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ABSTRACT

This paper presents a research outcome that examines
the construct that explains the cohesiveness of
members of the social media in fostering unity. As
the proliferation of the new media becomes rampant
with the prevalence of the Internet, society tends to
become individualistic and spends more time with
their digital devices rather than interacting with
family members, neighbors and colleagues. This
phenomenon if left unchecked may contribute to
disunity within the society. Hence, the objective of
the study presented in this paper was to come up with
a construct that can explain virtual community
cohesion in fostering unity. The research approach
includes consulting relevant materials on social
cohesion and identifying dimensions that make up the
social cohesion construct. These were then subjected
to reviews by experts in the field of community
cohesion. = Meanwhile operational definitions of
virtual community were examined and mapped
against the traditional social cohesion. This results in
a construct comprising of 8 components with 46 items
for measuring unity through virtual community
cohesion.

Keywords: Social Media, Social

Cohesion.

New Media,

I  INTRODUCTION

The new media can be a tool for social cohesion, but it can
also be a weapon for disunity and social destruction.
Schivinski et al. (2014) refers new media as on-demand
access to content anytime, anywhere, on any digital device,
as well as interactive user feedback, and creative
participation. However, the authors also remarked that
another aspect of new media is the real-time generation of
new and unregulated content. According to Forsyth (2010),
cohesion can be broken down into four main components:
social relations, task relations, perceived unity, and
emotions. The Collins Dictionary defines cohesion as
“tendency to unite”.  Simply, group or community
cohesiveness can be viewed as tendency for the group or
community to have a sense of unity, interacting in a
harmonious and agreeable manner. Building community
cohesion is about building better relationships between
people from different backgrounds including those from
new settled communities to achieve unity in the community.

According to the Community and Local Government of the
United Kingdom, community cohesion can be viewed as
different groups of people getting on well together
(Community and Local Government, 2009). It reveals the
integration for cohesive community to be based on three

principles: (i) People from different backgrounds having
similar life opportunities; (ii) People knowing their rights
and responsibilities; and (iii) People trusting one another
and trusting local institutions to act fairly.

Similarly, Malaysia’s Prime Minister Datuk Seri Najib Tun
Razak launched the concept of 1Malaysia that will “foster
unity in Malaysians of all races based on several important
values which should become the practice of every
Malaysian” (Bernama.com, 2009). In line with the Federal
Constitution, the concept of 1Malaysia is based on the
premise to serve its citizen irrespective of ethnic, religious
and cultural diversity with the slogan "People First,
Performance Now".  With this slogan, valuing and
respecting the ethnic identities of every community in
Malaysia, the government aspires to further strengthen unity
to ensure stability towards achieving greater progress and
development for the people and country, and hence
contribute to the success in realizing the Vision for
Malaysia to become a fully developed country by 2020.

With the advancement in information technology, the
Internet has become an important media for social
interaction particularly it allows citizens to share aspects of
their lives, and keeping in touch with family members and
friends through e-mails, chat rooms, instant messaging,
newsgroups, and hence forming relationships with those
whom they meet on the Internet (McKenna et al., 2002).
Gupta and Kim (2004) define Virtual Communities as
places in the web where people can find and then
electronically “talk” to others with similar interests. Virtual
communities are social aggregations that emerge from the
Net when enough people carry on those public discussions
long enough, with sufficient human feeling, to form webs of
personal relationships in cyberspace (Rheingold, 1998).
Virtual communities and online communities are sometimes
being used interchangeably. Chewar et al. (2003) regards
online communities or virtual communities as a general
gathering  of  interest, without the condition and
organizational basis of residential proximity or the goal
of affecting real-world events or interactions, in addition
to human feelings as stated by Rheingold (1998). However,
when geographical locations matters, and when technology
is used to complement real-world interaction, Chewar et al.
(2003) use the term community network. The PcMag.com
(2014) regards the “social networking site” as a group of
people who use the Internet to communicate with each other
about anything and everything, and has become the 21st
century “virtual community”.

The rapid growth of social networking sites that has been
observed over the years is indicative of its entry into
mainstream culture and its integration into the daily lives of
many people. In parallel with this, there has also been
considerable media coverage of the growth of social
networking, its potential positive outcomes and concerns
about the way that some people are engaging with it. Social
networking sites offer people new and varied ways to
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communicate via the internet, whether through their PC or
their mobile phones. They allow people to easily and simply
create their own online page or profile and to construct and
display an online network of contacts, often called ‘friends’.
Users of these sites can communicate via their profile both
with their ‘friends’ and with people outside their list of
contacts. This can be on a one-to-one basis (much like an
email), or in a more public way such as a comment posted
for a specific group or all to see.

Problem statement

It is often mentioned that virtual community (or social
network site) brings about social problems particularly in
the ethical use of the media. Despite that, the capacity of
such media in enabling and enhancing social connections is
also apparent. The anonymity inherent in certain types of
ICT promotes connectedness on the part of individuals who,
for whatever reason, might otherwise have problems with
starting face-to-face relationships, and also provides a
platform to reconnect with previously unknown others
(Ellison et al, 2009). It benefits their members through
offerings of physical, economic, cognitive, and emotional
resources (Sproull & Faraj, 1997) and serves as an
important resource for people with various purposes, goals,
and needs (Kim et al., 2008). The Internet (and SMS)
permits people to communicate and express themselves in
the real world in ways they might be incapable of (Katz &
Aakhus, 2002), thus enhancing their level of social
connection and their feelings of confidence.

Of late, individualism is seen as a phenomenon in which
social cohesiveness appears to be diminishing and if not
attempted to, may be disappearing. This problem is also
prevailing in Malaysia. This is apparent as the government
keeps encouraging its citizen to be united through the
recently announced concept of 1Malaysia. With the Internet
as the medium for social networking, it is believed that the
virtual community could be a medium of social
cohesiveness. Hence, this study aims to determine the
characteristics that are indicative of social cohesiveness
among the members of virtual community, and thus
facilitate the government in addressing the issue of unity
(social cohesion) in Malaysia.

I METHODS
Despite the prevalent use of the social network reaching the
daily lives of most people, studies on virtual community are
limited to benefits and ethical use of the social media.
Developing a construct to measure virtual community
cohesiveness would be an answer to many questions about
the impact of social media to the society.

A. Constructing the Measurement Framework

The research started off with reviews of relevant literature,
particularly on the measurement of traditional community
cohesion due to the absence of a measurement for virtual
community cohesion. Based on these reviews, indicators
and characteristics of social cohesion were identified. These
were mainly based on the works by Chan et al. (2006) who
came up with a social cohesion measurement framework.
The framework provides a comprehensive definition of
social cohesion as “a state of affairs concerning both the
vertical and horizontal interactions among members of
society as characterized by a set of attitudes and norms that

includes trust, a sense of belonging and the willingness to
participate and help, as well as their behavioral
manifestations”. This can be visualized in the form of a 2-
dimensional matrix that relates the horizontal and vertical
interactions to the sets of attitudes (representing the
subjective component) and norms (representing the
objective component). Table 1 shows the Cohesion
Measurement Framework.

Table 1. Social Cohesion Measurement Framework (Chan et

al., 2006)
Subjective component Objective component
(attitude) (norms)
General trust with | Social participation and
. fellow citizens vibrancy of civil society

Horizontal
interaction Willingness to co- | Voluntarism and
(cohesion operate and  help | donations
within civil | fellow citizen
society) .

Sense of belonging Presence or absence of
major inter-group
alliances

Vertical Trust in public figures | Political participation
interaction -
(government Cor}ﬁdence in
“society pol}tlcal and other
relationship) | Maor social
nstitutions

Horizontal dimension refers to the relationship among
different individuals and groups within society. This is
reflected both in their attitudes and norms (subjective
component) and their actual behavior (objective
component). On the other hand, the vertical dimension
looks into the relationship between the state and its citizens
(or civil society), and how they (the citizen) manifest such
relationship in actual situation.

The framework comprised of 9 interactions or constructs
that form the basis for the social cohesion measurement.
The mapping of Horizontal Interaction and Subjective
component produces the first 3 constructs, namely 1)
General trust, 2) Willingness to cooperate, and 3) Sense of
belonging. The mapping of Horizontal Interaction and
Objective component produces the next 3 constructs,
namely 4) Social Participation and Vibrancy of Civil
Society, 5) Voluntarism and Donations, and 6) Presence or
Absence of major inter-group Alliances. The mapping of
Vertical Interaction and Subjective component produces the
next 2 constructs, namely 7) Trust in Public Figures and 8)
Confidence in Political and other major social institutions.
Lastly, the mapping of Vertical Interaction and Objective
component produces 1 construct, namely 9) Political
Participation. Using this framework as a guide, individual
items were identified to operationalize each of the 9
constructs. These items were taken from various sources as
presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Items in the Social Cohesion Construct

Subjective component
(attitude)

Objective component
(norms)

General trust with
fellow citizens

Social participation and
vibrancy of civil society

Horizontal
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Confidence in

political and other

major social

institutions

e Legitimacy
(Jenson,  1998;
Chan et al.,
2006)

interaction e  Recognition e  Participation
(cohesion (Jenson, 1998) (Schmeets & Riele,
within civil ) 2010; Chan et al.,
society) e Community 2006)
diversity
(Community e  Interpersonal
Cohesion  Unit, Interaction
2003) (Friedkin, 2004;
Chen et al., 2008)
e Sense of trust
(Jeannotte, 2000;
Chan et al.,
2006)
Willingness to co- | Voluntarism and
operate and  help | donations
fellow citizen
e  Voluntary work
e  Positive (Jeannotte,  2000;
interactions Chan et al., 2006)
(Turok et al., )
2006) e Donation (Chan et
al., 2006)
e  Recognition
(Jenson, 1998)
e  Social order
(Turok at el.,
2006)
e  Active
participation
(Jeannotte, 2000)
e  Connection and
relations
(MacCracken,
1998; Chan et
al., 2006)
Sense of belonging Presence or absence of
. ) ) major inter-group
e Social inclusion | ,jjiances
(Jenson,  1998;
Turok et al, | e Social Fabrics
2006) (Turok et al., 2006)
e Acceptance o  Willingness to
(Ottone et al., cooperate (Chan et
2007) al., 2006)
e  Sense of | e Integration
Belonging (Schmeets & Riele,
(Bollen & Hoyle, 2010)
1990; ) .
Community e  Social . Equality
Cohesion  Unit, (Community )
2003; Chan et Cohesion Unit,
al., 2006) 2003; Jeannotte,
2000; Jenson, 1998;
e Shared values Turok et al., 2006)
(Community
Cohesion Unit, | ® Demography
2003; Maxwell, (Easterly et al,
Saraswati, nd)
Vertical Trust in public figures | Political participation
interaction . .
(government | ® Trust in others | ¢ Involvement  with
~society (Jeannotte, 2000; central and local
relationship) Schmeets & government
Riele, 2010; (Jenson, 1998; Chan
Chan et al, et al., 2006)
2006)

B. Reviews by Experts

Two experts in the field of unity and social cohesion were
consulted to review the social cohesion framework for face
and content validity. The first expert is a Professor of
Sociology Development from Universiti Utara Malaysia
who has 27 years of experience in the field of sociology.
The second expert is a Professor in Sociology from
Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia specializing in ethnic
relations and development studies. The experts were
presented with the social cohesion framework in the form of
a “Review Kit” consisting of constructs and items as
identified earlier. The experts were asked to comment on
the suitability and appropriateness of each item on the
construct. Upon receiving the feedback, the Review Kit was
updated and given back to the expert for further reviews and
confirmation. This process was repeated until the expert
was satisfied with the Review Kit in which it was then sent
to the second expert for comments and feedbacks.
Following the snowball approach, the second expert was
recommended by the first expert, and the Review Kit
process was again repeated for the second expert. The
process ended when there was no more feedback to be
extrapolated and the social cohesion framework was
considered valid and reliable.

III FINDINGS

The reviewed social cohesion framework was analyzed item
by item and mapped against characteristics of virtual
community (VC). These characteristics were obtained based
on operational definitions of VC that include works by
Bruckman and Jensen (2002), Hill et al. (1996), Kannan et
al., (2000), Kim et al., (2008), Lee et al. (2002), Porter
(2004), Ridings and Gefen (2004), Dube et al., (2006), and
many others.

Table 3 summarized
community cohesion.

the measurement for virtual

Table 3. Virtual Community Cohesion Measurement

Constructs No. of Items
Items

1) General Trust 6 Recognition, Appreciation, Ethnic
Diversity, Multi-Ethnicity, Single
Community Membership, Mutual
Respect.
2) Willingness to 4 Positive  Interaction, Active Social
Cooperate Relationships, Active Formal
Participation, Active Informal
Participation.

3) Sense of 5 Shared Experiences, Identities, Common

Belonging Vision, Shared Challenges, Shared
Values.
Involvement in Needs Assessment,

4) Social 8
Participation

Community Leader, Community Member
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Involvement, Responsibility,
Accountability, Community Contribution,
External Support, Commitment.

5) Voluntarism 15 Voluntary Engagement, NGOs,
and Donations Philanthropy, Charity, Purpose,
Cooperative, Individualistic,

Competitiveness, Aggressiveness, Own

Protection, Please Oneself, Career

Responsibility, Benefit to Community,
Understand Oneself, Enhance Oneself

6) Inter-Group 4
Alliances

Establish Cooperation, Voluntary
Collaboration, Equality, Alliances

7) Trust in Public 3
Figures

Trust in Administrator, Involvement in
Decision-Making, Accountability

8) Political 1 Active Involvement

Participation

Mapping for the General Trust construct identified all 6
items from the traditional community to be pertinent for the
VC. These were: 1) Recognition of the VC on the existence
of ethnic diversity; 2) Appreciation of members of VC on
the existence of ethnic diversity; 3) Members value the
existence of ethnic diversity within their VC; 4) Members
accept the existence of multi-ethnic memberships in their
VC; 5) Members accept single community memberships in
their VC; and 6) Members have mutual respect in multi-
ethnic VC.

Willingness to Cooperate construct identified 5 items from
the traditional community. Four items were found to be
pertinent to VC. These were: 1) Positive interactions
among members of VC; 2) Active social relationships
among members of VC; 3) Active participation in formal
social virtual networks; and 4) Active participation in
informal social virtual networks. The fifth item, Relation
among community members was changed to Interaction
among community members as the latter was more
applicable to VC environment.

Mapping for Sense of Belonging construct identified all 5
items from the traditional community to be relevant in the
VC. These were: 1) Strength of shared experiences among
VC members in terms of language/ childhood experience/
education/ culture/ food; 2) Identities between those of
different background experiences in terms of language/
childhood experience/ education/ culture/ food; 3) Common
vision in terms of language/ childhood experience/
education/ culture/ food; 4) Shared challenges in terms of
language/ childhood experience/education/ culture/ food;
and 5) Shared values in terms of language/ childhood
experience/ education/ culture/ food.

The construct for Social Participation identified 14 items,
out of which 8 items were pertinent to VC. These were: 1)
Involvement in needs assessment in founding of specific
VC group; 2) Community leader represent the VC; 3)
Community member involvement in decision-making; 4)
Responsibility in decision-making; 5) Accountability in
decision-making; 6) Community contribution in supporting
programs for the VC; 7) External supports in programs for
VC; and 8) Commitment of the VC members. The
remaining 6 items were either changed to suit the VC
characteristics or discarded due to their inapplicability to the
VC environment. The 3 items changed were 1) Participation
of people to the VC, instead of Attraction to the community;

2) Members’ participation in the VC, instead of Attractive
to members; and 3) Members’ involvement in VC activities,
instead of Loyalty to the community. The other 3 remaining
items were deemed not applicable to VC since there is no
formal structure to represent organizations in VC,
behavior/conduct does not represent member’s degree of
participation in VC, and similarly function does not
represent member’s degree of participation in VC.

Mapping for Voluntarism and Donations construct
identified 16 items, in which all but 1 item were deemed
pertinent. These were: 1) Engagement in voluntary
partnerships; 2) Engagement in NGOs; 3) Engagement in
philanthropic activities; 4) Contribute to charity; 5) Purpose
of charity; 6) Cooperative in maximizing joint outcomes; 7)
Individualistic in maximizing own welfare with no concern
of that of the others; 8) Competitive in maximizing own
welfare relative to that of the others; 9) Aggressive in
minimizing the welfare of others; 10) Undertake a task to
protect oneself; 11) Undertake a task to please oneself; 12)
Undertake a task as a career/responsibility; 13) Undertake a
task for the benefit of a community; 14) Undertake a task to
understand oneself; and 15) Undertake a task to enhance
oneself. The 1 remaining item discarded was
Administration of charities since this is concerned with
management of the charity with specific formal structure
not present in VC.

The mapping of the construct for Presence or Absence of
Major Inter-group Alliances or Cleavage identified all 4
items to be pertinent. These were: 1) Establish cooperation
among political parties/ non-governmental organizations
(NGOs) /Associations (including religious association); 2)
Voluntary collaboration among political
parties/NGOs/Associations (including religious
association); 3) Equality in access to opportunities; and 4)
Existence of alliance/cleavage due to religious conduct

(piety).

The next construct is Trust in Public Figures. Since this
relates to government-society and state-citizen cohesion in
the traditional community, to the knowledge of the
researchers, there is no formal structure of governance
defined for VC. The closest resemblance to authorized
personnel in the context of VC is the administrator of the
VC. Hence, this research proposed that the vertical
dimension of this framework be translated into the measure
of the relationships between the administrator and members
of a VC. Therefore out of 6 items identified in the
traditional construct, 5 were deemed not applicable. The
one that was pertinent was Trust in Political Leadership.
However a new item was added to reflect Trust in
Administrator of the VC. The remaining 5 items considered
not pertinent were: 1) Trust in Public services (since there is
no real public service involved in VC); 2) Trust in Law
Enforcement (maybe relevant to cyber law but discarded in
relation to enforcement within VC — members are free to
join or opt out without ramification); 3) Trust in Judiciary
(since no such body exists in VC); 4) Trust in sovereignty
of the ruler (not applicable in VC); and 5) Trust in federal-
state government relationship (such structure does not apply
in VC). Additionally, 2 new items were included in this
construct:  Involvement in  Decision-Making and
Accountability of the Administrator to reflect trust in the
administration of the VC.
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The construct for Confidence in Political and other major
social institutions was not mapped. There was no political
structure that can be associated with virtual community
since there are no political parties that exist in a virtual
environment. Similarly, social institutions do not exist in a
virtual community. However, there are services being
rendered by real institutions through virtual community
(social media). Hence this construct was discarded.

The last construct, Political Participation identified 7 items,
out of which 1 item was deemed relevant to VC. This was
Active Involvement in Political Activities. The other 6
items were discarded as they were not relevant to VC.
These items relate to involvement with the government (no
formality in VC), political opinion (already covered by item
1) and public rally (no such activity in VC).

IV CONCLUSION

This study found that constructs for the traditional
community cohesion resembled that of the virtual
community cohesion. Out of the 9 constructs identified for
the traditional community cohesion, 8 constructs were
applicable for virtual community cohesion. The one that
was considered not relevant was Political and Other Major
Social Institutions. This can be attributed to the fact that
virtual community is very much informal whereby groups
of people can communicate with each other just about
anything and everything as opined by PcMag.com (2014).
Therefore this study concludes that the relevant constructs
for virtual community cohesion comprised of General Trust,
Willingness to Cooperate, Sense of Belonging, Social
Participation, Voluntarism and Donations, Presence or
Absence of Major Inter-group Alliances, Trust in Public
Figures, and Political Participation.

This study also found that majority of the items in the
constructs was pertinent except those items that relate to
formal structure and management of the community,
including formal governance structure. Items that relate to
physical entities such as infrastructure, buildings and
people, country, state and formal institutions and
organizations were also found not applicable to virtual
community. In addition, items that relate to sense of
permanency, commitment, investment and economic
returns were also discarded as these items affect real world
event and are contrary to virtual community characterized
by unconditional gathering of interest and structural
foundation of domiciliary juxtaposition as posited by
Chewar et al. (2003). In conclusion, out of a total of 83
items found in the traditional community cohesion, 46 items
(55%) were found to be applicable to virtual community
cohesion.

Future studies can make use of the virtual community
cohesion construct developed here to determine antecedents
and influencing factors that affect cohesion in a virtual
community environment. The construct can also be used by
practitioners and researchers to evaluate and measure the
cohesiveness of a social network group by identifying
weaknesses in certain constructs so that actions can be taken
to remedy potential social problems before they get out of
control.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

The authors would like to thank the Ministry of Education,
Malaysia for providing the grant for the research.

REFERENCES

Bernama.com (2009). National Unity Ultimate Objective Of 1Malaysia,
Says Najib. Retrieved from http://www.bernama.com/bernama/v3/
news_lite.php?id=418020 (June 15, 2009 15:24 PM)

Bollen, K. A., & Hoyle, R. H. (1990). Perceived Cohesion: A Conceptual
and Empirical Examination. Social Forces, 69(2), 479 - 504.

Bruckman, A., & Jensen, C. (2002). The Mystery of the Death of
MediaMOO: Seven Years of Evolution of an Online Community. In
K. A. Renninger & W. Shumar (Eds.), Building Virtual
Communities: Learning and change in cyberspace. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press. doi:10.1017/CB0O9780511606373

Chan, J., To, H.P. and Chan, E. (2006). Reconsidering Social Cohesion:
Developing a Definition and Analytical Framework for Empirical
Research. Social Indicators Research.75:273-302

Chen, M., Zhou, J., & Zhao, L. (2008). The Effect of Virtual Community
Culture and Group Cohesion on Knowledge Sharing: A Case Study
of Professional Virtual Community. Paper presented at the
International Conference on Computer Science and Software
Engineering

Chewar, C. M., McCrickard, D.S.,& Carroll, J.M. (2003). Persistent
Virtual Identity in Community Networks: Impact to Social Capital
Value-Chains. Technical Report TR-03-01, Computer Science,
Virginia Tech.

Communities and Local Government (2009). Cohesion Delivery
Framework: Overview, http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/
communities/pdf/1111629.pdf

Community Cohesion Unit. (2003). Building a Picture of Community
Cohesion: A Guide for Local Authorities and Their Partners: Home
Office.

Dubé, L., Bourhis, A., & Jacob, R. (2006). Towards a Typology of Virtual
Communities of Practice. Interdisciplinary Journal of Information,
Knowledge, and Management, 1.

Easterly, W., Ritzan, J., & Woolcock, M. (2006). Social Cohesion,
Institutions, and Growth: Center for Global Development.

Forsyth, D.R. Group Dynamics, Sth Edition. Wadsworth, Cengage
Learning, 2010, ch 5 p118 - 122 "components of cohesion".

Friedkin, N. E. (2004), “Social cohesion”, Annual Review of Sociology,
vol. 30, No. 1, Palo Alto, California, Annual Reviews.

Ellison, N.B., Lampe, C., & Steinfield, C. (2009). Social Network Sites
and Society: Current Trends and Future Possibilities. Interactions
Magazine, 16(1), pp. 6-9.

Gupta, S. & Kim, H.W. (2004). Virtual Community: Concepts,
Implications, and Future Research Directions. Proceedings of the
Tenth Americas Conference on Information Systems, New York,
New York, August.

Hill, W., Stead, L., Rosenstein, M., & Furnas, G. Recommending And
Evaluating Choices In A Virtual Community Of Use ACM.

Jeannotte (2000). Social Cohesion around the World: An International
Comparison of Definitions and Issues. Hull, Quebec, Canada:
Strategic Research and Analysis (SRA), Department of Canadian
Heritage.

Jenson, J. (1998). Mapping Social Cohesion: The State of Canadian
Research. Ottawa, Ontario, Canada. Retrieved from
http://www.cprn.org/documents/15723 en.pdf.

Kannan, P. K., Chang, A.-M., & Whinston, A. B. (2000). Electronic
communities in e-business: their role and issues. Information System
Frontiers, 1(4), 415-426.

Katz, JE. & Aakhus, M.A. (2002). Perpetual Contact: Mobile
Communication, Private Talk, Public Performance. Cambridge
University Press.

Kim, H.S., Park, J.Y., & Jin, B. (2008). Dimensions of online community
attributes: Examination of online communities hosted by companies
in Korea. International Journal of Retail & Distribution Management,
36(10), pp. 812-830.

Lee, F. S. L., Vogel, D., & Limayem, M. (2002). Virtual Community
Informatics : What We Know and What We Need to Know. The 35th

Knowledge Management International Conference (KMICe) 2014, 12 — 15 August 2014, Malaysia

http://www.kmice.cms.net.my/

552



Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences (Vol. 00, pp. 1—
10). IEEE Computer Society.

MacCracken, M. (1998). Social Cohesion and Macroeconomic
Performance. Paper presented at the State of Living Standards and the
Quality of Life, Centre for the Study of Living Standards (CSLS),
Ottawa, Canada.

Maxwell, J. (1996). Social Dimensions of Economic Growth. Ottawa:
Canadian Policy Research Networks.

McKenna, K. Y. A., A. S. Green, Green, A.S., & Gleason, E.J. (2002).
Relationship formation on the Internet: What's the big attraction?
Journal of Social Issues, 58(1), pp. 9-31.

Mukherjee, P., & Saraswati, L. R. (n.d.). Levels and Patterns of Social
Cohesion and Its Relationship with Development in India: A
Woman’s Perspective Approach: Centre for the Study of Regional
Development, School of Social Sciences, Jawaharlal Nehru
University, New Delhi, India.

Ottone, E., Sojo, A., Espindola, E., Juan Carlos Feres, Hopenhayn, M.,
Le6n, A., Uthoff, A., & Vergara, C. (2007). Social Cohesion:
Inclusion and a Sense of Belonging in Latin America and the
Caribbean (pp. 168). Santiago Chile: Economic Commission for
Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC), United Nations,Spanish
Agency for International Cooperation (AECI) and the EUROsociAL
Programme of the European Commission, Ibero-American Secretariat
(SEGIB).

PcMag.com (2014) Social Networking Sites. Retrieved April, 7, 2014 at
http://www.pcmag.com/encyclopedia_term/0,2542.t=social+networki
ng+site&i=55316,00.asp

Porter, C. E. (2004). A Typology of Virtual Communities: A Multi-
Disciplinary Foundation for Future Research. Journal of Computer-
Mediated Communication, 10(1). Retrieved from
http://jemc.indiana.edu/voll0/issuel/porter.html

Rheingold, H. (1998). The Virtual Community: Homesteading on the
Electronic Frontier. Cambridge: MIT Press, [2000].

Ridings, C. M., & Gefen, D. (2004). Virtual Community Attraction: Why
People Hang Out Online. Journal of Computer-Mediated
Communication, 10(1), 0. doi:10.1111/j.1083-6101.2004.t600229.x

Schivinski, Bruno and Dabrowski, Dariusz (2014). The Effect of Social-
Media Communication on Consumer Perceptions of Brands. Journal
of Marketing Communications. Retrieved
http://www.zie.pg.gda.pl/c/document library/get file?uuid=9¢3d9c¢80
-2fd2-479b-9b6d-19727db13d18&groupld=10236

Schmeets, H., & Riele, S. t. (2010). A decline of social cohesion in the
Netherlands? Participation and trust, 1997-2010. Paper presented at
the International Conference on Social Cohesion and Development,
Paris.

Sproull, L. & Faraj, S. (1997). The Net as a Social Technology. Lawrence
Earlbaum, Mahwah, NJ.

thefreedictionary.com. (http://www.thefreedictionary.com/cohesiveness)
Turok, I., Kearns, A., Fitch, D., Flint, J., McKenzie, C., & Abbotts, J.

(2006). State of the English Cities Report - Social Cohesion:
Department for Communities and Local Government

Knowledge Management International Conference (KMICe) 2014, 12 — 15 August 2014, Malaysia

http://www.kmice.cms.net.my/

553



