ISSN 2288-4866 (Print)
ISSN 2288-4882 (Online)
http://www jiisonline org

J Intell Inform Syst 2014 September: 20(3): 19~43 http://dx_ doi.org/10.13088/jiis,2014,20.3.019
-1 O ] o] Svd C
RIA B0l THIE HIg ¥ SHS HEt Jpy KA

oY o oH O =
el fz1Ticior | diole =AM
urE N
O|slofRiCHEt . AP O|slofx|CHEt . Z kst
(sparrowpark@ewha.ac.kr) (ksshin@ewha,ac.kr)

AA Axte] 80%71 A FA2] 20%0l 23] Yoldthe el E WA (Pareto principle)S A9 20%2] #4] Ao of
& AHRI nAR S HIRSI 7S] AGe gL FEAA AL itk IFHE HHAE R OR, 80%9] A4
o7t 20%9 ANAQ AeET 948 JHAE AEdt= FHY HA(Long Tail theory)e ICT(Information and
Communication Technology)/] DA A N2 4Y degdez F5 woloy 9ty B AFe 5L HY %
01]/‘1 I 55 AL o3 WA S0l Mt 229 7S SA0NA 7199 A A adelgal & ¢

< 7 A FYelle o DA AHAEHEAE A Aol ofF s, thEAQ 7 A4 Y AFUESY 94719
D]OMW 2 49 THU FAH T o} S(Featured Article) HEE $HH 2978719 o}E] 2ol tidt F P95 24
stk =, 7 ot 1*01]/‘1 Hy 3 71E 39 20%°l &3k ELO:]Z]' o] F WY 35Tt AA HY 3FelA AA
s H&? A E H| E(Pareto ratio)©] A4 Y EEAF old WAE 7L EAE B2 121, ol A
TE Uy FAE 58 A Fhol A AAZ] EHS FEE Uehlle AW AS(Gini coefficient)®] FF 3 159
A 545 ‘1}03“5@‘} g ety AAAow, A4 49 AHE HEH AY ATt STk A4 Y EE’“E
FoAAT, o2 WgEe] A FF oleR et 28y A4 Y E&Aol Holle 9 UAKinverted
U-shaped) 474]7} 8% stk 183, o3 #AE AAF =8 Ao ¢ Wo| 875k A £4
of ZgellA o BEHA Fgste Ao= Hlth

FAO 7P AA ], A E, FAE HE, AY A, 2219 AU E

=g 20144 88l 62 =2dY 20144 88 2420 ARHEAY - 20144 8"l 27
SIRY : B2 DARR 1 AZA
1. ME = olE3 AP WAs JHE WA (Pareto

principle)©] 2} W35G, ©]1& IWIAIA 20%

ojgrg]ote] AA|statol A} AbsstAkQl Wz o FRIAE MAstH U A 80%e AHEE
= 3 E(Vilfredo Pareto)= 1906}l o]grg]o} HAHT= ‘T Aot AFAT T(the vital
QlT-9] 20%7} olEg]ol FEL] 80%S H-f5tal few and the trivial many)’ 2= 7IdS 334
UerS B A HHHES] A2 o 80th20 HE el E EEle HHE HAS
(Joseph Moses Juran)©] AR3| @ ol 75 20%°] S 2=el A Eo] HA wiE2] 80%E

)

* o] ER(EE AN 0BEE FRAAELEHOE FFAPAY A UG ol £ AT

(NRF-2013S1A3A2054667).
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r=

&3, 20%2] o] 719 A =2
80%E AFA8HH, 20%2] 71977890l HA ¢
o] 80%E G35t T4 To] WA HA
z2Yxo] J5 2 OHQOi %} , oA
g Zofll A=
T MIAES F
3571= Ao
ol thxF o2 2004 T2
242 #HH A gko]o] =(Wired) 9]
2]2~ AT <L=(Chris Anderson)©ll 2]3]|
HY HA L 80%2] ArAg Th 7L 200/,]
Hoh § 82 7HAE £l
SRR L N A
(Anderson, 2004; 2006). JEH2] ‘?:l'
=20 Al B AR AE 24
5 A Fgke] thik 2ol *C‘LOIOH 1
ol ERHEo] gr|HoR A
T2 §4lo] o] FojFnt. *le}~%
A Hlg 08 A Thekek AsEell tigh
5 A bgE avAEH gA 751#_
go=n o= FdetA X" 7};]
olFE T F UA HAk olfg ¥}l o}
g} FEIY rHl A go] FE A olH o],
k% =, otvkE, ool FZ(iTunes) 2~E &
JEY M2y 7YE0] SHYLS Ry~
Aoz Aelste] AZE AFy Yt tzA
224l AR opulES] XA 2] 7heH dwt
&2 2zl MA °ﬂHL zH e A %ot zl

6]1 Al xﬂ 3L

E3s

KeX
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=
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{=0an

o]
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ool MASHAE B MFR AT AE
o olsl #EH 1, Y E‘:%i T2 Fa %

o] Y& 2F 500t 7|HoE AAE tir|dEol
ozt # g AU AAE 5 LR BT
= AR S ofn] de] et ok SEHIY
HL TOD(Television on demand)Y} #H o]
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(pay per view) AH] 229} ZFo], A9
Aol A AE &9 75 E
dEe vdstE S8kl et
7131 & A FFo 2N T3] AT FTF
t] X 1. AT Anderson, 2005). %, th=2] ZH|
4E°] ICT(Information and Communication
Technology)= AAESEZHX FA FE Al
(user A A (collective
intelligence), =4 (crowdsourcing), =&}
=7 28 (crowdcasting) & 42 UESHZ W
Yol -‘ﬂﬂ Aak mdo] 7hsskA H AT
= oo} o] A AAA S &
Ue FHHE 2T FH ‘ﬁ"]ol
el ”“101] LA AHEHE=A
= HAoA SEett 7
‘35}9} 7VdEkel whet 7Hd Z]4
< WE2A S7FskaL UARE, o]
AT of B3 AAolth A
A B AT F Q=5
(Gibbert and Krause, 2002).
9] 2] A (rationality) 717g 9]‘('#‘?4_
}7] EE}L OE AHEEol §_

driven innovation),

3] 3ol °la47ﬂ
sk A= 7iQle] E*‘lol

3L

[€)
RS THE Atk &

gt B2 AFE°] 3= (Bock and Kim,
2002; Bock et al.,, 2005; Hsu et al., 2007
Kankanhalli et al., 2005; Lin, 2001; Wasko and
Faraj, 2005; Yang and Lai, 2010).
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=% (accumulation), ¥ ZH(transformation) 2 F3
(integration) 5= &3+ A2 Fx HAAolgtn
Ao)& 4~ Y} (Fargj et al., 2011, Grant, 1996).
olfg 1F ke HHA HH, A Ff
K(quantity) 713 S] 20%} 3+9] 80%7F 423
e oy FogAExte] il A4 &
F BEE A A A T/ &F olde

2 A4 dholM T2 2frE

011

50 AAA 24
FolAl= AL
« OF TAYES AHAEA AY T 23
T AEE 2F @9 43l of| 9%
ul%Jj]}?
e H HA9 AR m= A4 EA | ul}
ol g A= ofgA et
olZ 3 tEAL 7 x4 FY AFUE
o] ddo] BlA 9|7)Ht)olol|A] olE]Z HAtY =
F¢ Y- o}E] S (Featured Article) '8l
23 2978712 olE]Z ¥y A L ofgF
HolHE B3tk &, Foiage] A4
A I35l olElE FY T A9
&30 FE VA F e F8 TSI 9
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g
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e FHE & 9 EYT A=t A4
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A7E 2 S0l b} o BA Db A o
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2.1 7}A XA @ (Virtual Knowledge
Collaboration)
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&3 AFUACIA S Yl % g
28-S B3l 7P A o] oA = A2
d< AAZHT & Ak AA dY Z=2A
229 ¥ 2%A(success factor)S 22 2] 2|4 &
Z ZEA2E Adste o|E4d ZH A
(framework) 2 & ezl 22 A2 Fx o]

(organizational knowledge creation theory)
AuE Atk o] oA MEL A4

AAE X5 5714 2918 o] X(intention),
A&/ (autonomy), 7 Sk (fluctuation) == &
Z2& EF(creative chaos), H.2] FE(redundancy

o
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of information), &4 T4 (requisite variety or
minimax internal diversity) 2.2 A|A|}L ATt
(Nonaka, 1994; Nonaka et al., 1996). ©] & 9%,
e, B ¥ e Az

o] dads AFsta /MU #4l(commitment)
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1 9)t} (Nonaka, 1994; Nonaka et al., 1996).

i
koncl

2.2 XA B5 LHE|E H|Z(Pareto ratio)z}
XIL| H=(Gini coefficient)

o o =
< T3

Al @gell A A4 F(quantity)
71Eo® B o A9 20%2] FozEo] FE

T M

A9} 7+o] (Kankanhalli et al., 2005; Wasko and
Faraj, 2005) A|2& 33 35 7IFoE 7

pils

7|2 o A4 dY ZEA AT FARE
ER FARE3S A Fd A HAE H
a8 3= VEYIE 332 F Yt 9= &

22

o], #1719t ote] & ol &< ot E AV} 74
b3, otE B7F oA 85, =& BollA
E AR el ZA7F AAEH olEA A%
 BE AUE PAHE =0t AR YERY
A shte] MES A gzt e A=,
olE] 2 W RN e =8 JY NG H3
St LE o] TR TIYZ G = (N, L)o]H, == n
siFet= oty o] AR SFE edmyet & o,
YHE B E&(Pareto pr
Zniesmed(ni)

T Tedln)
Pg is the 80th percentile for ed(n), =1, 2, -,
|IN|) o2 Ao|Ht} (Park et al., 2013). 9|7
tjo} I X = o}E] S (Featured Article) &l A
W E Bl& Hito] oF 76%E 7H19] A4
WS 7|08 o g E o] ek A4
gal & 5 ok I, H4 36%0lA Ao
98%7HA oFElZ ZLEwitk Akol7E 1AL, 159
2] A Aol A= ol 3t FHE Bl&o] o
w3k FaFe mdA ol e A= oA A
9] ¢l (Appendix <Table Al> Z+Z).

o2 AY AFE Akt SdAe
edn)s &A@ <=4](non-decreasing
orden® BAEE Far} itk AE $ol =&
m;e}k 3FH, XY Al4%(Gini coefficient) ge= gc =
2Zii><yi_ IV + 1 ed(m;)

|V V] >ed(n;)
and ed(m) < ed(m)), for I=1, 2, -, INDZ 2]
ot (Park et al., 2013).
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(where y; =

2.3 & 89| CikM(diversity) 2t 15
MI}(group performance)

Y IFe vFEd2 A (social) THEA,
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7] (value)®] ©FFA, 18|31 A E(information)
ol Ao R BRY 4 Atk (Jehn et al,, 1999).
AR A Thfd 2 1, A(sex), Ul 5 &2 1
HA o] 2pol & oulstar, 7k S s
k= E3(goal), F3E(target), 7FA| o AolE
a8, AR ¥Ee ws, AY, 4 —50
ztolo| A HI R E = B H e} TR 2] (expertise)
zpol S ojm| Rty

71 ERt olEd vk IF AdRte B4
of g B2 A7=ol AM=H, o3 A=
= A A7 FHEl a2 Aesle 5 vk
AR, ¥ 3ABARJ] SFHE AAT ATFE
of Atk Aol =& IFS AHF &Y
(insights)©] FF3td EEAQA IFEY 1F
AA37F Z34t) (Amabile, 1994; Cox and Blake,
1991; Gruenfeld et al.,, 1996; Hoffman, 1978;
Hoffman and Maier, 1961; Jackson, 1992; Nemeth,
1986; Oldham and Cumminings, 1998; Smith et
al., 2005). 18] aL, AEA A9 o] =2 1
ol Bt oEE EAE siadel ol ¥
L % AFE B (Bantel and Jackson,
1989; Jackson et al., 2003). 5], ThFA o] 74
2Rl SHe AT ATES el =& 1
AA He 7489xt vlZ(conflicts)
9 ol FEFoEA, T4

B gsFolzta FEIT
(Ancona and Caldwell, 1992; O’Reilly et al., 1989;
Steiner, 1972). A, 42 WA FAZQ] H
T AARE dFEe] Atk olFole &9

=]

3
o7

a

il

rlo

FEo| £3 7

o} ofAfa

42l 5ol

I;

RF d7Ee] Ale N e REe
S A YW, ME BesE o] obde A

A% TrE2e A4E AAY (Reagans and
Zuckerman, 2001). &, 342 AHE Hl A
=< O A EC] IF YR BAR

= AR AR Aol 5
F b, B ARE B A4S 1
Wo] Faago] Jsste] 74Ut v
U Ak s EAIE THEATHE Zlolth o] 9]
of], Z&A] 2] (expertise)d] ThFAAH} 1F A3 2
S5 397l (Van der Vegt and Bunderson,
2005), W59 T 1FY BH o]&3t
(Dahlin et al., 2005), Z18]3. T-57]3K(tenure)2)]
o4} 15 ¥4l(innovation) 7+l (Chi et al.,
2009) & UAKinverted U-shaped) A7} A<
BRl AFE0] Ut} o|E E0°], Chi et al. (2009)
o dAFelAE, BE A
processing theory)°olYt SJAFEA 58 (decision-
making capacity) (Milliken and Martins, 1996) ¥
A} g Wego| A 9 UA IA7F Ueph= o]
dwstal vk &, 2% TAYEY &F
el AA a2 okl woll= o] E
]'0151019} JJFXJO] AAA FHo o
A B g 5 ilo =L-o] HX|Tk thoF
/‘é«] A=7} ‘4 %"“"]'X]‘:q TYZS ELA
(disagreement)’} Z7}3ke] ® Z2Aj o] w3
HH3 ERrSo] AsToE2N IF Al
7} fth= Aotk

o] £(information

it

HUrEiio
o

2.4 & EM(Work Characteristics)} 15
MIK(Group Performance)

FA7HA 2 (work) EA O B Be AP
o] Aed 7o 2] EHL U The Al
7HA 2 AEsE 4 Aok AR, 2 ZAA 7L o
DA FHEH=AE geotstd, 54 HF(job)2k
#AR Y (task) 2] B (range) L 4 (nature)
S A9shs QY% 5A4°0|T (Hackman and
Oldham, 1976). ©18& AF 54 =D(Job
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Characteristics Model)2 &2 AFEoA <&
Holgkor, <% A-&Ad(task autonomy), I
Tk d(task variety), 7%} A /d(task identity),
I o] v|(task significance), 3] = (feedback) &
o Al 7HA B EAES AAAS dF 54
mdof 7]2AQ1 ofolrjol= 23 FAHUY &
E] "] o] d(motivation), %, do FAHALU
IS = T UEF 57 EXS dAIskE A
o] %ATh (Morgeson and Humphrey, 2006; Morgeson
and Humphrey, 2008). =4, JHolA SF5+=
A 2] (knowledge), 714 (skill), 18] 3L 5% (ability)
o] FHE WYst= AR H(cognitive) = A2
(knowledge) 573’ ]t} (Morgeson and Humphrey,
2006; Morgeson and Humphrey, 2008). ©] 542
AR7|zo WHog BExgh 22 #]jo] 7t
stiA OS FesiA e, 9F 534
(job complexity), “J:. *]&](information processing),
A 34 (problem solving), 71& TFAFAI(skill
variety), Z<&8}(specialization) 52 §/do] ¢17]
of &3ttt A, ASAH F5AEH ALS A g
e A4 gARlES AAshe Ta% 8Rlo=w
aEste], oot AHH P2 727 EA F
3l ‘A8 A(social) 5701tk (Humphrey et
al., 2007). AF3]E B4 AAF e 22 54
I} vz, Holl £ sk ofH& EAbgh
A9 F7IE H(team) =G| SAS=HA HS
Z Q3R At} & o]E A (interdependence), A
3]2] A ¥(social support), =& o FE2H-&
(interaction outside the organization), ~L&] 3L E}S]
© 2 HE| 9] ¥ & ull(feedback from others) 52 5

I o, A ZAAA, A onrt F5
5 434 O35 AHAE oA (Li et al,
2009; Stewart, 2006), ] AH&A3L IS

Hir

odEo=d T IF AAE F=si
(Hackman and Oldham, 1976; Spreitzer et al.,
1999), 74} #d H =L 7(virtual) ol A

e, T, Aate] el =S FH
a1 3o} (Geister et al., 2006). 12131, 2+ A
of met A4 15 v a3t 2eiv=
ATERE Atk dE Eof, A% B0l &

o= AR gfde] IF Aol vA= 34
Q1 &37} B2 =At}al 3t} (Jehn et al., 1999;
Pelled et al, 1999). =, #<jo] FsoEA
(interdependence)©] =& o, 152 FX thdA
ol 71HA| thkAdel 1w Aol vAe FFY
o] § A3l 3 (Jehn et al., 1999; Williams
and O’Reilly, 1998).

3.1 X4 S OIHEE HiEg ¥ £8S =
e 824

N
1>

=
HI-2: £2}91 ARUE oA 24 ¥
5 Ree Wy &

-
2335

r &
& UAKinverted U-shaped) A
Els

=

221 AFUE A AtiE s ¥ B2 A
< T AFEES A2 FA P9 A4
] 3 T(reputation)©] L} A 9|(status) (Constant et
al., 1996; Lakhani and von Hippel, 2003; Lakhani

Al
o
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and Wolf, 2005; Wasko and Faraj, 2005)& =
= 7 e Feolgta ¢IEr] wZd, B
S (reciprocal) HAIE ZIHskAY Aolr kx| 7|
A(sense of self-worth) (Bock et al., 2005), X2}
Z7] E%Z.}(knowledge self-efficacy) T2 Al
5 €75 (Hsu et al., 2007; Kankanhalli et
2005; Kollock, 1999; Wasko and Faraj, 2000)
olfrE Y et 715
, 7i%1e] 712 (value) 2}
28] ZEA7F dAE uwll, 7H1e] Aol thiEk
A=} F718kaL (O'Reilly, 1989), ©]A-& o
2 A4 FHO=E o]ojd 4 9T} (Anthony et
al., 2009; Raymond, 2001). £3], A& o]}
7lES o ol &wd Abe ?—-_3 5 A4l e] A4

P v =
——<1T9}]\1_.O

o =
=
1.,
_%_
o A03 @ 4 Utk ®
=
X
=
15

vl

N

Aol 1% Bl 431 91& 7FsAol

24 Z5 ulgol 371843 A4 dlel Ak
0% £old Z0% ¥ & ek 29, o

S0, 49 20%8] A4 Ffr BlEo] wopA |
U 2] 80%¢°ll et FoAAERRE 71U
T AT AR o] AdE MFHA g
7FsAdol EolA7] W&ol ol2ld H-&-S whA

B2 &S5 7 gtk A= AXS ZFxd] 9
A= A8 2|2 o] F]lo] HQ3skal (McFadyen
and Cannella, 2004), 3] oA @A) 7153
A AS Sl bt ofelt]olof #Ho] &
TEE=2 (Highsmith, 1978; MacKay et al., 1992;
Simon, 1960), gH.2] TheFd2 A4 Hdel 4
Fol A;AAQ ge& & Zlol7] wEolth
(Nonaka, 1994; Nonaka et al., 1996).

=2 0|33 AR TR ujEo) FARE
Zbol| o)xde] BYA7} LA o8 AT 2A

Hlgo] Z/HAITHA WY EEAS BAT 5 o
of gtk wWepd, A Tl FAAA
E Y HAREo] A U BN JEAE

<

S FRlEE oH RS AF3H R HEste
Az we} d2kd Aot (Tsui and O'Reilly,
1989). AFEE2 EFRIFE] AT Aol A FAMS
(similarity)S AsdtteE AR wlE olE
(similarity-attraction theory) (Byrne, 1971)°] It}
Hl=g wigtollA] L3]S}
theory) (Van Maanen and Schein, 1979)2 Tt

TALY FAES Azt E A9 o]E
(selection theory) (Chatman, 1991)2 7}X]|(value)
o JAFFAAR] A A} 7o) &3t
e S 71E7AQ 2o ® JRHskal Qi o]
3 o]E50 ot TP ETE A o]
FLES 98l 05 a8 glo= 154 5 9
o I8, 7P SACdAE ARE ARz
(presence) (Short et al, 1976)3} A}3]= W=t
(context)®] T (Kiesler et al., 1984; Sproull and
Kiesler, 1986)7} F-<38fo] 7|22 02 gt <l
DBAE A7) o1H7] vl (Kiesler et al.,
1984; Short et al., 1976; Sproull and Kiesler,
1986), At3] A Tk ol A o] a3yt A4
Aoz UPHA & Vel Atk &, 97
agotel 22 AFYEE  AlFREeksia
(reliable) A% 71s3} ™ (verifiable) Ao 71X
S A2 U(neutral) °HE|F AP FHEE ‘3Pft1
o] & {3 WR ZtolEgRlE wiHE o
2, 7kx9] oy A e B3
ol E IFvitt A gabd Ao g A

OF-
o

g A2 gl BEH ot T 5

o] E(socialization

7

=
X

-

J}l ol ?O

AN

rr
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Bl Ak (bazaar) BE(C1F ‘thF FEF 02 3
o H]-gIT} (Raymond, 2001). TZ

o1zl BAlol td B FedxEe]
L B WE S5 WI1E
a8, s F28L /|E 22

E} WA X‘%‘ ASH EW HHEB}_ %i%lﬂ
2O Ee] AW wiEolzt ot
(Carr, 2007). 8.7, B2 AFEE9] Tl 7]
W i FEFEH AR Z2 S
o3t M7t F2q Y Af el AFE olHA F
2 gllolth= Zlolth
{71 tjote] A-gollE MEHQ =2 e
3

To3teE AL guss 9»} 7| EH o2 TEXA
&s ZoF AZHEY. ARHoR, 973 t]o}
ol A thek A9l 20%9l Ll FoiAHEso] A
Ao g oYt A(HErhe dES St
I, YR 319 80%2] FHAAAEo] ulxk(HF)
S5 99w P At mobd Ao=w
=28 F Atk 28, 9% nlgs gHFo=w

rlr

SH e A48
A (fluidity) > 2
213} 717K (tension)oll -3 Lrl} Yakzo g
o|FojA 7t T8 8Qlo] & Aot} (Faraj
et al., 2011).

2211 AFUE A 137 Fdehe T8
3 Ab(resource) 9] Shte= 73eE E7] Fof

£ YA (passion)°]th. AL 220 AFYE
A AAE FHste FAREAAA LA,
Frgz2tEo] ARUE S A4 Hlo] 25 YR AT
=d =88 JAFIES F53) (Fargj et al,
2011). ZstA| 571 Fod SAAQA FoARES
2Rl PR TE FAAES IFAA O
S FHE =L 4 I3 (Bono and lllies,
2006), Bl % 5528 082 A& TE ofo]to] 55
FE AZ2E& 23S o2 (Chen et al,
2009)’ ;(]/K] 6:]0—]0" %LPHX-]O] 03]6120 U] 1:]- A
Hell, Az 242 S Adlste 252
1517] 43 (O’Connor and Adair, 2003), 2t
o2 d 57| o8 FAASolA L0 F
Al Ho A= FAE Asfiste FAAQA AAE
7}4€ ¢ Atk (Fargj et al., 2011).

Aefstatd, A4 Ffrol tEk 57] Fo A%
7V E& FAREY] A Y HIEo] Fopds
5 A2 e a8 oA, €A
< dojA AR g o] & E7|sf ok 8t
A AiA e g 7] Fof Ak o 7Y
=9 FAE AstA Ho] A AT o=
o FEh o2 3 TS 3 20%2] FHHE H
Folut B 5E Ul AY Aol o) vl
oA AHE e Aotk AAE, T E
HE3 Y A A8ATE  Appendix ]
<Table A2>l|4]e} 2ol 0.9= 433] E& %
olty, 18, HHE Hl&H} AY AFE ol

gL R
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S
R =1=

32 &o| NS TR XAl 2
o = o
o =

HE & =28

H2-1: 22k ARUEelA A4 Y
22 24 JHE Hgo] Y &
of mxE Pge] FA & IKmarginal
effect)= SHEA R ZollA oS Ast

Al YR,

H2-2: 240l ARUEA A4 He 15l
A4 g6 285 AT WY EeA

Al vebdth

2141710l HAEHA 220l A Fasl= 2
& BE BRI )IAZAR] =8-S T Bl &
TohH, g A $EH ol FaA L,
2y 2w 7S B g AE T AA
= TEHoZ t2/ WEsta Utk (Oldham
and Hackman, 2010). ool wel A& 2=}
(knowledge worker)E2] T840 HH AA A,
2 o] A FAY FollA A2 ZFA7}F 2]
sh= HlE% AS Z71ska Atk (Davenport,
2006; Levenson, 2012). 45 3440l & wo
+ AR kol IF A vA= A AU
E37} ¥ =27] w&Eo] (Bantel and Jackson,
1989; Jackson et al., 2003; Jehn et al., 1999;
Pelled et al,, 1999), 2t 2] /AR A = A4 &
ol w2} A4 T3 JHE vl EHT A

=} @Y EeA NNE GPe = g
e 5= glek. S17)3id ol AEH Ao
AAE =S Fxste] 44 ofeFE
a8 g olE el gtk ABA 2
SR Qe obEFe] WA AL gRe By

X

@Gob complexity)o]y} AHXE A E(information
processing) % FA| &2 (problem solving)] &
=, 8 TEE 71%0] TR (skill variety) T HE
3H(specialization) =7} 18R] ¢k 7490 H
d Ex =5 ZoE A4dn. g, 99
7Hd & AT

4, 17 vk 9 o1 At
41 HOIEl $7 U 24w

goj 97)utotol A 2012\ 6 A A=
©}E] Z(Featured Article) & ol =23+ 2,978 7l
o] ofg]Ze tzl olElF AYRAIAHTE A=
olElE =2 AIX7FA 9] olElE w7 s 2Ed
£ IEY(crawling)st{th. AEHPL Al ==
O o R f)7|H ot A Fsk= HTTP API
£ S I, w9 volEe] AL
SQLite ZZ#H IS AHEsTE 18], SQL
I App Z2O3e o] gate] HlolElE 415}
ATt

ole]E AR s 2B ZHE 2479 ot eV}
ole]E ol d ¥ HAREAE F2F 5+ 3
t} o] A5 E o] &3, ofE|F vtk 9] B
20%° &3k AHEHES F HY 3l vlEd
Y E &3 A I 885 AEE UE

< AY AFE 7 5 Utk f713 "ot
TEH ATHEL §A4 vUd ID7F HH 8
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(Table 1) Control Variables

Control Vars. Definition
ZNumOfEditors the number of editors involved in an article

. the ratio of the number of registered editors involved in an article to the number of editors
ZRegUserRatio

involved in the article (%)

the ratio of the number of editors who have participated in an article talk to the number of

ZDiscUserRatio . . . .
editors involved in the article (%)

ZlnterArrivalTime the average time length between successive edits of an article (days)

L ) the average time length over which editors of an article visit the article for its editing
ZReuvisitingPeriod

(days)
ZNumOfSections the number of sections a featured article has
ZNumOfReferences the number of references a featured article refers to

Egol 71550 ARl A8 JhsSkARE ©of ol & she] oHIER Fh5sie] £ A
HOE Fofehs AHEEL AHE IP F&8E 7] Tl H8E F ok FHAFES oFEE OF
SHER, ME OE P Foe AZ 08 dY o 542 Yehlls #d MeSE s, of
B2 Zbrsigieh &, 08 4 22 v 24 W o}EE 15 540 AAHE ofEE 3 o
< 9% AEs Z2I32A ‘bots’H “seripts’ ol d FEFE mA=AE 24T F A0
g AL BHA Adstsler. A, 2,978 2 Ay Z2AaE £ ES0R JAPHI)
Mol otElE #Y Z2AH 20 o3t 736,806 T =, FAl(control) HFHAFETE e
o frA4 A9E FAEATE o] FA= 7 ol A AA B5 2o g AE i, A T
29 gY ZEAAE SYoE E4Fons A Sy #i(focal) SHATE BT X7
o}E|EZt FES F]gdle] AME Asjola, 1 e F WA B2 mdle BN B4 5
& FA e 42835780l A S g F o <Table 1>3 2t Ao}
A4 dY £84L ofElE R sl=ERE U B2 ot Bl E0)(ZNumOfEditors) &Pk A}

FE 7} olg|E9 A AHF FAHE ol F F(ZInterArrivalTime) 12]al Lrp} -5k

(Featured Article) @2 $38 AL FE3} (ZRevisitingPeriod) ¢+ ©}E] &8 WHESHH HF

o IHE ol F suol &89 YT (number of Fodeh=Al, 18 i g2 FAle dnt

days)2 ZPHET 53], 4 WHHOE & By U $H33k7]o o &2 (ZNumOfSections, ZNum
=

(semi-parametric) ¥ 8| 3| A =(hazard) T2 = OfReferences), ¢JH o] obd 5= oUEHES o
2(Cox) B|AEX S AHEEIoug JAHE o} vl E]=%](ZRegUserRatio), B Z2AH 2~ 3}
BF 53 &89 A7) viE 57 © Aol A drit B oHEE0] B I3
ot S22 3| AR L HA G o|HMET} LAY +A|(ZDiscUserRatio)ol] @} Y Z=A 29
a2 egkthe 2dstel ol Al sfid o] BEAo] Gebd ZoE AT

HEYZL AT 71sde RdEste HoE, e SHHTES ol"E A4 ARRE T
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& x4 el Slplmiciot #2l Hlole 24

He g g sEE7] vz AA7EA ] 7|3t
el AlLrE AL, G A HaE 9
3 BtstE i) ofElE 9] do|=E Bk
st MR ol 9 Zolx I FUAIT o
H) 24 A3} foshA] kot Alelstdth. 18,
A A ANA AFEZIEY Al 33 Y =7
ST Folgk BAZE BHEY o] W
(ZRevisitingPeriod2) = 3] 7|4 o] ZFA

U202, Q1A &(cognitive) T== A4 (knowledge)
EA 9] A= wel 2,978719] olE] &S F /<)
OF0 2 EFstded, olol tgh 712 2 o
B 2o guax grES A=Y, o] F
SCI, SSCI, A&HCI, ¥+ SCIE &=#0] ¥ 3§50
UEA A= AASAT (2013 7€ 20¥ 7]
Z). SCI, SSCI, A&HCI, =+ SCIE #HH27}
Z3tH A Ql(academic) 549 olElEFS A
gst7] Qe T1-A e A5l Blsl, A
HoZ ¢ =2 4F EF-A(Gob complexity)©]
=2 ) WS AR A g)(information processing),
A 3| (problem solving), 7]1& ThFA(skill
variety), Z&3H(specialization) 5°] 272 ZH o
2 sk 2A) 2,9787 o}ElE ZF 5967071
ShEA R olE|EE, AA) 736,806 FAE F
167,32878 2] A7} o2& o}E]F2] AR F
o33k Aoz yehyit,

42 714 AE 21t
42.1 X4 37 DY E HIS1 Y 24
<Table 2>+ I *AHE o}E]Z(Featured Article)
AA e} o] 55 T2 B Aol wat &
73 F 59 olgEE td Al 7HA F2

S| 9124 AHE HoFa ot Aoz A

5

2
rE

|HFEo] ¥ 7 (two-tailed test)
TF 0.001914 2] (significant)dttt. T
, TA A4l A E vgo ggk o) x kg
MAS o5 0013 019014 Feojsich
<Table 2>°A] ©o]|F EF2] -2LogLikelihood<}
A B=9] 2LogLikelihood ZFolE A B2
o] Flo]AHH|o] ZF7}X](improvement chi-square
change)¢} 2T} ©] #h2 AFE7F A ESof
Mz FAd Ay 40 Flolado] &%
(chi-square distribution)& W2+ Z 0= U A
At olHg ol F7FX](improvement
chi-square change)”} GA| BF F2]3t2=2, T4
HEE SIS W] 27k AW a3t 719

= & T AT B 2E AT D(zero)°l
2t A57Hd(null hypothesis)& ZAHFA Q1 7}o]
2~#o] EA X (overall chi-square statistics)oll 2]
3 7175 o] BE Zdlo] FoF 0.00104 F
o]ttt SPSSellAl= 2~ 3| ARA A g RY2
WS AFHA ol 2 F A0 R ‘survival®
7|2 F o] &3l 2 AKpseudo) R*2 #H= F3Th
2 FARAM  dig  ®EA 7
(proportionality assumption)> Z}7}+9] ZHHSE
7hel i s Weksto] 7hEghmtolo] AH
(Kaplan-Meier curve) HH (Park, 2007)°l 2|3
AT 2N EES Felsiiitt

% o
()

4 1o

=
i

H W o o

o

I WA Aolzo] tidk AlZE £ olAle] A=

hi(t)% hi(t):ho(t)

(hazard)  #|°] E(rate)

eb0+b,x,,+b2x,.2+ <o +b ) x,

o, (s Az 1 oA
| o] ~2}Ql 3 A E(hazard), P = S@HF2] )
gt & o, =7 A =H](log hazard ratio)=
y(6) = hy(6) 7T g e,
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(Table 2) Effect of Pareto Ratio on Collaboration Efficiency

Total Academic Non-academic
vars. Reduced Full Reduced Full Reduced Full
B B B B B B

(Exp(B)) (Exp(B)) (Exp(B)) (Exp(B)) (Exp(B)) (Exp(B))
ZNumOfEditors -0.199%*** -0.269%** -0.344%** -0.370%** -0.175%** -0.246%**
(0.819) (0.764) (0.709) (0.690) (0.840) (0.782)

ZRegUserRatio 0.836*** 1.025%*** 1.013%** 1.142%%* 0.791*%* 1.002%***
g (2.308) (2.786) (2.753) (3.132) (2.206) (2.725)
ZDiscUserRatio 0.463%%* 0.440%** 0.477%%* 0.490%** 0.477%%%* 0.449%**
(1.589) (1.553) (1.611) (1.632) (1.612) (1.567)
ZlnterArrivalTime -0.821%** -0.950%** -0.954%** -1.023%** -0.808*** -0.963***
(0.440) (0.387) (0.385) (0.359) (0.446) (0.382)

ZRevisitingPeriod -1 181%** -1.175%** -1.310%** -1.299%** -1.259%** -1.271%**
Visiing (0.307) (0.309) (0.270) (0.273) (0.284) (0.281)
ZRevisitinePeriod2 0.605%** 0.607*** 0.636*** 0.623%*** 0.791*%* 0.816***
g (1.831) (1.834) (1.889) (1.865) (2.207) (2.262)
ZNumOfSections -0.108*** -0.101%** -0.038 -0.024 -0.107*** -0.102%***
(0.897) (0.904) (0.963) (0.976) (0.898) (0.903)

ZNumOfReferences -0.390%** -0.349%** -0.335%** -0.325%** -0.410%*** -0.358%**
(0.677) (0.706) (0.715) (0.723) (0.663) (0.699)

. 0.518* 1.007* 0.584*
ZParetoRatio (1.679) (2.738) (1.794)

. -0.730%* -1.121% -0.822%*

ZParetoRatio2 (0.482) (0.326) (0.439)

Observations 2,978 2,978 595 595 2,383 2,383

-2LogLikelihood 38,498.180 38,433.476 5,721.101 5,714.541 29,793.825 29,729.060

Overall Chi-square 3,607.042%** | 3,684.837*** 847.017%** 852.242%** 2,773.660%** | 2 848.960***

Improve. Chi-square | 3,200.794*** 64.705%** 700.174%** 6.560* 2,513.241%%%* 64.765%**

R Square (%) 65.9 66.6 69.2 69.5 65.2 66.1

*p<0.1, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 (two-tailed test)

-2LogLikelihood for Null Model (Total) : 41,698.974

-2LogLikelihood for Null Model (Academic) : 6,421.274

-2LogLikelihood for Null Model (Non-academic) : 32,307.066

Total Aca. NonAca.

<Table 2>2] Al 7}A] Edojx FAHTE] A 5
Asittal & o, 271 AR mA = gEHE g o —_— -

o B L ) _ & 25 -2 —15/4—‘0 051 ‘Ps\z
H]&9] FAR] EI= <Figure >3 2T} FH T2 -
4 S E W gL SRR B40) e ofEl S -
o A7t ddiHoR o £u, BHE uE 1 & 5

- - N . g 8-
¢ STk Uik 271 A =8]2] kA (marginal) g
£ -10
ayx sHEHC] EAlo] 743t olg]Zol ¥l = A -

-12

o

© 2 HQIT} o]AL <Table 2>9] FAHE H|&
o| 2} &H(ZParetoRatio2)2] AlFolA=E AT 4
Atk ABA oz 7Hd HI-17} H2-10] 4 3ct

Pareto Ratio (standardized)

(Figure 1) Relationship between Pareto
Ratio and Collaboration Efficiency
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<Table 3>% FHE of %(Featured Article)

AA 9} ol5L SEA E4e] Hro) gt B
FE T 150 olE 25 U@ Al 74 T
8784 Ane welF3 Yok Lol A} o],

Ao RE
|(significant)dttt. 1] a1,

FAMTEC] 5 0.001904 1
A4 W2l =Y A

Foll gk ojA3hr AR Al B BT ol
= 0001914 frelsitt. Fhoj=do]  S7HA|
(improvement chi-square change) SA| F2+F
0.001°14 freofstr=, A A+E —%ﬂﬂ%
S7H Ad a3 fogke o o ok =
HEAQl Fho] =] FA X (overall chi—square
statistics) & HH, ZE Zdo| §2]4 0.001°]
A frojsith Roell o8 7+3F & Alpseudo) R™2
H= ANkHow ¢fasirt oA} nizrA|
2, F2 3AHES 9 ¥4 7H8(proportionality

:

=)

rN

(Table 3) Effect of Gini Coefficient on Collaboration Efficiency

Total Academic Non-academic
Vars. Reduced Full Reduced Full Reduced Full
B B B B B B
(Exp(B)) (Exp(B)) (Exp(B)) (Exp(B)) (Exp(B)) (Exp(B))
. -0.199%** -0.276%** -0.344%** -0.349%** -0.175%** -0.256%**
ZNumOfEditors (0.819) (0.759) (0.709) (0.705) (0.840) (0.774)
ZResUserRatio 0.836%** 1.045%%%* 1.013%*%* 1.181%%* 0.791%*%** 1.018%%*%*
& (2.308) (2.843) (2.753) (3.256) (2.206) (2.769)
7DiscUserRatio 0.463%** 0.432%%%* 0.477*%* 0.477*** 0.477*** 0.442%%*%*
(1.589) (1.541) (1.611) (1.610) (1.612) (1.556)
ZInterArrivalTime -0.821%** -0.977*** -0.954%** -1.056%** -0.808*** -0.983%**
(0.440) (0.377) (0.385) (0.348) (0.446) (0.374)
ZRevisitinePeriod -1 181%** -1.178%** -1.310%** -1.320%** -1.259%** -1.264%**
g (0.307) (0.308) (0.270) (0.267) (0.284) (0.282)
ZRevisitingPeriod2 0.605%%* 0.610%** 0.636%** 0.636%** 0.791%%* 0.810%**
2 (1.831) (1.841) (1.889) (1.889) (2.207) (2.247)
ZNumOfSections -0.108%** -0.104%** -0.038 -.027 -0.107*** -0.103***
v (0.897) (0.901) (0.963) (0.974) (0.898) (0.902)
ZNumOfReferences -0.390%** -0.340%** -0.335%** -.320%** -0.410%** -0.350%**
(0.677) (0.712) (0.715) (0.726) (0.663) (0.705)
7Gini 0.663*** 1.702%* 0.586**
(1.942) (5.483) (1.797)
.. -0.888%*** -1.794%** -0.839%**
Z2Gini2 (0.412) (0.166) (0.432)
Observations 2,978 2,978 595 595 2,383 2,383
-2LogLikelihood 38,498.180 38,416.653 5,721.101 5,705.494 29,793.825 5,666.894
Overall Chi-square 3,607.042%** 3,691.090%** 847.017%** 853.766%** 2,773.660%** 698.367***
Improve. Chi-square 3,200.794%** 81.527*** 700.174%** 15.607%** 2,513.241%%* 64.112%**
R Square (%) 65.9 66.8 69.2 70.0 65.2 66.3
*p<0.1, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 (two-tailed test)
-2LogLikelihood for Null Model (Total) : 41,698.974
-2LogLikelihood for Null Model (Academic) : 6,421.274

-2LogLikelihood for Null

Model (Non-academic) :

32,307.066
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assumption)< 7}Zg-njlo]o] 7] B (Kaplan-Meier
curve) O 2 HAE3TH

<Table 3>2] A 7}A] 2l EAHFE0]
dAsittal & o, 21 A =H o HX & A
Aol F349l 3= <Figure 2>9F 2t 3
2 Y A sHEHQ §A0] 4 olelFe]
A7 A s ¥ w11, AY A1 99 F
7toll gk 21 A =n]e A E3= SHEH
o] EXo| 73l olE]Zo] ¢ & AHAo=R 5011:]-
% 259 Aol FE wlgd MR o F
sity At o2, 7 H1-29 H2-271 A Y JE}
31T 5 9

Total Aca. NonAca.

Influence on Log Hazard Ratio

Gini Coef. (standardized)

(Figure 2) Relationship between Gini
Coefficient and Collaboration Efficiency

43 97 2 Q9%

HA], <Table 2>2} <Table 3>2] HA| WHo
gk 29-E AW E w d 71| FFEH = Aol
Atk AAA, o B2 duEEe] FAgdrE 3

Z & o}E]Z(Featured Article)E SF% =4 T
2@ AFte] A8 ¥ T (ZNumOfEditors). ©] 212
ot EIEC] olE]|F AERE 3 AF7A F

Pe AT A% Felshs Rol ohm, 15
Aol 27k ARG olol ols] op|Hl: Baiy
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3} BE s} A7) ME RAOT F5
At} 7129] AFOIAE o|oh Ze ARE B3

3k vl Atk (Nemoto et al., 2011). =4, o}ElF
1% A obE ol tigk 55 olvE 9

H]-&(ZRegUserRatio)©] =oldAF5 S50 &8
He Azl gokdth #f71v Yot ME A
YEd 552 stal &5sAu dHos Fo
g 5 Atk TF52 ke dfole CuEe
A v A BE &5 Wdo] 7EHER
Bdoly AHE Hsl &7 Fo HAY
(Constant et al., 1996; Lakhani and von Hippel,
2003; Lakhani and Wolf, 2005; Wasko and Faraj,
2003), ARUEF FF8H= 7o) 23k 2
A& 7Fside] =t (Anthony et al,
= Aoz ooz

H ==

==

2009; O'Reilly, 1989).
oA Wi FAE A9 ot Ho| ¢ ¢
F3h7] W' Ao =3 4= 9t} (Anthony
et al,, 2009). AA, o}E]F I1F A oty
of digk E&o FAF oYy 9 HE
(ZDiscUserRatio)©] EoFE+5 sgol 285+
AlZte] grolxith f1713| ool A= otElE Y
o #HE olfEel thd AH4le ofor ot
A4S olg]Fultt vldHE o}lE]F Etalk)ol2t
EE ﬁ]]o]X]Oﬂ 29 /\ 01]:]. Eioﬂ 7‘4—0:1*3]—
AUEEe] WeTH ofeFol t3 F5H
o]} 7|dto] Bloj X3l (Nonaka, 1994; Nonaka et
al., 1996) & AtE-=29] sl s AJztal=
S BH AL AAS WAAF F QeERE T
9] A A (cognitive capital) (Nahapiet and
Ghoshal, 1998; Wasko and Faraj, 2005)°] <7}3}
of A2 el 3AHA aHE TS T
o YA, FoAaEe] Hit LT3 Afo] AIZE
(ZInterArrivalTime)©] #H<S55 c3ol 285+
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& x4 el Slplmiciot #2l Hlole 24

= B T

02 A APYS ol hF 3=
J_E-] 27_}24 o] u}io] o 73k

(Csikszentmihalyi et al., 2005). T, AT B =0]
E4 ol &S AHEdhe 71X (ZRevisitingPeriod)
< A 2543 UA FEY oja 24 BAE
Rty W33 o)t 7ol A= AE7|1tol
AojdrE dY B&4o] HolAe R ¥
=4 o]F oA = ARETIITo] AojArE
Y B840l S7Hth AXNA, ofElF4] AlA
(ZNumOfSections) -} oFE]| S HF ol 2=zH
H#Y 2 F5(ZNumOfReferences)’} B&4E 5
of £28%& Algte] ZojXt} o]AL F+x24-3
220 BER=rt 2 olgEdTF sk

7}
Aolghe dldst dAsh= dxetar &

[‘

% =z, 3 E & AY 74th 7P
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21 gHlo] o]zt g FAE Holn, Q—.E.
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A o o T A dY IR,
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Appendix

(Table A1) Descriptive Statistics

Variable Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Dev.

. NumOfEditors 2 5782 247.42 500.334
. RegUserRatio (%) 25.05 100.00 70.41 18.81
. DiscUserRatio (%) 0.00 80.00 11.31 8.71
. InterArrivalTime (days) 0.02 58.67 3.86 4.10
. RevisitingPeriod (days) 0.33 238.92 35.05 26.87
. NumOfSections 0 43 14.02 6.11
. NumOfReferences 0 456 67.45 50.82
Gini Coefficient 0.19 0.95 0.69 0.13
Pareto Ratio (%) 36.17 98.17 75.93 11.23

(Table A2) Variable Correlations

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
. NumOfEditors 1
. RegUserRatio -.553 1
. DiscUserRatio =317 616 1
. InterArrivalTime =271 292 .036 1
. RevisitingPeriod -.131 228 110 337 1
. NumOfSections 343 -.376 -.264 -297 -.028 1
. NumOfReferences 401 -.304 -.236 -.244 .035 .590 1
Gini Coefficient -358 484 304 - 171 .193 .032 .090
Pareto Ratio -354 473 282 -.163 .186 .024 .073
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Abstract

Pareto Ratio and Inequality Level of Knowledge
Sharing in Virtual Knowledge Collaboration:
Analysis of Behaviors on Wikipedia*

Hyun-jung Park** - Kyung-shik Shin***

The Pareto principle, also known as the 80-20 rule, states that roughly 80% of the effects come from
20% of the causes for many events including natural phenomena. It has been recognized as a golden rule
in business with a wide application of such discovery like 20 percent of customers resulting in 80 percent
of total sales. On the other hand, the Long Tail theory, pointing out that “the trivial many” produces more
value than “the vital few,” has gained popularity in recent times with a tremendous reduction of distribution
and inventory costs through the development of ICT(Information and Communication Technology). This
study started with a view to illuminating how these two primary business paradigms —Pareto principle and
Long Tail theory—relates to the success of virtual knowledge collaboration. The importance of virtual
knowledge collaboration is soaring in this era of globalization and virtualization transcending geographical
and temporal constraints. Many previous studies on knowledge sharing have focused on the factors to affect
knowledge sharing, seeking to boost individual knowledge sharing and resolve the social dilemma caused
from the fact that rational individuals are likely to rather consume than contribute knowledge. Knowledge
collaboration can be defined as the creation of knowledge by not only sharing knowledge, but also by
transforming and integrating such knowledge. In this perspective of knowledge collaboration, the relative
distribution of knowledge sharing among participants can count as much as the absolute amounts of
individual knowledge sharing. In particular, whether the more contribution of the upper 20 percent of
participants in knowledge sharing will enhance the efficiency of overall knowledge collaboration is an issue
of interest. This study deals with the effect of this sort of knowledge sharing distribution on the efficiency

of knowledge collaboration and is extended to reflect the work characteristics. All analyses were conducted

* This work was supported by the National Research Foundation of Korea Grant funded by the Korean government
(NRF-2013S1A3A2054667).
** Management Research Center, Ewha Womans University
*** Corresponding author: Kyung-shik Shin
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Tel: +82-2-3277-2799, Fax: +82-2-3277-2766, E-mail: ksshin@ewha.ac.kr
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based on actual data instead of self-reported questionnaire surveys. More specifically, we analyzed the
collaborative behaviors of editors of 2,978 English Wikipedia featured articles, which are the best quality
grade of articles in English Wikipedia. We adopted Pareto ratio, the ratio of the number of knowledge
contribution of the upper 20 percent of participants to the total number of knowledge contribution made
by the total participants of an article group, to examine the effect of Pareto principle. In addition, Gini
coefficient, which represents the inequality of income among a group of people, was applied to reveal the
effect of inequality of knowledge contribution. Hypotheses were set up based on the assumption that the
higher ratio of knowledge contribution by more highly motivated participants will lead to the higher
collaboration efficiency, but if the ratio gets too high, the collaboration efficiency will be exacerbated
because overall informational diversity is threatened and knowledge contribution of less motivated
participants is intimidated. Cox regression models were formulated for each of the focal variables —Pareto
ratio and Gini coefficient—with seven control variables such as the number of editors involved in an
article, the average time length between successive edits of an article, the number of sections a featured
article has, etc. The dependent variable of the Cox models is the time spent from article initiation to
promotion to the featured article level, indicating the efficiency of knowledge collaboration. To examine
whether the effects of the focal variables vary depending on the characteristics of a group task, we
classified 2,978 featured articles into two categories: Academic and Non-academic. Academic articles refer
to at least one paper published at an SCI, SSCI, A&HCI, or SCIE journal. We assumed that academic
articles are more complex, entail more information processing and problem solving, and thus require more
skill variety and expertise. The analysis results indicate the followings; First, Pareto ratio and inequality
of knowledge sharing relates in a curvilinear fashion to the collaboration efficiency in an online community,
promoting it to an optimal point and undermining it thereafter. Second, the curvilinear effect of Pareto ratio
and inequality of knowledge sharing on the collaboration efficiency is more sensitive with a more academic

task in an online community.

Key Words : Virtual Knowledge Collaboration, Knowledge Sharing, Pareto Ratio, Gini Coefficient, Online
Community
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