9th Global Conference on Business & Economics
ISBN : 978-0-9742114-2-7[image: image1.jpg]




Online Communities Serving Territorial Communities: The M8 Case Study
Guendalina Capece1, Roberta Costa1, Roberto Spellucci2

1Department of Business Engineering, University of Rome “Tor Vergata”, Italy

2M8 Webmaster

Correspondence: Roberta Costa, Department of Business Engineering, Faculty of Engineering, University of Rome “Tor Vergata”, Via del Politecnico 1, 00133 Rome, Italy.

Tel: +390672597799; Fax: +390672597951; E-mail: costa@disp.uniroma2.it
Online Communities Serving Territorial Communities: The M8 Case Study

ABSTRACT

The past two decades have witnessed many experiments directing Internet technologies to neighbourhood and online community. Following this lead, the purpose of this paper is to analyse network communities (online communities organized on a specific area), serving as an engine for the development and the organization of a territory. These online communities can be managed as tools that allow a better understanding of the territory: they should be able to contribute to the creation and the proliferation of services most suited to the needs of residents.

In this paper we analyse the M8 social network as a case study: M8 is built to facilitate socialization, participation and cultural growth of people who live, study or work on the District VIII of Rome. The analysis explores the existence of a possible correlation between the participation to an online community and the sense of belonging to a territorial community. Moreover, the correlation between the use of an online community and the degree of involvement in the territory is also studied.
Keywords: social network, network community, sense of community, technosociality, local community, computer mediated communication.
INTRODUCTION
New communication technologies, especially the Internet, have often been regarded as the cause of the weakening of the face-to-face relations and the consequent social isolation. As two sides of the same coin, they have also been perceived as a drive for a reviving of communities ties in a virtual space: you can meet an old friend or a classmate you have not seen for decades with a click of your mouse. Hence, many studies try to assess the extent to which computer mediated communications (CMC) can effectively substitute face-to-face interpersonal exchanges, in supporting the development of close personal relationships and a sense of community among participants (Dunham et al., 1998). In most cases, it is generally assumed that this communication channel reduces social participation (Lea & Spears, 1996; Walther et al., 1994).

Undeniably, there is a social risk involved in the use of online communities, because they may slowly become “non-places” that drastically reduce the sense of community, as the commitment to improve the real places of our everyday life. On the other hand, online communities, such as Facebook, allow computer-based interactions that are so powerful as to significantly decrease the gap between the virtual and the real world (Norris, 2002). The sense of community is a very complex feeling, that depends on factors far more numerous than those involved directly in the use of CMC. Actually, it appears correlated with the awareness of being part of a specific territory and with the ability to get involved first-hand in the problems that arise in that area.

The purpose of this paper is to analyze in which way network communities (online communities committed to a specific geographic area) serve, in local communities, as engines for the enhancement of the sense of community and the participation to the territory. As a matter of fact, these virtual communities can be managed as tools that allow citizens a better understanding of their neighbourhood, contributing to the creation and the proliferation of services most suited to the needs of resident people. 

Following this lead, we try to answer two research questions: may network communities assist developing the sense of community among members? Are the members of a network community more involved in the problems of their territory, with respect to non-users? To this aim we analyse the M8 social network as a case study: M8 is built to facilitate socialization, participation and cultural growth of people who live, study or work on the District VIII of Rome. The analysis explores the existence of a possible correlation between the participation to a network community and the sense of community. Moreover, the correlation between the use of an network community and the degree of involvement in the territory is also studied.

With this purpose, we define a community as a local form of social group, generally based on bounded and relatively small-scale sets of meaningful and multi-layered relationships. A community is not only a local social group, but one that is characterized by dense social interactions that are significant and persistent for members. These relations become a mutual source of orientation and establish the terms of social responsibility and expectations within the community. Moreover, communities are dynamic and are always under development (Mynatt et al., 1998). 

This paper is organized as follow: section 1 introduces the significance of the sense of community; section 2 describes the linkage between a community and its own territory; section 3 deals with the impact of technology on a community; section 4 illustrates our analysis model; section 5 presents the case study and the results of our analysis; section 6 concludes. 

SENSE OF COMMUNITY
Communities are characterized by “a feeling that members have of belonging, a feeling that members matter to one another and to the group, and a shared faith that members’ needs will be met through their commitment to be together” (McMillan & Chavis, 1986). The “sense of community” is intended to signify the sentiment of an individual of belonging to a group or a community, a neighbourhood or a city. Moreover, “there is an I-you sense that differentiates oneself from the collectivity, and there is a we sense of belonging together. These are reciprocal aspects of belonging, each requiring the other” (Newbrough & Chavis, 1986). The sense of community is thus a perception, quite subjective and relational, which depends on the experience of subjects (Francescato et al., 2002).

The increased attention, both academic and public, in the concept of community is based on the perception that the sense of community is weak and there is a need to induce people to work together for the common good (Rovai, 2000). For this reason, there is the necessity for a widespread research embracing various contexts to fully understand the sense of community (Hill, 1996; Etzioni, 1993). 

The first studies on the “sense of community” considered the neighbourhood as the local community to which refer. Researchers found a correlation between sense of community and greater participation, perceived safety, ability to function competently in the community, social bonding, social fabric (strengths of interpersonal relationship), greater civic contributions (charitable contributions and civic involvement), greater sense of purpose and perceived control (Hunter, 1975; Wandersman & Giamartino, 1980; Glynn, 1981; Riger & Lavrakas, 1981; Bachrach & Zautra, 1985; Davidson & Cotter, 1986).
Among theories of “sense of community”, McMillan & Chavis’ one (1986) is by far the most influential, and is the starting point for most of the recent research in the field, because the previous studies were based on measures that lacked a theoretical definition of “sense of community”.

Following their definition we consider the sense of community characterized by four dimensions: 
· Membership. Membership is a feeling that members have of belonging and commitment to the community. Membership is defined by boundaries that outline who belong to the community. Members generally use a common symbol system to create boundaries. The boundaries provide members with the emotional safety necessary for intimacy to develop and bonds to strengthen, thus reinforcing membership. 
· Influence. Influence in a community is bidirectional: members are motivated to involve themselves in a community only if they feel to have some influence over the group, meanwhile the community cohesiveness depends the degree of influence it has over its members to conform. Thus, both conformity and community influence on members indicate the strength of the bond. Moreover, trust among members is a fundament element to create influence in a community (McMillan, 1996). 

· Integration and fulfilment of needs. The capacity of a community to satisfy the members’ needs enforces its cohesiveness. The greater the sense of community the harder members work to find a way to fit people together so that people meet the needs of others while meeting their own. Moreover, cohesiveness makes members share the same values, and as a consequence they have common needs.
· Shared emotional connection. Successful communities are those that create occasions to interact positively: the more people interact, the more likely they are to become close and the more positive the experience and the relationships, the greater the bond. The community has to offer members the possibility to become involved actively in order to share an emotional connection with other members.

A part of the scientific literature considers the relationship between the sense of community and socio-demographic variables. Those studies conclude that the sense of community is positively correlated with the years of residence and the age of residents, and with the presence of family ties (is higher in couples with sons in scholarship age) (McMillan e Chavis, 1986; Prezza et al., 2001; Tartaglia, 2006; Prezza & Pacilli, 2002). On the other hand, the presence of sons in scholarship age is negatively correlated with the sense of community if the family lives in a degraded area, with a high criminal incidence (Brodsky et al., 1999).
There are physical characteristics of the territory that are positively correlated with the sense of community and the satisfaction of residents: the presence of places that allow socialization (plazas, parks, etc.) and the existence of physical boundaries that support local interaction between members (shopping areas, markets, schools, campus, etc.)  (Kingston et al., 1999). Moreover, Brodsky et al. (1999) finds that the sense of community is influenced by both the personal and the community’ characteristics.
Other authors justify the rising interest in this field of research, exploring the positive effects of an increased sense of community: the increase in the flow of information, the availability of support, commitment to group goals, cooperation among members, and satisfaction with group efforts (Bruffee, 1993; Dede, 1996; Wellman, 1999).
SENSE OF COMMUNITY AND  TERRITORIAL DIMENSION
Gusfield (1975) identifies two dimensions for the definition of the sense community: territorial and relational. The relational dimension of community defines the nature and quality of relationships between members. In particular, there are some communities that have not discernible territorial demarcation, as in the case of a community of researchers working together on a common project, but living in different places throughout the world: in this example, only the relational dimension is relevant, while the territorial one is not present. On the other hand, a community can not exist without a relational dimension. There are communities that are defined primarily by the territorial dimension, as in the case of neighbourhoods, but even in such cases, the relational dimension is essential, because  proximity or shared territory cannot by itself constitute a community.
This work considers the sense of community in a “territorial community”, that is the feeling of being connected to the local community where you live. Actually, “local community” can be considered as a synonymous of “territorial community”, but from here on, we are going to use the latter in order to underline the territorial dimension of the community under analysis. Prezza (2002) defines the territorial community as a complex system characterized by a territory, a physical environment (partly natural and partly built) and the people that spend their (or part of their) lives in this area, interacting and collaborating among them, but also creating hierarchies of power and conflicts. The territorial community is characterized by its history, myths, values, explicit and implicit rules and it may have a greater or lesser political and administrative autonomy.
Even though the importance of the “territorial” dimension of communities is decreasing as a result of industrialization, it seems to still have some weight at least in the Italian communities, and particularly in small ones. It’s clear that to favour the presence of territorial communities can counteract the sense of isolation and not belonging that is one of the main issue in the modern society of globalization (Glynn, 1986; Amerio, 2002; Arcidiacono, 2002).
The scientific literature on the territorial sense of community shows that there are differences linked to the dimension of the area considered in the research. In particular, in a first Italian research on three areas of various sizes, it appeared that life satisfaction, self-esteem and perceived support are differently correlated with the sense of community depending on the territorial dimension. In small villages, the variables are all related between them and with the sense of community. In small towns, only the satisfaction is related to the sense of community. In the district of big cities, none of the variables are related to the sense of community. In general, the territorial sense of community is related to life satisfaction only in smaller communities (Prezza & Costantini, 1998).
NETWORK COMMUNITY AND TECHNOSOCIALITY
We distinguish the general term of “online communities” from “network communities”. The first one indicates communities that can prescind, in some forms, from the spatial dimension and be entirely based on the relational dimension. Network communities, on the contrary, are significantly tied to space, albeit in new and technological ways. The definition of “local” or “territorial” in these communities embodies a new significance, as a fusion of the virtual and real spaces. 

Network community is a term used broadly to indicate the use of networking technologies by and for a local community. The primary purpose of a network community is providing a sustainable and reliable platform to an urban or a suburban neighbourhood to enhance the strengthening of local identity and the revitalization, promotion and maintenance of local communal ties. It is of great importance to keep in view how technology and sociality can be intertwined in the constitution of a community.

“Network communities are robust and persistent communities based on a sense of locality that spans both the virtual and physical worlds of their users. They are a technosocial construct that requires understanding of both the technology and the sociality embodying them” (Mynatt et al., 1998).
A network community involves technology infrastructures, applications, and CMC interactions among members of a territorial community. In recent years, IT systems have been designed to support various aspects of a community needs of communication, collaboration and coordination: email, forum, newsgroups, bulletin boards and shared task tools. The availability of so many different modalities of communication adds richness and depth to online interactions in a network communities. Moreover, participation in network communities presents different characteristics pertaining to extent of participation (number of participants interacting), degree of participation (private or public) and modality of participation (asynchronous or synchronous).
For these reasons, the presence in a territory of a network community increases civic involvement by providing pervasive online resources and by connecting a territorial community to local communication and discussion channels. Kavanaugh et al. (2005) observe that new members of a network community show a growing civic involvement and interest in local issues, directly correlated with the intensity of the Internet use. 

As previously stated, network communities are a balanced combination of technical and social systems. In order to support the social interactions necessary for community-building and community-management, network communities assist information dissemination, discussion of local problems and organization of activities pertaining to the community government, as associations, local events and social services. Actually, the richness of means of communication of a network community make available to the members of a territorial community the needed background information about proposed projects and controversial issues regarding their territory. The diffusion of knowledge and information  concerning territorial problems and community initiatives allows members to weigh tradeoffs and make informed decisions, building in the meanwhile a greater sense of community.
Finally, there is a series of previous studies that evidence that the participation to network communities may enhance community involvement (Casalegno, 2000; Kavanaugh & Patterson, 2001; Dearden & Walker, 2003).
PURPOSE OF THE ANALYSIS AND METHODOLOGY
From the observations reported in the literature regarding network communities, we can assume that the presence of the local web-portal of a network community aggregates information of potential interest to residents and support the development of a critical mass of users within a geographic area, generating a territorial online community whereas there was not one. Actually, a mature network community presents a prevalence of local content and  it has achieved a critical mass of members belonging to the territory of reference (Schuler, 1996).
Following this lead, our purpose is to analyse the correlation between the participation to a network community, the sense of community and the in degree of involvement in the territory. In particular, our interest is to study how the utilization of an online community can really help support  the involvement of community members in local problems, civic activities and social services. 

We want to test two main hypothesis:

H1: a greater utilization of a network community is correlated to a greater territorial sense of community,

H2: a greater utilization of a network community is correlated to a greater involvement in the territory. 
On the basis of the literature regarding network communities and territorial communities, we formulate a questionnaire that include a series of questions to evaluate the territorial sense of community and the involvement in the territory.
In order to obtain the value of the “sense of community index”, we adopt the multidimensional scale of the  territorial sense of community (Prezza et al., 2009). This scale is calculated on the basis of a questionnaire composed of 34 questions that is issued to the members of the network community under study. Each member has to answer using a Likert scale (strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, strongly disagree). This scale is developed from the scale proposed by Davidson and Cotter (1986) and it is inspired to the theory of McMillan and Chavis (1986). The “sense of community index” is base on six sub-indexes called “membership”, “influence”, “helpfulness”, “social climate”, “fulfilment of needs” and “confidence in the future” (Table 1). The value of the sense of community index is obtained by calculating the average of all sub-indexes.
Moreover, we determine a “participation index” that is subdivided in two sub-indexes that measure the “social involvement” and the “participation to associations”. These indexes are based on 11 questions, and members have to answer using a Likert scale as the one described before.
------------------------------------------
INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE
------------------------------------------
Finally, we measure the intensity of the participation in the network community utilizing an index (network community use), subdivided in two sub-index (active and passive use) that are designed to study the behaviour of the members of a network community. Actually, the participation of some members is merely passive, while other ones contribute to the building of the online community, adding content and purpose to the network. These index and sub-indexes are calculated on the basis of 19 questions issued to members. Each member has to respond by choosing between five options that indicate the frequency of use of different content and tools (each day, often, occasionally, rarely, never), while for the last question of each sub-index, it is required to indicate the number of groups created in the network community (None, 1-2, 3-4, 5-6, 7 or more).
The complete questionnaire is reported in table 2 and it is referred to the specific case study of M8, but it can be adapted to every other network community.

------------------------------------------
INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

------------------------------------------
“M8” CASE STUDY AND RESULTS 

This paper analyzes the “M8” network community, created to promote socialisation, participation, and cultural growth among the people who live, work, and study in the District VIII of Rome. This network community is born from a social project that attempts to utilise the powerful Internet technology to create an instrument which can be useful to the local community, enhancing both the individual and the collective potential contribute. The aim of this project is to design the network community in order to benefit the territorial community, to make members appreciate the value of the existing local resources, to promote change and to make the local area a better place to live in. 

The District VIII of Rome, the area in which the present study was carried out, is the most populated area of the Capital. The District VIII is one of the largest in Rome, covering 11,335 hectares, and it has a population of approximately 208,600 inhabitants. However, the presence of vast green areas, part of which are cultivated, guarantees a relatively low population density of 18.4 inhabitants per hectare, which is below the city average of 22 inhabitants per hectare. It is not only the District with the highest number of residents in Rome, but it is also recorded as having the third greatest increase in inhabitants over the past few years. 
On observing the distribution of families according to the number of components, it emerges that: the District VIII has the lowest percentage of family units composed of only one person; it also has the highest percentage of families of more than three people.

With regard to the distribution of residents age: there is a strong concentration of inhabitants who are under 45 years and a very low incidence of people who are over 65. The District VIII is the area with the lowest percentage of elderly people in the city (lowest percentage of over 65), the highest percentage of under 30, and the highest percentage of residents who are under 15. 
M8 has been online since January 2008, although the project was set up in July 2006, when the first version was made available. M8 was developed using Joomla!, which is a type of content management system software for open source websites. This platform allows: the posting of photos and film clips; the exchange of both public and private messages; interaction with the entire community by means of a forum; the creation of groups. Information about the existence of available resources on the territory of residence (municipal offices, police, hospitals, civic associations, etc.) is of utmost importance in order to utilize them and to be part of the territorial community. For this reason, the platform provides: the “news section” allowing members to post news of interest to the community; the “calendar” listing any local events; the “bussola (compass) section” that includes a local encyclopaedia based on Mediawiki software, allowing community members to add and update their entries.
At the beginning of our research the M8 registered members were 219. In order to define the study population, we excluded all those members who had not accessed the network community within three months prior April 2009 (period of start of data collection), because their level of participation was too low. Therefore, the number of people included in this study reduced to 104. The questionnaire prepared for this case study (Table 2) was then issued by e-mail to the remaining 104 members, but only 43 answered and returned it (42% of the population).
The program SPSS 16.0 is used to analyse the data and thus to test the experimental hypotheses by determining levels of significance and levels of correlation between variables. 
The descriptive analyses shows that the sample is composed by: 72% males and 28% females; 79% are under 30 and 21% over 30 years; the youngest subject is 21 whereas the oldest is 61 years old; 100% of the subjects are Italian; 70% are university graduates, 28% have a high school diploma and the remaining 2% have a middle-school certificate; 58% are in employment and 42% are students.

The results from the questions aimed at obtaining an indication of the amount of time spent in District VIII are as follows: 72% of the sample live within the boundaries of the District VIII, 28% live outside the area; 37% of the population work or study inside the District area, whilst the remaining 63% work outside the area.
In order to examine the validity of the indexes and sub-indexes regarding the “sense of community”, the “participation” and the “network community use”, significance tests are carried out measuring the value of Cronbach’s α for these indexes and their sub-indexes (Table 3). All the values show a high coherence among the answers, with the exception of the “influence” sub-index which is only just acceptable (0.65).
------------------------------------------
INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE
------------------------------------------
In order to test the experimental hypothesis that a greater utilization of a network community is correlated to a greater territorial sense of community (H1), the correlation between the “sense of community index” and the “network community use” variable is calculated. The results show a moderate degree of correlation and thus the experimental hypothesis is significant (Table 4).
We test the correlation between the “sense of community” and the two sub-indexes of the “network community use”: the “active use” of the network community (site construction) is strongly correlated to the sense of community, whilst the “passive use” (site consultation) do not appear to be correlated.
Even if the “sense of community” is positively correlated with the “network community use”, the correlation is mainly caused by a constructive (active) use of the platform, with the creation of content rather than with the passive consultation of pre-existing material on the web-site.

From the analyses between the “network community use” and the sub-indexes of the “sense of community” it emerge that the use of the platform is: strongly positively correlated to the “membership”; correlated to “influence” and to “confidence in the future”; but not correlated to “helpfulness”, or “social climate”, or “fulfilment of needs” (Table 4). The results show that those members, who use more intensely the M8 platform, manifest the greater sense of belonging to the territorial community (membership). Those same members have a positive perception that the people of the local community can improve their situation (influence). In the same way, a constructive use of M8   appears to be related to members having confidence in the future of the local community (confidence in the future). On the contrary, there is no relation between the use of M8 and the members perception of being able to receive help in case of need, of living in a good social climate and of being able to fulfil one’s needs (Table 4).

-------------------------------------------
INSERT TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE

----------------------------------------------------
In order to test the hypothesis that a greater utilization of a network community is related to a greater involvement in the territory (H2), the correlations between the “network community use” and the sub-indexes of “social involvement” and “participation in associations” are calculated. The results confirm a strong correlation between the indexes.

On further analysis, the correlation is tested between these indexes and the sub-indexes of the “network community use” (active and passive use): all the indexes result as being strongly correlated. It is interesting to note that the positive correlation between “social involvement” and “network community use” is greater in the case of “passive use” (consultation) than it is in that of the “active use” (construction). In contrast, “participation in associations” appears to be more strongly correlated to an “active use” of the network community. The overall result is that the participation in the local community is positively correlated to the use of M8, confirming the second experimental hypothesis.
On comparing the results obtained from testing the first experimental hypothesis with those obtained from testing the second, it may be noted that the use of M8 is more strongly correlated to the community involvement and to the participation in associations than it is to the sense of community. This is probably because the sense of community is a much more complex sentiment and it depends on a greater number of factors.
CONCLUSIONS
This paper highlights the existence of a correlation between the use of a network community and the sense of community, and a more noticeable correlation with the social involvement and the participation in local associations. In relation to the sense of community, the greatest correlation is found with the constructive use of the platform, that is an active participation of members in the creation of the web-site content. 
This results suggest a need to enrich network communities with technologies which are able to encourage the creation of content, that will be shared by the community. One method of attaining this goal, may be for the municipalities to offer local non-profit community groups the chance of low cost bundled standard Internet applications (e.g., email, online discussion for members, web space). Network communities should also promote and support the use, on the part of local groups, of innovative tools for non-experts, such as easy collaborative web-based tools for information production and collaboration. 
The highest correlations are observed between the use of the network community and the sense of belonging to the local community (membership), and between the use of the network community and community involvement.
These findings confirm the idea that the sense of community is a very complex feeling which is linked to many more factors than those directly associated with the use of this type of platform. The use of a network community appears instead more correlate with the awareness of members of being part of a territorial community and with the inclination to take an active part in dealing with local problems.
This research will be further developed in the future by studying the evolution of the platform over time, and observing by means of the same indexes in which way the maturity of a network community influences the results. 
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	Sense of community
	Participation
	Network community use

	A. Membership
	G. Social Involvement 
	I. Passive use 

	B. Influence
	
	

	C. Helpfulness
	
	

	D. Social climate

	H. Participation in associations
	J. Active use

	E. Fulfilment of needs
	
	

	F. Confidence in the future
	
	


Table 1: Indexes and sub-indexes

	Sense of community
	Participation
	Network community use

	A. Membership
1. The District VIII is a nice area; 
2. I would be sorry to leave the District VIII; 
3. I feel I belong to the District VIII;

4. When I travel I am proud to tell others where I live;

5. I would like to live somewhere else;

6. The District VIII is part of me.
	G. Social involvement 
1. Clean the streets or clear up bitter from the streets/parks/woods;

2. Keep an eye on a neighbour’s house when they are away;

3. Intervene with kids playing in the street if a problem arises of some kind;

4. Keep up the lawns/parks/public (e.g. plant trees, cut the grass, etc.);

5. Report problems, protest to the authorities, public awareness campaign (e.g. complain to the council, put up public awareness posters, etc.).
	I. Passive Use (site consultation)
1. How often do you connect to M8?

2. How often do you read the news?

3. How often do you look at photos?

4. How often do you watch videos?

5. How often do you use M8 to find out about local events?

6. How often do you use M8 to find out about local resources?

7. How often do you read the articles?

8. How often do you listen to audio files?

9. How often do you use the “Piazza” section?

10. How many groups do you belong to?

	B. Influence
1. In the District VIII there is the chance to contribute to local politics if I want to;

2. If the people here organise themselves they have a good chance of achieving their goals;

3. If there was a serious problem the local people would manage to get together to solve it;

4. The people here rarely find time to work together to improve things;
5. It would be difficult to help the District VIII to improve even by making a big effort.
	
	

	C. Helpfulness
1. In the District VIII a lot of people are willing to help somebody in need;

2. In the District VIII the people are kind and polite;

3. If I had a problem, few people in the District VIII would try to help me;

4. In the District VIII there is little willingness to help people in difficulty;

5. If I had an emergency, even people who I do not know would certainly be glad to help me.
	
	

	D. Social Climate


1. It is difficult to have good social relationships in the District VIII;

2. I feel really attached to the people who live in the District VIII;

3. I have good friends who live in the District VIII;

4. I feel comfortable around people from the District VIII;

5. The people are sociable here;

6. I find it difficult to form relationships with the people who live in the District VIII.
	H. Participation in Associations 
1. Cultural associations/groups/clubs (theatre groups, photography clubs, etc.);

2. Religious associations/groups/organisations (aimed at spiritual growth, etc.);

3. Political associations/groups/organisations (parties, unions, student unions, pacifist organisations , etc.);

4. Community associations/groups/ organisations (voluntary groups, scouts, etc.);

5. Environment or animal rights associations/groups/organisations;
6. Sports or leisure associations/groups/clubs (football, chess, etc.).
	J. Active Use (site construction)
1. How often do you post news?

2. How often do you post comments?

3. How often do you post photos?

4. How often do you post videos?

5. How often do you post items in the “Bussola” section?

6. How often do you post articles?

7. How often do you post audio files?

8. How often do you the private message tool?

9. How many groups are you a moderator for?

	E. Fulfilment of Needs
1. The District VIII gives me the chance to do a lot of different things;

2. If I need anything, the District VIII offers excellent facilities to satisfy my needs;

3. In the District VIII there is never much to do;
4. In the District VIII I have few chances to satisfy my needs.
	
	

	F. Confidence in the Future
1. I would advise a friend not to move into the District VIII;

2. In the next few years there will be a healthy climate of trust in the District VIII;

3. The District VIII will be a bad place to live in the next few years;

4. The District VIII will offer good prospects for young adults;

5. In the next few years the general conditions in the District VIII will get worse;

6. Local people will take good care of the District VIII in the next few years;

7. A child who is born into the District VIII will be lucky if he stays there for a long time;

8. A young person who lives in the District VIII would be better off moving elsewhere to build a career and settle down.
	
	


Table 2: The questionnaire issued for the M8 case study

	Indexes and sub-indexes
	Cronbach’s α

	
	

	Sense of community
	0,926

	Membership
	0,772

	Influence
	0,650

	Helpfulness
	0,729

	Social climate



	0,811

	Fulfilment of needs
	0,733

	Confidence in the future
	0,878

	
	

	Network community use
	0.916

	Passive use
	0.884

	Active use
	0.848

	
	

	Social involvement
	0.781

	Participation in association
	0.813


Table 3: The values of Cronbach’s  α
	Index1
	Index2
	r
	p

	Network community
	Sense of community
	0.341
	0.025

	Active use
	Sense of community
	0.391
	0.01

	Passive use
	Sense of community
	0.266
	0.084

	Network community
	Membership
	0.412
	0.006

	Network community
	Influence
	0.308
	0.044

	Network community
	Helpfulness
	0.045
	0.775

	Network community
	Social climate
	0.259
	0.093

	Network community
	Fulfilment of needs
	0.005
	0.977

	Network community
	Confidence in the future
	0.357
	0.019

	Network community
	Social involvement
	0.550
	<0.001

	Network community
	Participation in associations
	0.444
	0.003

	Passive use
	Social involvement
	0.531
	<0.001

	Passive use
	Participation in associations
	0.426
	0.004

	Active use
	Social involvement
	0.472
	0.001

	Active use
	Participation in associations
	0.400
	0.008


Table 4: The correlation values between indexes and sub-indexes
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