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Abstract—Organizational learning is affected by knowledge 

sharing. This paper seeks to add to the research on the role of 

social capital in promoting knowledge sharing among employees 

in Social Networking Sites. We examined the influence of SNSs 

usage on social capital that has 3 dimensions: structural (social 

interaction ties), relational social capital (trust, norms of 

reciprocity, and identification), cognitive (shared vision) and then 

social capital’s influence on knowledge sharing among 97 

employees. The result was analyzed using PLS-SEM method to 

examine the hypotheses. The results showed that Social 

Networking Sites usage affects Social Capital and cognitive 

dimension of social capital influence knowledge sharing. 

Keywords— knowledge sharing; social capital; social 

networking sites; 

I.  INTRODUCTION 

An organization will experience profit by building an 
effective network of relationships with key stakeholders [1]. 
For example, Marketing is not a single department 
responsibility, but a company-wide activities [2]. Another 
example is that customers now can contribute and work 
together with production department employees to develop a 
new product in an activity called co-production [3]. Therefore, 
It is important to facilitate organizational learning and 
knowledge sharing among employees,  departments within 
organization and  external partners to develop organizational 
capabilities [4].  

One of important aspect to develop organizational 
capabilities is organizational learning. Organizational learning 
is a social phenomenon during which individual beliefs and 
assumptions are combined with those of others to create shared 
systems of meaning for the group members [5]. This 
Organizational learning process is also affected by knowledge 
sharing [6]. 

Physical environment is an important factor in the creation, 
sharing, and maintenance of organizational knowledge [5]. 
Online environment especially in social network sites has the 
same social characteristic with physical environment since 
computer and internet can facilitate organization to connect 
each other easily. This kind of internet service called Web 2.0,  
a technology that allow it’s user to interact actively each other 

like daily social life [7], offers business organizations to 
enhance knowledge management system to interact with 
customers and partners  [8].  

Social media is one of Web 2.0’s most popular services. 
This service lies in a social network sites (SNSs) [9]. Kaplan 
and Haenlein defined social media as “a group of Internet-
based applications that build on the ideological and 
technological foundations of Web 2.0, and that allow the 
creation and exchange of User Generated Content” [10]. Web 
2.0 enables businesses to complement existing company 
capabilities by integrating multiple Web 2.0 platforms include 
knowledge management initiatives, project management 
efforts, and social networks that connect employees in various 
activities [8].  

It’s important to understand how knowledge is shared in 
SNSs through social capital [11] to enhance organizational 
learning within organization. This understanding will help 
organizations to leverage their SNSs effectively and at the 
same time build their social capital, since it generates a positive 
effect of interaction among employees [12]. 

Social capital can be measured with three dimensions: 
structural (the overall pattern of connections between actors), 
relational (the kind of personal relationships people have 
developed with each other through a history of interactions), 
and cognitive (those resources providing shared representation, 
interpretations, and systems of meaning among parties) [13] 
[14]. Few studies have examined the relationships between 
SNSs, social capital, and knowledge sharing. Even though [15] 
explore the relationship between the use of SNSs, social 
capital, and knowledge sharing but his research used various 
kind of respondent, so it’s not conclude how these relationship 
behave among employees.  

We believe that all social capital dimensions mentioned by 
[14] affected by SNSs usage [15] and play an important role in 
sharing knowledge. Based on former researches, we believe 
that social interaction ties [13] [16] [15], trust [11] [16], norms 
of reciprocity [13], identification [11] [13], and shared vision 
[13] [16] [15] play an important role in sharing knowledge in 
online social networking environments.  
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This paper seeks to add to the research on the role of social 
capital in promoting knowledge sharing among employees in 
Social Networking Sites. The research questions are [1] does 
the use of SNSs build all dimensions of social capital for 
employee? [2] Do all dimensions of social capital facilitate 
knowledge sharing in SNSs for employee? 

II. LITERATURE REVIEW 

A. Social Capital 

Intellectual and social capitals, have been identified as two 
forms of human capital. These constructs are being refined 
since they are critical for organizational performance and 
success. Social capital premise believe that social networks 
have value.  

There are many definitions regarding social capital based 
on their primarily focus. We can categorize their definitions 
into 3 categories, whether they focus primarily on [1] the 
relations an actor maintains with other actors (external 
linkage), [2] the structure of relations among actors within a 
collectivity (internal linkage), or [3] both types of linkages 
[17]. Other categorization mentioned by De Lone showed that 
the components of the organizational enablers construct for 
social capital are: Bridging or weak ties and bonding or strong 
ties [18]. 

Nahapiet and Ghoshal views social capital as the third 
category of social capital that include both external and internal 
linkage [17].  Nahapiet & Ghoshal defined social capital as 
“the sum of the actual and potential resources embedded 
within, available through, and derived from the network of 
relationships possessed by an individual or social unit. Social 
capital thus comprises both the network and the assets that may 
be mobilized through that network” [14]. Moreover they 
suggest that social capital has of three dimensions: structural, 
relational, and cognitive [14]. 

B. Social Network Sites and Social Capital 

The definition of Social Network Sites (SNSs) is web-
based services that allow individuals to [1] construct a public 
or semi-public profile within a bounded system, [2] articulate a 
list of other users with whom they share a connection, and [3] 
view and traverse their list of connections and those made by 
others within the system [19]. 

SNSs allow people to meet strangers and friends through 
connection called “latent ties” [20]. This latent ties will change 
into weak ties and strong ties, but usually SNSs will articulate 
weak ties [21]. There are researches on SNSs that have found 
out its positive relationship with social capital [22] [23] [24] 
[15]. Even though those studies found various positive 
significant relationship between SNSs and social capital, on the 
other hand, [11] research did not find relationship between 
SNSs and some relational dimensions construct of social 
capital (norms and obligations). 

Following Nahapiet and Ghoshal, the structural dimension 
of social capital is manifested as social interaction ties, the 
relational dimension is manifested as trust, norm of reciprocity 
and identification, and the cognitive dimension is manifested as 

shared vision and shared language [14]. We exclude shared 
language since it has no significant relationship with SNSs 
usage [13]. 

Based on those, we hypothesize the following: 

H1a: The SNS usage intensity increases user’s perceived 
Social Interaction Ties in SNSs 

H1b: The SNS usage intensity increases user’s perceived 
Trust in SNSs 

H1c: The SNS usage intensity increases user’s perceived 
Norm of Reciprocity in SNSs 

H1d: The SNS usage intensity increases user’s perceived 
Identification in SNSs 

H1e: The SNS usage intensity increases user’s perceived 
Shared Vision in SNSs 

C. Social Capital and Knowledge Sharing 

Knowledge defined as “information processed by 
individuals including ideas, facts, expertise, and judgments 
relevant for individual, team, and organizational performance” 
[25]. Moreover, Wang & Noe defined knowledge sharing as 
“the provision of task information and know-how to help 
others and to collaborate with others to solve problems, 
develop new ideas, or implement policies or procedures” [25]. 

Researches that studied relationship between social capital 
and knowledge sharing showed various result. Social 
interaction ties showed to have positive significant relationship 
with knowledge sharing [13] [16] [15] but no relationship in 
[26]. Other research found that Trust has significant positive 
relationship with knowledge sharing [16], but has no 
significant relationship with knowledge sharing as showed in 
[11] [13] [15]. Norms of reciprocity found to have significant 
relationship with knowledge sharing (13), but no significant 
relationship in [15].  

Identification found to have significant positive relationship 
with knowledge sharing [13] but no relationship in [11] [15]. 
Shared vision found to have negative significant relationship 
with knowledge quality [13] [16] but has no relationship in 
[26]. Accordingly, we hypothesize the following: 

H2a: user’s perceived Social Interaction Ties increases 
knowledge sharing in SNSs. 

H2b: user’s perceived Trust increases knowledge sharing in 
SNSs.  

H2c: user’s perceived Norm of Reciprocity increases 
knowledge sharing in SNSs. 

H2d: user’s perceived Identification increases knowledge 
sharing in SNSs. 

H2e: user’s perceived Shared Vision decreases knowledge 
sharing in SNSs. 

Object of this research is to study proportion between SNSs 
intensity and user’s social capital and proportion between 
user’s social capital and their knowledge sharing especially 
among employee.  
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III. METHODOLOGY 

The survey was conducted online to examine the intensity 
of use of SNSs relationship with users’ relational social capital, 
and knowledge sharing. We use Partial Least Squares Path 
Modeling (PLSPM) or PLS-SEM to examine the hypotheses 
since this method is the suitable for theory development and 
prediction [27]. Hair, et.al also mentioned that PLS-SEM can 
be used for an exploratory or an extension of an existing 
structural theory, such as this research. 

A. Measurement Development 

[14] and [13] use this sub dimension to manifest the 3 
dimensions of social capital: the structural dimension of social 
capital manifested as social interaction ties, the relational 
dimension manifested as trust, norm of reciprocity and 
identification, and the cognitive dimension manifested as 
shared vision. This research used those sub dimensions as 
reference.  

The initial items on the all dimensions were based on [15]. 
All of those items were examined through an online 
questionnaire to found out their reliability and validity. 
Reliability was tested by using Cronbach’s Alpha and validity 
using corrected items correlation. 

B. Survey Administration 

Facebook is the most popular SNSs in Indonesia, so we 
assume that Facebook users are representative for SNSs in 
Indonesia. The survey was offered online through Facebook, 
web sites, and twitter during November 2013 - June 2014. 
Respondents was asked first if they are a Facebook user or not 
to filter only Facebook users respondent. To increase response 
rate, we offer gift like e-book and top up for their cellular 
phone. Sample responses received from 97 respondents. The 
descriptive statistic shows that 84 of respondents are males and 
11 females. 

IV. RESULT 

PLS-SEM is suitable if the sample size is relatively low 
[27] between 30-100 samples [28]. The rule of thumb for 
calculating sample size is that “PLS-SEM minimum sample 
size should be equal to the larger of the following: (1) ten times 
the largest number of formative indicators used to measure one 
construct or (2) ten times the largest number of structural paths 
directed at a particular latent construct in the structural model” 
[27]. Using that criteria, the minimum sample size for this 
research is 70, referring to the number of indicator for SNSs (7 
indicators). 

[27] mentioned several rule of thumbs for Reflective 
Measurement Models as follows: Composite reliability should 
be higher than 0.70, Indicator loadings should be higher than 
0.70, the average variance extracted (AVE) should be higher 
than 0.50, the AVE of each latent construct should higher than 
the construct’s highest squared correlation with any other latent 
construct, and an indicator’s loadings should be higher than all 
of its cross loadings. The data meet all those criteria after 
omitting the first question for SNS usage about how frequent 
they access SNSs. 

The results of the hypothesis summarized in table I. The 
results show that hypothesizes H1a, H1b, H1c, H1d, H1d, and 
H1e are supported. H2e result is significant, but Shared Vision 
is not proved negatively related to Knowledge Sharing. Shared 
Vision is positively related to knowledge sharing.   

The survey was conducted online to examine the intensity 
of use of SNSs relationship with users’ relational social capital, 
and knowledge sharing. We use Partial Least Squares Path 

TABLE I.  HYPOTHESIS SUMMARIES RESULT 

Hypothesis Supported t-statistics 

SNSs  SIT Yes 10.139 

SNSs  Trust Yes 3.124 

SNSs  NoR Yes 4.219 

SNSs  Identification Yes 5.918 

SNSs  SV Yes 5.393 

SIT  KS No 0.876 

Trust  KS No 0.521 

NoR  KS No 0.462 

Identification  KS No 1.098 

SV  KS Yes 4.438 

 

The R2 value shown in table II shows that SIT, 
Identification and KS can be explained by the model. R2 
values of 0.75, 0.50, or 0.25 for endogenous latent variables in 
the structural model can be described as substantial, moderate, 
or weak, respectively [27]. The R2 values show that KS is 
explained the most (R2 = .658), SIT the second most (R2 = 
.392), and Identification the third most (R2 = .288). 

TABLE II.  R2 VALUE 

Endogenous R2 

SIT 0.3921 

Trust 0.1048 

NoR 0.1848 

Identification 0.2881 

SV 0.2135 

KS 0.6578 

 

V. DISCUSSION 

As predicted, SNS usage intensity increases all social 
capital dimensions among employees. The results also show 
that shared value are positively related to knowledge sharing, 
but there is no significant relationship between SIT, trust, norm 
of reciprocity and identification with knowledge sharing.  

The results showed that for employee in organization all 
social capital dimensions are relevant to SNSs use. This 
findings are consistent with [11] [22] [23] [24] results about the 
relationship between SNSs usage and social capital more 
specifically relationship dimension. Additionally, this study 
support [15] that there are relationships between SNSs usage 
with structural dimension and between SNSs usage with 
cognitive dimension of social capital. This could be caused by 
the nature of SNSs users’ reason to use SNSs. The amount of 
SNSs usage usually reflects a users’ interest to use SNSs in 
order to achieve their goals through their network, like gaining 
and maintaining social capital dimensions.  
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This research found that social interaction ties has no 
significant effect on knowledge sharing. For employee, the 
structural dimension doesn’t have significant effect. Employee 
will be likely to share knowledge not based on their network 
structure. As long as they think it’s necessary, they will share 
knowledge in their SNSs. 

These findings also consistent with [11] that found no 
relationship between relational dimensions of social capital 
with knowledge sharing. Trust, Norm of Reciprocation and 
Identification are already existed among employees. This could 
be the explanation why all relational dimensions have no 
significant effect on knowledge sharing.   

The next finding is that there is a significant positive 
relationship between cognitive dimension with knowledge 
sharing in SNSs among employees which is inconsistent with 
[15] and [13] findings, that showed significant relationship. 
The cognitive dimension means that people are willing to share 
their knowledge when they think that the other have the same 
vision to share their knowledge as well. Even though the 
majority of SNSs are organized primarily organized based on 
people, not on interests [11], but for closely related users like 
among employee, this will result in sharing common interest.     

VI. IMPLICATIONS 

The result of this study showed that there are positive 
relationship between SNS and some social capital dimensions. 
This study found that shared vision has positive relationship 
with knowledge sharing. This finding indicates that social 
networking environments offer an opportunity for employee in 
organizations to interact each other. An organization could 
facilitate use of SNSs amongst its employees, so that it could 
use SNSs as a tool to promote social interaction ties, trust, and 
identification norm of reciprocity and shared vision among 
employees. Finally, employees could use SNSs for knowledge 
sharing to solve various problems. 

VII. CONCLUSIONS 

This research showed that the relationship between SNSs 
and social capital exists. We can conclude that the relationship 
between SNSs and Social Capital is positive among employee 
users. The result also showed that there is positive relationship 
between cognitive dimension of social capital and knowledge 
sharing among employee respondents.  

However, there are some limitations in this study. First, this 
study focuses on SNS use in employee from various 
backgrounds with no specific industry. Future research should 
try to use employees from specific industry backgrounds. 
Second, this study focuses on Facebook users. Future research 
should consider using other SNS users. Third, this study only 
focuses on social capital as predictor for knowledge sharing. 
Future study could consider studying other factors that could 
affect knowledge sharing in SNS. 
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