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Social Media and Entrepreneurship

—Exploring the Role of Digital Source Selection and Information
Literacy

Nikou, S., Brinnback, M., Orrensalo, T. P., Widen, G.
School of Business and Economics, Abo Akademi University, Finland

Abstract

Internet-based applications, such as social media — offer potentially effective and
efficient vehicles to access, use and distribute information as well as means to net-
work with other actors. However, for realizing this potential, critical competencies
are information and digital literacy. In this chapter we discuss the importance of
information literacy (IL) in the context of social media. Information literacy is de-
fined as cognitive skills necessary for using and evaluating information in an edu-
cated and effective way. IL is a necessary competence for entrepreneurs in general
and specifically for entrepreneurs relying entirely or partially on social media in
their entrepreneurial activities. We argue that access and use of information is an
important way for entrepreneurs to reduce uncertainty in their entrepreneurial ac-
tion. Information literacy and information source selection are important to prac-
ticing entrepreneurs as most need to access information in order to run their busi-
ness; information from policy makers, financing institutions, tax authorities and
legal counsel to name a few. This information is today inherently provided in digital
format.

In this chapter our focus is on digital information and specifically digital source
selection and information literacy. We have studied 145 Finnish entrepreneurs and
analyzed their information literacy in relation to digital source selection. Results
show that while information literacy impact digital information source selection,
that relationship is influenced by source accessibility and the task complexity. In-
terestingly, and somewhat unexpectedly the study revealed that source selection is
directly influenced by the opinions of peers or social norms.
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1 Introduction

Today, most information used in everyday life is digital. The use of ubiquitous
information systems (UIS) such as Facebook, Twitter, and YouTube — social media
— has become the norm for both personal and professional purposes (Vodanovich et
al. 2010). As Kaplan and Haenlein (2010, p. 67) stated: “In today’s digital economy,
everything is about social media and firms will be out of the cyberspace if they do
not participate in social media platforms”. Consequently, entrepreneurs are increas-
ingly in cyberspace using information sources such as social media platforms to
obtain information, to support their business growth, creating new networks among
peers or customers, or creating new business ventures (Kuhn & Galloway, 2015;
Nambisan , 2017; von Briel et al, 2018). UIS share a common characteristic that
they are available everywhere and all the time.

Thus, in the context of social media, activities, and entrepreneurial activities es-
pecially, are less bounded and predefined. Social media due to this defining charac-
teristic thus transforms the nature of uncertainty in entrepreneurial processes and
outcomes and also how entrepreneurs deal with uncertainty (Nambisan, 2017).
While social media has transformed our everyday lives for almost two decades, so-
cial media (and other digital technologies) and its role in shaping entrepreneurial
opportunities, decisions, actions, and outcomes has been mostly neglected (Nam-
bisan, 2017). Although digital technologies have indeed been subject to studies in
entrepreneurship these have primarily been treated as contexts of empirical work
along with other forms of technology entrepreneurship. Only recently, have digital
technologies been considered as inherent to entrepreneurial processes and outcomes
(Nambisan, 2017; von Briel et al, 2018).

Social media has been subject to scholarly inquiry that has occurred within other
disciplines, e.g. information systems, marketing, and communications. Previous re-
search show that firms use social media to communicate with customers, tap on
customer preferences, build company reputation and image, build product aware-
ness for the purpose of increasing sales and enhance business performance (Jones
et al, 2015; Kaplan and Haenlein, 2010).

Popular press has since the dawn of Facebook and Twitter written extensively of
social media entrepreneurs and the use of social media to drive business growth. An
indication that this area is indeed novel comes from variance in defining social me-
dia within entrepreneurship: is it a platform, is it an ecosystem, or is it just infra-
structure for communication and digital distribution? Nambisan (2017) defines so-
cial media as digital infrastructure and as an important external enabler of venture
creation (Davidsson, 2015; von Briel et al, 2018). While we concur with this defi-
nition it is to our minds even more important to understand is that social media is
an information system. This means that accessing and using information becomes
an important skill and competence to leverage the full potential of social media as
an external enabler of venture development. That very competence is known as in-
Sformation literacy.



In a world which is filled with information overflow and increasingly fake fact,
fake news, fabrication and disinformation, information literacy skills and capabili-
ties become paramount. Traditionally, a person with the basic ability to read and
write was referred to a literate person, however due to digitalization of work and
business processes, the traditional definition of literacy is no longer relevant. In to-
day’s digital world, a person is required to have a profound set of skills and
knowledge to efficiently find, locate information sources and use information to
solve an information need (Ciftci and Knautz, 2016).

Recent research has considered digital technologies as external enablers of en-
trepreneurial activities (Briel et al, 208, Nambisan 2017). Against this, social media
is understood as an external actor-independent enabler in new venture creation.
However, we argue that the full potential of social media cannot be realized without
an actor dependent internal enabler i.e. information literacy. Moreover, just because
a person owns a smart phone and a laptop computer and has a Facebook, an Insta-
gram or a Twitter account does not make that person automatically information lit-
erate.

In this chapter we theorize on the importance of information literacy and specif-
ically its relationship to digital source selection and how these become internal en-
ablers in terms of necessary competences of entrepreneurs in digital entrepreneurial
activities. Closely related to information literacy is the concept of digital citizen-
ship, which is having literacy skills to navigate efficiently and safely in a digital
environment (Sussan and Acs, 2017). Hence, information literacy is a prerequisite
to become a digital citizen.

Information literacy is defined as a set of cognitive skills which are used to eval-
uate information in an educated and effective way (Eshet-Alkalai, 2004). Infor-
mation source selection is a significant part of information-seeking behavior (Julien
and Michels, 2013). Intelligent and efficient access to relevant information sources
are critical factors necessary for completing complex tasks — such as venture crea-
tion by an entrepreneur (Smeltzer, 1991). Purposeful information-seeking begins
with the selection of information sources (Bronstein, 2010). Information sources
selection is according to the extant literature determined by information literacy,
information accessibility, information quality, and the complexity of the task to be
performed (Bronstein, 2010; Lee et al. 2012; Durodolu, 2016; Gross and Latham,
2009; Mishra et al. 2010; Nikou et al. 2018). Moreover, previous studies have found
that social norms have a direct impact on source selection as well as the usage of
digital sources (Apuke and Iyendo, 2018; Constantinides and Holleschovsky, 2016;
Schon et al., 2015). Thus, this chapter specifically looks at what factors influence
entrepreneur’s digital information source selection and what is the role of infor-
mation literacy? Moreover, this analysis is conducted among a sample of entrepre-
neurs and how they use digital technology and what drives their selection of digital
and online information sources to support their entrepreneurial activities. Before we
consider information literacy and information source selection, we will briefly re-
view the development of social media and the digital context, that started with the
emergence of what was known as electronic commerce, that took the practice of



entrepreneurship by storm in 1990s. As a consequence, information is everywhere,
and private citizens and businesses alike had to learn to deal with this avalanche of
information in an informed way.

2 Social Media and Entrepreneurship

By the third quarter of 2019 Facebook had 2.45 billion and Instagram 1 billion
monthly active users (www.statista.com), 1.6 billion users were accessing the
WhatsApp messenger on a monthly basis, and Twitter averaged 330 million
monthly active users. While Facebook, Instagram and WhatsApp, show no sign of
decline Twitter showed a decline from its all-time high of 336 million in the first
quarter of 2018. The average daily time spent using social media was the highest in
the Philippines, with 4 hours per day. This is twice the time spent in the US of
approximately 2 hours, which in turn is twice the time spent using social media in
Finland. Social media is indeed big within the digital economy, and it should be of
great interest to companies large and small.

Although, social media as a term was coined around 2003 and 2004 when
MySpace and Facebook were created, companies have in general been slow to in-
clude social media into their operations. One reason is that firms have been quite
uncomfortable with information about them being freely available (Kaplan & Haen-
lein, 2010) and continuously modified beyond their control. On the other hand, so-
cial media offers businesses efficient means by which consumers can be included
into firm’s development processes and therein become contributors and co-creators
of value (Kao et al, 2016). Social media impact firm performance as it allows firms
— even small start-up firms - to engage in timely and direct end-consumer contact at
relatively low cost and higher levels of efficiency compared to more traditional
communication tools (Parveen, et al, 2016). On an individual basis social media
offer means by which a person can identify and enact entrepreneurial opportunities.

Entrepreneurship scholars have in the same vein been slow in applying a digital
technology perspective to entrepreneurship, where social media would be seen as a
key enabler or a platform or an ecosystem (Nambisan, 2017; von Briel et al, 2018).
Yet, the numbers speak of volumes that should have caught the mandated attention
also in entrepreneurship research. One would rightfully assume this would be the
case especially since the field of electronic commerce, propelled by the introduction
of the World Wide Web (WWW), had been an entrepreneurial Eldorado during
1990s. The dot.com industry went from boom to bust in just a few years at the turn
of the millennium (Lindstedt, 2001; Kaplan, 2002). Electronic commerce created
an unprecedented excitement in business over the endless possibilities of creating
new business models that the world had seen nothing of before (Tapscott, 1996).
Business was learning the basics of internet marketing, to build customer relation-
ships, and create value in cyber space (Sterne, 1996; Brinnback, 1997). A massive
number of firms were created without necessarily viable business models or in par-
ticular revenue models (Drucker, 2002) — and it all did not end well. While new
digital technology enabled all this entrepreneurial activity it did not change one




basic requirement — the need for any firm to be profitable, which a lot of start-up
dot.com firms had to learn the hard way.

During the 1990s existing businesses, large and small, participated in the dot.com
boom by creating an Internet presence through a webpage (Sterne, 1996;
Brinnback, 1997). However, very few firms had a very good understanding of what
to do with an Internet presence or how to manage such a presence. The webpages
contained information about the firm, its products and sometimes even contact in-
formation such as street addresses and phone numbers (!) but not always an e-mail
address (Sterne, 1995). Most webpages were quite terrible in terms of user-interface
design and usability. Not only was the technology to use in order to build a web-
presence in its infancy, so were the skills by the users. But, since everybody — pri-
vate persons and businesses - were rushing to create an Internet presence the web
soon became quite crowded with available information of varying quality. It became
important to be able to find information and to verify information sources and the
accuracy of information.

A few years after the dot.com boom ended in a crash, the digital economy con-
tinued to evolve and social media developed from a platform called Web 2.0. In
Web 2.0 content and applications were no longer created and published by individ-
uals (as when creating an Internet presence). Instead they were continuously modi-
fied by multiple users in multiple ways, also known as User Generated Content.
Kaplan and Haeinlein (2010, p. 61) define social media as: “a group of Internet-
based applications that build on the ideological and technological foundation of
Web 2.0, and that allow for the creation and exchange of User Generated Content.”
Wikipedia is an excellent example of a virtual encyclopedia, which is constantly
modified. Sometimes the information is very accurate but often it is not and there-
fore Wikipedia is not, for example, accepted by many universities as a viable infor-
mation source for academic theses work. Social media evolved as a result of the
combination of technological (available hardware), economic (available tools that
enabled UGC) and social (primarily young people with technical knowledge and
skills to engage online) drivers.

While social media at first seemed to engage primarily digital natives (young
people who were born into the digital world) (Tapscott, 1998) it soon proliferated
across generations to include digital immigrants (those who were not born into the
digital world) (Vodanovich et al, 2010, Briannback et al, 2017; Nikou, et al, 2018).
Digital natives were usually highly skilled in using social media and other digital
tools contrary to digital immigrants who were late adopters of social media and
frequently struggled with using digital technologies. However, as pointed out in the
introduction, being a skilled user of these technologies does not automatically imply
the possession of skills to access, use, and evaluate the information these technolo-
gies contain. That is, it does not mean that the person is information literate. In a
world which is filled with information overflow where the quality of the information
can be challenged, information literacy skills and capabilities have become equally
important with being a skilled user of technology.



Access to high quality, accurate, and timely information are vital for any busi-
ness survival and growth (Machado, 2016; Popovic et al. 2016, Najat, 2017; Capella
2012; Nguyen, 2018; Constantinides and Holleschovsky, 2016; Mir, 2014). This is
certainly the case also for practicing entrepreneurs. It includes information relevant
for developing business strategy, processes and operations, market data and cus-
tomer information, product information, legal information and information on pol-
icy concerning taxation to mention a few. Policy information is seen as critical for
entrepreneurial success especially for start-up entrepreneurs (Capella, 2012;
Akinso, 2018). Start-up entrepreneurs in particular are interested in finding infor-
mation concerning governmental support mechanisms and information that can in-
fluence their choice of location. In most countries, governmental agencies offer a
myriad of relevant and necessary information (e.g. business registration procedures)
online, and the task for entrepreneurs is to find the right information (Li and Herd,
2017).

3 Information Literacy

Information literacy (IL) is a set of cognitive skills and competences to effi-
ciently locate, use, and evaluate information tools as well as information sources to
solve a given problem in an educated and effective way (Ciftci and Knautz, 2016;
Eshet-Alkalai, 2004). These skills are not restricted to digital contexts but all infor-
mation. The point here is that information literacy becomes particularly important
in the digital economy where the volume of digital information is massive and con-
stantly increasing. In the digital context, IL includes critical thinking and the capa-
bility to efficiently search, identify and evaluate Web-based data (Ng, 2012). IL is
the ability in recognizing the need for information, accordingly identifying, locat-
ing, accessing, evaluating and employing the information responsibly to work-re-
lated performance, such as problem-solving and decision making (Kirton and Bar-
ham, 2005; Ranaweera, 2008). Information literacy has proven its significance for
the organizational and entrepreneurial success as it ensures and enhances the per-
formance of the organization’ information collecting process (Kirton and Barham,
2005; Oman, 2001; Adeleke and Emeahara, 2016; Kim and Sin, 2011). Information
literacy helps the individual to develop critical awareness, which enables them to
interpret and make knowledgeable judgements about an information source regard-
ing its accessibility and quality. However, with a lack of efficient quality assurance
mechanisms this may in some cases lead to a reluctancy to use digital information
sources.

Previous research has found that IL is dependent on digital information source
selection (Nicholas et al., 2000; Singh et al., 2011; Odede and Nsibirwa, 2018).
Digital information sources selection is impacted by how efficiently information
seekers can access the needed information to perform a certain task or their ability
to evaluate the relevance of the information sources based on the type of task at
hand. (Bawden, 2008; Hosier, 2015; Kim and Sin, 2011). This in turn is determined
by the source characteristics. Low IL skills hinder the use of electronic sources
(Lozanova-Belcheva, 2013) and has been shown to be one of the reasons for not



engaging in online collaboration or, for example, using online government services
(Kirui and Kemei, 2014).

Accessibility is a multi-dimensional characteristics of information sources. This
includes the amount of effort required from the user and the amount of time it takes
for the user to find necessary information, which in turn is determined by availabil-
ity (24/7), convenience, comprehensiveness, easy to use, familiarity, understanda-
bility, whether it is free to access or not (Bronstein, 2010; Agarwal, 2011; Haase
and Franco, 2011; Case, 2012; Popoola and Okiki, 2013; Woudstra et al., 2016).
Most people tend to use an information source that require the least effort and risk-
taking for them and that are impersonal. For example, Susanto and Aljoza (2015)
found that perceived ease of use (easy navigation, quick response, fit interface, and
accessible anywhere anytime), and perceived usefulness (information complete-
ness, reducing cost, saving energy, saving time, and useful information) are the most
critical to an individual’s decision to use online government service.

The quality of information sources is one of the decisive criteria for selecting the
digital information sources (Bronstein, 2010; Kim and Sin, 2011; Marton and Choo,
2002; Zhang, 2013). Quality of an information source is determined by the rele-
vance, reliability, credibility, consistency, trustworthiness, and authoritativeness
(Pierce, 2008; Babalhavaeji and Farhadpoor, 2013; Zhang, 2013). Some studies in-
dicate that the quality of the information source is more important than accessibility
(Bronstein, 2010; Kim and Sin, 2011).

Finally, the type of task will impact Xie and Joo (2010) information source se-
lection. These can be complex of simple routine- like tasks such as information for
product or company searches, government information, news information Bronstein
(2010).

An interesting aspect of technology adoption in information seeking behavior
and the use of social media is that it appears to be influenced by social norms
(Thompson et al, 1991; Briannback et al, 2017; Nikou et al, 2018). An individual’s
opinion and decision to use for example online government services is influenced
by the expectations and recommendations of surrounding people, like co-worker,
friends, and family (Garcia et al, 2012). That is, users are highly influenced by their
peers. That is, if peers access certain information sources online or use social media
in their operations this behavioral pattern seems to spread among peers (Xie and
Joo, 2010; Kuhn and Galloway, 2015).

4 The Study

Based on the literature review above we developed a model (Figure 1) to empir-
ically explore the relationship of information literacy and digital source selection
among entrepreneurs.
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Figure 1. The research model

The initial assumption is that there is a direct link between information literacy
and digital information source selection (Hypothesis 1). However, a review of the
literature reveals that two dimensions of source characteristics (accessibility and
quality) as well as type of task may play a mediating role (Hypotheses 1a, 1b, Ic, 2,
3,4). Moreover, previous research show that technology adoption and in particular
decision to use social media is directly impacted by social norms (Brénnback et al,
2017; Nikou et al, 2018) and that peers impact entrepreneurial behavior in digital
environments (Kuhn and Galloway, 2015). We therefore assume that social norms
have a direct effect on digital source selection (Hypothesis 5). The following hy-
potheses were formed and tested.

H1: Information literacy skills of an entrepreneur have a positive effect on se-
lecting digital information sources

H1a: Information literacy skills of an entrepreneur have a positive effect on the
choice of digital information sources based on the accessibility of the sources

H1b: Information literacy skills of an entrepreneur have a positive effect on the
choice of digital information sources based on the quality of the sources

H1c: Information literacy skills of an entrepreneur have a positive effect on the
choice of digital information sources based on the type of task

H2: Accessibility of the information sources has a positive effect on selecting
digital information sources

H3: Quality of the digital information sources has a positive effect on selecting
digital information sources

H4: Type of task has a positive effect on selecting digital information sources

HS: Social norms have a positive effect on selecting digital information sources

4.1 Survey instrument and data collection

The main focus of our study is to explore whether the identified factors (i.e.,
information literacy, information sources’ characteristics (accessibility and quality),
type of tasks, and social norms) influence the entrepreneurs’ digital information
source selections. For data collection, a survey instrument was developed on the
basis of established measures of constructs from different information behavior



literature of social norms (Ayeh et al. 2013; Gracia et al. 2012; Moghavvemi et al.
2012); information literacy (Kurbanoglu et al. 2006); source characteristics which
include source accessibility and quality (Attuquayefio and Achampong, 2014;
Bronstein, 2010; Xie and Joo, 2010); type of task (Bronstein, 2010); and finally the
dependent variable information source selection (Ayeh et al. 2013; Kumar and Sam-
path, 2008; Lin and Lu, 2011). We slightly modified some of the items to make
them contextually relevant for the analysis. A seven-point Likert scales were used
to measure the items, where “1 indicates strongly disagree and 7 indicates strongly
agree”.

A questionnaire was distributed online among Finnish entrepreneurs in August
2019. Respondents were invited to provide their replies in the course of four weeks
and a reminder was sent after two weeks.

The questionnaire consisted of questions on the participants’ demographic back-
ground, their frequency and self-reported proficiency in the use of digital tools and
digital information sources. Out of 873 distributed questionnaires, we obtained 151
responses. After excluding incomplete responses, the final dataset consisted of 145
valid and usable responses.

To ensure that the dataset did not suffer from non-response bias and to determine
whether there are significant differences between the two-invitation wave, we per-
formed a non-bias test (Henry, 1990). We compared those who responded within
the first 15 days (early respondents) with those who responded during the last two
weeks before the survey was closed (late respondents). Only three of the 69 items
in the questionnaire had significant mean differences (p < .001), thus the data set
did not contain non-response bias. We also performed a common method bias test
to establish that the validity of the research results. We used the Harman’s one-
factor test (via a principal component factor analysis) (Podsakoff and Organ, 1986).
Results showed that no factor accounted for more than 50% (23.18%) of the vari-
ance, thus, common method bias was not an issue in the study.

4.2 Sample Characteristics

The total sample consisted of 145 entrepreneurs in Finland; 27% female, and
73% male entrepreneurs. The average age was 40.35 years with the oldest born in
1952 and the youngest in 1998. The majority of the ventures were limited liability
companies (79%) and 80% of the respondents were native Finnish citizens. A ma-
jority (74%) hold at least a bachelor’s or master’s degree, 11% of the respondents
have attended college but had not graduated, and only 7% hold a high school di-
ploma or equivalent.

5 Results

Most respondents reported an extensive daily use of digital tools such as smart
phones, laptops, and a constant online presence on Internet. The most used digital
information sources were search engines and social media; 80% used Google, Bing,
or Yahoo several times a day, and 70% used social media (Facebook, Instagram,
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Twitter, Linkedin, Youtube). However, only 3% reported using online governmen-
tal websites i.e. the least used digital sources.

The result also showed that most of the respondents considered themselves as
very proficient with Internet skills (Mean = 7), including searching information
through search engines, downloading/sending a file, opening an attachment, sharing
and asking information on social media and navigating information on Website.
Respondents thus perceived themselves as very proficient in using search engines
for finding and locating digital information (Mean = 7), following by accessing or-
ganizational/institutional websites, online newspapers, and social media (M = 6),
and online governmental websites and forum (M = 5). That is, based on their own
perception of their skills they were information literate.

5.1 Measurement Model

We used confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to examine the measurement model.
The measurement model has been validated by performing the convergent validity
and the discriminant validity tests. For examining the convergent validity, we
adopted three criteria: Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability (CR), and average
variance extracted (AVE) (Hair et al. 2018). Cronbach’s alpha is used for assessing
the reliability of the measurement and the value is recommended to be and equal or
greater than .70 (Cronbach, 1951; Hair et al. 2018). Composite reliability was as-
sessed and all the CR values were above the recommended value of .70, ranging
from .871 to .909 (Hair et al. 2018). Average variance extracted is a measure that
reflects the convergence among a set of items in a latent construct. The value of
AVE is recommended to be greater than .50 (Hair et al. 2018; Henseler, 2015). Ta-
ble 1 shows the results of composite reliability, AVE, the Cronbach’s alphas and
item loadings were above the recommended level (> .70) in general and for both
groups.

Table 1: Construct reliability and validity

Constructs Items Loadings o | CR | AVE

IL1 .88

1.2 87

Lo IL3 79
Information literacy A 75 873 |1 904 | 612

ILS 76

IL6 73

DISS1 .85

DISS2 71

Digital information source | DISS3 .70
selection DISS4 71 8821909 | 588

DISS5 79

DISS6 82
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DISS7 17
SCA1 17
o SCA2 .89

Source accessibility SCA3 26 859 | 905 | .704
SCA4 .80
SCQ1 73
SCQ2 79

Source quality SCQ3 81 819 | 871 | 576
SCQ4 78
SCQ5 .70
SN1 87

Social norms SN2 .88 811 | 888 | .725
SN3 81
TOT1 87
TOT2 73

Type of task TOT3 90 828 | 887 | .664
TOT4 75

Note: AVE = Average Variance Extracted; CR = Composite Reliability; a =

Cronbach's Alpha

The square root of the AVE was measured for the discriminant validity assessment.
Table 2 shows the square root of the AVE values for all constructs, indicating that
the obtained values were greater than the correlations among them, thereby con-

firming discriminant validity (Hair et al. 2018).

Table 2: Discriminant validly

Constructs SCA IL SCQ SN DSS | TOT
Source accessibility 839

Information literacy 579 | 782

Source quality 616 | 492 | 759

Social norms A56 | 472 412 851

Digital source selection J13 | 541 534 561 767

Type of task 680 | .561 592 507 709 815

5.2 Structural Model

To assess the path coefficients, we used SmartPLS 3.0. The SEM results showed
that the digital information source selection explained by a variance of 69%, indi-
cating that the predictors explained a large amount of variation. Type of task,
sources’ accessibility, and sources’ quality were explained by variance values of
32%,34%, and 24%, respectively.
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Contrary to previous research results no direct link between Information literacy
and digital source selection was found (H1). Instead results showed that information
literacy has a positive direct effect on both source characteristics, such that it has a
significant effect on source accessibility (§ = .58, ¢ = 8.841, p = .001), as well as
significant effect on source quality (f = .49, ¢ =7.176, p = .001). Thus, both Hla
and H1b are supported by the model. Moreover, information literacy was found to
have a positive significant effect on type of task ( = .56, t = 8.426, p = .001), thus
Hlc is also supported by the model. Results also showed that source accessibility
has a direct relationship with digital information source selection (f = .32,7=3.591,
p =.001), thus H2 is supported by the model.

However, contrary to findings in previous studies source quality had no signifi-
cant effect on digital information source selection, thus H3 was supported. The path
relationship between type of task and digital information source selection was found
to be significant (H4), in other words, type of task was positively associated with
digital information source selection (f = .51,7=15.524, p=.001). Finally, consistent
with previous research findings, there is a positive and direct relationship between
social norms and digital information source selection (§ = .17, 1= 2.404, p = .01),
thus HS5 was also supported by the model, (see Figure 2).

s
R? = 34%
K

Source characteristic
(accessibility) 32 (3.591) ***

58 (8.841) ** :
RZ=24%
5
Information literacy (—.49 (7.176) ***—| Source( qcLTaa"rte;c}tensnc L s Ds'g'u‘?c';"fe‘ié“c?.i',?,“
P o
R%=32% 17 (2.404) *

Kk
.56 (8.426) *** .51 (5.525) ***
L——>»  Typeoftask |— Social norms

Figure 2. Structural results

5.3 Mediation test

As we did not find a direct path between information literacy and digital infor-
mation source selection, we performed a mediation test. First, we assessed the re-
sults of total indirect effects and found significant indirect effects (§ = .45,¢=8.193,
p < .001). This result indicates that we also need to assess the specific indirect ef-
fects to see if there are any mediation effects and through which constructs. The
results of specific indirect effects showed that the relationship between IL and dig-
ital information source selection is mediated through source accessibility (f = .18,
t=3428, p <.001) and type of task (f = .29, r=4.583, p < .001). However, source
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quality has no mediation role in this path relationships. Thus, we concluded that the
path between IL and digital information source selection is partially mediated
through source characteristics (i.e., accessibility) and type of task (see Table 3).

Table 3: Mediation test results

Relationship Std Beta | Std Error | t-value | Significance
IL - SCA - DISS 176 051 3.428 001
IL-> SCQ - DISS -013 028 A87 626
IL - TOT-> DISS 287 063 4.583 001

Note: DISS = Digital information source selection; IL = Information literacy; SCA = source character-

istic (accessibility); SCQ = source characteristic (quality); TOT = Type of task

6 Discussion

We have in this chapter taken the view that social media is a ubiquitous infor-
mation system and a digital infrastructure. In contrast to traditional information sys-
tems social media is less predefined, less bounded, and less controllable (Vo-
danovich, et al. 2010; Kaplan & Haenlein, 2010; Nambisan, 2017). These
characteristics will impact entrepreneurial opportunities, decisions, actions, and
outcomes. We have also said that social media transforms the nature of uncertainty
in entrepreneurial processes and how entrepreneurs cope with uncertainty. Social
media will impact the entire entrepreneurial process and offer an efficient means for
creating a market orientation, supporting market access, innovation, and ultimately
firm success (Renko et al, 2009).

But it is not only the digital technology which is important here. In this chapter
our focus has been on an aspect, which refers to the ability to use technology and
leverage the full potential benefits form such technology, namely information liter-
acy. The underlying argument here is that while social media offer a huge potential
in saving costs related to managing a firm’s customer base, which includes distri-
bution and communication costs — those savings require specific skills and compe-
tences in the form of information literacy. Nambisan (2017) raises a number of in-
teresting research questions with respect to creating a digital technology perspective
within entrepreneurship research, which refer to digital infrastructure. One such
question is why does the use of social media by some entrepreneurs and not others
lead to different cognitive and behavioral (entrepreneurial) outcomes? How does
the collective characteristic of social media impact the collective nature of entrepre-
neurial agency and thereby the entrepreneurial processes and outcomes? Intuitively,
we can say that information literacy certainly will be an element in providing an
informed answer.

In this chapter we have restricted the discussion to information literacy only, as
we are very much aware of the fact that literacy, which used to mean whether a
person knew how to read and write, today has taken multiple forms. Along
information literacy we also have media literacy and digital literacy, which could
prove relevant in this context as well. However, we have deliberately chosen to
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restrict this discussion to information literacy only to underline the necessity to be
able to access information, use information and evaluate information. We have
stetd it multiple times that even if digital technology is available and individuals
own smart phones, ipads, and laptops — it does not always mean that the same
individual is information literate.

For example, information systems research distinguish between digital natives
and digital immigrants, where the former are users who have grown up in a digital
world and the latter started using systems at some stage in their adult life. While
this categorization is somewhat rough and therefore has been critizised there are
clear differences between these groups of users — that also should impact their use
of social media as an external enabler and digital infrastructure of entrepreneurial
activities. It is argued that digital natives are using technology differently and that
they think and process information fundamentally differently from digital
immigrants (Vodanovich, et al. 2010; Briannback, et al. 2017; Nikou, et al. 2018a;
Nikou, et al. 2018b). As educators and researchers in universities we can certainly
agree to such an observation.

For the purpose of this chapter we conducted an exploratory study among
Finnish entrepreneurs. While our analysis does not distinguish between the digital
native entrepreneurs and the entrepreneurs who are digital immigrants — the reported
age range 1952-1998, indicate that the sampel would include both categories.
Consequently, subsequent analysis would include potential gender differences and
age differences — as we know from previous research that the use of information
systems and social media is indeed gendered (Briannback, et al. 2017; Nikou, et al.
2018a; Nikou, et al. 2018b). The assumption would be that there will be differences
in information literacy with respect to digital information source selection.
Moreover, it is highly likely that the industry in which the entrepreneurs operate in
will have an impact. The study was based on a survey where repondents conducted
a self-assessment of their information literacy. This is of course problematic as this
is a highly subjective measure — and not surprisingly the respondents considered
themselves highly information literate. This is consistent with self-reported
assessments, where people in general tend to over estimate their competencies.
However, there are some interesteing deviations already in this small sample, which
calls for additional analysis. For example, results revealed that the quality of the
digital information source had no impact on digital information source selection
(H3). Previous research show quite clearly that quality is far more important that
accessibility (H2). In this study, that was not the case.

In subsequent studies specific measures of digital literacy and media literacy
should be included. Different research methods would also be welcome, where for
example log-information of the user’s actual use of social media or netnography
(virtual ethnography). One of the arguments in this chapter has also been that
informaion literacy is important for firm success especially where social media
plays an important role. This, of course, calls for studies which include measures of
firm performance both with respect to firm growth and profitability, — in
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growth/decline of number of served customers, revenue growth, reduction of costs,
and profitbility.
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