also explained that social entrepreneurs happily share funding opportunities 

with their peers on OCs, although it might increase competition for the grants: 
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It'd be really easy I think for the community to see a great funding opportunity and not 

share it around because the more people in a group, the harder it will be to get it. We find 

that everyone's happy to share it around and give everyone an opportunity to go for it, 

even though it means you're essentially competing for that funding. P4 

Sometimes people post up the current grants and programs that are coming up for offer. P18 

However, P9 believed that although social entrepreneurs share only the funding 

opportunities in OCs that they are not going to apply for, it is still a valuable resource that is 

shared in the community: 

‘Opportunities to get involved, grants, sharing of grants. It's a tricky one because by 

sharing a grant that you want to apply for, you're potentially adding to the pool of 

applicants. So, you're more likely to share grant that you're not applying for.’ 

In some cases, participants asked other social entrepreneurs to share their resources to 

create new resources for their social enterprise. For example, P11 shared her experience of how 

other social entrepreneurs in OCs provided her with their resources related to her social 

enterprise work: 

There was a case where I wanted to make an audio. I've got no idea to how to do that. So, people 

came back and said, I'll be your voiceover, I'll provide the studio. 

As shown in this participant`s experience, other social entrepreneurs offered their 

tangible resources (such as their studio or voice) to co-create new resources for this participant.  

However, resource integration in OCs dedicated to SEs is not just about creating new 

resources, but sometimes social entrepreneurs integrate their resources by modifying (or 

enhancing) potential resources over time. For example, P11 also explained how her own 

operant resources were enhanced by learning from other social entrepreneurs when she 

participated in OCs: 

Probably a very good example was when I first thought of [her product], I had no background 

as [her career]. So, I would use my online Facebook page to ask the question. So, you'd be like, 

hey, what … do I use? I've got no idea. So, then people would actually come back to me and 

give me suggestions and ideas and things. 

In this section, participants reported how they usually share operant resources such as 

information, knowledge, best practices, case studies, funding opportunities, learning materials, 

news and events related to the social enterprise sector, advice, recommendations, and referrals. 

As evidenced by participants, resource integration in OCs dedicated to SEs occurs through both 

creating new resources for all parties involved and modifying potential resources over time. 
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4.6.2 Emotional Support 

Participants in this research evidenced that one form of support that they have received from 

or provided to other members in OCs is emotional. P2 emphasised the importance of receiving 

emotional support, for social entrepreneurs to deal with mental health and isolation issues:  

I don't know what the research says about OCs for mental health more broadly. But access 

to a supportive network, through OCs for social entrepreneurs would be really important 

because it's a really isolating thing to do often. 

In this regard, P23 and P4 explained that they find OCs dedicated to social enterprise a 

safe place where they can freely share their emotional problems with people who share the 

same problems and understand their situation and support each other, especially in women`s 

groups where they have more privacy to express their feelings: 

Some of them are also emotional support. That's in a lot of women's groups which is 

great. It's great that people feel safe to share that and they are always supported which is 

really cool because I think sometimes it can be very isolating and your friends who have 

“normal jobs” don't really get it. P23 

When I say getting support, I suppose it means probably emotional support, people who 

understand what you're going through. P4 

Sometimes emotional support in OCs occurs in the form of encouraging others for what 

they do, as stated by P8: “I'll actually comment and say, ‘You know, what you're doing is 

great.’ And it gives them the boost”. This participant also explained how other members in 

OCs encouraged her when she started her careers as a social entrepreneur: “From day one I got 

very, very strong positive support and encouragement in the online community from people 

throughout the world for the way that I …”. 

Exchanging emotional support in OCs dedicated to SEs is a critical value co-creation 

activity because as explained by participants in this research, many social entrepreneurs feel 

isolated in their journey and need other like-minded people`s encouragement to be able to 

continue their social entrepreneurship journey.  

4.6.3 Informational Support 

Participants reported informational support, by which members help each other through 

providing their experience and knowledge. Some participants reported that OCs have provided 

them with this opportunity, which was not possible before, particularly for isolated social 

enterprises. P4 highlighted this by explaining that “We can share skills, and share some tips, 

and experiences, and opportunities. We weren't able to do it before.”. The main benefit of 

informational support in OCs is that social entrepreneurs can use other members` experience 

regarding their problems for free instead of trying some solutions on their own, which might 



86 
 

cost them time and money. Participants specifically explained that they can receive quick and 

effective solutions for their problems from OCs and receive recommendations when they 

struggle with choosing a product or service. For example, P7, P3, and P14 stated that:  

‘I would suggest for anybody who is interested in this to get into the [online] 

communities, because those are the communities where you can learn about all of this, 

and learn about business, and learn about really the cutting edge for free. Because many 

of these communities you just go, and you participate.’ P7 

‘You can share with a business online community, and it makes you aware of how others 

may have also experienced that pain. They might have some tips as to how to actually 

complete the task, if you've never had experience with it. So, you can actually, as a 

community, share some of those experiences. Like some of those experiences that can 

actually benefit you, rather than getting stuck there and having to try and figure it all out 

yourself, there's an opportunity to get support and a quick fix solution that you may not 

have even thought of before.’ P3 

‘I usually receive recommendations on products or services to use for my business based 

on people's experience. So, people could say, "I've used that and that was good," or, "I've 

used that and it was terrible, don't use it." So, it's sort of vetted recommendations based 

on people's personal experiences.’ P14 

P11 also expressed that she finds the advice that other members provide to her in OCs 

very helpful and practical: 

It depends on what I'm looking for at the time. So, if I'm looking for advice on [her 

product`s name], people actually comment with advice. And the comments in that 

respect are very valuable for me. 

P9, as an experienced social entrepreneur in Australia, explained that many social 

entrepreneurs in OCs need informational support to know how and where they can establish or 

run their social enterprises:  

I think I know quite a lot now about the social enterprise landscape. So, when someone 

doesn't know where to start or has an idea and doesn't know what to do with it, I know 

quite a lot now so I'm happy to help.  

P17 shared the same point and expressed other social entrepreneurs` experiences and 

opinions can help members to make important decisions related to their social enterprises in a 

mutual way: 

Hopefully, some of my experiences, or my opinions can ring true with somebody, or get them 

to either believe in something. Or if they are in a place where they don't know, should I do this, 

or should I do that, or should I go for it and whatever. Maybe my opinion could help them to 

make that decision. I help with advice because I have some experience that they don't have yet. 

I mean there's no need to reinvent the wheel every day. 
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Information support was mentioned by participants as an important type of support that 

is exchanged in OCs by social entrepreneurs. This type of support is crucial for social 

entrepreneurs because most of the time, they do not have enough resources for trial and error 

or do not have access to the most updated information related to the SE sector. OCs are 

considered as a powerful tool for social entrepreneurs to access various information in a fast 

and cost-effective way.  

4.6.4 Practical Support 

Participants in this research reported that one of the main forms of support in OCs is to 

practically help each other in different ways. For example, P4 explained how she helps other 

social entrepreneurs in their businesses: 

I'm consulting with social entrepreneurs now to help them learn from my mistakes, and 

to co-design businesses or social enterprises that will be more sustainable. 

P24 stated that they usually promote other social enterprises when “they might have a 

sale and if it's an ethical enterprise then as a support we'll do that as well.” In this regard, P13 

explained that members in OCs provide practical support for young social entrepreneurs to 

promote themselves: “We publish and promote some of the successes of our young people. We 

use these communities to be able to amplify the voice of young people.”  

Analysis of the interviews demonstrated that one of the main ways that social 

entrepreneurs provide practical support to other members is by exchanging their skills with 

other members, which is specifically useful for small social enterprises that primarily face the 

lack of skilled workforce as a business challenge in their enterprise. P4 reported that: 

Trading skills, so it might be that another person in the community is able to offer you 

something that you don't have, or you can offer them something that they don't have. It 

might not be a financial payment, but it might be a trade of skills.  

The other practical support that social entrepreneurs receive in OCs is the response to 

calls for actions by other social entrepreneurs as explained by P1: 

When we put out a call to action or a request or whether that's around dollars or something 

else, we get a really good response. It can be about trying to mobilise and galvanise 

people around a specific issue and get their support around that. We find that the level of 

engagement with that kind of drops off as well. 

Furthermore, one participant reported that she participates in OCs to help other social 

entrepreneurs by promoting their products or services:  

I put a call out to try to increase their communities. They didn't have that many followers 

as well to get the benefit for that. But I've also organized to have a telephone conversation 
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with somebody to talk about my experiences as learning to be a …, which we organized 

through online community. She reached out to me through online community. P11 

Participants in this research reported that they usually run their SEs with a limited number 

of staff, which means that there is an insufficient level of skills in SEs. OCs were considered 

by participants as a tool to receive practical support, where they can promote each other or 

share their skills to improve their SEs performance.  

4.7 Positive Outcomes 

The MOA model focuses on antecedents of a behaviour and the outcomes as the result of 

performing that behaviour. In this research, the behaviour under study is value co-creation 

activities through OCs by social entrepreneurs that lead to positive outcomes for social 

entrepreneurs involved. The analysis of interviews indicates that participants in this research 

perceived three types of outcomes from their participation and engagement in OCs -social 

capital, brand awareness, and access to resources. This section presents the outcomes for 

social entrepreneurs as the result of participating in OCs. 

4.7.1 Social Capital 

Participants consistently evidenced that OCs helped them to build new relationships with other 

social entrepreneurs across Australia and overseas. P15 highlighted how OCs have changed the 

way social entrepreneurs connect to each other regardless of their geographic locations: 

You're finding these collaborators, you're performing a social enterprise networks, and these are 

your, like in Logan and Ipswich and Rockhampton and Gladstone, and these kinds of places 

that aren't ... Queensland for example, and obviously in Melbourne and Victoria, there's a lot of 

these things happening as well in South Australia, Perth, Western Australia, we're beginning to 
see the emergence of these connected groups across geography now, which didn't happen in the 

past. 

P4 explained how OCs enabled her to connect with different social entrepreneurs across 

Australia: 

I've been able to connect with people all across Australia who work in this space because of OCs. 

I think without that it would have been a very long journey, and a lot harder than it was without 

having the ability to reach out to other people who were doing something similar, but not 
necessarily in the same state. So, OCs, I think, has been a really critical part of our journey, and 

we'll continue to bear those out. 

P6 reported her experience of using OCs to connect with social entrepreneurs overseas:  

Obviously internationally, being able to connect with someone that lives next door with the same 

ease as I could connect with somebody that lives in Colombia. It's just amazing. Just what made 

our world so much smaller. 
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Building relationships with new social entrepreneurs across same cities and states, or 

across Australia enabled participants to stay informed about what happens in the sector, as 

reported by P3:  

Because the social enterprise sector is quite small in South Australia, it's being able to reach out 

to people who aren't physically located in the area and being able to stay on top of what's 

happening across the state, and all across the country, and internationally. 

P7 explained that participating in OCs enabled social entrepreneurs to connect with new 

businesses or they were introduced to other social entrepreneurs to work together on a project: 

I see that whenever I have had time and engaged, [I] can get connected to other people, or people 

come to you with ideas for connecting to other businesses or other platforms. So, I have had 

suggestions or people would send other people your way, especially in our case when somebody 

is, they know that it's interesting to that person and they'll tell them. That kind of stuff does come 

out of [online] groups. 

While many of participants evidenced that participation in OCs enabled them to build 

new relationships with other social entrepreneurs across Australia and overseas, some 

participants reported that using OCs helped them to maintain existing relationships with other 

social entrepreneurs. For example, P17 and P23 reported that: 

It is to continue to be active and connected to those people afterwards, see them in real life. It's 
to stay connected with people who don't necessarily live in the same area as me and share relevant 

information. P17 

I think it's always best particularly to commence a relationship with someone and to just allow to 

learn about the nuances of who that person is. And then to continue that relationship online. P23 

P1 and P13 explained that neither OCs nor face-to-face interactions are not practical and 

useful on their own, but they are complementary parts of connections and interactions among 

social entrepreneurs: 

‘I still believe a lot in obviously, face-to-face time with people. I think online is supplementary 

to going and seeing people and having discussions. I think it's very complimentary, but nothing 

just works in a vacuum like just in an online environment without anyone having ever been to 

programs or events or have a meeting with you.’ P13 

‘And while face-to-face is still always the ideal, we just gathered together in Adelaide 

yesterday with 40 of our members and councils that we work with in South Australia, it's 

not always practical. So, we really use OCs to keep regular contact.’ P1 

One of the most valuable outcomes for social entrepreneurs as the result of participating 

in OCs is to expand their network across Australia and even overseas by building relationships 

with other social entrepreneurs in their sector or across sectors. Also, OCs helped participants 
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to maintain their connections with social entrepreneurs whom they met in an event outside 

OCs. 

4.7.2 Brand Awareness 

The majority of participants in this research were co/founders or directors of small and young 

social enterprises across Australia with a limited marketing budget. OCs were considered by 

participants as a very efficient and cost-effective tool for small SEs to promote their service, 

grow awareness, and let others know about the enterprise’s activities and offerings. For 

example, P3 explained that “OCs allowed us to promote [our] business and continue pushing 

out both our brand.” Similarly, P1 reported that OCs helped them let other members know 

about their activities, which ultimately led to brand awareness for their social enterprise: 

I mean the positive outcome we receive is pretty much instant feedback, on what it is that 

we're doing, whether people agree with it, disagree with it, like it or not. And so, it builds 

awareness pretty quickly. Also helps us too on a promotion level. 

P19, whose social enterprise operates in Queensland, indicated that because there are few 

events in the social enterprise sector in Queensland, OCs are great tools to increase awareness 

of social enterprises in this state: 

The whole OCs are good, especially to create awareness. I do think the positioning here in 

Queensland, there's much less events and opportunities than say the rest of Australia, Melbourne, 

Sydney especially. 

P23 provided an example of how OCs increased brand awareness for her social enterprise 

and the events related to their social enterprise activities: 

And within [online] groups that I'm already a part of, sometimes it's about awareness of things 

that you're doing. So, I was running [a specific event]. So, I was telling my [name of online 

community] about that and a few of them came, so that was cool. Just letting them know what 

you're up to.  

P3 also explained the benefits of OCs as a free marketing channel for their social 

enterprise: 

People finding out about what we do, and new clients, new donors, and stuff like that. 

It's a space that's live and active, that like-minded people are hanging out in, that you can 

do cross-promotion with... It's [online is] really strong for marketing, so guest posts and 

authentic marketing videos. So, it's a way to grow your brand in that organic way, and 

network with other like-minded people.  

Many SEs are small and have a limited budget for marketing and increasing their brand 

awareness. Participants in this research explained that they use OCs as a free tool to promote 
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their SEs services or products. This outcome is mainly useful to SEs located in regional areas 

who have limited access to SE hubs in capital cities.  

4.7.3 Access to Resources 

Financial issues were typically the first challenge that these participants discussed. Insufficient 

finance and cash flow problems influenced all stages of their business development. It is mainly 

because some social enterprises offer their services and/or products to their beneficiaries for 

free. Moreover, there are very few government or philanthropic grants available in Australia, 

so getting a grant is a highly competitive process. In addition to the lack of financial resources 

for social enterprises, they also reported that they face challenges to acquire more physical 

space to expand their business and access human resources. Participants in this research 

explained that OCs enabled them to identify and access different types of resources. For 

example, P2 reported that by using OCs they are “Being able to quickly identify the funding 

opportunities that are out at the moment.” 

P1 believed that participation in OCs is not all about finding and accessing financial 

resources, but interactions with other social entrepreneurs and building networks can ultimately 

lead to financial opportunities for social enterprise directly or indirectly: 

I guess value for me is anything that brings benefit on a range of levels. So value doesn't 

necessarily have to be financial. We're doing all of the value that we're bringing to the 

people that we're engaging with. Then ultimately, that can translate to financial benefit 

when it comes to other growing client opportunities or crowd funding opportunities or 

other partner and investment opportunities, as well. 

In line with what P1 expressed regarding the potential of OCs for fundraising, many 

participants explained that OCs have enabled them to receive financial resources for their social 

enterprise through fundraising:  

We are fundraising, or we are crowd funding. P12 

A lot of the time it's fundraising. P14 

Obviously around crowd funding, that kind of thing. So, trying to actually drive income. P15 

An opportunity to raise some funds. There is a fundraiser option on there. P21 

Participants also evidenced that OCs enabled them to find and recruit staff and volunteers 

needed for their social enterprises` operations as reported by P12, P13, and P14: 

Sometimes [online community] is a way to find volunteers or staff. P12  

And then also opportunities for people to get involved. So, we utilize a lot of volunteer mentors, 

a lot of volunteers. P13 
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I've recruited my staff through Facebook, so that's a big use of an online community. P14 

The final perceived outcome from participants` perspective is access to resources. 

Participants evidenced that OCs helped them to access to various resources such as funding 

opportunities, staff, and volunteers.  

4.8 Moderators 

When participants in this research were asked to explain what factors affect their participation 

in OCs, they reported that trust and moderation tactics influence their willingness to participate 

in and engage with OCs.  

4.8.1 Trust 

From participants` perspectives, they need to trust other members in OCs when they want to 

participate in OCs. Participants explained that they expect honesty and transparency when 

members of OCs communicate with each other. For example, participants evidenced that: 

And at the end we need honest conversation about the challenges that we have and how 

we address the challenges. P12 

I think honesty, full transparency.” P19 

I'd also say open communication so that you're honest and you're transparent and even if 

things change then you just tell people things have changed. P20 

Participants also indicated that they need to trust other members of OCs to ensure that if 

they share their experiences, opinions, and ideas, other members respect them politely and 

understand that people are different: 

The value of understanding religious backgrounds as well or non-religious backgrounds, 

and the connectivity can still be maintained with a shared value. So, it's the value of 

respect. P21 

While some participants reported that trust in members affects their participation in OCs, 

other participants highlighted the influence of trust in OCs on their participation. It was 

reported by participants that they need to ensure that the information that is shared in OCs has 

credibility as explained by P2: 

I wouldn't necessarily take any online community's word for anything, really. It needs 

credibility like any information, especially, you would know that better than most in 

academia. 

P5 reported that he is more likely participates in OCs, in which there are not fake users 

or hidden agendas as these factors negatively affect his participation in OCs:  

OCs [are] no longer the same as what it used to be 5, 10 years ago when it really was one 

community, and it brings everyone together, and this is what you're doing. Right now, 
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you've got a lot of fake users there, you've got a lot of hidden agendas. And people don't 

understand what's the motivation that someone's creating a group forum, a business, and 

to some extent social enterprises as well. So, I've seen people who've created businesses 

and called it a social enterprise, but the main goal is far from the public good. 

As is evidenced in this participant`s explanation, in some cases, people create OCs to 

promote themselves or for other purposes rather than providing a space for the benefit of social 

entrepreneurs. P19 highlighted the fact that OCs should provide a private and secure place for 

social entrepreneurs to be able to freely express their challenges without the fear of being 

judged by other members: 

I think honesty private place, non-judgmental, and open community is the idealistic 

place. A place that creates good conversation, by positive connections, I guess. 

As explained by participants, trust affects their willingness to participate in OCs. Trust 

from the social entrepreneurs` perspective has two main dimensions - trust in members to 

ensure that they are transparent, polite, and non-judgmental in their interactions and trust in 

OCs to ensure that the OC is a safe place to communicate with other social entrepreneurs.  

4.8.2 Moderation Tactics 

Participants reported that continuous moderation of OCs affects participation of social 

entrepreneurs significantly. Some reported that they act as the administrator for some of the 

OCs to contribute to those groups in this way. For example, P10 explained that to ensure that 

the posts that are shared in OCs have credibility and are in line with the OCs` rules and 

purposes, administrators need to review the posts before they get published for all members: 

Well, a lot of admins now are reviewing posts before they go up. I suppose that's one way, but 

then you don't get the real time communication with others and it's a bit of a pain and it's a lot of 

work on the admins obviously.  

As it is evidenced in this explanation, although reviewing posts by administrators is an 

important moderation, it takes a lot of administrators ` times, and limits the time for them to 

participate in discussions and contribute to the OCs. As a result, P10 also explained that there 

should be group effect by members in OCs to help the administrators with their responsibilities: 

You have like a group effect too, where people can say, "Hey, that's not on." And I've seen that 

a few times as well. So, the group would come to the aid of the admins. That works quite a bit.  

In order to moderate OCs effectively, P23 reported that in big OCs, there should be 

structure for the OCs to guide members what they can publish on a specific day to avoid posting 

too much content about a diverse range of topics: 

Well, some of them have done it really well to the point where there's 20,000, 30,000 people on 
there who are meaningfully engaging and they have a structure where it's like Monday, share 
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what you do. Tuesday, whatever. There's a structure. And I think that's really great because it 
means you can be like, “Oh, it's market day Wednesday or whatever or it's freebie Friday. And I 

think that's a really good strategy. 

P7, who was the administrator of an online community too, explained that when members 

do not follow the guidelines defined for OCs, it is the administrators` responsibility to engage 

with those users and remind them about the defined guidelines for that online community: 

 

[I] just try to mitigate. Still, you got to stand your ground. You can't just bend for everybody's 

will. You've got to communicate to them that, "Hey, these are the things that we do." We have 

terms and conditions that when they register, they have to tick. 

In line with what P7 expressed, P8 (who was the administrator of three OCs) also 

explained that administrator need to react to the negative behaviours in OCs such as sexual 

comments on women`s posts or spamming. However, she believed that more serious and strict 

reactions should be employed by administrator in these situations to avoid these posts in future: 

Anything that's really sexually explicit. There's a lot of spam. I'll delete those posts and block 

those users straight away. Delete, block, and I take it out of the feed, I actually remove that 

content. 

P16, who was the administrator for an online community, shares the same opinion that 

P8 provided about removing people with inappropriate behaviour from OCs; however, she 

reported that she usually tries to monitor members and remind them about the rules via private 

message first, but if that does not work, she would remove them from the group: 

To monitor anyone who uses, just to really be on top of it, sort of monitor anyone using abusive 

language or things very self-promotional. To send them a private message and let them know that 

that's wrong or just to remove them from the group straight away. Yes but I didn't set them up 

[rules]. I just follow the ones that are already in place, so no self-promotional posts, no swearing, 

no being rude.  

P10 also explained that in the OCs that she participated in, administrators defined codes 

of conduct, and members who did not comply with those codes were removed from that online 

community: 

There's codes of conduct in a lot of the groups, so people are removed pretty quickly if anything 

goes wrong. Because they've obviously broken the code of conduct. 

In this section, participants reported that different moderation tactics in OCs directly 

influence their willingness to participate in OCs; these tactics include introducing some rules 

and guidelines for members to inform them what activities can or cannot be done in OCs. Also, 

some moderation tactics by administrators are essential for managing OCs including reviewing 

posts before publishing, deleting spams or unethical posts, and removing members with 
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inappropriate behaviours. Furthermore, some participants explained that social entrepreneurs 

as the members of these OCs need to assist administrators in moderating OCs by reporting 

behaviours that are against the defined rules and guidelines for OCs.  

4.9 Discussion and the Refined Conceptual Framework 

In chapter 2 (section 2.4), an initial conceptual framework was presented based on a review of 

the literature and the MOA model. This chapter has provided the findings of the interviews, 

that enabled the researcher to refine and extend the initial conceptual framework. Table 4 shows 

the difference between the findings from the existing literature and the findings from 

interviews. In this section, the findings of the interviews will be discussed to demonstrate the 

differences and similarities between the findings from the interviews and literature, and then 

the refined and extended conceptual framework will be presented.  

  

Table 5 Comparison of the findings from the literature and the findings from interviews 
Constructs Findings from Literature Findings from 

Interviews 

Motivations Enjoyment in helping others (Chang et al., 2020; Teo 

et al., 1999) 

Feeling of accomplishment and Prestige (Meuter et 

al., 2005) 

Reciprocal benefits (Chan & Li, 2010) 

Pleasant sensation (Chang et al., 2020) 

Building reputation (Chang et al., 2020) 

Relationship building and learning from business 

development tools (Granados & Rivera, 2018) 

Concern for others 

 

Self-interest Stimulus 

 

Mutual benefits 

Barriers Lack of transparency in OC (Frau et al., 2018) 

Sharing false information by members (Frau et al., 

2018) 

Performing illegal actions (Frau et al., 2018) 

Insufficient level of trust (Järvi et al., 2018) 

Unwillingness of actors to share resources (Järvi et 

al., 2018) 

Absence of information (Järvi et al., 2018) 

Absence of clear expectation among actors (Järvi et 

al., 2018) 

Fear of misleading others (Philpott & Pike, 2013) 

Insufficient level of clarity (Philpott & Pike, 2013) 

Insufficient level of expectations (Philpott & Pike, 

Visibility of information  

 

Difficulty to find OCs 

 

Lack of Confidence 
 

Lack of Time 
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2013) 

Cultural differences (Philpott & Pike, 2013) 

Content ease of access and content quality (Granados 

& Rivera, 2018) 

Abilities Technical Knowledge (Strader & Hendrickson, 

1999; Wang et al., 2012) 

Decision Making Confidence (Strader & 

Hendrickson, 1999; Wang et al., 2012) 

Computer and internet self-efficacy (Strader & 
Hendrickson, 1999; Wang et al., 2012) 

Interpretation of information (Putrevu & Lord, 2003) 

Navigation skills in OCs (Bigné et al., 2015) 

Emotional Intelligence 

 

Common Sense 

 

Practical Skills 

Value Co-creation 

activities 

Knowledge, information, and skills sharing (Charband 

& Navimipour, 2016; Hall et al., 2010) 

Social Support (Wang et al., 2017; Yoo et al., 2014) 

Companionship (Akman et al., 2018; Dholakia et al., 

2009) 

Helping others, Rapport Building, Providing Feedback, 

and Asking and Answering questions (Akman et al., 

2018) 

Co-learning and Cooperating  (Zhao et al., 2015) 

 

Resource Integration 

Emotional Support 

Informational Support 

Practical Support 

Positive Outcomes Innovation (Füller et al., 2007) 

Socialising with others (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 

2002; Lai & Chen, 2014; Yan et al., 2016) 

Improvement of Self-image (Mohd-Any et al., 

2015) 

Improvement of reputation (Mohd-Any et al., 

2015) 

Self-expressiveness (Martins, 2014) 

Creation of relationships and collaborative networks 

(Abedin & Chew, 2016; Huck, 2016) 

Access to financial and functional resources (Akman 

et al., 2018) 

Promotion/marketing and feeling of included 

(Granados & Rivera, 2018) 

 

Social Capital 

 

Access to Resources 

 

Brand Awareness 

 

Motivations: Analysis of the interviews demonstrated that social entrepreneurs` 

motivations to participate in OCs include concerns for others, self-interest stimulus, and mutual 

benefits indicating that they did not participate only for their benefits, but also to give back to 

the community and generate mutual benefits for all parties involved. As stated in Table 4, 
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previous studies have argued that individuals participate in OCs because they enjoy helping 

others, but the findings of this research shows that social entrepreneurs help others because 

they are concerned about their peers and other social entrepreneurs and want to give back to 

the community not just because they enjoy helping other social entrepreneurs, but to help other 

social entrepreneurs continue their journey and deal with their problems. Also, participants in 

this research did not report that they use OCs for the pleasant sensation of building reputation 

but evidenced that they participate in OCs as these communities enable them to access different 

resources, address some of their business challenges, and improve the performance of their 

SEs. This shows that they participate in OCs mainly to benefit their organisations not 

themselves. Moreover, the findings of this research support previous studies (Chan & Li, 2010; 

Pai & Tsai, 2016) by showing that social entrepreneurs participate in OCs because they find 

OCs as a powerful mean to create mutual benefit for all parties involved. The new finding is 

that while previous studies (Granados & Rivera, 2018) indicate that mutual benefits for SEs 

include making partnerships and avoiding duplication of effort, the findings of this research 

show that mutual benefits also mean collaboration over competition, exchange of services, and 

cross-promotion.  

Barriers: Participants explained the barriers that inhibit them from participating in OCs 

are lack of visibility of information in OCs, difficulty to find appropriate OCs among many 

available OCs, and lack of time. Although previous research has identified various barriers that 

negatively affect individuals` participation in OCs (see Table 4), this research demonstrated 

that because there are many OCs available on different online platforms based on locality and 

SEs` missions, it is difficult for social entrepreneurs to find and access appropriate and useful 

OCs to use for their purposes. Also, in OCs dedicated to SEs, members sometimes share and 

post irrelevant, unethical, and spam messages, which makes it difficult for social entrepreneurs 

to find useful and important information in OCs. Furthermore, this research supports the 

findings of previous research arguing that individuals` confidence to participate in and 

contribute to OCs can be negatively influenced by other members` mis judgement and being 

quick to criticise (Järvi et al., 2018). 

Abilities: Participants also reported that social entrepreneurs need to have emotional 

intelligence, common sense, and practical skills to be able to effectively use OCs and 

communicate with other members in these communities. In terms of necessary abilities for 

individuals to participate in OCs, previous studies have mainly focused on technical skills as 

necessary to engage in OCs (Putrevu & Lord, 2003; Strader & Hendrickson, 1999; Wang et 

al., 2012). These findings in the previous literature were supported by the findings of this 
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research as social entrepreneurs reported that they need to have practical skills such as knowing 

how to work with the internet and computers, content creation skills, and navigating in OCs. 

However, the findings of this research demonstrated that in addition to the practical skills, 

social entrepreneurs need to have the ability to know how to communicate with different types 

of members in OCs, express their feelings and opinions in OCs, and understand whether the 

OCs and members that they are interacting with are the ones in line with their purposes, to be 

able to participate in OCs effectively.  

Value co-creation activities: Regarding value co-creation activities that social 

entrepreneurs perform in OCs, analysis of the interviews demonstrated that participants in this 

research performed resource integration and supported each other emotionally, 

informationally, and practically. Previous studies of online value co-creation activities have 

mainly focused on sharing activities, particularly knowledge sharing, information sharing, and 

skills sharing (e.g. Chalkiti & Sigala, 2008; Faraj et al., 2011; Liou et al., 2016; Savolainen, 

2017; Siemsen et al., 2008; Yan et al., 2016). While the findings of this research supported 

these studies, analysis of interviews demonstrated that social entrepreneurs integrated different 

resources including information, knowledge, experience, skills, and ideas by, creating new 

resources or modifying existing resources to co-create value for all actors involved in this 

process through OCs. Also, research has shown that individuals in OCs support each other 

socially and emotionally (Wang et al., 2017; Yoo et al., 2014). Although this research 

supported these studies, analysis of interviews evidenced that social entrepreneurs also 

exchange informational and practical support in OCs.  

Outcomes: Finally, perceived outcomes for social entrepreneurs as the result of 

participating in OCs were identified - social capital, brand awareness, and access to resources. 

Various outcomes have been implied by the related literature (see Table 4). Previous research 

has argued that an important outcome for individuals is socializing with other members 

(Bagozzi & Dholakia, 2002), however, analysis of interviews in this research highlighted that 

social entrepreneurs participate in OCs not just for socializing with other like-minded people, 

but to build relationships with other social entrepreneurs in their cities, in other states of 

Australia, or even overseas as well as maintaining through OCs the relationships that they 

created offline. Also, accessing to financial resources has been mentioned as another outcome 

for individuals when they participate in OCs, but participants in this research explained that in 

addition to findings available grants for their SEs, they found staff and volunteers they need 

for their SEs through OCs. Lastly, previous studies have argued that a perceived outcome by 

individuals as the result of using OCs is self-expressiveness and improvement of reputation 
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(Martins, 2014; Mohd-Any et al., 2015), however, social entrepreneurs in this research did not 

report that they participated in OCs for these purposes, instead, they explained that they 

participate in OCs as it is a free tool for them to promote and increase their SE awareness not 

the image of themselves as a social entrepreneur.  

Based on the analysis of interviews provided in this chapter, the researcher refined and 

extended the initial conceptual framework that was developed in chapter 2 (section 2.4). As is 

shown in Figure 5, the researcher theorised and anticipated that the identified antecedents based 

on the interviews data - motivations, barriers, and abilities affect all four value co-creation 

activities performed by social entrepreneurs in OCs. Also, the researcher theorised that these 

relationships are influenced by two moderators, namely trust and moderation tactics. 

Ultimately, value co-creation activities were theorised to lead to three outcomes for social 

entrepreneurs as the result of their participation in OCs. The theorised relationships in the 

extended conceptual framework resulting from the qualitative phase will be tested and 

validated in the next chapter through an online survey. 
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Figure 5 Extended Conceptual Framework based on qualitative findings 
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5.1 Overview 

This chapter presents the data analysis process and results of analysing the conceptual 

framework including the theorised relationships that were developed and detailed in the 

qualitative chapter. The first section of this chapter introduces the research model and outlines 

the hypotheses of the quantitative phase. This will be followed by explaining how the survey 

instrument was developed before presenting the demographic information of the sample, data 

screening, and the justification for employing structural equation modelling (SEM) and Partial 

Least Squares (PLS) as the analysis approach in the quantitative research phase. Analysis of 

the hypotheses will start by examining the measurement model to ensure that all constructs and 

items meet the validity and reliability criteria before assessing the structural model. This 

section will be followed by the assessment of the structural model to test the developed 

hypotheses in the previous chapter. The structural model was assessed in two stages: first, the 

overarching and subsidiary hypotheses formed for direct relationships between constructs were 

tested followed by testing the effect of moderations on the direct relationships between 

antecedents and value co-creation activities. In the final section of this chapter, the final 

conceptual framework will be presented resulting from the quantitative study.  

5.2 Introducing the Research Model and Hypotheses 

In the last section of the previous chapter, the researcher presented the refined and extended 

conceptual framework based on the findings of the qualitative phase (Figure 5). In Figure 

5motivations, barriers, and abilities are shown as exogenous latent constructs affecting value 

co-creation activities. Four value co-creation activities including resource integration, 

emotional support, practical support, and informational support were considered as exogenous 

latent constructs affecting outcomes, and endogenous constructs affected by motivations, 

barriers, and abilities. Outcomes including social capital, brand awareness, and access to 

resources were considered endogenous constructs affected by value co-creation activities. 

Table 5 represents the overarching and subsidiary hypotheses that were developed based on 

the relationships shown in Figure 5. The hypotheses were categorised into three groups:(1) 

overarching hypotheses (the relationships between overarching constructs), (2) subsidiary 

hypotheses (the relationships between individual constructs), and (3) moderation hypotheses 

(the effect of moderators on the relationships between antecedents and value co-creation 

activities).  
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Table 6 Proposed overarching and subsidiary hypotheses 

H1: Antecedents influence Resource Integration 

H1a: Motivations influence Resource Integration 

H1b: Barriers negatively influence Resource Integration 

H1c: Abilities influence Resource Integration 

H2: Antecedents influence Emotional Support 

H2a: Motivations influence Emotional Support 

H2b: Barriers negatively influence Emotional Support 

H2c: Abilities influence Emotional Support 

H3: Antecedents influence Practical Support 

H3a: Motivations influence Practical Support 
H3b: Barriers negatively influence Practical Support 

H3c: Abilities influence Practical Support 

 

H4: Antecedents influence Informational Support 

H4a: Motivations influence Information Support 

H4b: Barriers negatively influence Information Support  

H4c: Abilities influence Information Support 

H5: Value Co-creation activities affect Social Capital 

H5a: Resource Integration affects Social Capital 

H5b: Emotional Support affects Social Capital 

H5c: Practical Support affects Social Capital 

H5d: Informational Support affects Social Capital 

H6: Value Co-creation activities affect Brand Awareness 

H6a: Resource Integration affects Brand Awareness 

H6b: Emotional Support affects Brand Awareness 

H6c: Practical Support affects Brand Awareness 

H6d: Informational Support affects Brand Awareness 

H7: Value Co-creation activities affect Access to Resources 

H7a: Resource Integration affects Access to Resources 
H7b: Emotional Support affects Access to Resources 

H7c: Practical Support affects Access to Resources 

H7d: Informational Support affects Access to Resources 

 

Figure 6 shows the conceptual model, including the hypotheses, which was used as the 

basis for designing and developing the survey instrument for the quantitative phase as 

explained in the Methodology Chapter (section 3.5.2). It is important to note that in the 

conceptual framework presented in Figure 6, antecedents of value co-creation activities have 

been provided at a higher level. The justification for this is that if the researcher aimed for 

testing the effect of each motivation, barrier, and ability on each value co-creation separately, 

the number of hypotheses and consequently the number of questions in the survey would 

dramatically increase. Therefore, the researcher decided to consider each antecedent as a 

reflection of its sub-themes in the model to reduce the complexity and number of questions, 

while the relationships between antecedents and value co-creation activities will be tested. 
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Figure 6 Re-visiting the extended Conceptual Framework based on qualitative findings 

 

 

5.3 Sample Size Justification 

This study employs PLS-SEM method to analyse the data gathered from the survey. As Ringle 

et al. (2014) suggest, the minimum required sample size for studies using PLS-SEM approach 

is based on two rules of thumb. The first rule relates to the largest number of structural paths 

pointed to one construct in the model. The second rule relates to the largest number of formative 

indicators in the measurement model. In this study, all of the constructs in the measurement 

model are reflective, therefore, the second rule does not apply to this study. As a result, the 

researcher followed the first rule to identify the required sample size for this study. Because 

the largest number of paths directed to a construct in the model was four (from each value co-

creation activity to each outcome as shown in Figure 6), the required sample size for this 

research was 40. In addition to the suggested rule of thumb by Ringle et al. (2014), the researcher 

also followed the recommendation of Marcoulides and Saunders (2006) to apply the power 

analysis to further justify the estimation of the required sample size based on the provided rules 

of thumb by Ringle et al. (2014), which obtains a high power of hypothesis testing in this study. 

The researcher followed the guideline shown in Table 7 provided by Cohen (1992) as the 

guideline to conduct the power analysis and determine the minimum required sample size in 

this study for a statistical power of 80%. 
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Table 7 Cohen`s guideline for determining sample size (Cohen, 1992) 

 

According to Table 7, 65 respondents are required for a minimum R2 value of 0.25 with 

a 5% chance of probability of error when the maximum number of arrows directed to a 

construct is 4, to achieve a statistical power of 80%. This study has 71 participants which is 

well above the minimum required sample size based on the guidelines provided by Cohen (1992) 

and Ringle et al. (2014).  

5.4 Participants` demographic information 

As explained in the methodology chapter, 91 social entrepreneurs participated in the study. Out 

of these 91 participants, 18 surveys were not submitted successfully, therefore, these surveys 

were removed from further analysis. Out of the remaining 73 submitted surveys, two 

participants were from out of Australia, therefore, these two surveys were also removed from 

further analysis. A final sample of 71 respondents was used for data analysis.  

Table 8 Demographic information of respondents in the quantitative phase 

Location # %  Gender # %  Education # % 

ACT 3 4.2  Female 42 59  High school  1 1.5 

NSW 14 19.7  Male 28 39.5  Diploma 6 8.5 

NT 2 2.8  Others 1 1.5  Professional Certificate 9 12.5 

QLD 27 38      Bachelor`s Degree 25 35.2 

SA 8 11.3      Master`s Degree 24 33.8 

TAS 2 2.8      PhD 6 8.5 

VIC 12 17         

WA 3 4.2         

Demographic data gathered from participants included information about the 

participant`s location in Australia, gender, and education level (see Table 8). In addition, 

information about their social enterprises, including the year of establishment, size, industry, 
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and target beneficiaries was gathered (Table 9). Finally, in the demographic section participants 

were asked about the level of their use of online platforms for personal and professional 

purposes and the online platforms that they usually use (see Table 10). As Table 8 shows, 

almost 60% of the participants were female, similar to the participants in the interviews. Also, 

it is clear from respondents` demographic information that social entrepreneurs who 

participated in the survey were highly educated. The education level of respondents was 

dominated by bachelor`s and master`s degree holders (35.2%) and (33.8%) respectively. 12.5% 

of respondents indicated that they have attended professional courses to receive certificates 

regarding the management of social enterprises, private consulting, and public administration. 

In terms of the location of respondents, Queensland contained the majority of participants with 

38%, which might be because of the researcher`s network in this state and the snowball effect. 

New South Wales and Victoria have the highest percentage of respondents after Queensland 

because of the highest number of social enterprises operating in these states. Table 8 also 

demonstrates that the survey was filled successfully by respondents from all states across 

Australia, which highlights the diversity of respondents in this research. 

Table 9 represents the participants` respective social enterprises` target beneficiary, 

industry, and size. As shown in this table, various beneficiaries are targeted by the respondents, 

primarily by providing services to other purpose-driven organisations and local communities, 

disabled and disadvantaged people/women, and young and indigenous people. In this table, the 

category ‘others include 14 respondents who targeted different groups. The researcher placed 

all of them into this category as it could make the table complicated by including each 

respondent in a new category. The ‘others category in this table includes target beneficiaries 

such as young social entrepreneurs, people seeking justice, residents of African countries, and 

poor people. Table 9 also demonstrates that almost 93% of the respondents were either a 

Co/founder or CEO of small social enterprises. Small social enterprises are defined as 

organisations with less than 19 paid staff based on the definition provided by Trewin (2001b). 

Moreover, Table 9 shows that the majority of participants in this study came from young 

organisations or start-ups as 62% of social enterprises were established after 2016 followed by 

28.2% established between 2011 – 2015. This indicates that new organisations that are not 

well-established are more willing to use online communities more to access new resources or 

increase their brand awareness compared with large or well-established organisations. In terms 

of the industry where social enterprises operate, the Retail and Trade industry had the highest 



107 
 

percentage with 25.3% followed by Education and Training, and Hospitality & Aged Care and 

health services with 19.7% and 18.3% respectively.  

Table 9 Participants` respective social enterprises` information 

Target Beneficiary # % 

Disabled People 6 8.5 

Disadvantaged/Vulnerable Women 7 9.9 

Older People 4 5.5 

Young People/Children 7 9.9 

Indigenous People 7 9.9 

Students 4 5.5 

Purpose-driven organisations and Local Community 10 14 

Disadvantaged People (gender equality, family violence) 6 8.5 

Refugees 2 3 

Homeless/Jobless and addicted people 4 5.5 

Others 14 20 

Size # % 

Small (19 paid staff or less) 66 93 

Medium (Between 20 to 199 paid staff) 4 5.5 

Large (More than 200 paid staff) 1 1.5 

Year of establishment # % 

1984 - 2000 3 4.2 

2001 - 2010 4 5.6 

2011 - 2015 20 28.2 

2016 - 2020 44 62 

Industry # % 

Education & Training 14 19.7 

Professional & Technical Services 11 15.5 

Retail and Trade 18 25.3 

Renewables & environment  3 4.2 

Hospitality & Aged Care and health services 13 18.3 

Others (Consultancy, Manufacturing, Construction, Tourism, Real estate) 12 16.9 

 

Table 10 presents information about the use of online platforms by respondents in terms 

of their personal use, the use related to their social enterprises, and the type of platform that 

they use. This information was gathered to investigate the amount of time that participants 

spend using online platforms for their personal use and business use. The results show that 

more than 70% of respondents reported that they use online platforms every day for their 

personal use and related to their social enterprises highlighting their high familiarity and 

engagement with online platforms Also, Facebook and LinkedIn were the major online 
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platforms that respondents use to connect with other social entrepreneurs (72.25% and 62% 

respectively). 

Table 10 Participants` use of online platforms 

Personal Use # % 

Every day 56 78.9 

Once Each Week 3 4.2 

Few Times Each Week 6 8.45 

Several Times Each Week 6 8.45 

   

Social Enterprise related Use # % 

Every day 52 73.25 

Once Each Week 10 14 

Few Times Each Week 2 2.8 

Several Times Each Week 7 9.85 

   

Online Platform # % 

Facebook 52 73.25 

LinkedIn 44 62 

WhatsApp 26 36.6 

Instagram 33 46.5 

Slack 18 25.35 

Other online platforms (application) that you use   Zoom, Asana, 

WebEx, Microsoft Teams 
21 29.6 

 

5.5 Initial Data Screening 

Data were screened before evaluating the measurement model to ensure that there were no 

missing data and unengaged responses (Hair et al., 2007). Although the survey for this study 

was designed in a way that answering all questions was mandatory before successfully 

submitting the survey, the researcher assessed the responses to identify any potential missing 

responses through visual inspection and SPSS software. No missing response was identified.  

5.6 Justification of PLS-SEM approach selection 

Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) technique is the second generation of multivariate 

statistical analysis approaches providing various analytical tools including factor analysis, 

multiple regression analysis, confirmatory composite analysis, partial least squares path 

modelling, and discriminant analysis to analyse structural relationships (Bagozzi & Yi, 2012). 
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SEM contains two primary distinct types - Covariance-based SEM (CB-SEM) and Partial Least 

Squares-SEM or Variance-based SEM (PLS-SEM). Selection of a suitable approach for a study 

depends on the research objectives, sample size, assumptions, and model complexity, as well 

as the relationship type between latent constructs and indicators, and latent constructs scores 

(Hair et al., 2011; Hair et al., 2013; Henseler et al., 2009). CB-SEM mainly focuses on testing an 

existing theory or comparing theories, while PLS-SEM is a method that supports the research 

in the exploratory stage to affect or identify the relationships between constructs in the 

conceptual model (Rigdon et al., 2017; Sarstedt et al., 2016). It is recommended by Hair et al. 

(2019) and Richter et al. (2016) that PLS-SEM must be used when (1) the purpose of the research 

is to identify key ‘target’ constructs and primary ‘driver’ constructs, (2) a global goodness-of-

fit criterion is not required, (3) the number of indicators for each construct is flexible (at least 

two), (4) the sample size is small (between 30 to 100), (5) data is not normally distributed, (5) 

the structural model in the research is complex.  

In this research, PLS-SEM was employed as the appropriate method of analysis because 

the aim was to test if there are relationships between antecedents and value co-creation 

activities and whether value co-creation activities affect outcomes. Furthermore, it is 

recommended that PLS-SEM be employed when the sample size for the research is small (Hair 

et al., 2019; Rigdon et al., 2017). Moreover, PLS-SEM as a nonparametric method does not 

require a normal distribution test on quantitative data, hence, it can be employed to analyse 

both normal and unnormal quantitative data (Hair et al., 2019; Rigdon et al., 2017). Another 

justification for using PLS-SEM in this research is the ability of this method to analyse models 

in which some constructs are measured by fewer than three indicators (Hair Jr et al., 2016). 

Although many researchers recommend using at least three indicators for explaining each 

construct in the model to bolster internal consistency (e.g. Hair et al., 2013; Hair Jr et al., 2016). 

research also explains that it is acceptable to use only two items per construct in the model as 

long as there is strong theoretical or empirical support for the items and the two items are found 

to be invariant (Byrne et al., 1989; Gosling et al., 2003; Meredith, 1993). This is in line with the 

argument of Raubenheimer (2004, p. 60) indicating that “Scales with more than one factor may 

be identified with as little as two items per factor, although these should be seen as the 

exception.” In this study, only two constructs (practical support and emotional support) were 

measured by two items; however, the assessment of the constructs and indicators showed that 

there was high internal consistency and validity for these constructs. Also, these constructs are 
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supported by both the related literature and the findings of the interviews, hence, measuring 

these constructs with only two indicators in this research is justified. 

Based on the provided explanation and justification, the PLS-SEM approach was 

selected in this study to assess the developed conceptual model. In the next section, the 

assessment of the measurement model will be discussed followed by the quality assessment of 

the structural model and hypotheses testing. 

5.7 Measurement Model Assessment 

The distinction between formative and reflective measures is crucial in any quantitative 

research as appropriate justification of a measurement model helps the researcher to assign 

meaningful relationships in the structural model (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). In order to justify 

the choice of the measurement model for this research, the framework provided by Coltman et 

al. (2008, p. 1252) was followed. Based on the theoretical and empirical considerations explained 

in this framework, the measurement model for this research is reflective because: (1) latent 

constructs in this study exist independent of the measures used, (2) items used for each latent 

construct share a common theme and are interchangeable, (3) adding or dropping an item does 

not change the conceptual domain of the construct, (4) items used for measuring latent 

constructs have high positive intercorrelations based on the assessed internal consistency and 

reliability, and factor loadings, (5) items showed similar sign and significance of relationships 

based on the established content validity and assessed convergent and discriminant validity, 

and (6) the error term in items was possible to identify by using common factor analysis, which 

led to extracting measurement error.  

 Table 11 shows the items that were adapted from the literature and conceptualised based 

on the findings of the qualitative research to develop the survey for this phase of the research. 
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Table 11 Measurement Model Items 

Constructs Items References 

Motivations 

Concern For 
Others 

I participate in online communities (OCs) to help 
other social entrepreneurs when they seem to have 
a problem regardless of whether I receive anything 
in return. 
 

I voluntarily support other social entrepreneurs in 
OCs because I feel concerned about them. 
 
I participate in OCs to share my knowledge, 
experience, ideas, information, expertise, etc with 
other social entrepreneurs as I feel responsible for 
other social entrepreneurs. 

(Ma and Chan 2014) 
(Twenge et al 2012) 

(Kankanhalli, et al., 2005) 

Self-stimulus 

I use OCs to search for and access shared resources 

in OCs for my enterprise (Funding opportunities, 
information, news, articles, staff, best practices, 
etc). 
 
One reason I use OCs is to receive information 
about my sector, industry, or find out what other 
social enterprises do. 
 

One reason for me to use OCs is that they enable 
me to promote my social enterprise and/or myself 
as a social entrepreneur. 
 
I use OCs because I believe I can receive support 
from other members when I need it. 

(Cheung & Lee 2012) 
Kankanhalli, et al., 2005 

(Yee et al., 2021) 
(Bigné, et al., 2015) 

(Lin & Lu, 2011) 

Mutual Benefits 

I use OCs because I believe it is a good place for 
us, as social entrepreneurs, to support each other 

(emotionally, practically, informational). 
 
I use OCs to collaborate with other social 
entrepreneurs such as working on a project together 
or avoiding competition and duplication. 
 
One reason I use OCs is that they provide the 
potential for social entrepreneurs to exchange 

resources such as information, knowledge, 
experience, advice, ideas, and skills with each 
other. 

(Ma and Chan 2014) 
 

(Cheung & Lee 2012) 
Wasko & Faraj (2005) 

(Lampel & Bhalla, 2007) 

Barriers 

Lack of 
visibility of 

useful 
information 

There are many irrelevant, low-quality, and 
annoying posts (advertisement, self-promotion, 
jokes) in OCs, therefore, it is difficult for me to find 
and access useful and relevant posts. 

(Ardichvili, 2008) 
(Ridings et al., 2006) 

(Lampel & Bhalla, 2007) 
(Yee et al., 2021) 

Lack of 
Confidence 

I usually do not participate in the discussions 
because I do not think my knowledge and ideas are 
good enough. 
 
I do not frequently use OCs related to my enterprise 
because I do not have enough time. 

Difficulty to 
find OCs 

I feel overwhelmed with the existence of too many 
groups; therefore, it is difficult for me to find 
appropriate OCs to use. 

Lack of Time 
I usually do not participate in the discussions 
because I do not think my knowledge and ideas are 
good enough. 

Abilities 
Emotional 

Intelligence 

Self-awareness, self-control, and the ability to 

express emotions are essential abilities for me to 
effectively use OCs. 
 
The ability to perceive, understand, and judge the 

(Ardichvili, 2008) 
(Gruen et al., 2006) 

(Guldberg & Mackness, 
2009) 
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contents available in OCs is essential for me to use 
OCs. 

(Yee et al., 2021) 
(Bigné, et al., 2015) 

Practical Skills 

To use OCs in an effective way, I must be tech-
savvy. 
 
My practical skills such as content creation skills 
are important to enable me to use OCs. 

Common Sense 
I need to have problem-solving techniques to be 

able to effectively use OCs. 

Moderators 

Trust 

I trust other social entrepreneurs in OCs that I use 
to safely share my information. 
 
OCs that I use protect personal information from 
unauthorised access. 
 
I trust the credibility of the shared information in 

OCs that I use. 

(Mayer et al. 1995) 
(Liou et al. 2016) 
(Wu and Sukoco 2010) 

Moderation 

Tactics 

In OCs that I use, members actively report 
inappropriate behaviours, posts, or content to the 
admins. 
 
When I use an OC, it is important for me that there 
are clear guidelines provided by admins to help 

users understand what it means to be a member of 
that OC. 
 
Admins of the OCs that I use continuously 
moderate contents by actively reducing spam, 
inappropriate behaviour, or unethical content. 

(Wise et al., 2006) 
(Matzat and Rooks 2014) 

(Petrič and Petrovčič 
2014) 

Value Co-

creation 

Activities 

Resource 
Integration 

I use OCs to search for different types of resources 
for my social enterprise (information, news, best 

practices, knowledge, case studies, etc). 
 
I ensure that the resources that I exchange with 
other social entrepreneurs in OCs are of good 
quality and ready for the other person to use. 
 
I actively exchange resources (information, news, 
best practices, knowledge, case studies, etc) with 

other social entrepreneurs in OCs. 
 
I can easily access the resources in OCs when I 
need them. 
 
I sometimes need to self-customise or modify 
resources that I find in OCs to better fit my social 
enterprise. 

 
I frequently use the exchanged resources in OCs to 
improve my social enterprise performance. 

(Bruce et al., 2019) 
(Laud et al., 2015) 

(Wiklund & Shepherd, 
2009) 

(Zhang & Hu, 2021) 

Emotional 
Support 

When I need emotional support, I sometimes 
receive it from other social entrepreneurs in OCs. 
 
When necessary, I usually try to provide emotional 
support to other social entrepreneurs in OCs. 

(Jin et al., 2016) 
(Setoyama et al., 2011) 

Practical 
Support 

Other social entrepreneurs in OCs frequently 
support me to promote my social enterprise`s 

activities, products, and services. 
 
I try to promote other social enterprises in OCs to 
help them increase awareness of what they do. 

(Ducharme & Martin, 

2000) 
(Chiu et al., 2006) 
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Informational 
Support 

When I collaborate in OCs, I frequently offer 
referrals and/or recommendations if other social 
entrepreneurs ask. 
 

I usually try to answer questions posted by other 
social entrepreneurs in OCs. 
 
I have received referrals and/or recommendations 
from other social entrepreneurs in OCs when I 
asked for them. 
 
When necessary, I post questions in OCs hoping to 

receive answers from other social entrepreneurs 
who might help me with a problem. 

(Bigné, et al., 2015) 
(Jin et al., 2016) 

(Setoyama et al., 2011) 

Outcomes 

Social Capital 

Using OCs has enabled me to build new 
relationships with social entrepreneurs who focus 
on the same mission and industry as my own. 
 
Having used OCs, I have been able to maintain and 
follow up on relationships established with other 

social entrepreneurs at an offline event. 
 
As an outcome of using OCs, I have built new 
relationships with social entrepreneurs who focus 
on different missions and operate in other industries 
as my own. 

(Ellison et al. 2007) 

Brand 
Awareness 

I believe that after using OCs, other social 

entrepreneurs can recognise my social enterprise 
brand among other social enterprises operating in 
my sector. 
 
Having used OCs, I believe that other social 
entrepreneurs can clearly recall some characteristics 
of my social enterprise. 
 
Using OCs has allowed other social entrepreneurs 

in OCs to use the product or services of my social 
enterprise. 

(Wang et al. 2016) 

Access to 

Resources 

I find OCs useful to access human resources (paid 
staff or volunteers) needed for my social enterprise. 
 
Using OCs has enabled me to find and access new 
funding/grants, or other revenue opportunities. 

 
I find OCs useful to access human resources (paid 
staff or volunteers) needed for my social enterprise. 

(Fisher 2019) 

 

The assessment of the reflective measurement model of this study was conducted by 

evaluating the internal consistency, reliability, and validity (Hair et al., 2013; Hair Jr et al., 2016).  

5.7.1 Testing common method bias  

In order to test common method bias in this phase, the researcher followed the full collinearity 

test approach provided by (Kock, 2015; Kock & Lynn, 2012). Based on this approach, the 

researcher obtained VIFs values for all constructs in the model by inserting the gender variable 

that is not related to the conceptual model and does not affect the relationships among variables 

in the model. After adding the gender variable to the model, the researcher removed all the 

relationships among other variables in the conceptual model, and instead pointed all the 
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relationships from all variables in the model to the gender variable to test the full collinearity. 

Table 12 presents the results of the full collinearity test for constructs in the model. 

Table 12 Full collinearity test results (VIFs) 

Constructs VIFs values 
Motivations 2.592 

Barriers 1.566 

Abilities 1.439 

Resource Integration 2.336 

Emotional Support 2.304 

Practical Support 2.029 

Informational Support 2.849 

Social Capital 3.511 

Access to Resources 1.853 

Brand Awareness 2.410 

 

As Table 12 indicates, all VIFs values for constructs (except for social capital) are well below 

the suggested threshold of 3.3 by Kock and Lynn (2012), which demonstrates that the model is 

free of common method bias. Considering the VIF value of social capital that is slightly above 

the threshold, it can be argued that the VIF value is still acceptable as suggested by Hair Jr et al. 

(2016) and Ringle et al. (2014). Therefore, the researcher concluded that the common method 

bias was unlikely to be a significant factor for analysing relationships in the conceptual model.  

 

5.7.2 Assessing the internal consistency reliability 

While Cronbach`s alpha is considered as a well-established criterion to evaluate internal 

consistency reliability of a measurement model (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011), PLS-SEM applies 

the Composite Reliability measure by prioritising indicators based on their reliability, which 

leads to a more reliable composite (Chin, 2010; Henseler et al., 2009; Werts et al., 1974). The main 

difference between the composite reliability measure and Cronbach`s alpha is that, unlike 

Cronbach`s alpha, the composite reliability measure does not assume equal weights for 

indicators, but rather considers the different loadings that indicators have within their 

respective latent construct (Chin, 2010; Henseler et al., 2009). Therefore, in this study, composite 

reliability was measured to evaluate the internal consistency reliability. Composite reliability 

values vary between 0 and 1, with higher values indicating higher levels of reliability, in which 

values between 0.70 and 0.90 are regarded as satisfactory for complex measurement models 

like the measurement model in this study (Hair Jr et al., 2016). As Table 13 indicates, all the 

constructs in the measurement model were reliable with the composite score higher than 0.7.  
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Table 13 Composite Reliability and AVE values of constructs 

 Constructs Composite Reliability Average Variance Extracted (AVE) 

Abilities 0.783 0.428 

Access to Resources 0.831 0.621 

Barriers 0.743 0.383 

Brand Awareness 0.873 0.698 

Emotional Support 0.867 0.765 

Informational Support 0.807 0.519 

Motivations 0.862 0.395 

Practical Support 0.797 0.664 

Resource Integration 0.786 0.402 

Social Capital 0.863 0.677 

 

5.7.3 Assessing the validity of the measurement model 

The validity of the measurement model was assessed by evaluating convergent validity and 

discriminant validity.  

5.7.3.1 Convergent Validity assessment 

Convergent validity refers to the degree to which indicators of a latent construct are positively 

correlated with other indicators of the same latent construct (Hair Jr et al., 2016). The convergent 

validity of reflective measurement models is traditionally tested by the Average Variance 

Extracted (AVE) (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). A value of 0.5 or higher AVE indicates that on 

average, a latent construct is able to explain more than 50% of the variance of its indicators, 

which shows an appropriate convergent validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Götz et al., 2010; Hair 

et al., 2013; Henseler et al., 2009). As shown in Table 13, the values of AVE for latent constructs, 

including Motivations, Barriers, Abilities, and Resource Integration are below the 0.5 

thresholds; therefore, factor loadings were measured to identify the indicators that needed to 

be removed from the measurement model. According to Hair (2009), an acceptable factor 

loading for indicators is more than 0.5; however, values equal to or more than 0.7 are 

considered very good for an indicator. Therefore, factor loadings were measured for indicators, 

and consequently, six indicators including M1, B17, B18, A23, RI28, and RI31 with factor 

loadings less than 0.5 were removed from the measurement model (see Appendix 4 for 

questions codes). After removing these six indicators, AVE was assessed again to ensure that 

all values are above the 0.5 thresholds; however, Motivations and Abilities constructs still 

received AVE value of less than 0.5. Therefore, the second round of analysing factor loadings 

for these two constructs was tested, and the researcher flagged the indicators with factor loading 

less than 0.6 to remove them from the measurement model. Asa result, two indicators with 

factor loadings of less than 0.6 were removed from the measurement model (M9 and A22). 
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Table 14 shows the eight indicators that were removed in the first and second rounds of 

measuring factor loadings.  

Table 14 Indicators removed due to the convergent validity test 

Construct Indicator Factor Loading 

Motivations ➢ I participate in online communities (OCs) to help other social 

entrepreneurs when they seem to have a problem regardless of 

whether I receive anything in return (M1). 

➢ I use OCs to collaborate with other social entrepreneurs such as 

working on a project together or avoiding competition and 

duplication (M9). 

0.441 

 

 

 
 

0.545 

Barriers ➢ There are many irrelevant, low-quality, and annoying posts 

(advertisement, self-promotion, jokes) in OCs, therefore, it is 

difficult for me to find and access useful and relevant posts 

(B117). 

➢ I usually do not participate in the discussions because I do not 

think my knowledge and ideas are good enough (B118). 

0.374 

 
 

 

 

0.448 

Abilities ➢ To use OCs in an effective way, I must be tech-savvy (A223). 

➢ Self-awareness, self-control, and the ability to express emotions 

are essential abilities for me to effectively use OCs (A122). 

0.488 

0.561 

Resource 

Integration 

➢ I ensure that the resources that I exchange with other social 

entrepreneurs in OCs are of good quality and ready for the other 

person to use (RI228). 

➢ I sometimes need to self-customise or modify resources that I 

find in OCs to better fit my social enterprise (RI531). 

0.447 

 

 

 

0.261 

 

Having removed these eight indicators from the measurement model, AVE and 

composite reliability scores were measured again for all constructs to ensure that all the scores 

were above the threshold. As is shown in Table 15, all constructs received a value of above 0.5 

for AVE and all composite reliability scores are between 0 to 1. Removing the above-

mentioned indicators from the measurement models led to an increase in the scores for 

composite reliability of constructs compared with the scores presented in Table 13. The results 

provided in Table 15 indicate that the measurement model meets convergent validity criteria. 

In the next section, discriminant validity will be assessed for the measurement model. 
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Table 15 Composite Reliability and AVE values of constructs after removing indicators 

  

Composite 

Reliability 

Average Variance Extracted 

(AVE) 

Abilities 0.805 0.581 

Access to Resources 0.831 0.622 

Barriers 0.765 0.529 

Brand Awareness 0.873 0.698 

Emotional Support 0.867 0.765 

Informational Support 0.834 0.628 

Motivations 0.879 0.512 

Practical Support 0.796 0.663 

Resource Integration 0.828 0.547 

Social Capital 0.863 0.677 

 

5.7.3.2 Discriminant Validity assessment 

Discriminant validity refers to the degree to which indicators of different latent constructs differ 

from one another. In fact, discriminant validity tests the correlation between different indicators 

of one latent construct in the measurement model with other unrelated latent constructs to 

ensure that they are not correlated (Henseler et al., 2009). There are two ways in PLS-SEM to 

assess the discriminant validity of the measurement model, namely the Fornell-Larcker 

Criterion and Cross-loadings (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Henseler et al., 2009). The Fornell-Larcker 

criterion tests if a latent construct shares more variance with its indicators compared to any 

other latent construct in the measurement model (Henseler et al., 2009). To test this criterion, the 

square root of the AVE for each latent construct is compared with other latent constructs` AVE 

and the AVE of each latent construct in the measurement model should exceed other latent 

constructs` AVE. Table 16 indicates that each latent construct`s AVE exceeded other latent 

constructs` AVE in the measurement model, therefore, the Fornell-Larcker criterion was met 

in this study. 
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Table 16 Fornell-Larcker criterion assessment 

  Abilities 
Access to 

Resources 
Barriers 

Brand 

Awareness 

Emotional 

Support 

Informational 

Support 
Motivations 

Practical 

Support 

Resource 

Integration 

Social 

Capital 

Abilities 0.652          

Access to 

Resources 
0.206 0.789         

Barriers -0.118 -0.36 0.617        

Brand 

Awareness 
0.129 0.644 -0.275 0.835       

Emotional 

Support 
0.163 0.35 -0.112 0.509 0.875      

Informational 

Support 
0.259 0.535 -0.312 0.53 0.6 0.792     

Motivations 0.402 0.411 -0.366 0.419 0.537 0.639 0.655    

Practical 

Support 
0.254 0.534 -0.399 0.634 0.579 0.666 0.516 0.815   

Resource 

Integration 
0.349 0.405 -0.332 0.487 0.46 0.653 0.631 0.612 0.634  

Social Capital 0.208 0.646 -0.293 0.611 0.632 0.707 0.579 0.67 0.56 0.823 

 

Measuring cross-loadings is the second test to assess the discriminant validity of the 

measurement model. In this method, the researcher tests if the loading score of each indicator 

is higher than the loading score of other indicators in the measurement model (Chin, 2010; 

Henseler et al., 2009). Two indicators were removed as their loading score was lower than other 

indicators in the measurement model. Table 17 shows the indicators that were removed as the 

result of the cross-loadings test. 

Table 17 Indicators removed as the result of the cross-loadings test 

Construct Indicator 

Motivations ➢ One reason for me to use OCs is that they enable me to promote my 

social enterprise and/or myself as a social entrepreneur (M10). 

Informational Support ➢ When I collaborate in OCs, I frequently offer referrals and/or 

recommendations if other social entrepreneurs ask (IS34. 

 

In total, ten indicators were removed from further analysis as the result of convergent 

and discriminant validity tests. 

5.8 Structural Model Assessment 

This section presents the assessment of the structural model including (1) quality assessment, 

and (2) validity assessment.  

5.8.1 Quality assessment of the structural model 

In order to assess the quality of the structural model, the researcher obtained Variance Inflation 

Factor (VIF) values for each latent construct in the model to evaluate collinearity between 
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latent constructs because multicollinearity between latent constructs can lead to measurement 

errors in PLS-SEM (Grewal et al., 2004). Moreover, the cross-validated redundancy index (Q2) 

was evaluated to test the affective relevance of a given endogenous construct in the structural 

model (Tenenhaus et al., 2005; Vinzi et al., 2010). Previous studies have recommended different 

VIF thresholds to detect collinearity; for example, Vittinghoff et al. (2011) argue that VIF values 

less than 10 demonstrate the collinearity among latent constructs in the model. Other 

researchers recommend a more conservative threshold for VIF values; for example, Menard 

(2002) and Johnston et al. (2018) recommend VIF values less than 5 and 2.5 respectively to 

achieve the collinearity among latent constructs in the model. As Table 18 indicates, all latent 

constructs in this research received a VIF score lower than the critical threshold (<2.5), which 

demonstrates the collinearity among latent constructs in the model was not an issue in this 

study.  

Table 18 Collinearity Statistics (VIF) assessment among latent constructs 

  Abilities 
Access to 
Resources 

Barriers 
Brand 

Awareness 
Emotional 
Support 

Informational 
Support 

Motivations 
Practical 
Support 

Resource 
Integration 

Social 
Capital 

Abilities      1.102 1.102  1.102 1.102  

Access to 

Resources 
           

Barriers      1.134 1.134  1.134 1.134  

Brand 
Awareness 

           

Emotional 
Support 

  1.727  1.727      1.727 

Informational 
Support 

  2.355  2.355      2.355 

Motivations      1.214 1.214  1.214 1.214  

Practical 
Support 

  2.186  2.186      2.186 

Resource 
Integration 

  1.993  1.993      1.993 

Social 
Capital 

           

 

In order to measure the cross-validated redundancy (Q2), the researcher used the 

blindfolding approach (with omission distances of 7) that is a resampling procedure similar to 

bootstrapping, but unlike bootstrapping, no standard errors or significance coefficients are 

calculated (Stone, 1974; Taylor & Geldenhuys, 2019). According to Hair et al. (2013) and Henseler 

et al. (2009), the Q2 value of each endogenous construct should be above 0 to ensure that the 
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structural model has affective relevance. Table 19 presents the result of the cross-validated 

redundancy for the structural model.  

Table 19 Cross-validated redundancy assessment 

  SSO SSE Q² (=1-SSE/SSO) 

Access to Resources 213 172.409 0.191 

Brand Awareness 213 158.312 0.257 

Emotional Support 142 118.773 0.164 

Informational Support 213 172.828 0.189 

Practical Support 142 120.996 0.148 

Resource Integration 284 234.741 0.173 

Social Capital 213 130.82 0.386 

 

As Table 19 indicates, all the endogenous constructs in the model have Q2 value above 

0, which demonstrates the affective relevance of the model.  

5.9 Hypotheses Testing 

The process of hypotheses testing began by evaluating overarching hypotheses followed by 

examining subsidiary hypotheses. 

5.9.1 Overarching Hypotheses testing 

Overarching hypotheses represent the estimation of the combined influence of antecedents 

(motivation, barriers, and abilities) on each value co-creation activity (H1, H2, H3, and H4), 

and the combined effect of value co-creation activities on each outcome in the model (H5, H6, 

and H7). Hair Jr et al. (2016) explain that to evaluate the estimation of overarching hypotheses 

in the structural model, the coefficient of determination (R2) and affection relevance (Q2) 

should be measured and if the value of R2 and Q2 are positive, the overarching hypothesis is 

confirmed. In PLS-SEM, R2  represents the amount of variance in the endogenous construct 

that is explained by the model (Chin, 2010) and Q2 represents the predictive relevance of the 

structural model (Hair et al., 2013) . The value of R2 and Q2 ranges from 0 to 1, where the higher 

amount for R2 demonstrates higher levels of affection accuracy and higher amount for Q2 

indicates higher level of the structural model predictive relevance. Table 20 presents the results 

of assessing R2 and Q2 for the endogenous constructs in the structural model to test the 

overarching hypotheses. 
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Table 20 Overarching hypotheses test results (R2 & Q2) 

 R2 Adjusted R2 Q2 

Antecedents and VCC Activities    

Resource Integration 

Emotional Support 

Practical Support 
Informational Support 

0.449 

0.281 

0.312 
0.394 

0.441 

0.271 

0.302 
0.385 

0.173 

0.164 

0.148 
0.189 

Value Co-creation activities and Outcomes    

Social Capital 

Brand Awareness 

Access to Resources 

0.596 

0.454 

0.314 

0.590 

0.446 

0.304 

0.386 

0.257 

0.191 

Note: Adjusted R2 is the R2 modified by the number of exogenous constructs relative to sample size (Hair Jr et al., 2016). 

The acceptable value for R2 and adjusted R2 is controversial in the literature. Hair Jr et 

al. (2016) suggest that in studies focusing on marketing issues, R2 and adjusted R2 values 

of 0.75, 0.50, or 0.25 for endogenous latent constructs can be described as substantial, 

moderate, or weak respectively. Chin (1998) explains that the R2 and adjusted R2 values for 

endogenous latent constructs in the structural model can be considered substantial, moderate, 

and weak when the values are approximately 0.67, 0.33, and 0.19 respectively. However, Cohen 

(2013) recommends that in studies investigating human behaviour, the R2 and adjusted R2 

values can be significantly lower (0.26, 0.13, and 0.02) to be considered substantial, moderate, 

and weak respectively because human behaviour cannot be accurately measured. According to 

the recommendation provided by Cohen (2013), all the R2 and adjusted R2 values in this study 

are considered substantial demonstrating a high level of the explanatory power of the model.  

In this research, as Table 20 shows, antecedents substantially influenced resource 

integration (45%), emotional support (28%), practical support (31%), and informational 

support (39%). Also, Q2 values for all value co-creation activities are higher than zero, which 

represents the structural model affective relevance for resource integration (0.173), emotional 

support (0.164), practical support (0.148), and informational support (0.189). Therefore, 

because the values of R2 and Q2 for overarching hypotheses H1, H2, H3, and H4 were positive, 

these hypotheses were supported (Hair et al., 2013).  

In this research, value co-creation activities represented high levels of affection for 

outcomes, where social capital, brand awareness, and access to resources were affected 59.6%, 

45.4%, and 31.4% respectively. The Q2 values for all three outcomes were higher than zero, 

0.386 for social capital, 0.257 for brand awareness, and 0.191 for access to resources, indicating 

affective relevance of the structural model for these constructs. Hence, because the values of 



122 
 

R2 and Q2 for overarching hypotheses H5, H6, and H7 were positive, these hypotheses were also 

supported (Hair et al., 2013).  

5.9.2 Subsidiary Hypotheses testing 

Subsidiary hypotheses in this study test the individual effect of each exogenous latent construct 

in the structural model. As recommended by many researchers, the assessment of the effect of 

exogenous constructs on endogenous constructs in the model should be based on the path 

coefficients` direction, strengths, and level of significance (Götz et al., 2010; Henseler et al., 

2009). In PLS-SEM, the individual path coefficients between constructs are assessed by 

standardised beta coefficients (β ) of ordinary least squares regressions (Henseler et al., 2009).  

In structural models where the direction of β between two constructs is in the same direction 

of theoretically assumed relationships, the pre-postulated hypothesis is supported (Urbach & 

Ahlemann, 2010). Moreover, it is argued that the path coefficient value in the structural model 

should be above 0.1 to be considered for a certain impact within the model (Götz et al., 2010; 

Hair et al., 2011; Hair Jr et al., 2016; Henseler et al., 2009). In addition, path coefficients in the 

model should be significant at least at the 0.05 level (Henseler et al., 2009; Urbach & Ahlemann, 

2010).  

Bootstrapping technique, as a powerful re-sampling technique, was employed in this 

research to determine the confidence intervals and statistical significance or path coefficients 

in PLS-SEM (Chin, 2010; Hair Jr et al., 2016; Tenenhaus et al., 2005). The bootstrapping technique 

is a nonparametric approach to determine the effect sizes of constructs in the structural model 

with no normal distribution assumption for the sample, which provides t-values for each path 

in the model by creating a large number of samples and treating each of the recreated samples 

as a representation of the population (Henseler et al., 2009). While different appropriate sizes are 

recommended for the bootstrap sample, such as  Chin (1998) suggesting at least 500 re-samples, 

Hair Jr et al. (2016) explain that the required size of re-sampling for complex models is 5000. 

Therefore, the researcher followed this recommendation and set 5000 for the size of re-samples 

in the bootstrap procedure.  

Furthermore, Hair Jr et al. (2016) and Henseler et al. (2009) argue that the direction, 

strength, and significance of beta path coefficients (β) is not enough to support a hypothesis 

and recommend that the effect size f2 should be assessed for endogenous constructs in the 

model to test the subsidiary hypotheses. According to their definition, f2 measures the degree 

to which an exogenous construct affects an endogenous construct in the model. The effect size 

of each path in the structural model can be calculated using the formula provided by Cohen 
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(2013) to indicate the change in R2 of each endogenous construct when a single exogenous 

construct influencing that endogenous construct is omitted from the model. Cohen (2013) 

recommends that f2 values of 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 can be considered small, medium, and large 

effects, respectively.  

In summary, subsidiary hypotheses in this study were tested based on the direction, 

strengths (at least 0.1), and significance of path coefficients (β) (at least at the level of 0.05), 

as well as t-values and effect sizes (f2 values) of each path in the model.  

5.9.2.1 Testing individual effects of antecedents on value co-creation activities 

The assessment of subsidiary hypotheses started with testing the individual effect of 

antecedents on value co-creation activities. Table 21 presents the results of the assessment of 

these relationships. 

Table 21 Assessment of individual effects of antecedents on value co-creation activities 

Relationships 𝛽  t-values f2 Values P Values 

Abilities -> Emotional Support 0.176 0.920 0.000 0.357 

Abilities -> Informational Support 0.319 1.432 0.010 0.152 

Abilities -> Practical Support 0.257* 1.993 0.012 0.046 

Abilities -> Resource Integration 0.394 1.523 0.014 0.128 

Barriers -> Emotional Support -0.182 0.791 0.003 0.429 

Barriers -> Informational Support -0.352*** 3.790 0.025* 0.000 

Barriers -> Practical Support -0.403*** 4.697 0.091* 0.000 

Barriers -> Resource Integration -0.474*** 4.645 0.065* 0.000 

Motivations -> Emotional Support 0.528*** 7.829 0.305** 0.000 

Motivations -> Informational Support 0.603*** 8.907 0.377*** 0.000 

Motivations -> Practical Support 0.492*** 7.707 0.126* 0.000 

Motivations -> Resource Integration 0.636*** 9.181 0.285** 0.000 

Notes: Significant effects were obtained through 5000 bootstrapping procedures in SmartPLS 3.0.  

Threshold p values: *Significant at p<0.05, **Significant at p<0.01, ***Significance at p<0.001 

Threshold f values: *Small at f>0.02, **Medium at f>0.15, ***Large at f> 0.35. Critical t-values for a two-tailed test are 1.65 (significance 

level = 10 percent), 1.96 (significance level = 5 percent), and 2.58 (significance level = 1 percent) (Hair et al., 2011). 

The results from the survey data show that motivations positively influence resource 

integration (𝛽=0.636, p<0.001), emotional support (𝛽=0.528, p<0.001), practical support 

(𝛽=0.492, p<0.001), and informational support (𝛽=0.603, p<0.001). The t-values and f values 

for relationships between motivations and resource integration, emotional support, and 

informational support are significant and large, which indicates a strong influence on these 

value co-creation activities. The effect size for the relationship between motivations and 

practical support is small; however, the t-value for this relationship is significant at 1% 

indicating a strong relationship between these latent constructs. The results also demonstrate 
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that barriers negatively impact resource integration (𝛽= -0.474, p<0.001), practical support (𝛽= 

-0.403, p<0.001), and informational support (𝛽= -0.352, p<0.001) indicating that identified 

barriers can hinder participants from performing these three value co-creation activities in 

online communities. While these three relationships were found to be significant, since the 

effect sizes are small, barriers can be considered to have a small adverse effect on resource 

integration, practical support, and informational support. There was no significant relationship 

between barriers and emotional support (𝛽= -0.182, p value = 0.429). Furthermore, the results 

show that abilities only influence practical support (𝛽=0.257, p<0.05). Although the p value 

for this relationship shows a significant relationship, this relationship cannot be considered 

strong because the relative effect size (f value) for this relationship is small. Therefore, 

hypotheses H1a, H1b, H2a, H3a, H3b, H3c, H4a, and H4b were supported. 

5.9.2.2 Testing individual effects of value co-creation activities on outcomes 

Table 22 presents the results of testing the individual effects of each value co-creation activity 

on each of the outcomes.  

Table 22 Assessment of individual effects of value co-creation activities on outcomes 

 

Notes: Significant effects were obtained through 5000 bootstrapping procedures in SmartPLS 3.0.  

Threshold p values: *Significant at p<0.05, **Significant at p<0.01, ***Significance at p<0.001 

Threshold f values: *Small at f>0.02, **Medium at f>0.15, ***Large at f> 0.35 

Critical t-values for a two-tailed test are 1.65 (significance level = 10 percent), 1.96 (significance level = 5 percent), and 2.58 (significance 

level = 1 percent) (Hair et al., 2011). 

As Table 22 shows, resource integration affects social capital (𝛽=0.598, p<0.001), 

brand awareness (𝛽=0.541, p<0.001), and access to resources (𝛽=0.455, p<0.001). Similarly, 

emotional support affects social capital (𝛽=0.634, p<0.001), brand awareness (𝛽=0.545, 

p<0.001), and access to resources (𝛽=0.365, p<0.001). The results also indicate that social 

Relationships 𝛽 t-values f2 Values P Values 

Emotional Support -> Access to Resources 0.365*** 4.041 0.002 0.000 

Emotional Support -> Brand Awareness 0.545*** 7.972 0.028* 0.000 

Emotional Support -> Social Capital 0.634*** 10.403 0.087* 0.000 

Informational Support -> Access to Resources 0.545*** 7.132 0.075* 0.000 

Informational Support -> Brand Awareness 0.556*** 6.703 0.005 0.000 

Informational Support -> Social Capital 0.711*** 11.507 0.128* 0.000 

Practical Support -> Access to Resources 0.541*** 6.643 0.078* 0.000 

Practical Support -> Brand Awareness 0.654*** 12.099 0.150** 0.000 

Practical Support -> Social Capital 0.673*** 9.748 0.074* 0.000 

Resource Integration -> Access to Resources 0.455*** 5.314 0.000 0.000 

Resource Integration -> Brand Awareness 0.541*** 6.388 0.013 0.000 

Resource Integration -> Social Capital 0.598*** 7.135 0.009 0.000 
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capital (𝛽=0.673, p<0.001), brand awareness (𝛽=0.654, p<0.001), and access to resources 

(𝛽=0.541, p<0.001) are significantly affected by practical support. Lastly, informational 

support affects social capital (𝛽=0.711, p<0.001), brand awareness (𝛽=0.556, p<0.001), and 

access to resources (𝛽=0.545, p<0.001). As the results show, all of the individual relationships 

between each value co-creation activity and each outcome are significant at p<001 level. These 

significant relationships are supported by high t-values for all relationships.  

However, considering the effect sizes (f2 values) out of all the relationships between 

value co-creation activities and outcomes, only the relationships between practical support and 

social capital, practical support and access to resources, informational support and social 

capital, information support, and access to resources, emotional support, and social capital, and 

emotional support and brand awareness have small effect sizes. The only relationship with 

medium effect size is between practical support and brand awareness. While hypotheses H5a, 

H5b, H5c, H5d, H6a, H6b, H6c, H6d, H7a, H7b, H7c, H7d are supported, only H5b, H5c, H5d, H6b, H6c, 

H7c, and H7d have significant effect sizes in the model. It shows that practical support has the 

highest affection power for outcomes in the model, followed by emotional support and 

informational support. Also, access to resources receives the least affection effect size from 

value co-creation activities (only from practical support).  

5.9.3 Testing Moderation Effects 

According to Muller et al. (2005), the moderation effect refers to testing whether a construct 

influences the direction and/or strength of the relationship between an exogenous and an 

endogenous construct in the model. As shown earlier in chapter four, moderation tactics and 

trust were conceptualised as two moderators affecting the relationships between antecedents 

and value co-creation activities. In order to examine the moderating effect of these moderators, 

the product indicator approach was employed because the moderator constructs in this study 

are continuous and both the exogenous and moderator constructs are modelled as having 

reflective indicators (Henseler & Fassott, 2010, p. 496). This approach uses all possible pair 

combinations of the indicators of the exogenous and endogenous constructs. Two overarching 

and 16 subsidiary hypotheses were formed to test the explained moderation effects. The 

relationship between barriers and emotional support as well as the relationships between 

abilities and resource integration, emotional support, and informational support were not 

examined as they were not found significant in the previous section. Table 23 shows the 

hypotheses formed to assess the moderation effects. 
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Table 23 Hypotheses for testing moderation effects 

 

H8: The relationship between Antecedents and Value Co-creation activities is moderated by 

Moderation Tactics 

H8a: The relationship between Motivations with Resource Integration is moderated by Moderation Tactics  

H8b: The relationship between Motivations with Emotional Support is moderated by Moderation Tactics  

H8c: The relationship between Motivations with Practical Support is moderated by Moderation Tactics  

H8d: The relationship between Motivations with Informational Support is moderated by Moderation Tactics  

H8e: The relationship between Barriers with Resource Integration is moderated by Moderation Tactics  

H8g: The relationship between Barriers with Practical Support is moderated by Moderation Tactics  

H8h: The relationship between Barriers with Informational Support is moderated by Moderation Tactics  

H8k: The relationship between Abilities with Practical Support is moderated by Moderation Tactics  

H9: The relationship between Antecedents and Value Co-creation activities is moderated by Trust 

H9a: The relationship between Motivations with Resource Integration is moderated by Trust  

H9b: The relationship between Motivations with Emotional Support is moderated by Trust  

H9c: The relationship between Motivations with Practical Support is moderated by Trust  

H9d: The relationship between Motivations with Informational Support is moderated by Trust  

H9e: The relationship between Barriers with Resource Integration is moderated by Trust  

H9g: The relationship between Barriers with Practical Support is moderated by Trust  

H9h: The relationship between Barriers with Informational Support is moderated by Trust  

H9k: The relationship between Abilities with Practical Support is moderated by Trust  

 

As suggested by Chin et al. (2003), the researcher created a new latent interaction 

construct for each relationship between a driver and a value co-creation activity by using 

SmartPLS 3.0 software. Then, the model was rerun with this method for all eight relationships 

between antecedents and value co-creation activities. This approach applies the following 

formula, in which pij represents the product indicator for each relationship, xi represents the 

exogenous construct and mj represents the moderator construct: 

 

As the formula shows, if the exogenous construct has i indicators and the moderator construct 

has j indicators, the product indicator will have i * j indicators. For example, Figure 7 shows 
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the test of whether the relationship between the barrier and practical support is moderated by 

trust. 

Figure 7 The moderation effect of trust between barriers and practical support 

 

As Figure 7 shows, the exogenous construct (barriers) has three indicators and the 

moderator construct (trust) has three indicators, therefore, the product indicator has nine 

indicators. The same approach was applied for all the relationships between antecedents and 

value co-creation activities to test separately the moderation effects of moderation tactics and 

trust. As the result, the model was rerun two times to test the overarching hypotheses and 16 

times to test the subsidiary hypotheses in this section.  

In order to test the significance of the moderation effects, bootstrapping with 5000 

resamples was performed at 0.05 significance level for two overarching hypotheses and 16 

subsidiary hypotheses. The results show that none of the hypotheses were significant at 5%, 

therefore, all moderating hypotheses were rejected. This means that both moderation tactics 

and trust did not have any moderation effect between antecedents and value co-creation 

activities.  
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5.10 Chapter Summary 

This chapter started with justifying the samples size for the quantitative phase and presenting 

participants` demographic and initial data screening. Next, the explanation of PLS-SEM 

method selection for analysing the results of the quantitative phase in this study was presented. 

It was followed by the measurement model assessment to ensure that the latent constructs in 

the model meet the reliability and validity criteria. During the assessment of the measurement 

model, ten indicators were removed from further analysis due to the convergent and 

discriminant validity tests (see Table 14 and Table 17). In the next step, the quality of the 

structural model was assessed to evaluate collinearity between latent constructs and the 

affective relevance of endogenous constructs in the model by obtaining VIF and Q2 scores, 

respectively. Having assessed the quality of the measurement model and structural model, the 

researcher tested the overarching and subsidiary hypotheses developed in chapter four as well 

as the moderation effects of moderation tactics and trust. Table 24 shows a summary of the 

hypotheses tested in this chapter. 

Table 24 Summary of hypotheses tested 

H1: Antecedents influence Resource Integration Supported 

H1a: Motivations influence Resource Integration 
H1b: Barriers negatively influence Resource Integration 
H1c: Abilities influence Resource Integration 

Supported 

Supported 

Not Supported 

H2: Antecedents influence Emotional Support Supported 

H2a: Motivations influence Emotional Support 
H2b: Barriers negatively influence Emotional Support 
H2c: Abilities influence Emotional Support 

Supported 

Not Supported 

Not Supported 

H3: Antecedents influence Practical Support Supported 

H3a: Motivations influence Practical Support 
H3b: Barriers negatively influence Practical Support 
H3c: Abilities influence Practical Support 

Supported 

Supported 

Supported 

H4: Antecedents influence Informational Support Supported 

H4a: Motivations influence Information Support 
H4b: Barriers negatively influence Information Support  
H4c: Abilities influence Information Support 

Supported 

Supported 

Not Supported 

H5: Value Co-creation activities affect Social Capital Supported 

H5a: Resource Integration affects Social Capital 
H5b: Emotional Support affects Social Capital 

H5c: Practical Support affects Social Capital 
H5d: Informational Support affects Social Capital 

Supported 

Supported 

Supported 

Supported 

H6: Value Co-creation activities affect Brand Awareness Supported 

H6a: Resource Integration affects Brand Awareness 

H6b: Emotional Support affects Brand Awareness 
H6c: Practical Support affects Brand Awareness 
H6d: Informational Support affects Brand Awareness 

Supported 

Supported 

Supported 

Supported 

H7: Value Co-creation activities affect Access to Resources Supported 

H7a: Resource Integration affects Access to Resources 
H7b: Emotional Support affects Access to Resources 
H7c: Practical Support affects Access to Resources 
H7d: Informational Support affects Access to Resources 

Supported 

Supported 

Supported 

Supported 
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Table 24 Summary of hypotheses tested – cont`d 

 

H8: The relationship between Antecedents and Value Co-creation activities is moderated by 

Moderation Tactics Not Significant 

H8a: The relationship between Motivations with Resource Integration is moderated by Moderation Tactics 

H8b: The relationship between Motivations with Emotional Support is moderated by Moderation Tactics 

H8c: The relationship between Motivations with Practical Support is moderated by Moderation Tactics 

H8d: The relationship between Motivations with Informational Support is moderated by Moderation Tactics 

H8e: The relationship between Barriers with Resource Integration is moderated by Moderation Tactics 

H8g: The relationship between Barriers with Practical Support is moderated by Moderation Tactics 

H8h: The relationship between Barriers with Informational Support is moderated by Moderation Tactics 

H8k: The relationship between Abilities with Practical Support is moderated by Moderation Tactics 

Not Significant 

 

Not Significant 

 
Not Significant 

 
Not Significant 

 
Not Significant 

 
Not Significant 

 
Not Significant 

 
Not Significant 

 

 

H9: The relationship between Antecedents and Value Co-creation activities is moderated by Trust 

Not Significant 

 

H9a: The relationship between Motivations with Resource Integration is moderated by Trust 

H9b: The relationship between Motivations with Emotional Support is moderated by Trust 

H9c: The relationship between Motivations with Practical Support is moderated by Trust 

H9d: The relationship between Motivations with Informational Support is moderated by Trust 

H9e: The relationship between Barriers with Resource Integration is moderated by Trust 

H9g: The relationship between Barriers with Practical Support is moderated by Trust 

H9h: The relationship between Barriers with Informational Support is moderated by Trust 

H9k: The relationship between Abilities with Practical Support is moderated by Trust 

Not Significant 

 

Not Significant 

 

Not Significant 

 
Not Significant 

 

Not Significant 

 
Not Significant 

 
Not Significant 

 
Not Significant 

 

The conceptual framework that was developed based on the findings of the qualitative 

phase in chapter four was evaluated and refined based on the results provided in this chapter. 

Figure 8 shows the refined conceptual framework.
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Figure 8  The refined conceptual framework based on the results of the quantitative 

phase 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In the next chapter, the findings of the qualitative phase will be integrated with the 

results of the quantitative phase to answer the research questions. The theoretical and practical 

contributions of this study as well as the limitations and suggestions for future research will 

also be explained in chapter 6.  
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Chapter 6: Discussion, 

Contributions, 

Limitations, and 

Future Research 
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6.1 Chapter Overview 

This thesis provides a deeper understanding of social entrepreneurs` value co-creation through 

OCs. It has specifically identified the antecedents of social entrepreneurs` participation in OCs 

and how these antecedents affect value co-creation activities in OCs. Furthermore, this thesis 

has explored the outcomes of participating in OCs from social entrepreneurs` points of view 

and determined how the identified value co-creation activities performed by social 

entrepreneurs in OCs can lead to these outcomes. The main aims of this chapter are to present 

how the researcher answered the research questions of this research and explain how this 

research extends the current knowledge related to value co-creation through OCs and adds new 

knowledge regarding social entrepreneurs` value co-creation.  

Section 6.2 revisits the research questions to highlight the objectives of this research, 

explains how each research question was addressed in this thesis, and integrates the findings 

of the mixed methods research. Section 6.3 elaborates the primary contributions of this 

research; firstly, this research provides an improved understanding of the antecedents 

(motivation, barriers, abilities) for social entrepreneurs` participation in OCs; secondly, the 

study empirically explores value co-creation activities that are performed by social 

entrepreneurs in OCs; thirdly, the research elaborates the values for social entrepreneurs 

resulting from their engagement and participation in OCs; and lastly, the research has tested 

the extent to which antecedents affect value co-creation activities in OCs and the extent to 

which  value co-creation activities can lead to positive outcomes for social entrepreneurs. 

Throughout the chapter, the researcher highlights the differences between the findings in the 

context of SEs and the findings in other contexts, in terms of the use of OCs for value co-

creation by social entrepreneurs compared with other users in other contexts.  

This research also contributes to the MOA model literature by exploring the antecedents 

for social entrepreneurs` participation in OCs, their behaviours in OCs, and the positive 

outcomes that they receive as the result of their participation in OCs. The discussion of 

contributions then continues by presenting the significant practical implications for social 

entrepreneurs regarding how they can benefit from participating in OCs, which can enable them 

to improve the performance of their SEs. This research also provides practical implications for 

the managers and administrators of OCs dedicated to SEs by informing them how they can 

manage or design OCs to facilitate and encourage social entrepreneurs’ participation and 

engagement in OCs. Section 6.4 presents the limitations of this research, which leads to 

recommending research avenues for future studies.  
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6.2 Re-visiting and addressing the Research Questions 

The preliminary objective of this research was to explore social entrepreneurs` value co-

creation in OCs. Having employed the MOA model (MacInnis et al., 1991), this main objective 

incorporated a number of specific aims: (1) understanding the antecedents for social 

entrepreneurs` participation in OCs, (2) exploring value co-creation activities that social 

entrepreneurs perform in OCs, and (3) investigating the positive outcomes from the social 

entrepreneurs’ perspective as the result of their participation in OCs.  

This research has two main research questions. The first main research question aims 

to explore the factors that influence value co-creation process by social entrepreneurs in OCs. 

The sub research question for the first main research question aims to test the relationships 

between these factors and value co-creation activities that social entrepreneurs perform in OCs. 

The second main research question aims to explore how social entrepreneurs co-create value 

in OCs. To do so, three sub research questions were designed to explore the value co-creation 

activities that are performed by social entrepreneurs in OC, the outcomes for social 

entrepreneurs, and the relationships between the co-creation activities and outcomes: 

Research question 1: What factors influence social entrepreneurs` participation in OCs? 

➢ Sub-research question 1: To what extent do the influencing factors on social 

entrepreneurs` participation affect value co-creation activities in OCs? 

Research question 2: How do social entrepreneurs co-create value in OCs? 

➢ Sub-research question 2: What value co-creation activities are performed by 

social entrepreneurs in OCs? 

➢ Sub-research question 3: To what extent do value co-creation activities 

performed by social entrepreneurs in OCs lead to positive outcomes for 

them? 

Research question 3: What are the positive outcomes for social entrepreneurs as the 

result of performing value co-creation activities in OCs? 

The research started by reviewing the literature on value co-creation activities through 

OCs in different contexts including SEs to develop an initial conceptual framework based on 

the MOA model. Then, the three main research questions were addressed through an 
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exploratory qualitative phase, by interviewing social entrepreneurs in Australia, which led to 

refining and extending the initial conceptual framework. However, the conceptual framework 

that was developed based on the findings of this phase included relationships among 

antecedents, value co-creation activities, and positive outcomes that needed to be tested and 

validated. Therefore, a further objective of this research became validating and refining the 

conceptual framework, which led to proposing the two sub-research questions. These sub-

research questions were addressed by designing a quantitative study, in which an online survey 

was employed to target a larger population of social entrepreneurs in Australia, to test and 

validate the conceptual framework. 

In the following sections, the researcher synthesises the findings of the qualitative and 

quantitative phases, addressing each of the research questions. 

6.2.1 Addressing RQ1  

The primary aim of Research question 1 was to explore and identify the antecedents that affect 

and moderate social entrepreneurs` participation in OCs. In order to address this research 

question, a qualitative phase was employed, in which data was gathered by using in-depth semi-

structured interviews. This phase identified that the antecedents that influence social 

entrepreneurs` participation in OCs are the motivations that drive them to participate in OCs, 

the barriers that inhibit them from participation in OCs, and the essential abilities that social 

entrepreneurs need to have to be able to participate in OCs.  

With regard to the social entrepreneurs` motivations to participate in OCs, analysis of 

the interview data found that social entrepreneurs participate in OCs because they feel 

concerned for other social entrepreneurs, especially social entrepreneurs who are new in this 

journey and those who need other social entrepreneurs` support and advice to continue their 

social entrepreneurship journey. In addition, it was found that social entrepreneurs participate 

in OCs to benefit their social enterprises by interacting with other social entrepreneurs because 

they believe that their participation in OCs has the potential to help them find new resources 

such as grants, human resources, or physical space for their enterprise, increase their social 

enterprise awareness by using OCs as a free and effective marketing tool, and build new 

relationships with other social entrepreneurs in Australia or overseas, or maintain the 

relationships that they have already created in events. Another motivation driving social 

entrepreneurs to participate in OCs was that they believed participation in OCs is an effective 

way to mutually benefit all parties involved in OCs.  
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Table 25 shows how the findings of this research extended or added to the related 

literature of individuals` motivations to participate in OCs for value co-creation. 

Table 25 Contribution to the literature related to individuals` motivations to participate in online 

value co-creation 

Motivations Confirmed Extended New 

Concern for Others   ✓ 

Self-Stimulus  ✓  

Mutual Benefits ✓ ✓  

 

 To the best of researcher`s knowledge, concern for others as a motivation for 

participating in value co-creation process through OCs is a new contribution to the literature, 

as previous research in other contexts (as discussed in Chapter 2) has argued that individuals 

participate in OCs for other reasons;  for example, they enjoy helping others (Chang et al., 2020; 

Teo et al., 1999), they perceive a feeling of accomplishment or improved prestige among others 

(Meuter et al., 2005), and they gain pleasant sensation (Chang et al., 2020). Moreover, individuals 

participate in OCs because they can build or improve reputation in OCs (Chang et al., 2020) or 

exchange benefits with other members of OCs (Chan & Li, 2010). While it was expected to see 

that social entrepreneurs similarly participate in OCs for other reasons, the findings of this 

thesis are that social entrepreneurs do not mainly participate in OCs just for their enjoyment, 

but they participate because they feel concern about new or isolated social entrepreneurs and 

want to help them continue their journey. This finding can be considered as a significant 

difference between social entrepreneurs` motivation to participate in OCs compared to 

individuals in other contexts.  

Moreover, in terms of self-interest motivations, previous studies reported that 

individuals participate in OCs to build reputation, feel accomplished, or receive pleasant 

sensations (e.g. Chang et al., 2020; Granados & Rivera, 2018); however, this research extended 

these findings by evidencing that social entrepreneurs participate in OCs to identify grants, 

opportunities, or resources to improve the performance of their enterprise and address the 

challenges that they face in their SEs. This finding highlights that the main difference between 

social entrepreneurs` self-interest stimulus to participate in online value co-creation process 
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and individuals in other contexts, is that social entrepreneurs mainly focus on the reputation of 

their SE and findings resources for their SE, rather than focusing on improving their own 

reputation or self-image. Furthermore, Table 25 shows that the findings of this research 

supported the argument provided by Chan and Li (2010) explaining that individuals participate 

in OCs to exchange benefits as social entrepreneurs in this research reported that one of the 

main motivations for them to participate in OCs is to collaborate with other social entrepreneurs 

to create value for all parties involved. Also, previous studies have explained that mutual 

benefits for social entrepreneurs mean trading skills and avoiding duplication of efforts 

(Granados & Rivera, 2018), whereas this research has extended the literature by indicating that 

mutual benefits for social entrepreneurs also mean collaboration over competition, cross-

promotion, and exchange of services.  

 Barriers identified in the qualitative phase that inhibit social entrepreneurs to participate 

in OCs include lack of visibility of information in OCs, difficulty to find appropriate OCs 

among many available OCs, and lack of time. Table 26 demonstrates how the findings of the 

qualitative research confirmed or extended the literature related to online value co-creation and 

the SE literature.  

Table 26 Contribution to the literature related to barriers inhibiting individuals to participate in 

online value co-creation 

Barriers Confirmed Extended New 

Insufficient visibility of information in OCs ✓ 

  
Difficulty to find OCs ✓ ✓ 

 
Lack of Confidence 

 

✓ 

 
Lack of Time ✓ ✓ 

 
 

As Table 26 presents, this research did not add any new findings to the literature, but 

confirmed the current knowledge of value co-creation through OCs and extended the 

understanding of what factors inhibit individuals to participate in OCs. The first barrier refers 

to the fact that sometimes members in OCs post irrelevant or unethical content, publish self-

promotion material, and share spam messages. These findings support existing research that 

reported individuals in OCs sometimes share false information or perform illegal actions (Frau 
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et al., 2018). Participants in this research explained that these contents make it difficult for them 

to find appropriate and relevant posts in OCs, which is in line with the findings of Granados and 

Rivera (2018). The other barrier to participation in OCs evidenced by participants relates to the 

issues that social entrepreneurs face in finding OCs with appropriate and high-quality content 

that they can use to achieve their goals.  

Participants in this research explained that there are many OCs dedicated to SEs on 

various online platforms based on different localities and social missions, which is in line with 

the findings of Granados and Rivera (2018). Even in a single online platform like Facebook, there 

are many OCs with similar names and different goals, locations, sectors, and target 

beneficiaries making it difficult for social entrepreneurs to understand which OC is appropriate 

for them as they cannot be a member of all of these OCs and follow all their discussions. The 

findings of this research extended these findings by explaining that finding appropriate OCs on 

different platforms is not just about the different localities and social missions of OCs (Granados 

& Rivera, 2018), but it is also about the differences in gender and target beneficiaries focus. The 

other barrier that is usually reported by individuals in different contexts inhibiting them from 

participating in OCs is lack of time (Amichai-Hamburger et al., 2016; Aristeidou et al., 2017; Baran 

& Cagiltay, 2010; Haas et al., 2021; Muljana et al., 2020). The finding of the qualitative phase 

extended these findings by understanding why social entrepreneurs do not have enough time 

to participate in OCs. According to the participants, being a social entrepreneur is not their 

main career as they usually have a full-time job or other responsibilities and therefore, they do 

not have enough time to spend in OCs to use their contents or interact with members. Social 

entrepreneurs reported that they must have full-time jobs to be able to fund their SEs, which 

makes it difficult for them to have balance between their jobs and running their SEs.  

Finally, participants in this research evidenced that quick judgement by some members 

of OCs significantly reduces their confidence to participate in discussions or post new content 

because in some cases, social entrepreneurs focus on solving problems that are against social 

norms or break new grounds that are difficult for other members to understand. This finding 

extends the literature as previous studies have mainly focused on the absence of clear 

expectation among actors (Järvi et al., 2018), as well as fear of misleading others and cultural 

differences (Philpott & Pike, 2013) that negatively affect individuals` confidence to participate 

in OCs.  
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 Table 27 presents how the findings of the qualitative research supported or extended 

the researcher’s current understanding of the abilities that individuals need to have to be able 

to effectively participate in OCs as well as the new knowledge that this research contributes. 

 

Table 27 Contribution to the literature related to abilities to participate in online value co-creation 

Abilities Confirmed Extended New 

Emotional Intelligence   ✓ 

Common Sense  ✓  

Practical Skills ✓   

 

Findings of the qualitative phase indicated that social entrepreneurs must have 

emotional intelligence, common sense, and practical skills to be able to effectively use OCs 

and communicate with other social entrepreneurs. Emotional intelligence enables social 

entrepreneurs to build relationships with others in the community, understand what type of 

information is appropriate for the purpose, and to express their emotions and opinions to other 

members in OCs. As it is shown in Table 27, the need for emotional intelligence is a new 

finding in the online value co-creation literature. Although previous studies have investigated 

the relationship between emotional intelligence and students` learning readiness (Alenezi, 2020; 

Buzdar et al., 2016; Majeski et al., 2017), their focus was not on the role of emotional intelligence 

for enabling individuals to participate in the value co-creation process.  

Moreover, analysis of interviews showed that social entrepreneurs need to have 

common sense to effectively use OCs as it helps them understand if the community that they 

are participating in is what they are looking for, and whether that community performs the way 

that it is supposed to, and the information shared in that community is useful. Also, common 

sense enables social entrepreneurs to understand the features of each online platform, the type 

of audience on each platform, and how to engage in each online community to be able to 

effectively communicate with other like-minded people. As  shown in Table 27, the findings 

of the qualitative phase extended existing research that has mainly explained that individuals 

need to have common sense to be able to participate in OCs as common sense enables people 
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to bound together (Ray et al., 2014) and prevents users from sharing  private information with 

strangers on OCs (Lamas et al., 2018).  

The last essential ability reported by participants is practical skills because internet and 

computer literacy are a foremost requirement for social entrepreneurs to be able to use OCs. 

Also, they must have some level of content creation skills to tailor their posts for each type of 

OC audience. Furthermore, practical skills enable social entrepreneurs to solve their problems 

in OCs by employing a trial-and-error approach. These findings re practical skills supported 

the findings of previous research that has explained that individuals need to have technical 

knowledge, decision making confidence, and computer/internet literacy (Nguyen et al., 2016; 

Wang et al., 2012), interpretation of information (Putrevu & Lord, 2003), and navigation skills in 

OCs (Bigné et al., 2015) to be able to participate in OCs.   

 

6.2.2 Addressing Sub-RQ1 

Having identified and explored antecedents and moderators by analysing the interviews data, 

the researcher used the results of the quantitative phase to test and validate how antecedents 

affect value co-creation activities and how moderators affect the relationships between 

antecedents and value co-creation activities. The results of this phase (see Table 21) indicate 

that the identified motivations in this research affect all value co-creation activities (i.e. 

resource integration (𝛽= 0.636***), emotional support (𝛽= 0.528***), informational support (𝛽= 

0.603***), and practical support (𝛽= 0.492***). However, the results show that the influence of 

motivations on informational support is large (f
2
= 0.377***), whereas the influence of motivations 

on emotional support and resource integration is medium (f
2
= 0.305** and 0.285** respectively), and 

their influence on practical support is small (f2
= 0.126*). The findings of this phase supported the 

results of a study conducted by Granados and Rivera (2018) that social entrepreneurs` main 

motivation to participate in OCs is to find or share related and updated information in OCs 

related to their sector and ecosystem. However, the results of the quantitative study also 

extended these findings by showing that the motivation to integrate resources with other 

members and exchange emotional support has almost equal importance from the social 

entrepreneurs` points of view. The results also add new knowledge to the literature by 

indicating that exchanging practical support has the least motivation effect on social 

entrepreneurs` participation in OCs for value co-creation. 

 Moreover, the results of the quantitative phase demonstrate that while the identified 

barriers inhibited social entrepreneurs from integrating resources (𝛽= -0.474***) and providing 
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informational support (𝛽= -0.352***) and practical support (𝛽= -0.403***), barriers did not 

significantly affect social entrepreneurs` emotional support exchange in OCs (𝛽= -0.182). 

However, the results indicated that the impact of barriers on social entrepreneurs` resource 

integration (f2
= 0.065*), informational support (f2

= 0.025*), and practical support (f2
= 0.091*) in OCs 

is small meaning that although they face these barriers to participate in OCs, they do not 

influence their participation to a large extent. These results support the findings of Granados 

and Rivera (2018) explaining that barriers such as difficulty to access and locate information, 

sharing out-dated or generic information, and lack of relevant information inhibit social 

entrepreneurs’ participation in OCs and networking. However, the effect of other barriers on 

social entrepreneurs` participation in OCs for resource integration and exchange of support is 

a new finding.  

 In terms of testing and validating the affection of value co-creation activities by the 

identified abilities, the results of the quantitative phase, based on gathered data from a larger 

sample of social entrepreneurs, demonstrated that the reported abilities by the participants in 

interviews affected only practical support in OCs (𝛽= 0.257*) with no considerable influence (f2
= 

0.012). This means that abilities did not have a significant influence on resource integration, 

informational support, and emotional support. This result may mean that social entrepreneurs 

who do not have abilities identified in the literature and this research, can still participate in 

OCs, and provide emotional and informational support to other young and new social 

entrepreneurs in OCs and integrate their resources. For example, encouraging other members, 

helping them not to feel isolated, or sharing experiences and opinions do not necessarily need 

high levels of content creation skills, emotional intelligence, or common sense. However, the 

results show that social entrepreneurs do need these abilities to be able to effectively exchange 

practical support in OCs as members need to collaborate with each other clearly and effectively 

and deliver high quality content in OCs. These results are new to the literature on social 

entrepreneurs` participation in online value co-creation as previous research has not empirically 

tested the impact of social entrepreneurs’ abilities on their participation in the online value co-

creation process.  

 The researcher also used the quantitative results to test and validate the influence of 

trust and moderation tactics on the relationships between the antecedents and value co-creation 

activities identified in the qualitative phase. The results (see Table 23) showed that the 

moderation effects of trust and moderation tactics on the relationships between antecedents and 

value co-creation activities were non-significant. These non-significant results demonstrate 
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that the identified moderators in the interviews do not have any significant effect on the 

relationships between antecedents and value co-creation activities. There may be two possible 

explanations for the non-significant moderation effects found in the quantitative phase. First, 

based on the analysis of interviews, the researcher anticipated and theorised that trust and 

moderation tactics are two moderators that influence the direction and strength of relationships 

between antecedents and value co-creation activities. However, the quantitative phase showed 

that in practice, trust and moderation tactics do not moderate the relationships between 

antecedents and value co-creation activities. Second, the non-significant moderation effects 

may be because the researcher theorised that trust and moderation tactics affect the 

relationships between antecedents and value co-creation; however, there is possibility that trust 

and moderation tactics do not moderate the mentioned relationships, and instead, they directly 

predict value co-creation activities as separate antecedents, which can be investigated in future 

studies. This is one of the advantages of using a mixed methods research approach - that one 

phase can help the researcher to test and validate the findings of the previous phase to achieve 

more reliable results. These two possibilities will be included in the future research suggestions 

to invite future researchers to investigate if trust and moderation tactics directly influence value 

co-creation activities. 

6.2.3 Addressing RQ2  

The primary aim of this research question was to explore and identify value co-creation 

activities that social entrepreneurs perform in OCs and how these activities can lead to 

outcomes for social entrepreneurs.  

6.2.4 Addressing Sub-RQ2 

The analysis of interviews demonstrated that social entrepreneurs perform four main value co-

creation activities in OCs. 

To begin with, in terms of resource integration activities, participants reported that they 

contribute to the discussions in OCs as follows: by sharing and/or exchanging different types 

of resources such as their experience, knowledge, opinions, ideas, information, news, and 

funding opportunities, by creating or following daily hashtags, commenting on other members` 

posts, answering other members` questions, and sharing useful and related materials from other 

groups, and by modifying or enhancing available/shared resources in OCs by collaborating 

with other members to create new resources for all parties involved. These findings confirm 

the resource integration activities that previous studies have identified such as dialogue, 

resource transfer, and co-learning (Gummesson & Mele, 2010), and collaboration and co-
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operation (Edvardsson et al., 2014). Research also shows that different resource integration 

activities are conducted by individuals including resource assembly, resource mastery, resource 

optimisation, usage event planning, real-time usage design, and resource reflection (Bruce et 

al., 2019). This research has extended the findings of Bruce et al. (2019) to the SE context by 

arguing that social entrepreneurs assemble resources by using hashtags and commenting on 

other members` posts. Also, social entrepreneurs perform resource mastery by asking and 

answering questions as a useful means of sharing their knowledge and skills with other 

members in OCs. Moreover, social entrepreneurs optimise resources and reflect resources in 

OCs by continuous discussions on a specific topic to enhance the resources such as information, 

knowledge, best practices, and skills.  

 Previous studies in other contexts have identified emotional support as a value co-

creation activity (Wang et al., 2017; Yoo et al., 2014). The findings of this research confirm these 

studies` findings by evidencing that social entrepreneurs exchange emotional support in OCs 

to support each other in different ways. However, the findings of the qualitative phase also 

extended these findings by explaining the definition of emotional support from social 

entrepreneurs` perspectives. Participants in this research argued that being a social entrepreneur 

is a challenging experience as they usually find themselves isolated from the rest of society due 

to their unique social purposes or feel lonely in their journey. This means that social 

entrepreneurs need to exchange emotional support in OCs to help other social entrepreneurs, 

particularly new social entrepreneurs, to give them a feeling that they are not alone in their 

journey and that there are other members in OCs that have experienced the same issues and 

have been able to pass through those difficult days in their journey. They also exchange 

emotional support to encourage other members to continue their journey when they feel that 

they do not have enough courage or power to continue what they do in their social enterprise. 

The findings of this research extended the literature by demonstrating that social entrepreneurs 

celebrate their successes and achievements together in OCs to evoke a positive attitude about 

their tasks and missions, which can help them align with their goals and gain motivation to 

push forward.  

 Previous studies have explained that members of OCs exchange practical support as 

another form of peer support (Amann & Rubinelli, 2017; Beaunoyer et al., 2020; Bernardi, 2016; 

Setoyama et al., 2011). These studies have studied practical support in different contexts such as 

online health communities or professional online communities and have defined practical 

support primarily as practical advice and information that users share to help other members to 
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solve their practical problems. However, this research adds to these findings by explaining 

what practical support means from social entrepreneurs` points of view. Participants in this 

study reported that OCs are a place where they exchange practical support with their peers by 

sharing their mistakes and failures to help other social entrepreneurs avoid those mistakes in 

their operations. Also, they cross-promote each other`s social enterprises to increase their 

enterprises` brand awareness. Moreover, participants evidenced that another form of practical 

support in OCs is exchanging their practical skills, for example, by helping other social 

entrepreneurs write and apply for a grant or responding to calls for actions in OCs.  

 One of the widely reported peer support activities in the literature is informational 

support, which includes sharing information, news, knowledge, skills, and advice in OCs (e.g. 

Charband & Navimipour, 2016; Hall et al., 2010; Jong et al., 2021; Park et al., 2020; Wu et al., 2019; 

Xing et al., 2018). The findings of this research confirmed these findings as participants 

explained that they exchange informational support in OCs by sharing the latest news of the 

social enterprise sector, sharing available funding opportunities, and supporting other members 

in their decision-making process. Also, participants explained that they exchange 

recommendations and advice about the products and services available in the market related to 

social enterprises` needs, and help new social entrepreneurs establish their social enterprise by 

providing useful information. Table 28 provides a summary of how this research contributes 

to the literature related to online value co-creation activities.  

Table 28 Contribution to the literature related to online value co-creation activities  

 
Confirmed Extended New 

Resource Integration ✓   

Emotional Support ✓ ✓  

Practical Support 
✓ ✓ ✓ 

Informational Support 
✓   

 

6.2.5 Addressing Sub-RQ3 

Sub-research question 2 was designed to test and validate whether the identified value co-

creation activities lead to positive outcomes for social entrepreneurs as the result of their 

participation in OCs. In the quantitative research, the researcher theorised that all four value 

co-creation activities lead to creating the identified positive outcomes for social entrepreneurs.  
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 The results of the quantitative phase (see Table 22) indicate that resource integration 

activities lead to accessing more resources by social entrepreneurs (𝛽= 0.455***), enabling social 

entrepreneurs to increase their social enterprise`s brand awareness (𝛽= 0.541***), and creating 

social capital for social entrepreneurs (𝛽= 0.598***). Although the results indicated that resource 

integration activities lead to these values for social entrepreneurs, the analysis of the 

quantitative data demonstrated that the effect size of resource integration activities on the 

identified values is not significant (f2= 0.000 for access to resources, f2= 0.013 for brand 

awareness, and (f2= 0.009 for social capital). 

 Moreover, the results of the quantitative phase showed that practical support exchange 

activities in OCs lead to accessing more resources (𝛽= 0.541***), increasing brand awareness (𝛽= 

0.654***), and creating social capital (𝛽= 0.673***). Unlike the effect size of resource integration 

activities that was non-significant, the effect size of practical support on access to resources 

and social capital was small (f2= 0.078* and f2= 0.074* respectively) and the effect size on brand 

awareness was medium (f2= 0.150**). This highlights the fact that the main value for social 

entrepreneurs resulting from their participation in practical support exchange in OCs is the 

increase of their social enterprise`s brand awareness.  

 The results of quantitative data analysis also revealed that emotional support exchange 

in OCs leads to all three value co-creation activities (access to resources (𝛽= 0.365***), brand 

awareness (𝛽= 0.545***), social capital (𝛽= 0.634***)). The results indicated that the effect size of 

emotional support on access to resources is not significant (f2= 0.002). Also, the effect size of 

emotional support on brand awareness (f2= 0.028*) and social capital (f2= 0.087*) was small. This 

means that emotional support exchange in OCs mainly provides social capital, followed by 

brand awareness as the effect size for social capital is higher than brand awareness.  

6.2.6 Addressing RQ3 

The last research question of this research aimed to explore and identify the outcomes for social 

entrepreneurs as the result of their participation in OCs. Previous studies have identified 

various outcomes for members of OCs as the result of their participation in OCs, such as 

improvement of self-image and reputation (Mohd-Any et al., 2015), access to financial resources 

(Akman et al., 2018), socialising with others (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 2002; Lai & Chen, 2014; Yan et 

al., 2016), self-expressiveness (Martins, 2014), and creation of relationships and collaboration 

networks (Abedin & Chew, 2016; Huck, 2016). 
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The first reported outcome by participants in the qualitative phase related to creating 

social capital by using OCs. This research supports the findings of previous studies (Abedin & 

Chew, 2016; Granados & Rivera, 2018; Huck, 2016) indicating that an important outcome for 

individuals as the result of their participation in OCs is the creation of relationships and 

networks; however, this research extends these findings by arguing that social entrepreneurs 

have successfully maintained their existing relationships with their peers through OCs. 

Australia is a large country, so travelling to meet new social entrepreneurs and network with 

them is time-consuming and expensive. Participants explained that participation in OCs helped 

them build new relationships with other social entrepreneurs within their states or across 

Australia, and even with overseas social entrepreneurs. This is especially valuable for social 

entrepreneurs who live and operate in regional or isolated areas that do not have easy access to 

social enterprise hubs in the major cities. Participants also evidenced that although they usually 

participate in events dedicated to social enterprises where they meet new social entrepreneurs, 

it is difficult for them to keep connected to those social entrepreneurs, due to the long distances 

and their busy lives, However, OCs have enabled them to maintain their relationships and work 

together regardless of their geographic locations.  

 Granados and Rivera (2018) explain that SEs use OCs as a useful and cost-effective 

marketing and promotion tool to increase their brand awareness, and this was confirmed by 

this research. Most of the participants in this research were founders or managing directors of 

small social enterprises meaning that their enterprise has a limited budget for marketing 

purposes, and OCs helped them increase the brand awareness of their social enterprises. This 

feature of OCs was particularly helpful for social enterprises located in regional areas who were 

able to offer services such as consultancy services or grant writing services to other social 

enterprises online and through OCs. Moreover, participants used OCs to promote the events 

that they were hosting by inviting other social entrepreneurs to attend or contribute to other 

social entrepreneurs, for example, by promoting the event in their networks, or introducing 

volunteers or sponsors for the event. However, while previous studies have argued that OCs 

improve individuals` self-image or reputation (Mohd-Any et al., 2015) and self-expressiveness 

(Martins, 2014), the analysis of interviews extended these findings by demonstrating that social 

entrepreneurs focus more on increasing their SEs` brand awareness than on improving their 

self-image as an entrepreneur. 

 The last outcome for social entrepreneurs provided by OCs identified in this research, 

related to access more resources. While this research confirms the findings of previous studies 
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arguing that individuals and organisations can gain access to more financial resources by 

participating in OCs (Akman et al., 2018; Bijker et al., 2014; Fisher, 2019) such as government or 

philanthropic grants or selling their products and services to other SEs, the findings of this 

research extend the literature by explaining that social entrepreneurs also are able to access the 

volunteers needed for their operations. OCs helped social entrepreneurs to find and recruit 

volunteers and staff for their SEs because when they announced available job opportunities in 

OCs, other members either introduced human resources or shared the job advertisement in their 

networks to inform interested people to contact the SEs. Furthermore, participants explained 

that OCs played a key role in fundraising for their SEs as there are members in OCs who are 

interested in supporting SEs` goals or they shared fundraising calls in their networks to promote 

the campaign. Table 29 depicts how the findings of this research supported or extended the 

findings of previous studies related to the positive outcomes for members of OCs. 

Table 29 Contribution to the literature related to the positive outcomes for members of OCs 
 

Confirmed Extended New 

Social Capital        ✓        ✓  

Brand Awareness        ✓        ✓  

Access to Resources        ✓        ✓  

 

Having addressed all the research questions, the researcher will now explain the 

contributions and implications for both research and practice, followed by the limitations and 

suggestions for future research.  

6.3 Contributions and Implications 

The contributions of this research can be categorised into theoretical - benefiting the research 

community, and practical – benefiting managers of social enterprises, and managers and 

administrators of OCs, and of other practice communities. 

6.3.1 Contributions and Implications for Research 

This thesis aimed to investigate how social entrepreneurs co-create value in OCs. Having 

employed the MOA model (Maclnnis & Jaworski, 1989), this research is the first to qualitatively 

explore and quantitatively validate value co-creation through online communities from the 
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social entrepreneurs` points of view. Therefore, this research contributes to theory and research 

as follows: 

1. Employing the MOA model in the social enterprise context: This research employed 

the MOA model in the context of SEs to investigate what factors motivate social 

entrepreneurs to participate in OCs, what factors inhibit them from participating in OCs, 

and what capabilities are needed for social entrepreneurs to be able to effectively 

participate in OCs. The MOA model also enabled the researcher to investigate the 

relationships among antecedents of social entrepreneurs` participation in OCs with the 

value co-creation activities that they perform in OCs, as well as the relationships 

between these value co-creation activities and positive outcomes for social 

entrepreneurs as the result of their participation in OCs. 

2. Conceptualising and validating a conceptual framework for social entrepreneurs` value 

co-creation: One of the primary contributions of this research is the online value co-

creation conceptual framework as the result of the integration of a mixed methods 

study, which represents antecedents for their participation, value co-creation activities 

that they perform in OCs, and perceived value from social entrepreneurs` points of 

view. The significance of this contribution is that future researchers can use this 

conceptual framework to study value co-creation concept in other contexts to compare 

their results with the results of this research. Also, future researchers can use this 

conceptual framework to investigate value co-creation concept in SEs context in other 

countries and extend the findings of this research. 

3. Identifying new motivations of individuals to participate in the value co-creation 

process in OCs from social entrepreneurs` points of view, including concern for other 

social entrepreneurs instead of enjoying helping others and improving their SE 

performance rather than just improving their own reputation or self-image.  

4. Exploring and identifying new barriers that inhibit social entrepreneurs from 

participating in OCs in addition to the barriers presented in the related literature, 

including the difficulty of finding appropriate OCs from among all the available OCs.  

5. Identifying abilities that are essential for participating and engaging in OCs from the 

social entrepreneurs` points of view in addition to supporting some of the abilities 

identified in previous studies, including having emotional intelligence and common 

sense to communicate with different types of people in OCs, expressing their feelings 
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and opinions in OCs, and understanding whether the OCs and members that they are 

interacting with are relevant to their aim  to be able to participate in OCs effectively. 

6. Exploring value co-creation activities that social entrepreneurs perform in OCs 

including resource integration with the focus on creating new resources or enhancing 

the existing resources for all parties involved in the process, as well as exchanging three 

types of support - namely practical, informational, and emotional. 

7. Exploring values perceived by social entrepreneurs as the result of their participation 

in OCs, including building new relationships with other social entrepreneurs across 

Australia, maintaining their existing relationships with social entrepreneurs, improving 

their SEs brand awareness instead of their own reputation as an entrepreneur, and 

gaining access to volunteers and cost-effective human resources as well as financial 

resources. 

8. Testing and validating how antecedents affect value co-creation activities in OCs, 

which led to the finding that essential abilities do not affect informational and emotional 

support, and that resource integration activities in OCs and barriers do not have a 

significant influence on emotional support exchange in OCs. All other antecedents 

(eight antecedents out of 12) affected value co-creation activities. 

9. Testing and validating how value co-creation activities performed by social 

entrepreneurs in OCs lead to positive outcomes. The results showed that all value co-

creation activities have significant influence on the outcomes; however, only the effect 

sizes of six relationships were either small or medium and the rest of relationships did 

not have considerable effect sizes. 

The conceptualised and validated framework for social entrepreneurs` value co-creation 

through OCs provides a valuable reference point for future theoretical and empirical studies 

aiming to further test these constructs and the relationships between them, extend the identified 

antecedents, value co-creation activities, and values, or apply these constructs and relationships 

in other contexts. 

The mixed-methods approach including qualitative and quantitative phases employed 

in this research demonstrates the quality and validity of the identified constructs and 

relationships in the conceptual framework. This thesis enabled the researcher to: 

1. Represent how application and extension of existing theories can contribute to 

cumulative and new knowledge in other contexts. 
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2. Demonstrate how employing mixed methods research can lead to exploring and 

validating new knowledge. 

3. Show how a deductive-inductive approach of analysing qualitative data can lead to 

identifying relevant indicators to be tested in a quantitative study and how the findings 

can be synthesised to develop a conceptualised framework.  

4. Provide a survey, which can be used in similar or different research settings by future 

studies to test constructs and relationships. 

6.3.2 Implications for Practice 

The findings of this research provide valuable contributions and implications for practice. 

These contributions are shown in Table 30: 

Table 30 Contributions for practice 

Contribution Benefited groups 

Capturing social entrepreneurs` motivations to participate in OCs Administrators and 

developers of OCs 

dedicated to SEs 

Capturing social entrepreneurs` barriers to participate in OCs Administrators and 

developers of OCs 

dedicated to SEs 

Understanding social entrepreneurs` abilities to participate in OCs Policymakers 

Understanding value co-creation activities performed by social 

entrepreneurs` in OCs 

Administrators and 

developers of OCs 

dedicated to SEs 

Understanding outcomes for social entrepreneurs` by participating in OCs Social entrepreneurs and 

owners of social 

enterprises 

 

1. The findings of this research inform the administrators of OCs dedicated to SEs to 

understand what motivates and encourages social entrepreneurs to participate in these 

OCs. By understanding these motivators, the administrators could facilitate OCs in a 

way that helps social entrepreneurs achieve their goals. For example, social 

entrepreneurs` motivation to support or help new or isolated social entrepreneurs can 

be addressed by running weekly sessions in which new or isolated social entrepreneurs 

can share their problems, and experienced members share their experience or ideas 

regarding those problems.  

2. The findings of this research enable the administrators or developers of OCs to 

understand what might inhibit social entrepreneurs from participating in OCs, and 

therefore, they will be able to address these challenges and constraints to facilitate 

social entrepreneurs' participation in OCs. For example, administrators can offer new 

guidelines or rules to restrict spam or irrelevant messages being sent in OCs. Also, there 
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are many available OCs on different platforms, which makes it difficult for social 

entrepreneurs to find appropriate OCs. One suggestion is to combine these OCs into 

one single OC for social entrepreneurs or design and develop a dedicated OC out of 

Facebook or LinkedIn to make it visible and accessible for all social entrepreneurs.  

3. The findings of this research demonstrated the abilities essential for social 

entrepreneurs to participate in OCs. These findings can inform policymakers or 

educators to include these abilities in universities` curricula to educate future social 

entrepreneurs in Australia. For example, there are many annual events dedicated to 

social entrepreneurs where they gather to exchange ideas or opinions regarding 

different topics. A suggestion would be dedicating part of these events to educate social 

entrepreneurs to improve their practical skills, emotional intelligence, and common 

sense. Moreover, universities or institutions like TAFE can offer short courses for 

individuals who aim to become a social entrepreneur to teach them the abilities essential 

for using OCs to interact with their peers.  

4. The findings of this research identified value co-creation activities that are performed 

by social entrepreneurs in OCs. These findings can inform the developers of OCs to 

design OCs in a way that offers essential features to social entrepreneurs to be able to 

perform these activities more effectively. For example, to facilitate resource integration 

activities in OCs, the administrators or designers can dedicate specific sections to 

resources that can be modified or enhanced by social entrepreneurs or sections for new 

shared resources by members to make it accessible for all members. Also, different 

sections can be dedicated for the three types of support in OCs, for instance, a section 

(like sub-group) for social entrepreneurs who are seeking emotional support where they 

can talk to other members only about their emotional problems and support each other 

to solve their emotional issues. 

5. The findings of this research explored the positive outcomes that social entrepreneurs 

received from their participation in OCs. These findings can inform the founders or 

managing directors of SEs about the potential of OCs, which can enable them to access 

new resources, create social capital, and increase their SEs` brand awareness. Social 

entrepreneurs should participate in OCs when they need volunteers or cost-effective 

human resources as other members can introduce or refer staff to other social 

entrepreneurs. Also, they need to participate in OCs as many funding grants are shared 

in OCs by other social entrepreneurs or some members look for partnerships to become 

eligible to apply for some specific grants. Moreover, social entrepreneurs need to know 
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that they can increase the brand awareness of their SEs free of charge in OCs as other 

members cross-promote each other’s SEs in OCs. Furthermore, social entrepreneurs 

must participate in OCs to be able to connect with other social entrepreneurs in their 

states or other states of Australia to share their failures, successes, experiences, 

resources, and contacts.  

6.4 Research Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research 

In this section, the researcher explains the limitations of this research and opportunities for 

future studies. 

The first limitation of this research relates to the nature of the research contexts used to 

collect the data. In the qualitative and quantitative phases of this research, data were gathered 

from social entrepreneurs in Australia to study the antecedents for their participation in OCs, 

value co-creation activities that are performed in OCs by them, and outcomes from their 

participation in OCs. Antecedents, value co-creation activities, and outcomes are highly 

contextual and may not work in the same way as presented in this research because this research 

is based on the Australian context, some aspects of which may be different from other 

countries. This limitation provides a direction for future studies to conduct research in other 

countries, such as other developed countries, economies in transitions, or developing countries 

to investigate how social entrepreneurs` antecedents, value co-creation activities, and outcomes 

in those countries are different from or similar to Australian social entrepreneurs`.  

 The second limitation relates to the sampling for both phases of this research. In the 

qualitative phase, the researcher tried to recruit participants from all of Australia`s states, 

however, no participants were available from three states at that time. Also, the distribution of 

participants in this research was uneven; the majority of participants were from New South 

Wales, Victoria, and Queensland had more than twice the number than any other state. This 

probably occurred because of the network of the researcher in Queensland, and snowball 

sampling from Victoria and New South Wales. The researcher asked participants to introduce 

social entrepreneurs in their networks to participate in this research; however, this was not 

successful. Moreover, no exact details of the social entrepreneurs` population in Australia are 

available, so the researcher was not able to compare the population with the recruited sample 

in both phases of the research to test the representative nature of the sample. An opportunity 

for further research arises from this limitation as future researchers can purposefully interview 

social entrepreneurs from the states or regions that were not included in this research to study 

the potential differences between social entrepreneurs` responses in different states of Australia 
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in terms of their operations, their antecedents for participation in OCs, the value co-creation 

activities that they perform, or their outcomes as the result of their participation in OCs. 

 The third limitation of this study relates to the nature of the online survey that was 

employed in the second phase of this research. The online survey was distributed in a number 

of ways such as advertising in various OCs, sending directly to SEs` founder or managing 

directors, and employing snowball sampling. It was therefore difficult for the researcher to 

determine the response rate or to ensure that all eligible social entrepreneurs in Australia had 

received the participation invitation for the online survey. Furthermore, another limitation of 

online surveys relates to the fact that some ineligible participants may have been included in 

the sample. Although the researcher clearly explained the specific eligibility and inclusion 

criteria in the recruitment advertisement, he did not have control over whether all the 

participants met the eligibility criteria.  

 Another limitation in this research is that the scope of the research was limited to 

studying positive outcomes for social entrepreneurs as the result of their participation in OCs. 

This limitation in the scope of the research was accepted because time and resource constraints 

prevented the researcher from focusing on both positive and negative outcomes for social 

entrepreneurs of using OCs. Investigating potential negative outcomes for social entrepreneurs 

as the result of their participation and engagement in OCs is another opportunity for future 

research. Such research could lead to improving our understanding of the dark side of OCs for 

individuals.  

  An important suggestion for future research relates to the conceptual framework 

developed and tested in this thesis. Future studies can use this framework in other contexts to 

study how and to what extent other participants` antecedents, value co-creation activities, and 

perceived outcomes are different or similar to those identified in this research. Also, the 

framework can be tested and extended by employing other research methods such as focus 

groups, observations, or content analysis of OCs.  

6.5 Chapter Summary 

This thesis has addressed the lack of knowledge related to value co-creation activities in OCs 

from social entrepreneurs` points of view. First, this research helped to understand the factors 

that affect value co-creation activities in OCs from social entrepreneurs` perspectives including 

their motivations to participate in OCs, the barriers that inhibit them from engaging in OCs, 

and the essential abilities that they need to effectively participate in OCs. Second, the findings 
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of this thesis identified the value co-creation activities that social entrepreneurs perform in OCs 

including resource integration, emotional support exchange, practical support exchange, and 

informational support exchange. In addition, the perceived outcomes by social entrepreneurs 

were identified in this research. The thesis tested and validated the relationships between 

identified antecedents, value co-creation activities, and outcomes, which led to theorising and 

validating a conceptual framework.  

 This thesis contributed to both theory and practice. First, this thesis extended the MOA 

model to the social enterprise context. Second, while some of the existing factors influencing 

individuals` participation in online value co-creation were supported in this research, new 

motivations, barriers, and abilities were identified in the social enterprise context as affecting 

social entrepreneurs` value co-creation activities. Third, this research explored the value co-

creation activities that are performed by social entrepreneurs in OCs, which increases our 

understanding of how social entrepreneurs co-create value in OCs. Finally, although many 

outcomes have been presented in the related literature regarding individuals` participation in 

OCs, this research explored how social entrepreneurs perceive outcomes as the result of their 

participation in OCs. Also, this thesis contributed to the understanding of why social 

entrepreneurs participate in OCs, what factors might inhibit social entrepreneurs from 

participating in OCs, and the essential abilities for participating in OCs. These findings can 

enable the administrators and designers of OCs dedicated to social enterprises to modify OCs 

or change the design of OCs to facilitate social entrepreneurs` participation in OCs. Moreover, 

the findings of this research can help the administrators and designers of OCs to understand 

what features they need to include in OCs to facilitate the activities that are performed by social 

entrepreneurs in OCs. Lastly, the findings of this study inform the founders or managing 

directors of social enterprises to understand the potentials of OCs for their enterprises that can 

help them receive positive outcomes from their participation in OCs to improve the 

performance of their social enterprises.  

 Value co-creation through OCs is an emerging and important research area from both 

researchers` and practitioners` points of view. It is crucial and necessary that researchers study 

value co-creation through OCs and expand knowledge in different contexts. Therefore, this 

thesis took the first steps in extending the knowledge about value co-creation through OCs to 

the context of social enterprises, to enhance the understanding of the value co-creation process 

in OCs from social entrepreneurs` perspectives.  
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Appendices 
Appendix 1 Ethics Approval for Interviews 
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Appendix 2 Interview Instrument 

Interview Questionnaire 

I`d like to begin with kindly thanking you for agreeing to participate in this study. The main 

purpose of this research is to investigate: 1. The motivations of social entrepreneurs to 

participate in the networks specially through online communities, 2. The barriers inhibiting 

social entrepreneurs from participating in online communities, 3. The essential abilities that 

social entrepreneurs must have to be able to participate and engage in online communities 4. 

The activities that are performed through online communities as a collective action of social 

entrepreneurs, and 5. The values of participating in online communities for social 

entrepreneurs. 

Section 1: Familiarisation with the participant 

1. Would you please begin with introducing yourself?  

a. How long have you been involved with social enterprises and to what extent?  

2. Would you please introduce your social enterprise?  

In terms of: 

a. The size of your social enterprise (number of employees and/or turnover), its 

industry and its mission. 

b. What problem/s are you trying to solve as a social entrepreneur? 

3. What are the challenges that your social enterprise is currently facing, or has faced 

before?  

4. What challenges you expect to face in the near future? 

Section 2: Current level of networking as a social entrepreneur 

1. Who do you mostly network with as a social entrepreneur? 

2. How do you use information technologies to do the above networking?  

a. What technologies do you use most? 

b. What type of online communities do you mostly use to do the networking? 

c. How often do you use them? 

Section 3: Motivation to participate in online communities as a social 

entrepreneur  

1. What are your main reasons and motivations for interacting with other social 

entrepreneurs in online communities? 
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Section 4: Online Value Co-creation activities  

1. What activities do you do in online communities?  

a. What specific activities do you do with other social entrepreneurs together in 

online communities? 

b. What specific activities would you like to perform through online communities, 

which you are not able to do now? 

c. What is the main difference between activities you do offline and online? 

2. What kind of support would you like to receive when participate in online 

communities? 

3. What kind of support would you like to offer to other social entrepreneurs when 

participate in online communities? 

4. What specific resources do you access, use, update, and/or share with other social 

entrepreneurs through online communities?  

Section 5: Barriers to participate in online communities  

1. What prevents you to participate in online communities? (potential constraints) 

a. What prevents you to interact with others in online communities? 

2. What may facilitate your participation or engagement in online communities? 

Section 6: Abilities for using online communities or engaging with others 

1. What capabilities or resources do you think you need to have to be able to participate 

in online communities to interact with others? 

Section 7: Outcomes as the result of participating in online communities 

1. What specific outcomes have you received after your participation in online 

communities?  
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Appendix 3 Ethics Approval for Survey 
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Appendix 4 Survey Instrument 

 

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION FOR QUT RESEARCH PROJECT  

– Survey – 

 

Social Entrepreneurs Value Co-creation in Online Communities 
 

QUT Ethics Approval Number 1900000571 

 

Research team  

Principal Researcher: Mr Behnam Abedin PhD Student 

Associate Researchers: Dr Jason Watson Principal Supervisor 

Dr Reihaneh Bidar Associate Supervisor 

 School of Information Systems, Science and Engineering Faculty 

Queensland University of Technology (QUT) 

 

Why is the study being conducted? 

This research is being undertaken as part of a PhD study by Behnam Abedin.  

The purpose of this research is to examine the drivers for social enterprises to use online communities, the activities that they perform in online communities, 

and the outcomes for them as the result of performing these activities.  

You are invited to participate in this research project because you are co/founder or director of a social enterprise in Australia. 

 

 

What does participation involve? 

Participation will involve completing a 50-item survey with 7-point Likert scale answers (strongly agree – strongly disagree) that will take approximately 15 

minutes of your time.  
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Questions will include: 

1. Your motivations to use online communities related to your social enterprise. 

2. The barriers that might inhibit you from using online communities. 
3. The activities that you perform when you use online communities to gain benefit related to your social enterprise. 

4. The outcomes that you have received as the result of using online communities. 
 

Your participation in this research project is entirely voluntary.  

 

Your decision to participate or not participate will in no way impact upon your current or future relationship with QUT. If you do agree to participate in this research, you can withdraw from the research project during 

your participation without comment or penalty.  

 

What are the possible benefits for me if I take part? 

It is expected that the findings of this research will enable you and other social entrepreneurs to understand the benefits of using online communities for your social enterprises, which enable social entrepreneurs to 

improve the performance of their organisations. Also, the findings will help the owners of online communities dedicated to social enterprises to understand what factors facilitate or inhibit social entrepreneurs` 

participation in online communities. 

 

What are the possible risks for me if I take part? 

This research is considered as “low-risk research” because team members do not expect any discomfort or anxiety for participants caused by filling the online survey. Participation in this study will not involve any 

physical, legal, social, psychological or other risks. 

 

What about privacy and confidentiality? 

This online survey is completely anonymous, which means that no personal/business information will be collected. The only demographic information that will be collected through this online survey includes the 

location of the organisation, remoteness classification, gender, years of organisation`s activity, and the online communities that the participants use. Any data collected as part of this research project will be stored 

securely as per QUT’s Management of research data policy with the limited access. 

 

How do I give my consent to participate? 

Because this online survey is completely anonymous and does not collect any personal/business information of participants, the completion and submission of the online survey will be considered as the evidence of 

consent to participate. 

 

What if I have questions about the research project? 

If you have any questions or require further information please contact one of the listed researchers: 

 

Behnam Abedin behnam.abedin@hdr.qut.edu.au  

Jason Watson ja.watson@qut.edu.au   

 

What if I have a concern or complaint regarding the conduct of the research project? 

QUT is committed to research integrity and the ethical conduct of research projects.  If you wish to discuss the study with someone not directly involved, particularly in relation to matters concerning policies, 

information or complaints about the conduct of the study or your rights as a participant, you may contact the QUT Research Ethics Advisory Team on 07 3138 5123 or email humanethics@qut.edu.au. 

 

Thank you for helping with this research project.  

 

 

mailto:behnam.abedin@hdr.qut.edu.au
mailto:ja.watson@qut.edu.au
mailto:humanethics@qut.edu.au


160 
 

 

Demographics Information 

1. Where is your social enterprise located? 

 

 NSW                 VIC                QLD            ACT                   NT                   WA                   SA              TAS 

2. Please indicate the name and postcode where our social enterprise is located:  

3. What is your gender? 

 Female                 Male               Prefer not to disclose  

4. Please indicate your education level and your field of work before working in your social enterprise: 

5. Please indicate the year that your social enterprise commenced operating: 

6. How many paid employees does your social enterprise have? 

 19 or less                 Between 20 and 199               More than 200  

7. Please indicate target beneficiaries of your social enterprise:  

8. Please indicate the industry that your social enterprise is operating in:  

9. How often do you use online platforms for personal reasons?      

 Every day                 several times each week               Once each week            Less often 

10. How often do you use online platforms in relation to your social enterprise?      

 Every day                 several times each week               Once each week            Less often 

11. What platforms do you use most frequently to interact with other social enterprises?  
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 Facebook                 LinkedIn               WhatsApp            Slack                   Others: 

In this section, please think about your motivations to use OCs related to your social enterprise. Please use the scale below to indicate the level to 

which you agree with the following statements. 

 

 

 

Code Questions 1- Strongly Disagree 2 3 4 5 6 7- Strongly Agree 

M1 

I participate in online communities (OCs) to help other social 

entrepreneurs when they seem to have a problem regardless of whether I 

receive anything in return. 

       

M2 

I use OCs to search for and access shared resources in OCs for my 

enterprise (Funding opportunities, information, news, articles, staff, best 

practices, etc). 

       

M3 

I use OCs because I believe it is a good place for us, as social 

entrepreneurs, to support each other (emotionally, practically, 

informational). 

       

M4 
One reason I use OCs is to receive information about my sector, industry, 

or find out what other social enterprises do.        

M5 
I voluntarily support other social entrepreneurs in OCs because I feel 

concerned about them.        

M6 
I use OCs because I believe I can receive support from other members 

when I need it. 
       

M7 

One reason I use OCs is that they provide the potential for social 

entrepreneurs to exchange resources such as information, knowledge, 

experience, advice, ideas, and skills with each other. 

       

M8 

I participate in OCs to share my knowledge, experience, ideas, 

information, expertise, etc with other social entrepreneurs as I feel 
responsible for other social entrepreneurs. 

       

M9 
I use OCs to collaborate with other social entrepreneurs such as working 

on a project together or avoiding competition and duplication.        

M10 
One reason for me to use OCs is that they enable me to promote my social 

enterprise and/or myself as a social entrepreneur.        
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In this section, please think about the factors that might impact our participation in OCs related to your social enterprise. Please use the scale below 

to indicate the level to which you agree with the following statements. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Code Questions 1- Strongly Disagree 2 3 4 5 6 7- Strongly Agree 

T11 
I trust other social entrepreneurs in OCs that I use to safely share my 

information.        

MT12 

When I use an OC, it is important for me that there are clear guidelines 

provided by admins to help users understand what it means to be a 

member of that OC. 

       

T13 I trust the credibility of the shared information in OCs that I use.        

MT14 
In OCs that I use, members actively report inappropriate behaviours, 

posts, or content to the admins.        

T15 
OCs that I use protect personal information from unauthorised access. 

       

MT16 
Admins of the OCs that I use continuously moderate contents by actively 

reducing spam, inappropriate behaviour, or unethical content. 
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In this section, please think about the barriers that might inhibit your use of OCs related to your social enterprise. Please use the scale below to 

indicate the level to which you agree with the following statements. 

 

In this section, please think about the abilities that are necessary for you to be able to use OCs related to your social enterprise. Please use the scale 

below to indicate the level to which you agree with the following statements. 

 

 

Code Questions 1- Strongly Disagree 2 3 4 5 6 7- Strongly Agree 

B17 

There are many irrelevant, low-quality, and annoying posts 

(advertisement, self-promotion, jokes) in OCs, therefore, it is difficult for 

me to find and access useful and relevant posts. 

       

B18 
I usually do not participate in the discussions because I do not think my 

knowledge and ideas are good enough. 
       

B19 
I do not frequently use OCs related to my enterprise because I do not 

have enough time. 
       

B20 
I feel overwhelmed with the existence of too many groups; therefore, it 

is difficult for me to find appropriate OCs to use.        

B21 

I sometimes have a fear of being criticised by other members in OCs, 

therefore, I do not participate frequently in the discussions happening in 

OCs. 

       

Code Questions 1- Strongly Disagree 2 3 4 5 6 7- Strongly Agree 

A22 
Self-awareness, self-control, and the ability to express emotions are 

essential abilities for me to effectively use OCs.        

A23 To use OCs in an effective way, I must be tech-savvy.        

A24 
My practical skills such as content creation skills are important to enable 

me to use OCs. 
       

A25 
I need to have problem-solving techniques to be able to effectively use 

OCs.        

A26 
The ability to perceive, understand, and judge the contents available in 

OCs is essential for me to use OCs.        
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In this section, please think about the activities that you do when you use OCs related to your social enterprise. Please use the scale below to 

indicate the level to which you agree with the following statements. 

Code Questions 1- Strongly Disagree 2 3 4 5 6 7- Strongly Agree 

RI27 

I use OCs to search for different types of resources for my social 

enterprise (information, news, best practices, knowledge, case studies, 

etc). 

       

RI28 
I ensure that the resources that I exchange with other social entrepreneurs 
in OCs are of good quality and ready for the other person to use. 

       

RI29 
I actively exchange resources (information, news, best practices, 

knowledge, case studies, etc) with other social entrepreneurs in OCs. 
       

RI30 
I can easily access the resources in OCs when I need them. 

       

RI31 
I sometimes need to self-customise or modify resources that I find in OCs 

to better fit my social enterprise.        

RI32 
I frequently use the exchanged resources in OCs to improve my social 

enterprise performance. 
       

ES33 
When I need emotional support, I sometimes receive it from other social 

entrepreneurs in OCs. 
       

IS34 
When I collaborate in OCs, I frequently offer referrals and/or 

recommendations if other social entrepreneurs ask.        

PS35 
Other social entrepreneurs in OCs frequently support me to promote my 

social enterprise`s activities, products, and services.        

ES36 
When necessary, I usually try to provide emotional support to other 

social entrepreneurs in OCs.        

PS37 
I try to promote other social enterprises in OCs to help them increase 

awareness of what they do.        

IS38 
I usually try to answer questions posted by other social entrepreneurs in 

OCs.        

IS39 
I have received referrals and/or recommendations from other social 

entrepreneurs in OCs when I asked for them.        

IS40 
When necessary, I post questions in OCs hoping to receive answers from 

other social entrepreneurs who might help me with a problem.        
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In this section, please think about the outcomes for you when you use OCs related to your social enterprise. Please use the scale below to indicate 

the level to which you agree with the following statements. 

 

 

 

 

 

Code Questions 1- Strongly Disagree 2 3 4 5 6 7- Strongly Agree 

SC41 
Using OCs has enabled me to build new relationships with social entrepreneurs 

who focus on the same mission and industry as my own.        

AR42 
Using OCs has enabled me to find and access new funding/grants, or other 

revenue opportunities. 
       

BA43 
I believe that after using OCs, other social entrepreneurs can recognise my 

social enterprise brand among other social enterprises operating in my sector. 
       

SC44 
Having used OCs, I have been able to maintain and follow up on relationships 

established with other social entrepreneurs at an offline event.        

AR45 
Using OCs helped me to find and access some products and services that are 

offered by other social enterprises needed for my social enterprise for free.        

BA46 
Having used OCs, I believe that other social entrepreneurs can clearly recall 

some characteristics of my social enterprise. 
       

AR47 
I find OCs useful to access human resources (paid staff or volunteers) needed 

for my social enterprise. 
       

BA48 
Using OCs has allowed other social entrepreneurs in OCs to use the product or 

services of my social enterprise.        

SC49 

As an outcome of using OCs, I have built new relationships with social 

entrepreneurs who focus on different missions and operate in other industries 
as my own. 
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Appendix 5 Indicators removed as the result of convergent and discriminant validity 

assessments 

Construct Indicator 

Motivations ➢ I participate in online communities (OCs) to help other social 

entrepreneurs when they seem to have a problem regardless of whether I 

receive anything in return (M1). 

➢ I use OCs to collaborate with other social entrepreneurs such as working 

on a project together or avoiding competition and duplication (M9). 

➢ One reason for me to use OCs is that they enable me to promote 

my social enterprise and/or myself as a social entrepreneur (M10). 

Barriers ➢ There are many irrelevant, low-quality, and annoying posts 

(advertisement, self-promotion, jokes) in OCs, therefore, it is difficult for 

me to find and access useful and relevant posts (B17). 

➢ I usually do not participate in the discussions because I do not think my 

knowledge and ideas are good enough (B18). 

Abilities ➢ To use OCs in an effective way, I must be tech-savvy (A223). 

➢ Self-awareness, self-control, and the ability to express emotions are 

essential abilities for me to effectively use OCs (A22). 

Resource Integration ➢ I ensure that the resources that I exchange with other social entrepreneurs 

in OCs are of good quality and ready for the other person to use (RI28). 

➢ I sometimes need to self-customise or modify resources that I find in OCs 

to better fit my social enterprise (RI31). 

Informational Support ➢ When I collaborate in OCs, I frequently offer referrals and/or 

recommendations if other social entrepreneurs ask (IS34). 
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