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United Nations has reported that volunteer work is important for country
development. While, international volunteer organizations have recommended volunteer
organization to employ social networking sites or SNSs to increase the effectiveness of
volunteer work. In Thailand, volunteering community SNSs are utilized to enable people
from all sectors in Thailand to participate in volunteer. However, little research is
examined about volunteering community SNSs’ potential as public participation-building
tools for social problem solving. Therefore this study explored online participatory
communication process on Facebook and Twitter for solving social problems through a
content analysis of selecting 20 volunteering community SNSs of volunteer organizations
in Thailand from snowball sampling technique, a se-mi structured interview with 7
administrators, and an online questionnaire survey of 408 people as members of these
volunteering community SNSs.

It was found that characteristic and usage of volunteering community SNSs
was different by volunteer organizations’ operation. All volunteer organizations
employed strategy of using the picture as a supporting message for presenting
information on volunteering community SNSs and utilized SNSs to facilitate online

participatory communication by supporting horizontal communication. The overview



v

of communication on volunteering community SNSs was multi-way communication.
However, the majority of initiative posts by volunteer organizations on volunteering
community SNSs were one-way symmetrical communication. Whereas most initiative
posts by members on volunteering community SNSs were two-way symmetrical
communication.

Most members participated in reading messages and/ or clicking “Like” or
“Favorite” button only. It also showed that 14 elements of online participatory
communication (organizational capacity, accessibility to SNSs, equity of participation,
reflection, personality of member, key facilitation skills of SNSs administrator, SNSs
characteristic, online external linkages, networking, relevant to the problems, message
attribute, information exchanging, trustworthiness, and social cohesion) highly
affected public participation on Facebook and Twitter.

Moreover, volunteer organizations thought that volunteering community SNSs
affected online and offline volunteering communities in the form of direct and indirect
benefits. While, two thirds of members thought that their online participations on
volunteering community SNSs could solve social problems. The result of this study
may be applied for other volunteer organizations that need to improve online
participatory communication in order to motivate people to participate in their
operation by increasing the using of dialogic features of SNSs, building membership
database, presenting initiative posts by inviting members to participate in volunteer
work, and paying attention to responding to the answering messages from the

members continuously.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

The report of United Nations has indicated that volunteer work is an important
activity for country development. It plays roles in developing society and economy,
solving the problems of environment and health, reducing poverty, reducing
technological and sexual discrimination, improving the quality of people’s lives, and
coping with the natural disaster crises (2001a: 8-37). Therefore, in 1970 United Nations
General Assembly Resolution 2659 (XXV) launch United Nation Volunteers (UNV)
programme (United Nation [UN], United Nation Volunteers [UNV], www, 2001b).

In Thailand, volunteer work began in the reign of King Rama 5. According to
the paper entitled “The Potential and the Role of Non Government Organizations
(NGOs) in Thailand”, “Orphanage” was the first volunteer unit in Thailand. It was
established by the donation of Her Royal Highness Pravimadather Krompra
Suddhasininart in 1890. (Sangkom Kunkanakornsakul, www, 2004). Today it is
known as “Rajvithi Home for Girls”. (Rajvithi Home for Girls, www, 2006).

Thai volunteer work has been included as a part of the National Economic and
Social Development Plan (NESD) of Thailand firstly in the Third Plan (employed
between 1972 and 1976) until Eleven Plan (current Plan). Each plan is different in the
detail. For instance, the Third Plan focused on volunteer work for rural development,

and the Fourth Plan highlighted volunteer work for solving economic and social



problems, building good public health, helping victims from disasters, and protecting
and securing the rural communities. The current plan (between 2012 and 2016),
however has developed strategies to improve volunteer system to be more effective,
focused on training and contributed knowledge of natural disaster management. In
addition, the Eleventh NESD has supported Thai people to volunteer for solving
problems in their communities and Thai society (Office of the National Economic and
Social Development Board, www, 2008).

However, Thai people were extremely aware with volunteer work after the
Tsunami disaster on 26 December 2004. The disaster showed the stronger cooperation
of Thai people from public, private and civil sectors in helping victims. (Wanchai
Tantiwithayaphitak, 2010: 71; Weeraboon Wisartsakul, 2011: 2; Kanchita
Prapruettam, www, 2010). This cooperation also led to build online network
collaboration in the form of online volunteering.

Many organizations which provided assistance for the victims of Tsunami
disasters agreed that the online network collaboration is the best way to empower one
another and drive sustainable volunteer work in Thai society. Thus, these organizations

have established online network collaboration in the name of “VolunteerSpirit

Network” or in Thai as “Kreukai Jit Ar Sa” (1nSev183ae1a1). The network is

responsible for promoting and increasing Thai society consciousness of the value of
volunteer work, encouraging more people to be volunteers, supporting and exchanging
information between volunteers and volunteer organizations for more effective
collaboration, increasing cooperation among various volunteer organizations and
managing Thai volunteer system to be more efficient. (VolunteerSpirit Network, www,

2004)


http://www.google.co.th/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=Weeraboon+Wisartsakul&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CFMQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.facebook.com%2Fweeraboon.wisartsakul&ei=Z_kCUPG0F9HRrQfZlf2gBg&usg=AFQjCNHGQwu2pq-kx7C1xE4FVaHklW-Jbw

This online network volunteering of collaboration derived from the Internet
technology. The Internet expands the opportunities to people from all walks of life to
be online volunteers. (Ellis and Cravens, 2000: 2; World Volunteer Web, www,
2005). “Online volunteering” means volunteer work completed, in whole or in part,
through the Internet at home, workplace, or public access computer. It is sometimes
known as virtual volunteering, cyber service, telementoring, teletutoring or online
mentoring (Ellis and Cravens, 2000: 1; Cravens, 2006: 16).

Social networking sites (SNSs) are the latest communication tool from the
revolution of the Internet that international volunteer organizations such as the
European Volunteer Center and United Nation Volunteers have suggested volunteer
organizations to use SNSs to supplement their volunteer work (European Volunteer
Center, 2010b: 19; International Year of Volunteers, 2011: 1). This implies that SNSs
are the efficient communication tool for volunteer work.

Boyd and Ellison, (2008: 211, 213-214) two pioneering scholars in writing an
article on SNSs defined SNSs as the web-based services that allow users to create
individual profiles with the public through the Internet. Furthermore users are allowed to
access the lists of other users that they want to share a connection, and to surf the other
users’ profiles in those lists. Some SNSs allow users to enhance their profiles by adding
multimedia content such as photo-sharing, video-sharing and blog writing. Moreover,
most SNSs also provide instant message leaving service on their other users’ profiles.

SNSs have been highly popular among the Internet users in the world and
Thailand. This trend is evident by the success of Facebook and Twitter, two popular
SNSs. The data in newsroom of Facebook website reported at the end of 2013 that

there were 1.23 billion monthly active Facebook users (Facebook, www, 2014a) and



the Twitter website reported on February 5, 2014 that there were 241 million monthly
active twitter users at the end of 2013 (Twitter, www, 2014a). Furthermore, the report
survey of top 500 web sites on 5 April 2014 in Thailand by alexa.com, which is the
site ranking expert, indicated that Facebook is the site that has the second most
popular, while Twitter is the ninth popular in Thailand. (alexa, www, 2014).

As these SNSs rise in popularity, Facebook and Twitter encouraged online public
participation to drive solving Thai social problems and lead to the practices such as the
Internet users help the flood victims via Facebook and Twitter (Khopolklang,
Musakophas and Polnigongit, 2011:30). The Internet users also involved in finding
kidnapped children via Facebook (The Mirror Foundation, Missing Person Centre,
www, 2014). Moreover, the Internet users coped with related agencies to drive the
saving parrot fish for saving coral reefs campaign via Facebook (Reef Guardian
Thailand, www, 2014; The Seub Nakhasathien Foundation, www, 2014).

Public participation is a concept of participatory communication, however the
notion of participatory communication also involved in two-way, horizontal and
equity communication (Tufte and Mefalopulos, 2009: 17). Participatory
communication is well-known paradigm which was used for community development
and problem solving within communities by their members.

Participation and its roles for developing communities are emphasized on
development communication (Naido, 2010). Participatory communication, however a
new paradigm of development communication, not only focus on participation but
also “cultural identity of local communities and of democratization” (Servaes and
Malikhao, 2005). While previous research in Thailand employed participatory

communication to be a framework of study in two groups: study of investigation the



role of community media, and study of design of participatory communication as
tools for solving problem or community development. Both of which focused on the
three topics: (1) communication strategies, (2) types and degrees of participation, and
(3) factors affecting the people participation. However, it has rarely been found in the
study of Thai online communities. Only two studies were discovered which focused
on especially online student communities. Patchara Chatwaree (2009) examined
student community of school internet radio program and Nareerat Sroisri (2011)
investigated student community of collaborative learning website.

In response to the Eleventh NESD and the suggestion of European Volunteer
Center and United Nation Volunteers, this study will focus on online public
participation and online participatory communication on volunteering community SNSs
to gain the ways to encourage Thai people to do volunteer work. The research will also
try to find out the body of knowledge how online participatory communication reacts to

solve social problems which remains a challenge in Thai society.

1.2 Research Objectives

1.2.1 To determine the characteristics and usage of volunteering community
SNSs in Thailand.

1.2.2 To investigate online public participation in volunteering community
SNSs in Thailand.

1.2.3 To examine online participatory communication on volunteering
community SNSs in Thailand.

1.2.4 To find out the effects of online participatory communication on

volunteering community SNSs in Thailand in solving social problems for Thai society.



1.3 Research Questions

1.3.1 What are the characteristics of volunteering community SNSs in
Thailand?

1.3.2 How do volunteer organizations employ volunteering community SNSs in
Thailand?

1.3.3 What are the characteristics of online participation of members on
volunteering community SNSs in Thailand?

1.3.4 What are the elements of online participatory communication which
affects to online participation of members on volunteering community SNSs in
Thailand?

1.3.5 What are the contributions of online participatory communication on
volunteering community SNSs in Thailand to volunteer organization?

1.3.6 How does online participation of members on volunteering community
SNSs in Thailand affect to solve social problem in Thai society?

1.3.7 What are the personnel characteristics of members on volunteering
community SNSs in Thailand affecting to online participation in volunteering
community SNSs in Thailand?

1.3.8 What are the roles of volunteer organizations in facilitation online
participatory communication on volunteering community SNSs in Thailand?

1.3.9 What are the online participatory communication strategies of volunteer
organizations on volunteering community SNSs in Thailand?

1.3.10 What are the characteristics of messages of online participatory

communication on volunteering community SNSs in Thailand?



1.4 Research Propositions

1.4.1 Volunteer organizations’ websites and or volunteer organizations’ SNSs
emphasized dialogic communication in the form of dialogic loop feature less than
other features (Bortree and Seltzerb, 2009; and Ingenhoff and Koeling, 2009). Thus,
dialogic loop feature are less occurrence on volunteering community SNSs in
Thailand than ease of interface, usefulness of information, conservation of members,
and generation of return member features.

1.4.2 Most nonprofit organizations aimed at employing SNSs to increase the
awareness of organizations more than engaging the members to participate in their
activities.(Waters, Burnett, Lamm and Lucas, 2009; Ogden and Starita, 2009;
Hauswirth, 2010; Miller 2011; Parker 2011 and NTEN, Common Knowledge and
Blackbaud, 2012). Therefore, most volunteer organizations in this study will utilize
volunteering community SNSs in order to publicize organizational information more
than invite the online members to participate in other forms of volunteer works.

1.4.3 The largest members participated in general and charity online
communities as lurkers, which are the members who read or observe, but don't
contribute content on the web (Nielsen, www, 2006; and Nielsen, www, 2009). So,
most online members participated in volunteering community SNSs in Thailand as
readers or observers more than other forms of participation.

1.4.4 The top three elements of online participatory communication factors
affecting public participation of most studies in Thailand were interpersonal
communication, connection to the problems, and supporting from related agencies as
well as the skills of facilitators, respectively. Hence, these elements will be the most

effect on online participation in volunteering community SNSs in Thailand.



1.4.5 Facebook Page has increased visibility of nonprofit organizations and
provided the way to connect with the community (Hauswirth, 2010). Thus, online
participatory communication on volunteering community SNSs in Thailand will ease
volunteer organizations become more well-known and be linkage between volunteer
organization and their community.

1.4.6 People with different age, occupation and education, had significant
difference on participation in social issues on NGOs web sites (Porntip Sirichusub,
1999) and philanthropy (Passakorn Kowint, 2010). In addition, most virtual volunteers
most had previous onsite volunteering experience (Mukherjee, 2011). In addition, work
experience are the point of departure for participation (Gustavsen (1992), and
Gustavsen and Engelstad (1986) quoted in Gustaven 2004). Moreover, top three factors
affecting participation in volunteer work of most studies in Thailand consisted of age,
duration to be a volunteer, and education, respectively. For this reason, members with
different age, occupation, education, volunteering experience, and duration to be a
volunteer had significant difference on online participation in volunteering community
SNSs in Thailand.

1.4.7 The top two communication strategies that were employed to support
participatory communication of most studies in Thailand were two-way
communication as well as building network collaboration between the community and
the community or between communities and outside agencies, and connection to the
problems of members as well as using multi-media and multi-channels to
communication. Consequently, online participatory communication strategies of
volunteer organizations on volunteering community SNSs in Thailand will consist of

these strategies.



1.5 Scope and Limitations of the Study

This research was conducted to determine online participatory communication
on volunteering community SNSs in Thailand. 12 volunteer organizations that
employed social networking sites in the form of Facebook and/or Twitter were
selected to study. These volunteering community SNSs had to make social
movements or enable some changes in Thai society and were used on October, 2014.
To achieve the goal, three research tools were employed, a content analysis of
selecting 20 volunteering community SNSs of 12 volunteer organizations, se-mi
structured interviews with 7 administrators of these 20 volunteering community
SNSs, and an online questionnaire survey of 408 people as members of these

volunteering community SNSs between November, 2014 and August, 2015.

1.6 Expected Results

1.6.1 To understand the online participatory communication, and the online public
participation in Thai volunteer works on volunteering community SNSs in Thailand.

1.6.2 To gain the guidelines for volunteer organizations about how to improve the
communication for Thai volunteer work on volunteering community SNSs in Thailand.

1.6.3 To obtain the ways to encourage online public participation in Thai

society via online communities.

1.7 Definitions of Terms

1.7.1 Social networking sites or SNSs. The websites that allow the users to
present their identities on the Internet by telling their personal information to others.

The users also connect themselves to other users who are on the list of friends whom
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users want to mutually exchange the information. The shared information is based on
the available service of website such as messages, pictures or video clips. This study
focuses only on Facebook and Twitter.

1.7.2 Volunteering community SNSs. Social networking sites are utilized by
the volunteering community to operate volunteer works. This study focuses on
volunteering communities that are managed by volunteer organizations. Volunteering
community SNSs of this study consist of administrators who are representative of
volunteer organizations and Internet users who are members of volunteering
community SNSs in Thailand.

1.7.3 Volunteer organizations. Organizations whose primary mission is giving
and helping other people without seeking profit or payment return. Their name may
be called organizations or foundations or associations or nonprofits or public benefit
organization or units that are called something else. These include volunteer
coordinators and volunteer initiators.

1.7.4 Volunteer coordinators. Volunteer organizations that intended to be center
between volunteers and other organizations. Volunteer organizations in this group
consist of JitArsa Bank (JB), SiamAsra (SA), and VolunteerSpirit Network (VSN).

1.7.5 Volunteer initiators. Volunteer organizations that created volunteer
works by themselves. Volunteer organizations in this group consist of 1500 Miles
Foundation (1500Miles), ArsaDusit (AD), Boonvolunteer (BV), Dog Nation Team
(DNT), Generation of Volunteer (Gen-V), Happy Seed Group (HSG), lJivita
Sikkhalay Club (JSC), The Mirror Foundation (MF), and Thai Flood (TF).

1.7.6 Volunteer works. Activities or actions of giving and helping other people

in SNSs volunteering communities that are managed by volunteer organizations.
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1.7.7 Member. An Internet user who has participated in SNSs volunteering
communities at least one form by clicking the “Like” button of each the volunteer
organization’s Facebook Fanpage or clicking the “Follow” button of each the
volunteer organization’s Twitter.

1.7.8 Participatory communication. Two-way communication based on
dialogue between people, groups, and organizations, which empowers various
stakeholders to equitably share and exchange information, knowledge, and experience.

1.7.9 Online participatory communication. Communication process designing
via the Internet based on dialogue and people participation, which allows all
stakeholders to share and exchange information, perceptions, and ideas about situation
in their community that they need to solve or improve in a two—way horizontal process.

1.7.10 Online participation. Various forms in which members of volunteering
community SNSs take part in activities or actions of giving and helping other people.
These forms consist of 1) originating volunteer activities and mobilizing helps by self,
2) involving decision making related to the policy of volunteer organization’s
operation, 3) participating in various forms of volunteer works such as doing
volunteer work, mobilizing donation of money or things, coordinating, inviting other
people to join volunteer activities, 4) posting messages to provide useful information
or express idea for volunteer organization’s operation, 5) posting messages to respond
when volunteer organization asked questions or request information about volunteer
activities, 6) sharing or retweeting volunteer organization’s information to external
networking, 7) posting messages to request information from volunteer organization

and 8) reading messages and or clicking the “Like” or the “Favorite” button only.



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter aims at offering the theoretical background of this study. There are
five main topics that serve as the foundation for investigation of “Online participatory
communication on volunteering communities SNSs for social problem solving”. Firstly,
the concept of social networking sites (SNSs) will be discussed as to provide the
background and the features that facilitate participatory communication. Online
volunteering will be the next topic of discussion including examples from earlier studies,
before highlighting in volunteering communities SNSs. The discussion will also explore
the public participation types in offline and online contexts, especially participation in
volunteer works leading to online participation in volunteering communities SNSs. In
addition, the background and the elements of participatory communication concept
affecting to public participation in solving social problems will be discussed. Finally,
these topics which support this study will draw in the form of conceptual framework of

the study. Each detail was described below.

2.1 Social Networking Sites (SNSs)

Although there are many forms of computer mediated communication (CMC)
on the Internet, only one form, SNSs, is more popular than others. The success of
Facebook and Twitter as mentioned in chapter 1 was evident of this popularity.

Therefore, this study emphasized the usage of SNSs (of the volunteer organization).



13

2.1.1 Background of social networking sites

SNSs is based on offline social network concept (Banbersta, 2010: 7;
Garton, Haythornthwaite and Wellman, 1999: 75; O’Murchu, Breslin and Decker,
2004: 10; Rutledge, 2008: 132). In general a social network is a set of network
members that are connected by a set of one or more relations (Hanneman and Riddle,
2005: 18; Knoke and Yang, 2008: 8; Marin and Wellman, 2011: 11) on the basis of
similar interests (Banbersta, 2010: 7). Networks can have few or many members, and
there are one or more kinds of relations between each pair of members in the
population (Hanneman and Riddle, 2005: 18). Thus, building relationship is at heart
of networking (Rutledge, 2008: 132). In addition, a social network plays a
fundamental role as a medium for the spread of information, ideas, and influence
among its members (Kempe, Kleinberg and Tardos, 2003: 137)

Likewise, Kolbitsch and Maurer (2006: 202) explained SNSs based on
Milgram’s findings in 1967. Milgram stated that any two random individuals are
connected with each other by a chain of six persons. From this concept, Kolbitsch and
Maurer noted that SNSs provide a space where members can keep their relationships,
chat and share information with each other, build new relationships via existing friends,
and view the personal information of friends and friends of their friends. Thus,
everyone in SNSs is automatically connected to at least one other person (2006: 202).

2.1.2 Definition of social networking sites

Boyd and Ellison, (2008: 211, 213-214) two pioneering scholars in writing
an article on SNSs defined SNSs that it is web-based services that allow users to create
individual profiles with the public through the Internet. Including, users can connect to

lists of other users that they want to share a connection and can surf the other users’
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profile in their list. Some SNSs allow users to enhance their profiles by adding
multimedia content such as photo-sharing, video-sharing and blog writing. Moreover
most SNSs also provide instant message leaving service on their other users’ profile.

Kaplan and Haenlein (2010: 63) stated that SNSs are applications that
allow the Internet users to connect to each other by generating personal information
profiles (including photos, video, audio files, and blogs), inviting friends and/ or
colleagues to have access to their profiles, and sending as well as replying instant
messages.

Pisek Chainirun (2010: 29) defined SNSs is a network that users
associated with their friends and form their network to become their society. Users
express their identity by create the profile, which contains personal information,
photos, notes, link video and others. Moreover, users can increase the number of
friends in the network via inviting friends, finding friend, and creating new friends
from friends of their friend features.

Banbersta (2010: 11) defined SNSs is a web-based service that enable the
Internet users to build their public profile and allow the Internet users for interaction
with others.

McManus (2010: 5) noted that SNSs has is websites that provide
communication tools to the Internet users to connect with their social circle and find
new friends.

Hence, SNSs mean web-based service which focused on building and
maintaining relationship that enable the Internet users to show their identity through
creating their personal information to tell to others. Users can also connect with others

that are on the friends list on their personal information and they can use tools to
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increase a number of friends that are already a part of their offline social network and
new friends from strangers and a friend of a friend on their friends list. They can
connect with other by vary forms of communication such as messages, pictures or
video clips that depend on the services available on each site.
2.1.3 Social networking sites, social network sites and social media
2.1.3.1 Social networking sites and social network sites

The term “‘social networking sites’” and ‘‘social network site’’
are often used interchangeably in public discourse. Boyd and Ellison (2008: 211)
explained that ‘‘networking’> emphasizes on relationship starting, especially
relationship between strangers. While “network™ is communicating with people who
are already a part of their extended social network.

2.1.3.2 Social networking sites and social media sites

The term “‘social networking sites’” and “‘social media sites’” have
widely used. Someone has used this two terms in the same meaning while, someone has
noted that they are different meaning. Kim, Jeong and Lee (2010: 216-217) noted that
social networking sites started before social media sites. Classmates.com (launched in
1995) and SixDe-grees.com (launched in 1997) were the first social networking sites.
Friendster (launched in 2002), MySpace, Bebo, and Facebook (launched in 2004) were
the next group of social networking sites. While, social media sites started with Flickr
(launched in 2004) and Youtube (launched in 2005) followed. They also explained the
roughly meaning of these terms. Social networking sites are websites that enable people
to connecte with other people in virtual communities. Whereas, social media sites are

websites that enable people to share user-created contents (UCCs).
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Brussee and Hekman (2009: 3-4) stated that social media sites
are services that arise from the development of Web 2.0. In the Web 1.0, websites are
read-only for most users, while the webmasters created contents in one way
communication. In contrast to Web 2.0, where provide a high degree of interaction. It
is a convenient platform for two-way communication among users and enables users
to originate and share stories and opinions (Twitter and Blogger); share information
and links (Digg, Delicious and Twine); share multimedia (Flickr and YouTube);
generate and share knowledge (Wikipedia, Yahoo! Answers and SlideShare) and;
create and share relations (LinkedIn, MySpace and Facebook).

From this stated, Banbersta (2010: 11) concluded that social
networking sites is one forms of social media sites. In the same way as Kenney (2012:
9); Eyrich, Padman and Sweetser (2008: 413); Evans (2010: 17) and Curtis, et al.
(2010: 91), they noted that there are various platforms of social media sites and social
networking sites is the one.

2.1.4 Elements and variables of SNSs
Elements and variables of traditional communication can apply the same
core concepts to CMC on the Internet. SNSs is one form of CMC, thus elements and
variables of traditional communication can apply for SNSs as the same as CMC.
2.1.4.1 Elements of communication on SNSs

Communication process involves the interrelated elements. Ford,
Knight and McDonald-Littleton, (2001: 82) emphasize the main elements that consist
of participants (sender and receiver), message and feedback. Whereas Pearson,

Nelson, Titsworth and Harter (2003: 16-18) include channel and noise to the elements
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of communication process. While Verderber (1996: 9-13) adds one element that is
context. Here is the detail of these elements.

1) The participants/the communicators. The participants or
the communicators in communication process play the role of sender/source and
receiver. The sender is the person who forms message and attempt to communicate it
to others (or message initiator). The receiver is the person who receives the message
(or message target), makes sense of it, understands or translate it into meaning and
reacts to it. In this way, the receiver is also the sender. When the receiver responds, he
is then the sender. For SNSs, sender/receiver roles are interchangeable

2) Message. It is the form of conveying idea, thought, or feeling
through words (in writing), sound (in speech) or actions (by signals) that a person or
groups of people wishes to communicate to another person or group of people.

3) Channel. It is the means of transportation which a message
moves from source to the target of message. Messages are conveyed through sensory
channels such as seeing, hearing.

4) Feedback. It is the receiver’s action response to the sender.

5) Noise. It is anything that interrupts in the encoding and
decoding process and reduces the clearness of message.

6) Context. It is background or situations that affect the
expectations of the communicators. More detail of meaning of “context” the context
is explained in a later topic.

2.1.4.2 Variables of communication on SNSs
There are numerous variables involved in the communication

process that affect to successful communication (Verderber, 1996: 7-10; Ford et al., 2001
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82; Pearson et al., 2003: 17, FEMA, 2010: 18-19). These variables are described below.

1) Physical or individual characteristic. It refers to race, sex,
age, and level of physical ability of the communicators

2) Psychological attributes. It refers to self-confidence,
attitudes and value.

3) Social context or social experiences. It refers to social
relationships between the communicators.

4) Knowledge and skill. It refers to education and
communication skills.

5) Cultural context. It refers to the shared beliefs, values and
norms that affect people’s behaviors.

6) Physical context. It refers to factors in form of location,
environment, the physical distant between the communicators, and the time of day.

7) Historical context. It refers to previous experiences that
affect to the understanding between the communicators.

8) Psychological context. It refers to the mood and feelings that
each individual brings to his/her communication.

9) Varieties of channels. It refers to many channels that help to
increases the opportunity of successful communication.

2.1.4.3 Characteristics of communication on SNSs

Choudhury, Sundaram, John and Seligmann (2010: 62) pointed out
that there are five key characteristics of online social communication as described below.

1) Reach. Online social communication offer scale and allow

anyone to reach a global audience.
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2) Accessibility. Everyone can reach online social communication
tools at little or no cost and they can be publishers and/ or broadcasters of their own
content.

3) Usability. Specialized skills and training are not required for
online social communication. Everyone can create their contents.

4) Recency. Online social communication is virtually immediate
responding.

5) Permanence. Online social communication is changeable by
editing, voting etc.

2.1.5 Forms of communication and features on SNSs

Choudhury et al. (2010: 63-64) noted that there are five forms of
communication on SNSs as described below.

1) Messages. It is a communication form that user can post short
messages on their friends’ profiles publicly. For example, the “Wall” Feature
provided by Facebook.

2) Blog comments/replies. It is a communication form that provides
evidence of back and forth communication among the users.

3) Conversations around shared media artifact. It is a communication
form that allows users share media to public and other users can comment these media
in the form of back and forth dialogue among users.

4) Social actions. It is a communication form that is representative of
communication activity in the form of publicly visible action and social interaction
among the users such as the “Like” Feature provided by Facebook on user statuses.

5) Micro-blogging. It is a communication form on Twitter that allows users
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to create short conversation to public or a particular user directly. In addition, it also
enables users to reproduce information by spreading information from one user to another.

While, Banbersta (2010: 8) stated that SNSs provide various
communication and involvement features as described below.

1) Profile. This feature enables users to create and edit personnel profile,
personalized URL, photos, blog etc.

2) Security. This feature enables users block others, report spam, and
report abuse.

3) Network features. This feature consists of many forms such as instant
messaging, photo sharing, groups creating, forums, events.

4) Search. This feature enables users to search other users by name,
email address, school name, city, interests, and other keywords.

However, SNSs technology is constantly developing new features faster
than academics listed such as communication via private messages in the form of
Inbox Feature on Facebook and Direct message Feature on Twitter, communication
via video live in the form of Facebook Live Feature

2.1.6 Popular SNSs in Thailand

From ranking report by alaxar.com as previously mentioned, Facebook
and Twitter are popular SNSs in Thailand. This part will explain the characteristics
and the features of Facebook and Twitter that conducted data from their website
(Facebook, www, 2014b and Twitter, www, 2014b)

2.1.6.1 Facebook

1) Characteristics of Facebook

Facebook is a space that enables the Internet users to stay
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connected with their friends and family, to find what’s going on in the world, and to
share and show what matters to them.
2) Features of Facebook

2.1) News Feed. It is updating list of stories from friend,
Pages Groups and events.

2.2) Timeline. It is a space where the Internet users can see
their posts or posts that others tagged them by date. Timeline is a part of Facebook profile.

2.3) Profile picture. It is the major photo of the Internet
users on their personnel profile. It was presented as a thumbnail size.

2.4) Cover photo. It is the large picture at the top of the Internet
users’ Timeline, above their profile picture. It is public picture that anyone can see it.

2.5) Like. It is a tool to express that the Internet users enjoy
a post.

2.6) Share. It is a tool that the Internet users use to provide
information to other people such as share photo, video, link, note and question.

2.7) Tagging. It is a tool that the Internet users link to other
Facebook usernames to show who do activities together via the status update or photos.

2.8) Follow. It is an action that the Internet users can see the
posts of other users who are not their friends in their News Feed.

2.9) Chat. It is a way for the Internet users to communicate
with their friends in real-time.

2.10) Event. It is a feature that allows the Internet users

manage meeting, reply to invitation and hold on what their friends are doing.
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2.11) Notes. It is a feature that allows the Internet users write
a longer post and share with others. It also adds photos to a note.

2.12) Search. It is a feature that lets the Internet users to find
others and content.

3) Form of Facebook

3.1) Facebook Profile. It is the collection of the photos,
stories and experiences that representative of each the Internet user.

3.2) Facebook Page. It is the space where real
organizations, celebrities and brands communicate with the Internet users who like
them. It managed by official representatives.

3.3) Facebook Group. It is the space where the Internet
users communicate with others about shared interests. There are three types of groups:
public, secret and closed groups. For public group, posts are available for everyone.
While in secret and closed groups, posts are visible to group members only.

2.1.6.2 Twitter
1) Characteristics of Twitter. Twitter is an information
network made up of 140-character messages (including photos, videos and links) from
all over the world.
2) Features of Twitter

2.1) Profile. It is a space for displaying information about
the Internet user, as well as all the Tweets they have posted from their account.

2.2) Timeline. It is a space where the Internet user see all

the Tweets shared by their friends and others they follow.



23

2.3) Profile photo. The Internet users can upload their
personal images to their Twitter profile in the settings tab of their account.

2.4) Header photo. It is personal image which appears at
the top of the Internet user profile.

2.5) Bio. It refers to a short personal description of 160
characters or fewer used to define who the Internet users are on Twitter.

2.6) # Hashtag. The # symbol is used to mark keywords or
topics. When clicking on a hashtag, the Internet users will see other Tweets
containing the same keyword or topic.

2.7) @ Sign. It is used to call out usernames in Tweets such
as Hello @Twitter. The Internet users employ @username to send a message or link
to other profiles

2.8) Mention. It is a tool that the Internet users refer to
others by adding the @ sign followed by their username.

2.9) Tweet. It is the act of posting a message.

2.10) Retweet. It is a tool of forwarding other users” Tweet to
all of the Internet users’ followers.

2.11) Reply. It is a tool for response to other users’ Tweet
that starts with the @username of that person.

2.12) Follow. To follow someone on Twitter is to subscribe
to their Tweets or updates on the site.

2.13) Follower. It refers to Twitter users who have followed

others.
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2.14) Following. The Internet users’ following number
reflects the quantity of other Twitter users you have chosen to follow on the site.

2.15) Direct message. It is a tool for sending private
messages from one Twitter user to another.

2.16) Favorite. It is a tool to mark that the Internet users
appreciate something.

2.17) Pin. The Internet users can pin a Tweet to their profile so
that when others visit The Internet users’ profile page, it is the first Tweet they will see.

In summary, SNSs have become highly popular among the Internet users in

Thailand, especially Facebook and Twitter. The variety features of Facebook and
Twitter enable people to keep on multi-way communication with others and spread
information to others rapidly. Moreover, it is easy to expand networks of people who
interested in the common topics. Therefore, this study aims to examine elements,
variables, and form of communication as well as characteristics, and features, of
Facebook and Twitter that facilitate to online volunteering in Thailand. In addition,
the researcher brought this concept as a framework to create coding sheet for content
analysis and create questions related to online communication tools on Facebook and

Twitter to interview these SNSs’ administrators.

2.2 Online Volunteering

2.2.1 Background of online volunteering
Online volunteering relates to prosocial behavior. Prosocial behavior
seems to support people to decide to be volunteers (Van Lange, Schippers and Balliet,

2011: 282). While online volunteering derived from prosocial behavior motivation
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(Amichai-Hamburger, 2007: 3). Prosocial behavior refers to “voluntary actions that
are intended to help or benefit another individual or group of individuals” (Eisenberg
and Mussen, 1989:3). These actions include activities such as sharing, comforting,
helping, rescuing, or defending (Guven and Winking, 2008: 179). The activities
appear in terms of both instrumental and emotional support (Sukhonta Mahaarcha and
Sirinan Kittisuksathit, 2010: 138).

According to Bekkers, Volker and Mollenhorst (2005: 2), prosocial
behavior can divide into two parts of context; formal and informal contexts. Formal
context refers to resources providing through nonprofit organization that often
benefits strangers such as philanthropy. While, informal context refers to helping
others who has personal relationships to each other and the helper can help the
recipient directly such as talking to a depressed friend.

McGuire (1994: 50-52) explained that types of helping behaviors in the

natural environment can separate into four types as show in figure 2.1

Patterns for Helping

Material
objects or
Services

Feelings

Important or
Crisis
services

Familiars

Substantial
Personal
Helping

Emotional
Helping

Emergency
Helping

Relationship between the
helper and the recipient

Strangers

Casual Helping

Emergency
Helping

Figure 2.1 Types of helping (adapted from McGuire, 1994)
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1) Substantial personal helping. It refers to helping behaviors show a
more personal relationship between the helper and the recipient such as cleaning
room, lending a car.

2) Casual helping. It refers to easy helping behaviors that do not require any
close bond between the helper and the recipient such as giving direction, holding a door.

3) Emotional helping. It refers to helping behaviors involve close
relationship between the helper and the recipient and relate to emotional benefits such
as listening to the problem, giving advice and providing moral support.

4) Emergency helping. It refers to helping behaviors involve important
services to the recipient in needing help such as helping an accident victim, returning
a lost wallet.

On the Internet, people can find many ways to help others. For example,
they can donate funds through online charitable organizations, answer emails from
people asking for help. Moreover, prosocial behaviors on the Internet are similar ways
to prosocial face-to-face (FtF) interactions that consist of: (1) no pre-existing
connection between the helper and the recipient (2) no expectation of the benefits in
return, and (3) the requests for help do not specify the time. (Sproull, Conley, and
Moon, 2005: 139-140; Amichai-Hamburger, 2007: 3).

2.2.2 Definition, the similar in meaning terms and typology of online
volunteering

2.2.2.1 Definition and the similar in meaning terms of online
volunteering

“Volunteer” derived from the Latin language and started to be used

in the 14th century. It has the meaning of a person who is not forced in a limited
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framework but who do everything willingly (Sunit Shrestha and Win Mektripop, 2005:
10). While, “Volunteer” in English language started to be used in the 17th century. It
means an enlisted soldier, and is used for “a person who enters military service, not
through obligation or as a regular soldier, but of one’s own free will”. “Volunteer” is also
used in the meaning of a person who offers one’s services without expecting payment in
return. (United Nation [UN], United Nation Volunteers [UNV], www, 2001c).

There are two words with writing and meanings similar to the
volunteer: voluntarism and volunteerism. Voluntarism refers to everything voluntary
sector of volunteer organization. While volunteerism is doing activities on a
“vyoluntary” basis (Ellis, www, 2007).

“Online volunteering” means volunteer work completed, in whole
or in part, through the Internet at a home, work, or public access computer. It is
sometimes known as virtual volunteering, cyber service, telementoring, teletutoring or
online mentoring (Ellis and Cravens, 2000: 1; Cravens, 2006: 16). In addition, World
Volunteer Web (www, 2005) have pointed out that online volunteering is not a
replacement for on-site volunteering. It is the way for people from various places over the
world to connect with each other and can help each volunteer work achieve of its aims.

e-Philanthropy is another word that has the meaning relate to
online volunteering. This word is used to cover multi concepts such as e-giving;
e-fundraising and e-advocacy (Clohesy and Reis, 2001: 2).

2.2.2.2 Typology of online volunteering

Normally, volunteer work can separate into two main types:

informal and formal volunteering. The paper of International Labour Organization

(2009: 13) noted that informal volunteering as individuals participate in volunteer
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activities directly, while formal volunteering as individuals participate in volunteer
activities through volunteer organizations.

While the policy paper of the United Nation Volunteers (United
Nation [UN], United Nation Volunteers [UNV], 1999: 4-7) classified volunteer
activity into four types as follows:

1) Mutual aid or self-help: This type provides the social system
and economic support and plays a role in the welfare of communities.

2) Philanthropy or service to others: It refers to the helper who
self-interest in such philanthropic activity providing help to others who is not the
community members.

3) Participation: It refers to individual role in the governance
process by counseling in local development projects.

4) Advocacy or campaigning: It refers to the lobbying
government for a change in legislation affecting the rights of disabled people or
pushing for a worldwide ban on landmines.

Whereas Pefia-Lopez (2007: 146-148) analyzed websites that
involve online volunteering and set up level of online collaboration and the nature of
the tasks into four types:

1) Online advocacy. It refers to online volunteering in advocacy
website that aims to promote information such as human rights and environmental
issue to force some change.

2) Online assessment and consultancy. It refers to websites
include a network of experts (online volunteers) such as forums where everyone can

ask for help and experts provide advice or exchange information.
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3) Online offline volunteers or online volunteers for offline
projects. It refers to full volunteering in the form of a real volunteering virtualization
that offline volunteers can do volunteer work at anyplace and anytime.

4) Pure online volunteers or online volunteers teams for
online projects. It refers to online volunteers teams that can create and end up by
leading projects on themselves.

The first and the second type are a good approach to a newcomer
to online cooperation for development. While the third and the fourth should be
supported from the Information and Communication Technologies for Development
(ICT4D) (Pefia-Lopez, www, 2005).

On the other hand, The Network for Good" (2012: 2-3) divided
giving on the Internet into three platforms that consist of:

1) Charity websites.

1.1) A charity website with a generic giving page. It refers
to general websites that provide charity’s name and address.

1.2) A charity website with a branded giving page. It
refers to the charity’s own website.

2) Portal giving. It refers to portal websites where donors can
search and support any charity.

3) Social giving. It refers to online social networks where
donors can give to many charities.

2.2.3 Internet using by volunteer organizations

2.2.3.1 Reasons why volunteer organizations use the Internet

! Network for Good is a nonprofit social enterprise that empowers corporate partners
and nonprofits to unleash generosity with scalable ways to advance good causes.
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Lee and Bhattacherjee (2011: 103) noted that the survival of
volunteer organizations depend on: (1) decreasing of government funding; (2)
increasing of demand for programs and services; (3) declining in public participation;
and (4) increasing of public demand for greater oversight and accountability. Internet
is a way for volunteer organization to address these challenges (Cukier and
Middleton, 2003: 103; Kang and Norton, 2004: 279; Treuhaft, Chandler,
Kirschenbaum, Magallanes and Pinkett, 2007: 9) especially, SNSs usage.

2.2.3.2 Employing SNSs as a part of Web 2.0 by volunteer
organizations

SNSs emerged from the revolution of the Internet from Web 1.0 to
Web 2.0. Web 1.0 is one way communication that allows users to view online contents,
while Web 2.0 is two way communication that enables users to provide information and
interact with others (Goodchild, 2007: 27). Technology knowledge is not required for
Web 2.0. Everyone can contribute content. (Kolbitsch and Maurer, 2006: 205). As a
result, volunteer organizations are shifting their information publicizing via Web 1.0 to a
dialogical communication focusing on member engagement and relationship building
through Web 2.0 (Greenberg and MacAulay, 2009: 65).

Moreover, SNSs are a useful tool for volunteer organizations
because they offer a low cost of organizing, delivering service and a way to connect all
stakeholders (VALLEY NONPROFIT RESOURCES, 2010: 1, Greenberg and
MacAulay, 2009: 65). The way SNSs work is that a volunteer organization create an
accounts to connect both existing and prospective supporters by collaborating,

recruiting volunteers, mobilizing money, raising awareness of volunteer work, sharing
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information like news, photos and video,. (The Advocacy Project, 2011: 100, VALLEY
NONPROFIT RESOURCES, 2010: 1, Greenberg and MacAulay, 2009: 65).

2.2.3.3 Related studies concerning SNSs usage by volunteer
organizations

However, when consider the previous studies about using Web
2.0 by volunteer organizations, the research found that some research results pointed
out that some organizations use Web 2.0 to improve their performance, while some
organizations use less Web 2.0 feature than Web 1.0 feature such as Greenberg and
MacAulay (2009: 72-74) analyzed 43 homepages of environmental nonprofit
organization websites in Canada. They found that Canadian environmental nonprofit
organizations uses their websites to disseminate messages broadly to a mass audience
but are doing little in the way of using their web presence to foster a two-way flow of
communication. For Web 2.0 technologies using, most websites maintained a blog or
other space to post news items, and allowed members to subscribe to a newsletter or
listserv via email or through an RSS feed.

Avidar and Rafaeli (2009) analyzed content of 600 Israeli nonprofit
organizations websites. The findings expressed that the nonprofit organizations included
various types of Web 1.0 and Web 2.0 dialogic elements in their websites in order to
engage their publics in two way communications. However, nonprofits used more feature
related to Web 1.0 elements (such as e-mail addresses of representatives, toll-free phone
numbers and online surveys) than Web 2.0 elements (such as blogs, social networks,
wikis and photo sharing). Most popular element was e-mail and/or contact form, followed
by mailing list and/or customer/membership club and/or signing up for a website, and

feature related to Web 2.0 elements such as blog and photo sharing, respectively.
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Difference from the study results of Branston and Bush (2010),
these scholars examined the features of online social good networks and their impact
on nonprofit organizations and users by content analysis of 30 cause-related social
good websites, an online questionnaire survey of 70 people who were users of social
good networks, and in-depth interviews with nonprofits involved with the networks.
The findings reported that the social good networks were websites that have shifted
from one-way communications to two-way communications and interactive networks
that relate to Web 2.0 feature such as blogs, discussion boards, instant messaging and
promoting websites that links to Facebook, Twitter, Flickr or YouTube. Nonprofit
organizations employed social good networks as long-term, networking and
relationship-building tools rather than short-term fundraising or recruiting volunteer
tools. In addition, content and the control over the social change efforts taking place
on these networks is shifting from the hands of the volunteer organizations’ staffs to
the hands of the users. In addition, most users of them had spread word about a social
good network by telling a friend through word-of-mouth and sending a link.

Furthermore, the research found that many volunteer organizations
increase awareness of the useful of SNSs but they employed SNSs for one-way
communication rather than two-way communication. For example, Waters, Burnett,
Lamm and Lucas (2009) analyzed 275 nonprofit organization profiles on Facebook in the
United States of America. They found that most organization provide basic information
of organizations by description of the organization and Facebook’s administrators rather
than information about organizational activities and the ways to engaging people and
building relationship. For information about organizational activities, most organizations

presented these messages via discussion boards (wall) on Facebook, posting photographs
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and providing links to external news stories, respectively. While, providing e-mail
addresses was used to engage people more than other ways.

It is consistent with the finding of Ogden and Starita (2009). They
surveyed 212 owners of nonprofit Facebook Cause pages by questionnaire and found
that most organizations use Facebook for publicity or general marketing more than 70
percent, while using Facebook for improve existing donor/volunteer relationships,
attract new donors and attract new volunteers were lower than 35 percent.

In contrast, the finding of ThePort Network, Inc. NTEN and
Common Knowledge (2009) that surveyed demographic information of 980 nonprofit
organizations in the United States of America by online-questionnaire. They found
that Facebook is the most popular online social network and most organizations use
Facebook for fundraising. However, when considered all types of online social
network, the finding reported that most volunteer organizations employed online
social network and their own websites for marketing.

Likewise NTEN, Common Knowledge and Blackbaud (2012)
surveyed 3,522 nonprofit organizations in North America by questionnaire and found
that marketing was the primary purpose of SNSs usage, while they employed their
own websites for program delivery. Most popular SNSs use by most organization was
Facebook and most fundraising tactic on Facebook was asking for individual giving
and event fundraising, respectively.

Whereas Hauswirth (2010) analyzed 400 nonprofit organizations by
online questionnaire and found that the main purpose of most nonprofit organizations that
create their Facebook Page was visibility (It refers to the ability to educate and increase

community awareness). Most nonprofit organizations also agreed that their Facebook Page
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increase members and the visibility of their organization as well as provided them with a
connection to the community. These studies were compared with others in Table 2.1.
Table 2.1 A summary of related studies concerning SNSs usage by volunteer

organizations compared with this study

*Related studies

=)
Topic 2
1(2|3|4(5(6(7]|8]|2
e
|_
Research variable
SNSS{SO(_:iaI media (web 2.0) usage by volunteer A/ s v
organizations

General website (web 1.0) usage by volunteer organizations | v'[ v viv v
The purpose of SNSs/ social media/ general website usage | v/ v VvV v
Online features vVivliv]v v
The SNSs effect to volunteer organizations v v

The SNSs effect to the Internet users v

Research methodology

Questionnaire v VIV V|V
Interview 4 v
Content analysis viv|v|v v

*Related studies: 1 = Greenberg and MacAulay (2009); 2 = Avidar and Rafaeli (2009); 3 = Branston
and Bush (2010); 4 = Waters, Burnett, Lamm and Lucas (2009) ; 5 = Ogden and Starita (2009); 6 =
ThePort Network, Inc. NTEN and Common Knowledge (2009) ; 7 = NTEN, Common Knowledge and

Blackbaud (2012) ; 8 = Hauswirth (2010).

2.2.4 Volunteer communication
2.2.4.1 Four main elements of volunteer communication strategy
The European Volunteer Centre (2010a: 15) noted that there are
four main elements of volunteer communication as described below.
1) The objectives: The objectives of communication can be

grouped in three main categories as follows: (1) fostering volunteering and
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maintaining consistent civic engagement, (2) raising public awareness of the value
and impact of volunteering, and gathering support, and (3) Increasing the efficiency of
volunteering and share best practices and lessons learnt:

2) The message: It should be (1) precisely (2) flexible and
adapted to the different target groups (3) talking about people’s interests and “passion
points” (4) clear, intelligible and attractive (5) talking both emotions and concrete
projects, and (6) modernize by highlighting new dimensions of volunteering such as
free will, personal fulfillment, fun for exchanges.

3) The tools and channels: They should (1) involve volunteers
themselves as important channels of communication (2) employ as many tools and
channels as possible (3) build partnerships and gather supporters, and (4) assign one
person as responsible for communication strategy in order to allocate the resources
and time for an effective strategy.

4) Assessing the effectiveness of a communication strategy: It
should (1) define objectives that can measure the results in order to evaluate the
effectiveness of communication strategy (2) be realistic; determine objectives that can lead
to practice (3) evaluate the effectiveness of the communication strategy and learn lessons.

2.2.4.2 Seven steps of the strategic communication planning process

Patterson and Radtke (2009: 2-3) noted that the communication
plan is an implementation strategy to help the organization achieve its goals as follows:

1) Preparing to plan: Essential building blocks. Before define
communication planning, the nonprofit organization should determine clear goal;
assign roles and responsibilities for all stakeholders in organization; and select outside

partners to be included in the process.
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2) Foundation of the plan: The situation analysis. It refers to
the analysis of the internal and external forces affecting the organization.

3) Focusing the plan: Target audiences. Nonprofit
organization needs to emphasis on people who care about the issue and can be easily
involved in the issue.

4) Fostering audience support: Communication objectives.
Successful communication objectives are SMART: specific, measurable, appropriate,
realistic, and time-bound.

5) Promoting the nonprofit organization: Issue frames and
message development. Messages must be mission driven, audience focused, and
action oriented.

6) Advancing the plan: Vehicles and dissemination
strategies. It refers to spread messages via face-to-face, print, audio, video, and
electronic communications and messages can adjust for different target.

7) Ensuring the plan succeeds: Measurement and evaluation.
It refers to define results measures at the beginning of the process. These results
should be easy to assess working and change.

2.2.4.3 Six steps in developing effective communication

Andreasen and Kotler (2003: 413-431) suggested that volunteer
organizations should consider the marketing strategies and bring these processes to use
for developing volunteer organization communication strategies as described below.

1) Setting communication objectives. There are many possible
objective as follows: (1) making public aware of services or social behavior (2)

educating target groups (3) changing beliefs (4) changing the relative importance of
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particular consequences (5) communicating wide social support for an action 6)
teaching skills (7) enlisting the support of intermediary agencies (8) recruiting,
motivating, or rewarding employees or volunteers (9) changing perception (10)
influencing governing agencies, review boards, commissions, (11) preventing
discontinuation of behaviors. (12) proving superiority over competitors (13)
combating the rumors, and (14) influencing funding agencies.

2) Generating possible messages.

2.1) Rational messages. It refers to messages that express
the benefit of service such as message that provide information about the long-term
health consequences of exercise.

2.2) Emotional messages. It refers to messages that are
design to provoke negative or positive emotion that will motive the desired behavior
such as employing fear or guilt messages to stop someone smoking.

2.3) Moral messages. It refers to messages that related to
people’s sense of what is right and proper to do. These messages are utilized to
encourage people to support social cause such as aiding the disadvantaged,
maintaining environment, equal rights for women

3) Overcoming selective attention. People are likely to choose
the messages that style, tone, wording, order, and format make them interested in.

4) Overcoming perceptual distortion. Perception of target
groups based on the previous experience, motives and biases of them.

5) Choosing a medium. A medium must be chosen to transmit

the message to achieve the goal.
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6) Evaluating and selecting messages. Organizations must
evaluate all the possible messages and select the ones that are most desirable,
exclusive, and believable.

2.2.4.4 Cycle of volunteer communication process

Patterson and Radtke (2009: 81-82) noted that volunteer

communication is the cycle of communication process that consists of four stages as

showed in Figure 2.2.

First stage

Inform the people

—

Second stage

Engage the people

!

i)

Final stage

Maintain relationship

(—

Third stage

Motivate the people to act

Figure 2.2 Cycle of volunteer communication process

Source: Patterson and Radtke (2009)

First volunteer organization starts to provide information about
volunteer work, and then people become interested or engaged and ask more
information. Then volunteer organization send message back. The message should
motivate people in a discussion and begin to build the relationship between
organization and people. If people feel satisfaction of opportunity for action, they will

decide to be volunteers. The final stage is maintaining and strengthening the
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relationship. Completing the final stage can lead back to the beginning of the cycle of
communication process that is informing the people of related issue or initiating
involvement in a new round of activities.

2.2.4.5 Online volunteering communication

Lorden (2005:6-7) suggested three main ways to communication
with virtual members.

1) Making regular contact. Communication with virtual
members is important because the remote volunteer or sponsor can feel isolated. Thus,
the volunteer organizations have to make regular contact with virtual members by
asking questions, getting to know them, soliciting their participation and increasing
their feeling of being valuable and needed.

2) Sending message. Before sending messages to virtual
members, the volunteer organizations should understand each message and choosing
the best way to send it as well as identify who the message is for, what they need to
know; in what order; how do they expect or what is the best way for them to receive
this message; and how to confirm they understood it.

3) Increase message receipt. It is important to build
relationships with virtual members. The volunteer organizations need to make
connections on a personal level by encouraging small talk in working group
(teleconferences) and communicating one on one. Moreover, the volunteer
organizations should identify due dates or expected response dates in the message as
well as avoid slang or acronyms as these can cause confusion. Each message needs to

be precise and clear. Although virtual volunteering generates various communication
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challenges, the volunteer organizations should address these challenges by
incorporating enhanced communication techniques into the virtual environment.

While The European Volunteer Centre (2010b: 19-22)
recommended seven rules for communicating online that consists of: 1) being
prepared to invest time in the management of online communication tools, 2)
considering the results of chosen online tools, 3) collecting as many e-Mail addresses
as possible, maintaining and updating contact database, 4) updating information to
public, 5) communicating in a concise, clear and attracting way through e-Mail and e-
Newsletters, 6) allowing space for interactions, opinions, and questions, and 7)
combining online and offline communication tools and channels

2.2.4.6 Dialogic communication model

This study explained dialogic communication model under the
volunteer communication topic because this concept stated that two-way
communication is the key tool to foster good relationship between the organizations
and their public through online communication. Hon and Grunig (1999: 8) indicated
that effective organizations choose and achieve appropriate goals because they
develop relationships with their audience/publics. While, ineffective organizations
cannot achieve their goals because they ignore the needs of their audience/publics.

According to Grunig, communication behavior of organizations
has related to two independent dimensions: one-way versus two-way and
asymmetrical versus symmetrical. From this concept, Grunig and Hunt presented four
models of public relations (Childers, 1989: 87). This model consists of (1) press

agentry (a one-way asymmetrical model) (2) public information (a one-way
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symmetrical model) (3) two-way asymmetrical and (4) two-way symmetrical model
(Kent and Taylor, 1989, Childers, 1989: 87-88).

The characteristics of each model are describes as follows
(Grunig and White, 1992: 39; Childers, 1989: 87; Interactive Media Lab, College of
Journalism and Communications, University of Florida, www, 1994):

1) Press agentry or a one-way asymmetrical model. It related
to public relation for publicity in the media by using persuasion and manipulation to
influence audience to behave as the organization desires.

2) Public information or one-way symmetrical model. It
related to public relation that journalist in residence use one-way communication to
spread favorable information about the organization.

3) Two-way asymmetrical model. It related to the organization
use research to develop message that are most likely to persuade publics to behave
that the organization want.

4) Two-way symmetrical model. It related to the organization
use research and dialogue to manage conflict, improve understanding, and build
relation with public.

From these models, Hon and Grunig (1999: 11) pointed out that
two-way symmetrical model is the best model for successful relationship building.
Due to press agentry, public information and two-way asymmetrical model that
attempt to change the behavior of publics, while two-way symmetrical model, both
the organization and publics can be persuade; both also may change their behavior

(Grunig and White, 1992: 39).
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Kent and Taylor (1989: 323-325) explained that two-way
symmetrical communication of Grunig and Hunt is to provide the interactive
communicate process between the organization and its publics. Therefore, Kent and
Taylor offered dialogic communication principle as a theoretical framework to guide
relationship building between organizations and their publics.

They express that dialogic communication principle refers to any
negotiated exchange of ideas and opinions, and dialogic means a communicative give
and take and can be created, adapted and changed through the WWW. They offered
five principles that are guidelines for the successful integration of dialogic public
relations and the World Wide Web as described below.

1) The intuitiveness/ease of the interface. It relates to user-
friendly websites. Publics should spend little time and find their interesting information
easily. Online content should be textual because text loads faster than graphics.

2) The usefulness of information. It relates to beneficial
information to all publics. The organizations should make information available to
publics as well as create positive attitudes and good managed information.

3) The rule of conservation of visitors. It relates the way to keep
the Internet users on the organizations’ websites rather than surf to other websites such
as adding essential links to entertain visitors with clearly marked paths for visitors to
return to organizations’ websites, and placing advertising at the bottom of pages.

4) The generation of return visits. It relates to features on
websites that make publics attractive for repeat visits such as updating information,
changing topics, creating special forums, providing on-line question and answer

sessions, and answering on-line questions from experts for interested visitors.
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5) The dialogic loop. It relates to feedback loop from the Internet
users. If organizations send information to the Internet users, but the Internet users are
not respond to organizations that cannot be considered dialogic loop. In the same way,
if the Internet users send their messages to the comment boxes on websites, it cannot be
considered dialogic loop until organizations respond to each comment. It includes each
Internet user available to respond to public concerns, questions, and requests.

However, the findings of McAllister-Spooner (2009: 321-322)
reported that literature review in ten-year after Kent and Taylor offered dialogic
communication framework in 1998 found that websites are very lowly used dialogic
tools. Thus, McAllister-Spooner recommends expanding Kent and Taylor’s dialogic
scholarship by exploring the four points following:

1) Media choice and effectiveness. Websites provides
opportunities to dialogue and interaction with publics. However, relationship-building
may be better suited for face-to-face communications. Therefore, media choice and
effectiveness is important for future studies.

2) Internal processes. The organizations face many obstacles to
develop and manage their own websites. Future research should investigate the
limitations that obstruct the organizations to employ full potential of the new tools of
Internet technologies.

3) User expectations and preferences. Future studies need to
analyze input and feedback from the website users.

4) Refine and standardize measurement of dialogic

principles. Each of the dialogic indicators measuring by Kent and Taylor’s principles
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was equal weight. Future research may generate weighting of each indicator in order
to refine and build standardized measurement.
2.2.4.7 Related studies concerning volunteering communication

Lovejoy, Waters and Saxton (2012) analyzed organizational
tweets from 73 nonprofit organizations and found that nonprofit organizations sent
more than two tweets per day during the month and most of these tweets contain
hyperlinks. In addition these tweets involved a one-way interaction and included links
to external information as well as contained information about the nonprofit
organization. Moreover, these organizations systematically follow anyone who
follows them on Twitter. Some only follows users that may benefit to organizations.

Lovejoy and Saxton (2012) analyzed 2,437 tweets of the nonprofit
organizations in the United States. The finding found that there were three categories
function on Twitter: information, community, and action. Most nonprofit organizations
employed tweets related to information more than community and action function.
Information function aims to provide useful information. Many of these tweets included
links to external information. While, community function related to dialogue and
community-building. Most tweets of community function were giving recognition and
thanks category. Action function aims at followers to do something for the organization
by donation, buying a product, participating in event, joining a movement, launching a
protest. Most tweets of action function were promoting an event.

Parker (2011) investigated Facebook messaging strategies of ten
nonprofit and ten profit organizations and found that both nonprofit and profit
organizations lacked of encouragement in conversation messages. Most nonprofit

organizations posted non - engaging via informative messages. Moreover, fan
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engagement and organizational encouragement of conversation do not have a direct
correlation. While the Internet users may participate in the content, this does not mean
that organizations are encouraging conversation. In addition, content of nonprofit
organizations was more shareable than the content of profit organizations and when video
and images were posted, the response rate was higher than when the post was text only.

Reynolds (2011) interviewed with six employees who work on
the social networking plans of nonprofits and analyzed Facebook, Twitter and blogs
were used from of four nonprofits. The finding showed that most posting on the SNSs
was to respond to other users, followed by promotion of a sweepstakes or event and
news sharing. Most categories of posts and comments made by other users were to
share tips, advice, or words of wisdom, followed closely by sharing a story or person
information and praising the organization.

Bortree and Seltzerb (2009) analyzed 50 Facebook profiles’
environmental advocacy groups and found that organization employed the dialogic
communication in three features: ease of interface, usefulness of information, and
conservation of visitors but no features of generation of return visits and dialogic loop.

Ingenhoff and Koeling (2009) analyzed 134 Swiss charitable
fundraising nonprofit organizations websites and found that most websites of
nonprofit organizations greater emphasis on the technical and design aspects (ease of
interface, usefulness of information and conservation of visitors) than on the dialogic
aspects (generation of return visits and Dialogic loop) of their websites. Very few
websites provided forums or chat rooms. Other forms of dialogic loop such as user
surveys or call back options for donors rarely appeared on most websites and features

of Web 2.0 such as blogs, podcasts, or RSS feeds, were not taken advantage.
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Pornpen Payadyakul (1998) analyzed 21 websites and in-depth
interviewed of 11 people who were website designers and NGO website building
planners. The finding found that content and the communication purpose relate to the
level of social change. The cognitive change is the most frequently found. These
websites aim to generate awareness and provide organizational information. While
websites in behavioral change aim to change attitude and lead to changes in the
Internet users’ behavior. These provide content relating to activities that the Internet
users can participate for change their behavior. For action change, websites in this
category provide articles and encourage the Internet users to participate in temporary
and short-term activities. In addition, disseminating information strategies of NGOs
websites consist of three strategies: 1) attractive strategies by registration in search
engine, exploitation of electronic word of mouth, and campaign in traditional mass, 2)
retaining strategies by providing organizational information, the useful source of
information, and mobilizing helps, and 3) repeating visits strategies by updating
information and collecting mailing list for report the activities continuingly. All
previous studies were compared with others in Table 2.2.

Table 2.2 A summary of related studies concerning volunteering communication

compared with this study

*Related studies

Topic

,_\

N

w

I

ol

»

~
This study

Research variable

SNSs/ social media (web 2.0) usage by volunteer organizations v v| v V| V] v
General website (web 1.0) usage by volunteer organizations V| v

Online features v v| v v
Messages by volunteer organizations v V| v v| v| v

Messages by the Internet users v v
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Table 2.2 A summary of related studies concerning volunteering communication

compared with this study (continued)

*Related studies
=)
Topic =
112|3/4|5/6|7|2
=
|_
Research variable
Communication strategies V| v
Research methodology
Questionnaire v/
Interview v/ v| v
Content analysis vl vl vl vl v] v] v| v

*Related studies 1 = Lovejoy, Waters and Saxton (2012); 2 = Lovejoy and Saxton (2012), 3 = Parker
(2011) , 4 = Reynolds (2011) , 5 = Bortreea and Seltzerb (2009), 6 = Ingenhoff and Koeling (2009), 7 =

Payadyakul (1998).

In summary, this study focuses on online volunteers for offline and online
projects for all volunteer activities that have operated in social giving platform. In
addition, these volunteer activities emphasize on online helping strangers in form of
casual helping and emergency helping through volunteer organizations’ SNSs. The
researcher coined these areas as “volunteering community SNSs”.

Volunteering community SNSs were employed by volunteer organizations in
order to engage members, building relationship between the volunteer organizations
and the members, as well as address decreasing of government funding; increasing of
demand for programs and services; declining in civic participation; and increasing of
public demand for greater oversight and accountability. Key findings from previous
studies on aboard reported that volunteer organizations recognized the rapid

expansion of the SNSs phenomenon, and they wanted to be on SNSs (especially
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Facebook). Some volunteer organizations use Web 2.0 to improve their performance,
while some volunteer organizations use less Web 2.0 feature than Web 1.0 feature.
However, most of them were not taking advantage of all features foster two-way
communication on SNSs. This study therefore, aim at exploring Web 2.0 features of
SNSs support volunteer organizations’ performance via two-way communication on
volunteering community SNSs.

Moreover, the researcher brought the concept of volunteer communication as a
framework to create questions related to purpose of volunteering community SNSs
usage and communication strategies on volunteering community SNSs to interview
the volunteering community SNSs’ administrators. Furthermore, the researcher
brought the concept of two-way communication model and dialogic communication
principle as a framework to create coding sheet for content analysis about two-way

and dialogic communication on volunteering community SNSs

2.3 Participation

2.3.1 Definition of participation
Bhatnagar and Williams (1992: 6) explained participation is “a function
of information through which people can come to share a development vision, make
choices, and manage activities.”
The World Bank Participation Source book (The World Bank,
Environmentally Sustainable Development, 1996: 3) defined participation as “a

process through which stakeholders influence and share control over development

mitiatives and the decisions and resources which affect them.”
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A document of Civil Society Organization and Participation Programme
(CSOPP), United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) noted that participation
can be defined in two areas of development. One, “participation is seen as a process
whereby local people cooperate or collaborate with external introduced development
programmes or projects”. On the other hand, “participation is seen as a goal in itself.
This goal can be expressed as the empowering of people in term of their acquiring the
skills, knowledge and experience to take greater responsibility for their development”.
(Clayton, Oakley and Pratt, 1997: 3).

Driskell (2002: 32) described that participation involve residents of all
ages in evaluating the local area and identifying issue, reviewing and analyzing
relevant data, considering alternative courses of action, developing consensus on the
best plan of action to take, and putting the plan into practice.

Creighton (2005: 7) defined public participations is “the process by which
public concerns, needs, and values are incorporated into governmental and corporate
decision making. It is two-way communication and interaction, with the overall goal
of better decisions that are supported by the public”

Thus, participation means two-way communication and interaction
process that people who are members of communities can share control, decision
making, alternative action and action for development their communities by
collaboration with other members in communities and external people. Foe this study
refers to various forms in which members of SNSs volunteering communities have a
part in activities or actions of giving and helping other people.

2.3.2 Elements of participation
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Driskell (2002: 32-34) explained that participation in participatory
processes consist of twelve elements that are:

1) Local. Participatory development focused on needs and issues of local
community.

2) Transparent. The aims of participatory projects are clear to all the
participations.

3) Inclusive. Participatory process should be accessible to all members,
regardless of age, gender, race or ethnic background, religion, disability or socio-
economic status.

4) Interactive. Participations have a voice as well as listen to the other
opinions.

5) Responsive. Facilitators have to reply on local needs.

6) Relevant. The topics related to area where participation live and affect

their lives.
7) Education. Participatory is a learning process for everyone.

8) Reflective. Participatory development focus on the reflection as an
opportunity for individual and group learning.

9) Transformative. The ultimate goal of participatory development is
some form of transformation in the form of changes in the relationship between the
local community and the society; changes in the relationships between participants;
and changes in the personal values.

10) Sustainable. Sustainable development depends on local participation.
If local members feel that a project responds to their needs, they are more likely to

participate in implementation and next project.
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11) Personal. Participation is a process of human interaction.

12) Voluntary. People engage in participatory process because they
aware the crucial of the issue, understand the involving way, and believe that their
action will make a difference.

2.3.3 Typology of civil participation

Creighton (2005: 52-54) unfold types of participation into six levels and
called these levels as orbit of participation.

1) Unsurprised apathetic. These are people who choose not to participate.

2) Observers. These people read newspaper or articles about the process
but they do not participate in public opinion.

3) Commenters. These people express that they are interested in the
issue by speaking at meeting or sending a letter, but they wouldn’t make the time
commitment to participate.

4) Technical reviews. Many agencies interact in arriving at an agency
decision.

5) Active participant. These are people who will commit the time and
energy to be sure they have an influence on the decisions.

6) Co-decision makers. These are people who will make the final
decision. They might be the regulatory agencies, local government officers, key
customers, or partners.

While, Arnstein (1969) expressed that type of participation can be divided
into eight levels in form of ladder pattern as shown in Figure 2.3. From the bottom of
the ladder, Arnstein explained manipulation and therapy are levels of non-

participation that these people have just only received the information but they are not
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participate in planning or managing. Level 3 and 4, informing and consultation, these
are a part of degrees of tokenism that people can provide information and express
their opinion, but no guarantee that the authoritarian will consider those view. Level
5, placation, is the highest level of tokenism degree. These are people who can
provide suggestion and make decision. Level 6-8 are citizen power. Level 6,
partnership means people who discuss for mutual understanding with authoritarian.
Level 7, delegated power and level 8 citizen control, these levels enable people to

fully manage or provide people with a position in the decision-making authority.

8 Citizen Control

Degrees of citizen power

7 | Delegated Power

6 | Partnership

S Placation

Degrees of tokenism

4 Consultation

2

Informing

o

Therapy Non-participation

I [ Manipulation

Figure 2.3 Ladder pattern of participation

Pretty (1995: 1252) classified people participation into seven types as
described below.

1) Manipulative participation. It means participation by no power.
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2) Passive participation. It means participation by being told what has
been decided or has already happened.

3) Participation by consultation. It means participation by being
consulted or by answering questions.

4) Participation for material incentives. It means participation by
contributing resources such as labor, cash or other material incentives.

5) Functional participation. It means participation by forming groups to
meet objectives related to the project.

6) Interactive participation. It means participation in joint analysis,
development of action plans and local institutions.

7) Self-mobilization. It means participation by taking initiatives
independently of external institutions to change systems.

Whereas Singhal (2001: 9) developed the typology of participation from
de Negri et al (1998)’s concept of participation into six types that consist of:

1) Co-option. It means local people who have no real input or power in
community.

2) Compliance. It means local people who are assigned with incentives.

3) Consultation. It means local people who express their opinions.

4) Cooperation. It means local people who work together with outsiders
to determine; however, responsibility remains with outsiders for directing the process.

5) Co-learning. It means local people who share their knowledge with
outsiders to create new understanding and work together to form action plans.

6) Collective Action. It means local people who set their own agenda and

mobilizes to carry it out.
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IAP2 Spectrum (2007) divided public participation into five types as follows:

1) Inform. It means providing information to public.

2) Consult. It means public who send their feedback on analysis, and/or
decisions.

3) Involve. It means public who work directly throughout the process.

4) Collaborate. It means public who are partner in each aspect of
decision.

5) Empower. It means public who can make final decision-making.

Whereas, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development -
OECD or OECD (Gramberger, 2001) divided public participation into three types
according to the flow of information between government and citizens as follows:

1) Information. It refers to one-way communication that government
originates and disseminates information to citizens. The citizens are passive access to
information such as access to government websites, official gazettes.

2) Consultation. It refers to two-way communication that government
requests information and receives feedback from citizens such as public opinion surveys.

3) Active participation. It refers to two-way communication that citizens
exchange information and propose their idea to government in the form of
partnership. However, the final decision depends on government such as citizens’
forum, open working groups.

Hallahan (2000: 504-505) divided a typology of public of organizations
into five groups that are described below.

1) Inactive publics. These people are low levels of knowledge about an

organization and low levels of participate in operations.
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2) Aroused publics. These people are low levels of knowledge about an
organization and its operations with inactive publics.

3) Aware publics. These people might not be affected but they are
knowledgeable about an organization or situation.

4) Active publics. These are people who share both high involvement
and high knowledge of an organization.

5) Nonpublics. These are people who no knowledge and no involvement
whatsoever with an organization.

2.3.4 Typology of participation in volunteer work

Arai (2000, quoted in Stebbins, 2007: 9-10) divided volunteer into three
types as described below.

1) Citizen. It is a volunteer participant in organizational decision making

2) Techno. It is an expert with a particular skill, in fund raising or
computers.

3) Labor. It is a worker who does activities and services of volunteer
organization.

Whereas Bruce (1995: 78-79) divide people of volunteer organizations
into four groups as follows:

1) Beneficiary. It means people who receive benefit from the volunteer
organization.

2) Supporters. It means people who provide resources for the organization.

3) Stakeholders. It means the third party in the form of staff and trustees/
board members, representatives of beneficiaries, representatives of major funders,

staff managers, union representatives and committee leaders.
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4) Regulators. It means people who have the power to control others.

While, Fletcher (2003) separated volunteer participation into 8 levels in
the form of the ladder of volunteer participation. The level 1-3 of this ladder were
non-participation. These levels consisted of volunteers who are manipulated,
decoration and tokenized. While, the level 4 are volunteers who are assigned and
informed, the level 5 are volunteers who are consultants and informers, the level 6 are
volunteers who are shared decisions by the staff who initiate projects, the level 7 are
volunteers who are leaders and action initiators, and the level 8 are volunteers who are
initiators that share decisions with staff. However, Fletcher pointed out that some
volunteer organizations engaged people to participate in the bottom of the ladder
rather than supported people to participate in the top of the ladder.

2.3.5 Typology of participation in online environment

2.3.5.1 Typology of participation in general online communities

Wenmoth (2006, www) expressed that there are four Cs of
participation in online communities as follows:

1) Consumer. It means the Internet users who read and discover
the posts of others. This participation type often referred to passive participation as
the word “lurker.”

2) Commenter. It means the Internet users who make comments
on others posts, often seeking clarification, asking question, testing opinion, offering
feedback, agreeing with a statement, suggesting ideas or link to something similar.

3) Contributor. It means the Internet users who have originated
their own posts in the form of offering draft for review, sharing of new ideas etc. They

also responded to others who comment their posts.
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4) Commentator. It means the Internet users who consider the
overview of what is going on. They add leadership within the community. They also
analyze and synthesize the contributions of others, make comparisons, draw conclusion etc.

Karrer (2006, www) explained that an online community
consists of four types of participant roles as follows:

1) Linking. It refers to the Internet users who are visitors. They
explore the services or activities of the community that makes them be interested in.

2) Lurking. It refers to the Internet users who pay attention to
the community activities but participate in these activities occasionally. They are
largest group of a community.

3) Learning. It refers to the Internet users who contribute to the
community regularly.

4) Leading. It refers to the Internet users who are the leaders of
the community.

Forrester Research Company classifies online social behaviors of the
Internet users into a ladder with seven levels of participation (Bernoff, 2010:3) as follows:

1) Creators. This group is the Internet users who generate
online content by publishing blogs and/ or webpages, uploading videos and/ or audio
that they created, and posting articles that they wrote.

2) Conversationalists. This group is the Internet users who start a
conversation in order to express themselves to others via their status updates on SNSs at
least weekly. Conversationalists arise from Twitter and Facebook that have originated a

rapid conversational characteristic by “Replies”, “Retweets”, and “Hashtags” features.
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3) Critics. This group is the Internet users who respond online
content from others by commenting on blogs, posting reviews, participating in forum,
and editing wiki articles.

4) Collectors. This group is the Internet users who organize
online contents for themselves or others by employing RSS feeds, adding “Tags”
feature and voting for websites.

5) Joiners. This groupis the Internet users who visit and
maintain SNSs.

6) Spectators. This group is the Internet users who consume
online content by reading blogs, watching video, reading online forums, customer
ratings/reviews, and tweets as well as listening to podcasts.

7) Inactives. This group is users who neither generate nor
consume online content.

2.3.5.2 Typology of participation in online helping

Early scholars studied about online helping communities on
bulletin boards or Usenet groups that each group focuses on a particular discussion
topic. Butler, Sproull, Kiesler, and Kraut (2007: 7) stated that participations in online
group consist of (1) generating messages (2) responding to messages (3) organizing
discussion (4) offering other online activities of interest to member and (5) reading (or
consuming) messages. Generating and consuming messages is active participation
that crucial role in sustaining online group.

While, Subramani and Peddibhotla (2004) separated

participation on the discussion topics into three forms:
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1) Information sharing. It refers to the help provided in
response to posts requesting assistance

2) Knowledge contribution. It refers to the responding to posts
involving issues that have no ‘answers’ as reflecting Knowledge Creation and Exchange.

3) Only reading posts. It refers to the passive participants that
reading posts but not actively contributing to discussions

For online helping that expand to online volunteering , Ellis and
Cravens (2000: 3); United Nation [UN], United Nation Volunteers [UNV], (www,
2002); and World Volunteer (www, 2005) pointed out that the Internet users can joint
to online volunteering by translations, research, web design, website developing and
maintaining, data analysis, database construction, proposal writing, editing articles,
teaching online course, online mentoring, publication design, creating the layout of
publications, creating flash animations, setting up blogs, moderating an online
discussion group, evaluating software solutions, coordinating campaigns or any other
services that can be done via Internet. The researcher calls this degree as share the
skills via the Internet.

Many scholars studied about disaster noted that communication in
online group can encourage the Internet users to be on-site helpers (Paul, 2001: 44-45;
Huang, Chan and Hyder, 2010: 2-3; Khopolklang et al., 2011:30) For example, citizen
sector of Thailand use Twitter and Facebook to report a huge flood disaster situation
and make a request for contributions of money and things from the Internet users to
help flood victims in the areas that lace of helping. Some Internet users who read these

messages and joint to be volunteers in needed help areas (Khopolklang et al., 2011:30).
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2.3.5.3 Typology of participation in SNSs
This part consists of typology of users’ participation on SNSs
from communication perspective and marketing perspective.
1) Typology of participation on SNSs from communication
perspective
One influential study in the discussion on social media usage
is the 90-9-1 rule that suggested by Nielsen (Brandtzaeeg and Heim, 2011: 5). Nielsen
(www, 2006) classified typology of the members of online communities by focusing
on their’ contribution. He noted that online member participation often more or less
follows a 90-9-1 rule that consist of
(1)Lurkers (90% of members). Members in this group read
or observe, but don’t contribute content on the web.
(2)Intermittent (9 % of members). Members in this group
contribute from time to time.
(3)Heavy contributors (1 % of members). Members in this
group are active users. They participate a lot and account for most contributions (90%

of posting).

Not only general websites, this rule can also explain the
participation of charity websites’ members, in April 2009, Nielsen also found that

SNSs for charity fundraising has a 99.3% lurkers and 0.7% contributors rule.

In 2011 Brandtzeeg and Heim (28-51) studied a typology of
SNSs users by focusing on level of participation and objective of participation .They

found five types of user as follows:
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(1)Sporadic. Users in this type have a low level of participation.
They visit SNSs only from time to time and tend toward an informational objective. For
the most part, they check their status and see somebody that has contacted them.

(2)Lurkers. This type is the largest user. They participate in
activities for recreational objective and they are quite low in participation. For the
most part, they see somebody that has contacted them and kill some time.

(3)Socializers. This type is the next biggest users. They are
high in participation and engaged in activities for recreational objective by small talk
with others. For the most part, they see somebody that has contacted them, contact
others and write letters and or messages.

(4)Debaters. Users in this type are as high in participation as
socializers, but they participate for informational objective. For the most part, they see
somebody that has contacted them, reading and writing contributions and discussions

(5)Actives. Users in this type are participated in almost all
kinds of activities and they use SNSs for informal and recreational objective. For the
most part, they see somebody that has contacted them, contact others, profile surfing
and read new contributions.

While, Maia, Almeida and Almeida (2008: 4-5) explored user
behavior on YouTube that are one type of social media. They found that there were
four different groups identified:

(1)Small Community Member. This group corresponds to
users that form small but highly interconnected communities such as family members

or colleagues from work or school.
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(2)Content Producer: This group corresponds to a typical
content producer that can be either homemade or professional. They visit many
channels, watch and upload many videos.

(3)Content Consumer: This group corresponds to a typical
content consumer. These users browse through the available content more than they
do with channels.

(4)Producer and Consumer: This group corresponds to
users that have both characteristics of producers and consumers.

2) Typology of participation on SNSs from marketing
perspective

Kozinets (1999: 254-255) described four types of SNSs
members by relations with the consumption activity, and relations with the virtual
community as described below.

(1) Tourist. Members in this group be without strong social
ties to the group, and maintain only a superficial or passing interest in the
consumption activity.

(2)Minglers. Members in this group maintain strong social
ties, but they are only roughly interested in the central consumption activity.

(3)Devotees. Members in this group maintain a strong interest
in and enthusiasm for the consumption activity, but have weak social ties to the group.

(4)Insiders. Members in this group have strong social ties

and enthusiasm for the consumption activity.
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While, Alarcén-del-Amo, Lorenzo-Romero and Gomez-Borja
(2011: 548-549) studied classifying and profiling SNSs users and found that there are
four different segments as follows:

(1) Introvert user. It is smallest group. Users in this group are
passive, using SNSs to maintain previous contacts offline, and connect to SNSs with
low frequency and spend less time.

(2)Novel user. Users in this group use SNSs mainly to
communicate with their friends and people that they have known offline and with
whom they may or may not have physical contact at that moment.

(3)Versatile user. It is the largest group. Users in this group
participate in all activities. They employ SNSs to maintain contact with friends,
people they knew offline, and people they may or may not have any physical contact
in the future.

(4)Expert-communicator user. Users in this group are the
most active users and perform a greater variety of activities with a higher frequency.
They use SNSs for keeping in touch with friends and people they know offline, and
make closer relationship with people they do not maintain a direct relationship.

However, the overview of online participatory
communication of this study consists of two main parties: the facilitators or
volunteering community SNSs’ administrators and the participants or volunteering
community SNSs” members as described below.

(1)An administrator. An administrator is the representative
of the volunteer organizations. This person has to be positive attitude towards this role

flexible, patient, transparent, and honest as well as, balance the roles as listeners and
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mobilisers. Moreover, each administrator has to build good relationship with members
by developing rapport and trust as well as keeping commitment and promises. In
addition, good communication skills are the important characteristic of an
administrator because this communication skills is the key for drive members to do
the activities of volunteer organizations that can be identified communication
behavior of administrator into four types focus on the direction of communication and

the objective of communication as shown in Figure 2.4.

Objective of Communication
Information Involvement
c
S One-wa i
K= vay Information Involvement
c S | communication :
S = Provider Requester
82
E = Two-way Information Involvement
S | communication Exchange Encouragement

Figure 2.4 Types of an administrator of volunteering community SNSs

(1.1) Information provider. It refers to an administrator
who communicates with members to inform and disseminate information of volunteer
organizations, and use one-way items on volunteering community SNSs to
communicate or use two-way items, but ignore the receivers and their feedback.

(1.2) Information exchange. It refers to an administrator
who uses two-way items on volunteering community SNSs to inform and disseminate
information of volunteer organizations to the members. Even though these messages
aimed to report information, but he/she also pays attention to the opinions of the

receivers. He/she usually has good skills in communication on SNSs.
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(1.3) Involvement requester. It refers to an administrator
who uses one-way or two-way items on volunteering community SNSs to motivate
members to support and get involved in volunteer works, but he/she ignores the
interaction with receivers. He/she is likely to lack the communication skills on
volunteering community SNSs.

(1.4) Involvement encouragement. It refers to an
administrator who use two-way items on volunteering community SNSs to motivate
members to support and get involved in volunteer works and interact with the members.
He/she usually has good skills in communication on volunteering community SNSs.

Information exchange and involvement encouragement are likely to build
good relationship with the members because of their interaction, and their
communication behavior can drive the members to do the activities more than
information provider and involvement requester.

Each administrator expresses the role under the supporting from the

volunteer organization in the form of volunteering community SNSs usage,

Degree of participation in volunteer works

Low High

One-way
Passive Communication,

Passive Member Active Participation

Direction of
Communication

Active Communication,

Passive Participation Active Member

Two-way

Figure 2.5 Four types of the members on volunteering community SNSs
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(2)The members of volunteering community SNSs. SNSs
characteristics were design to support different user types (Brandtzeg and Heim,
2011: 17). This study classified member types on volunteering community SNSs by
focusing on the two factors: direction of communication and degree of participation in
volunteer works as shown in Figure 2.5

(2.1) Passive member. It refers to the members on
volunteering community SNSs who read or share information on volunteering
community SNSs, but no interaction with volunteer organization or other members,
and get involved in few activities of volunteer works.

(2.2) Active communication, passive participation. It
refers to the member on volunteering community SNSs who strong interest in
communication with volunteer organization and other members but get involved in
few activities that interested them.

(2.3) Passive communication, active participation. It
refers to the member on volunteering community SNSs who get involved in many
activities of volunteer works, but communicate in few issues get involved in few
activities of volunteer works.

(2.4) Active member: It refers to the member on
volunteering community SNSs who strong interest in communication with volunteer
organization and other members and get involved in many activities of volunteer works.

Active member and active communication, passive
participation are good relationship with volunteer organizations and other members.
Active communication, passive participation is likely to cultivate to participation in

volunteer works in the future more than passive member. The members also
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participate in volunteering community SNSs in eight types of participation:
originating volunteer activities and mobilizing helps by self, involving decision
making related to the policy of volunteer organization’s operation, participating in
various forms of volunteer works such as doing volunteer work, mobilizing donation
of money or things, coordinating, inviting other people to join volunteer activities,
posting messages to provide useful information or express idea for volunteer
organization’s operation, posting messages to respond when volunteer organization
asked questions or request information about volunteer activities, sharing or
retweeting volunteer organization’s information to external network, posting
messages to request information from volunteer organization, and reading messages
and or clicking the “Like” or the “Favorite” button only.
2.3.5.4 Related studies concerning online participation

Nantaporn Techaprasertsakul (2013) analyzed website and
Facebook page of one volunteer organization in Thailand that point out to help flood
victims in particular and interviewed with staff, volunteers, and the flood victims. The
finding reported that content has been created via Twitter, Facebook, and website,
respectively. The volunteer organization generated linkage between three channels of
new media during the flood disaster in 2011. These channels were sources of
information, public spheres for collecting information from citizen, channels for help
cooperation among citizen and channels for mobilizing resource to help flood victims.
Most communication on three channels was 360-degree networked communication. In
addition, all channels of new media engage citizen participation by working directly
throughout the process, receiving information, and providing emotional support to

flood victims, respectively.
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Miller (2011) analyzed three environmental nonprofit websites,
interviewed a staff member of one environmental nonprofit websites, and survey 105
people by questionnaire. The finding found that people who follow nonprofits through
social media are interested in the news, issues, and current policy related to the
nonprofits mission. One out of three respondents were ask to volunteer via social media
and they be participated as volunteer. Most of them have been informed of advocacy
opportunities and solicited for donations through social media but they don’t participate
and donate. While all three nonprofit organizations have a “donation” link on their
website. All of them also used newsletters to reach public, but the using detail was
different way as well as staff of them have all sent tweets to provide information on
what nonprofits are doing while they are actually doing them. In addition, only one
nonprofit enabled people can write on its website regarding current policy, issues, or

agency activities, and allowed anyone to comment on the posts.

Mukherjee (2011) interviewed 22 older virtual volunteers who are
members of Learning and Retirement Group (LRG) in Carbondale, Illinois. The finding
revealed that most of them had previous onsite volunteering experience and got involved
in volunteering online because it gave them more choices in regards to selection of the
cause, organization, and location for volunteering. All of them identified several tasks
that they perform as volunteers by writing project reports, preparing audit statements,
updating websites, acting as a consultant or advisor on financial and administrative
matters, reviewing grant proposals, acting as a mentor, and researching for funding
opportunities. They selected these tasks by their previous experience. Moreover, older
virtual volunteers who have expressed a strong positive attitude to virtual volunteering

had a tendency to spend a greater number of hours per week volunteering.
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Passakorn Kowint (2010) surveyed 100 members of Hi5 and 300
general publics in Thailand by questionnaire. The finding reported that most people
were likely to help the less fortunate when members of hi5 request and most of them
think they had to responsible for less chance people. People with different gender,
education, occupation, place of residence, income, religion, social capital, self-esteem
had difference on doing philanthropy to help the less fortunate.

Diaz, Kanter, and Livingston (2009) surveyed 426 people from
blog post by questionnaire and found that younger and older users employed
conversational media on social media to discuss about philanthropy with charitable
organizations and email is their preferred tool. Most of them trust philanthropic social
media to provide important information and they looked for highly credible or quality
source, trust organization, and interact with other donate, respectively. Moreover,
most of them are looking from conversation were organizational impact, success
stories, and learning more about the organizations they are participating with.

Thanapol Tanawatanavipark (2007) surveyed 400 Internet users
by questionnaire and found that most of the Internet users had knowledge and
experience in Internet transactions before they decided to donate. In addition, most of
the Internet users decided to donate because of the convenience and most of the
Internet users who don’t donate via online services because they don’t trust in the
Internet system.

Treiblmaier and Pollach (2006) surveyed 222 Internet users by
questionnaire and found that most of the Internet users were informed the possibility to
donate online and their intention to donate online depend on seven factors that consist

of type of project, location of project, trust in the organization, trust in the Internet,
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anonymity, data usage, and attitude toward donating online. Most of nonprofit members
pointed out that trust in the organization was the main factor affecting the intention to
donate online, while respondents who were not members pointed out that the type of
project is the main factor affecting their intention to donate.

Porntip Sirichusub (1999) surveyed 400 people who had the
Internet skills and had ever visited the websites of NGOs by questionnaire and found
that most people participated in NGOs websites in low level and most of them
participated in form of donation. People with different age, education, income, and
occupation had significant difference on participation in social issues on NGOs
websites. Exposure to NGOs websites, knowledge, and attitude concerning social
issue were significant correlated with participation in activities of NGOs. These
studies were compared with others in Table 2.3.

In summary, types of participation are various dimensions both in form of
offline and online participation. The researcher employed this concept as a framework
to create eight types of online participation in volunteering community SNSs that
consisted of 1) originating volunteer activities and mobilizing helps by self, 2)
involving decision making related to the policy of volunteer organization’s operation,
3) participating in various forms of volunteer works such as doing volunteer work,
mobilizing donation of money or things, coordinating, inviting other people to join
volunteer activities, 4) posting messages to provide useful information or express idea
for volunteer organization’s operation, 5) posting messages to respond when
volunteer organization asked questions or request information about volunteer
activities, 6) sharing or retweeting volunteer organization’s information to external

network, 7) posting messages to request information from volunteer organization, and
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8) reading messages and or clicking the “Like” or the “Favorite” button only.

Moreover, the researcher brought this concept as a framework to examine factor

affecting members’ participation on volunteering community SNSs.

Table 2.3 A summary of related studies concerning participation compared with

this study

*Related studies

- g
Topic 12|3]4|5]6|7|%
e
|_
Research variable

SNSs/ social media (web 2.0) usage by volunteer organizations v v V] Y] v

General website (web 1.0) usage by volunteer organizations v| V] v v
Types of online participation v| v| Vv v/
Factor affecting to online participation vivi | vV VY
Online communication V| Vv v/ v/
Online features v v/ v/

Research methodology

Questionnaire v vi v v/
Interview v v/ v/
Content analysis v v/ v

*Related studies 1 = Techaprasertsakul (2013) ; 2 = Miller (2011), 3 = Mukherjee (2011), 4 = Kowint

(2010), 5 = Diaz, Kanter, and Livingston (2009), 6 = Tanawatanavipark (2007) ,7 = Treiblmaier and

Pollach (2006).

2.4 Participatory Communication

2.4.1 Background of participatory communication

Participatory communication is a part of communication development that

related to three eras of development: modernization, dependency, and multiplicity

paradigm as described below.




72

2.4.1.1 Modernization paradigm

1) Development framework. The modernization paradigm
arose after the Second World War. At that time, most developers believed that
economic and political systems of the developed society were the main tools to solve
the problem of underdevelopment in less developed or developing societies (Servaes,
1996; Servaes and Malikhao, 2008). They assumed that the cause of the
underdevelopment originated from internal factors of each country that could be
solved by developed society help (Servaes and Malikhao, 2008) in the form of
technology transformation (Melkote and Steeves, 2001; Servaes and Malikhao, 2008).
This aid replaced traditional societies in many forms, such as changing rural societies
to urban societies, and changing agricultural societies to industrial societies (Kanjana
Kaewthep, 2005).

2) Development communication. Mass media was the main
key in spreading the modern concept (Melkote and Steeves, 2001: 114). Messages
were designed by center. They were conveyed from capital cities to the rural
communities in one-way communication in order to tell and teach rather than
exchange ideas between the center and periphery (Berrigan, 1979: 7).

3) Development critique. The development stage can not use
the same model in all areas because each country has its own social, cultural, and
political approach (Berrigan, 1997). Growth and modernization of western
development led to greater inequality and underdevelopment in less developed or
developing countries (Servaes and Malikhao, 2008).

2.4.1.2 Dependency paradigm
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1) Development framework. A key role of the dependency
paradigm in development started between the late 1960s and the early 1980s (Servaes
and Malikhao, 2008). The developers of this paradigm believed that underdevelopment
in countries in the Third World was a consequence of the developed society. Peripheral
countries had to separate themselves from the world market (Servaes, 1996).

2) Development communication. Development communication
of this paradigm remained the same way as the modernization paradigm. Content was
designed from center and conveyed in one-way communication (Servaes, 1989,
quoted in Kanjana Kaewthep, Kamjohn Louiyapong, Rujira Supasa, and Weerapong
Polnigongit, 2000) by mass media (O’Sullivan-Ryan & Kaplun, 1978 quoted in
Huesca, 2008).

3) Development critique. Although dependency paradigm
indicates the causes of underdevelopment, it does not provide ways for solving it
(Servaes and Malikhao, 2008). Dependency idea that is related to separation of
peripheral countries from developed countries has rarely been a practical way because
the growth of world changes the world to interdependency society (Servaes, 2008).

2.4.1.3 Multiplicity paradigm or another development

1) Development framework. This paradigm appeared after the
criticism of two previous paradigms (Servaes, 2008: 14). The main idea of this paradigm
is based on people participation. People who are directly affected in development take
part in choosing resource and designing of development projects. (Berrigan, 1979). The
developers of this paradigm noted that development is not served by the standard model.

It can be adapted to suitable context of each society (Nerfin, 1997; Servaes, 1996). This
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paradigm related to people’s basic needs of each area. People identify goals, solution and
outcome of development by themselves (Nerfin, 1997).

2) Development communication. Development communication
of this paradigm differs from modernization and dependency paradigm. Top-down
communication or diffusion model is the tool of modernization and dependency
paradigm, while multiplicity’s tool is participatory model or bottom-up communication.
Servase (2008) concluded that diffusion model is persuasion patterns in one—way
communication from source to the receiver. Mass media play the key role for
development campaign through technologies, social marketing strategies, and opinion
leaders in order to change people’s attitude and their behavior, while people of
participatory model are the development controller. Tufte and Mefalopulos (2009)
explained that participatory model is a horizontal communication that enables everyone
to engage in social issue, problem-posing, and dialogue in order to exchange
information among them. They also pointed out that diffusion strategies focus on
national mass media while, participatory communication emphasize on media that
empower people to be greater dialogue.

2.4.2 Definition of participatory communication
Tufte and Mefalopulos (2009: 17) noted that “participatory
communication is an approach based on dialogue, which allows the sharing of
information, perceptions and opinions among the various stakeholders and thereby
facilitates their empowerment, especially for those who are most vulnerable and
marginalized. Participatory communication is not just the exchange of information
and experiences: It is also the exploration and generation of new knowledge aimed at

addressing situations that need to be improved.”
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Singhal (2001: 12) defined participatory communication as “a dynamic,
interactional, and transformative process of dialogue between people, groups, and
institutions that enables people, both individually and collectively, to realize their full
potential and be engaged in their own welfare.”

Nair and White (1987, quoted in White and Nair, 1994: 4) defined
participatory development communication as “a two-way, dynamic interaction,
between ‘“‘grass-roots” receivers and the “information” source, mediated by
development communicators as renewal facilitators.”

Therefore, in this study participatory communication refers to two-way
communication based on dialogue between people, groups, and organizations, which
empowers various stakeholders to equitably share and exchange information,
knowledge, and experience.

2.4.3 Main principals of participatory communication

There are two main principals of participatory communication. One is the
dialogical pedagogy of Paulo Freire, and another is the ideas about access,
participation and self-management of UNESCQO debates in 1970s (Servaes, 1996: 17).

2.4.3.1 Dialogical pedagogy of Paulo Freire

There are five characteristics of Freire’s dialogue, which was
explained by Cadiz (2005: 147-149). The details are as follows:

1) Communication between equals. It refers to the equality
between all stakeholders. They can interchange roles as sender and receiver.

2) Problem-posing. It refers to the developer, expert or
facilitator act as a mediator to facilitate the members to discuss together, not a

solution provider.
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3) Praxis, a cycle of action and reflection. It refers to
translation of information into communication practice in development.

4) Conscientizing. It refers to the growing of all stakeholders in
understanding human, social and development processes

5) Five values. It refers to love, humility, hope, faith in
development partners’ capability, and critical thinking. True dialogue happens in a
context of these values.

2.4.3.2 Ideas of UNESCO Debates in 1970s.

The result of UNESCO Debates about access, participation, and
self-management was expressed by Jouet (1997: 3-5). The details are described below.

1) Access. It refers to the opportunities available to people to
come closer to communication systems as the chooser and feedback transmitter. At
the chooser lever, people have the right to consume relevant programs anytime when
they want, and they can request the program that they needs. At the feedback
transmitter level, people have the right to comment and criticize, interact with
producers, administrators/ managers of communication organizations.

2) Participation. It refers to people participation in production
and management of communication systems at the production, decision-making, and
planning level.

3) Self-management. It refers to the most advanced form of
participation.

2.4.4 Models of participatory communication

2.4.4.1 Ritualistic models of communication
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Carey (1989) stated that the ritual model is opposite to
transmission model. From transmission model’s perspective, communication is the
transmission of messages from the sender to the receiver in order to control. While,
communication of ritual model is the process that draws people to share beliefs toward
the maintenance of society. Kanjana Kaewthep (2002) extended Carey’s notion that
transmission model focuses on one-way communication that the role of sender and
receiver was fixed throughout the communication. On the other hand, ritual model
emphasizes on two-way communication that the role of sender and receiver can

interchange in order to share the meaning between them as displayed in Figure 2.6.

S1 [/ R
v 1
S>> M= C —+R R |—»| S2
T issi del l .
ransmission mode
S3 |/ R
Ritual model

Figure 2.6 Transmission and ritual model of communication

Source: Kanjana Kaewthep (2002)

2.4.4.2 Cultural renewal models of communication.
White and Nair (1994) explained the cultural renewal model that
is the action framework for sharing diversity via participatory communication. A
dialogic process at a local level is a key element for this model to determine mutual

aim of economic culture development. This model is started by people in the
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community or government sectors or other agencies. The model consists of three main

processes as described in Figure 2.7.
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Figure 2.7 Cultural renewal model. Source: White and Nair (1994)

The interfacing process (IFP), cultural renewal process, and

development process. The cultural renewal process is sensitive to human needs,
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respecting the cultural diversity, and tolerance, while the development process is
resource aware, ecologically sensitive, participative, enabling self-reliance and
respecting community diversity. Understanding of diversity in these processes
emerges from the interfacing process that is the important element of this model.

Interfacing is a process of dialogue, confrontation of diversity
views, searching for appropriate or beneficial information and coping with the nature
of the dialogic exchanging. In addition, interfacing process consists of three sub-
processes: the diagnostic process (DIP), the participatory research process (PAR), and
the action process (AP). DIP begins with articulate needs, identifying affected people
and change issues, inventory of possible idea, and mapping feasible alternatives of
each need. Next process, PAR starts with the selection of alternative from the
diagnostic process. It is followed by design research, gathering and analyzing data.
Finally, AP originates from thinking of action outline, pursuing the action, evaluating
and accounting of implementation and reflecting on the outcomes.

2.4.4.3 Convergence model of communication

Rogers and Kincaid (1981, quoted in Figueroa, Kincaid, Rani and
Lewis, 2002) offered the model that represents a communication of horizontal information
sharing between two or more individuals within social networks as shown in Figure 2.8.

The individual generate information to share to others. The
information was perceives, interpret, understand and believe by each individual. Sharing
and exchanging information was a loop process. These actions occur repeatedly until

mutual understanding and agreement arise and lead to collective action.
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Figure 2.8 Convergence model of communication. Source: Rogers and Kincaid

(1981 quoted in Figueroa et al., 2002)

2.4.4.4 The integrated model of communication for social change
(IMCFSC).

The integrated model of communication for social change was
developed by Figueroa et al. (2002: 6). They call the model in short term that IMCFC.
They noted that this model described community members take action as a group to
solve a common problem by community dialogue and collective action as displayed in

Figure 2.9.
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Figure 2.9 The integrated model of communication for social change

Source: Figueroa et al. (2002)

The model starts with a catalyst that may be come from the
affected members, public sector or private sector or non-profit organization, an
innovation of tools and methods for solving the problem within the community,
policies, availability of technology in the community, and mass media. These
catalysts lead to 10 steps of community dialogue that consist of recognition of a

problem, identification and involvement of leaders and stakeholders in the
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community, clarification of problem perceptions, expression of the members and
sharing their needs, ideal of the future community, assessment of current status,
setting objectives, options for action, consensus on action, and action plan.

If the community dialogue is effective, it leads to collective
action for problem solving. There are five key action steps of collective action that
consist of assignment specific members to take responsibility to specific tasks,
mobilization of some task by internal and external existing organizations,
implementation, the measurable outcomes, and participatory evaluation. The
community dialogue and collective action may arise the potential outcomes in the
form of individual change (improvement in skills, ideation, intention to engage in new
behavior in the future, specific behaviors related to the problem addressed) and social
change (leadership, degree and equity of participation, information equity, collective
self-efficacy, sense of ownership, social cohesion, and social norms). Moreover, the
successful degree of these processes is the key to motivate community members to
work together for solving other problems in the future. Thus, it implies that each
indicator of individual and social change may affect to the community dialogue and
collective action of next projects.

2.4.4.5 Muti-trace models of communication

Tufte and Mefalopulos (2009) offered muti-trace model that
aimed at combining between monologic communication and dialogic communication
within a flexible framework. Monologic communication or one-way communication
focuses on information transmission while, dialogic communication is two-way
communication that aims to find out and create new knowledge more than convey

information as described in Table 2.4.This model suggested that communication
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methods should be applied to various situations. The participatory communication
paradigm is not a replacement for basic communication (information dissemination),

but it expands to more interactive communication. If the combination methods usage

suits for circumstances, it will take advantage of the fullest communication.

Table 2.4 The main Features of monologic and dialogic communication

Communication

Main Features

Main purpose

Preferred

methods and

communication)

types
media
Raise awareness,
Communication to Predominant use
increase
MONOLOGIC inform of mass media
knowledge
(one-way

Communication to

persuade

Promote attitude
and behavior

change

Predominant use

of media

DIALOGIC
(two-way

communication)

Communication

to explore

Assess, probe and
analyze issues,

prevent conflicts

Heavy use of
interpersonal

method

Communication to

empower

Build capacities,
involve

stakeholders

Use of dialogue to
promote

participation

2.4.5 Elements of participatory communication

Although participatory communication is widespread, the concept of

participatory communication is subject to interpretation in many ways. Thus, the
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researcher gathered elements of participatory communication from many scholars to
determine framework of this study as described below.
2.4.5.1 Participants

Participants in participatory communication can be separated
into three characteristics as described below.

1) Personality of participants. All people who join in
participatory communication should be voluntary participation (Parichart
Sthapitanonda, 2006; Fliert, 2010). In addition, they should have an awareness of the
problem or need for change, have enough time to participate, and involve in activities
that was suitable for their abilities (Fliert, 2010).

2) Personal characteristics of participants. Participants should
have a variety of personal characteristics (Figueroa et al., 2002; Servaes and
Malikhao, 2005; Parichart Sthapitanonda, 2006) such as age, experience, and
occupation (Figueroa et al., 2002)

3) Relevant to the issue of participants. Participant should
consist of people who are effect by the problem, people who work for solving
problem, people who support for solving problem, and people who interested in issues
(no expectation of the benefits in return) (Figueroa et al., 2002).

2.4.5.2 Facilitators

There are many qualifications of facilitator as follows:

1) Personality of facilitators. People or individual who are
facilitators should be positive attitude towards this role (Van de Fliert’s, 2010: 97;
Voluntary Services Overseas, 2004: 12). In addition, they should be flexible, patient,

transparent, and honest as well as understanding cultural influences and balancing the roles
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as listeners and mobilisers (Voluntary Services Overseas, 2004: 12).

2) Communication skills. The facilitator should communicate
with language and symbols that everyone can understand as well as choose the
suitable media to target and message (Geoghegan, Renard, and Brown, 2004: 20). The
facilitator should also convert information plans for change and make them were
attractive (Voluntary Services Overseas, 2004: 12). In addition, the facilitator should
contact to all stakeholders continuingly (Servaes and Malikhao, 2008: 22).

3) Relationship building skills. Facilitator should develop rapport
and trust as well as keep commitment (Servaes and Malikhao, 2008: 22; (Voluntary
Services Overseas, 2004: 12). In addition, the facilitator should keep promises, and learn
to work as a team (Servaes and Malikhao’s, 2008: 22). The facilitator should also
generate the context of empower and start the process with easy task in order to build
confidence with stakeholders (Voluntary Services Overseas, 2004: 12).

4) Treat all stakeholders equally. Facilitator should provide
the space for the disadvantaged people to express their needs and their opinions as
well as enable them to employ their skills (Voluntary Services Overseas, 2004: 12).
Moreover, the facilitator’s messages (including language and picture) should reflect
the needs of all stakeholders, especially the gender (Geoghegan et al., 2004: 20).
Furthermore, the facilitator should create appropriate methods and set up range of
activities for all stakeholders (Van de Fliert, 2010: 97). In addition, the facilitator
should facilitate a process of mutual discovery, remember every individual’s idea and

put the individual’s feedback first (\Voluntary Services Overseas, 2004: 12).
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5) Facilitate horizontal communication. Facilitator should
create environment that all stakeholders are comfortable to express their opinions as
well as facilitate an exchange of information and provide space for the expression of
different idea (Geoghegan et al., 2004: 20).

6) Others. The facilitator should manage of adequate resources
and all facilitator’s action should be supported by the organization (Van de Fliert’s,
2010: 97). Moreover, facilitator should emphasize on the process and the context
more than task or result as well as keep everything simple. In addition, facilitator
should express their role through the eyes of community’s members (Voluntary
Services Overseas, 2004: 26).

2.4.5.3 Organizational capacity

Effective individuals as participants and facilitators depend on
supporting from organization. Organizations can start to support participatory
communication at basic level by gathering good previous experiences, collecting
documented impacts that are important evidence, generating flexible funding mechanisms
that allow long term engagement, and being open minded as well as creative leadership.

2.4.5.4 Media characteristic

The scholar considered media as three forms as follows:

1) Community media. It refers the means of an exchange of
opinions and information based on people needs and interests, not a transmission that
guessed audience needs and interests. Moreover community media is a media that
convey information from the periphery to the center and provide the way to people
participates as planners, producers, and performers. In addition, community media is

adapted for utilize by the community and links with existing media in the community.
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They become the backbone of the horizontal communication in the form of
discussion, suggestion and decision-making (Berrigan, 1979: p.49)

2) Participatory media. Media were considered as participatory
media in three dimensions: technical-structural characteristic, social characteristic,
and economic and political characteristic. For technical-structural characteristic,
participatory media are many-to-many media that enable people to connect to the
network in order to send and receive multi-messages (such as text, picture, video,
audio, link) from other people. Whereas, social characteristic considered participatory
media as social media that their value and power originate from active participants
that can connect to each other. Finally for economic and political characteristic,
participatory media is social network in terms of communications networks that can
spread information to public quickly, but low cost of operation. Therefore,
participatory media consist of blogs, wikis, music-photo-video sharing, digital
storytelling, virtual communities, social network services, videoblogs, etc.
(Rheingold, 2008: 100).

3) Cyber activism media. Media in this group should be cheap,
accessible, enable all stakeholders to publish information, and access information
(Olamilekan, 2003)

2.4.5.5 Equity of participation.

Participatory ~ communication  focuses on  ‘“horizontal”
interactions that all community members specify their needs, the ways to change and
desired results by themselves (Goodsmith and Acosta, 2011: 10). Moreover, all
community members have the same status in the communication arenas (Gustavsen

(1992), and Gustavsen and Engelstad (1986) quoted in Gustaven 2004; Charlotte
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Ryan, 2007), especially affected groups of members (Ryan, 2007; Figueroa et al.,
2002). In addition, dialogue is based on two-way communication as well as all topics
discussed are topics that all members can participate and understand these topics.
Furthermore, the members have to encourage other members to active in the
horizontal communication as well as accept that other members may have better
opinions than their own (Gustavsen (1992), and Gustavsen and Engelstad (1986)
quoted in Gustaven 2004). However, member participants depend on promoting
opportunities for people to participate in various activities of community or
organizations (Figueroa et al., 2002)
2.4.5.6 Reflection

Participants or actions and their reflection were repetitive
(Goodsmith and Acosta, 2011: 10). Therefore, community should learn from the
reflection of earlier collective action and adjust the methods that are suitable for
current situation of the community and implicate for future project (Berrigan, 1979:
p.47-49; Figueroa et al., 2002; Ryan, 2007).

2.4.5.7 Flow of information

Flow of information for participatory communication can be
separated into three dimensions: bringing information from outside to the community
in the form of external linkages, spreading information from the community to outside
in the form of networking, and exchanging information among the members within
the community.

1) External linkages. Updating information from external

community is the important. The community should bring good perspective from the
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outside power group and useful information that affect to the community to fulfill the
community’s task (Berrigan, 1979: p.48).

2) Networking. The community should coordinate with the
power groups both internal and external community that can help to solve the
community’s problem (Berrigan, 1979: p.48; Figueroa et al., 2002). For external
community, it should focus on potential partnership (Ryan, 2007). Moreover, the
community’s members should convey their community’s views to the outside
(Berrigan, 1979: p.48). Not only disseminate community’s information but also
generate collective participants by expanding networks of people who interested in
the same issue and focus to complete the mission together (Ryan, 2007).

3) Information exchanging. Sharing information at high level
are likely to influence on member participation in activities related to the issue. The
members who understand the issue well are more likely to participate in the activities
(Figueroa et al., 2002: 29)

Moreover, flow of information also include access to diversity
sources of information, frequency of media usage by community members, number of
reports related to community’s activities by media, degree of media participation
about issue, and number of community members who have discussed the issue with
other community members/ (Figueroa et al., 2002: 30)

2.4.5.8 Message attribute

Messages that are presented by the facilitator should be clear, concise
language, simple and have a single focus. In addition the facilitator should support the
messages by employing visual aids such as visual stimuli like pictures, diagrams, colors in

order to increase the effectiveness of dialogue (Voluntary Services Overseas, 2004: 12)..
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2.4.5.9 Social cohesion
People participate in participatory communication process in
order to emphasize on collaborative processes that find out solutions from the
members within the community (Goodsmith and Acosta, 2011: 10) Thus, social
cohesion is a key success of the member’s participation in the community because it
is the power that motive people to remain the community’s members. The indicators
of social cohesion consists of sense of each member feel as belonging the community,
happiness and pride of being a community’s member, agreement on community’s
goal, trust and confidence in honesty, capability and good trait of other members ,the
exchange of social benefits, and the links of information exchange among the
community’s members. (Figueroa et al., 2002: 33).
2.4.5 Participatory communication and solving social problems

Social problem refers to “a social condition that has negative
consequences for individuals, social world, and physical world” (Leon-Guerrero,
2016). Social problem are decrease by social assistance that provided financial
assistance, and social services to persons in need and other persons. When considered
types of social assistance, these consist of (1) emergency assistance for a period not
exceeding one month, (2) short-term assistance for a period of less than four
consecutive months, (3) long-term assistance for a period of four or more consecutive
months, or (4) special assistance (SOCIAL ASSISTANCE ACT, www, 2013).

2.4.6 Related Studies concerning participatory communication

The findings from the 60 Thai previous researches? on participatory

communication since 1993 to 2012 focused on two areas: study of investigation the

role of community media, and study of design of participatory communication as
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tools for solving problem or community development. These earlier studies
investigated in (1) communication strategies, (2) types and degrees of participation,
and (3) factors affecting the people participation. In addition, these studies examined a
variety of media which are (1) community media in the form of person media,
community radio, community television, news broadcasting tower, and wire
broadcasting, (2) mass media in the form of radio and television, and (3) new media
in the form of the internet radio and website. However, there were only two studies
focused on Thai online community context. Both of them highlighted in online
student communities in the form of internet radio program (Patchara Chatwaree,
2009) and collaborative learning website (Nareerat Sroisri, 2011)
2.4.7 SNSs and participatory communication

SNSs are participatory media that empower the Internet users to connect
to others in order to send and receive multi-messages via the network (Rheingold,
2008). Moreover, the key characteristic of SNSs that be consistent with the idea of
participatory communication is interactivity. The interactivity enables people to be
powerful the Internet users (Listen et al., 2009) by contributing content by themselves
such as posting message to blogs, creating and editing videos, expressing opinion
about the product (Friedman and Friedman, 2008). In addition, interactivity also
enables all the Internet users to interchange the communication roles as the sender and
the receiver (Kiousis, 2002). That means the Internet users are communication
controllers on this platform. SNSs also provide area of collaboration through online
community (Friedman & Friedman, 2008) that the Internet users can communicate
with others who are interested in the same topics (Banbersta, 2010). When the

problems occur, people who are effect by the problem, people who work for solving
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problem, people who support for solving problem, and people who interested in issues
can exchange their knowledge, skills and experiences to each other in order to find
out the appropriate solution. These explanations support people—centeredness and
equality of communication, communication controller, and collaboration concept of
participatory communication. Thus, SNSs are media that suitable for participatory
communication in today.

In summary, participatory communication plays a very important role within
multiplicity paradigm that focused on people—centeredness of development. Most
previous studies in Thailand employed participatory communication as framework to
investigate the role of traditional media or community media, and examined the design
of participatory communication as tools for solving problems or community
development in offline context. Few studies focused on new media in online community
context. Nowadays, communication among Thai people is shifting from offline to online
media, especially SNSs in the form of Facebook and Twitter. These SNSs support
people—centeredness, equality of communication, communication controller, and
collaboration concept of participatory communication. Therefore, studying how
participatory communication applies to online volunteering is crucial for solve social
problems. To achieve this goal, the researcher brought participatory communication
concept as a framework to create coding sheet for content analysis and create questions
related to horizontal communication on Facebook and Twitter to interview these SNSs’
administrators as well as create online questionnaire to examine participatory

communication elements affecting online participant leading to solving social problems.
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2.5 Conceptual Framework of This Study

The members on volunteering community SNSs of this study are diversity of
personal characteristics such as age, experience, and occupation. In addition, they are
relevant issue in the form of people who are effect by the problem, people who work
for solving problem, people who support for solving problem, and people who
interested in issues. The members should also recognize of the problem or need for
change and involve in activities willingly. Furthermore, they have to apply methods
from the reflection of previous projects as well as learn as a team to find out the
suitable solution in the form of social cohesion.

All members have also the same status in the communication on volunteering
community SNSs that emphasize on horizontal interactions. Communication on
volunteering community SNSs is multi-dimension between volunteer organizations and
the members as well as among the members in the form of press agentry or a one-way
asymmetrical model, public information or one-way symmetrical model, two-way
asymmetrical model, and two-way symmetrical model. Communication on volunteering
community SNSs consists of multi-media (such as texts, pictures, videos) that occur via
various features of SNSs. In addition, the information on volunteering community SNSs
is free flow. Both the volunteer organizations and the members can bring information
from outside to volunteering community SNSs in the form of external linkages as well
as broadcast information from volunteering community SNSs to outside in the form of
networking. It includes exchanging information among the members within
volunteering community SNSs. These online participatory communication on
volunteering community SNSs lead to solving social problems as described in the

conceptual framework of this study as shown in Figure 2.10.
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CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH PROCEDURE

This chapter consists of research methodology, population and sample, research
instruments, research variables, instruments, construction, the efficiency of the

instrument, and the procedures for data collection and data analysis are described below.

3.1 Research Methodology

This research was mix method combining between qualitative and quantitative
research involving a content analysis of volunteering community SNSs in Thailand,
an online questionnaire of individual who registered as members of volunteering
community SNSs in Thailand, and a se-mi structured interview of administrators who

were responsible for volunteering community SNSs in Thailand.

3.2 Population and Sampling

3.2.1 Population
The population in this study consisted of three groups.
3.2.1.1 Volunteering community SNSs in Thailand.
3.2.1.2 The administrators who were responsible for volunteering
community SNSs in Thailand
3.2.1.3 The individuals who registered as members of volunteering

community SNSs in Thailand.
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3.2.2 Samples
The samples of this study consisted of three groups.
3.2.2.1 The first group. Volunteering community SNSs in Thailand.
Although there are many volunteer organizations using SNSs for
their volunteer work in Thailand, there is no agency collecting the lists of volunteer
organizations that use SNSs for volunteer work. Consequently, there is no information
of total groups of SNSs volunteering communities in Thailand. Thus, the researcher
selected volunteering community SNSs by snow ball technique from volunteer
organizations that have employed SNSs in the form of Facebook and Twitter and have
made social movements or have enabled some changes in Thai society. This
technique started from popular volunteer organizations that were presented through
mass media. The research started to collected data by snow ball technique on June,
2014. 20 volunteering community SNSs from 12 volunteer organizations as shown in
Table 3.1 were selected to study.
These volunteer organizations were different by their operations. JB,
SA and VSN were volunteer coordinators that intended to be center between volunteers
and other volunteer organizations. 1500Miles, AD, BV, DNT, Gen-V, HSG, JSC, MF and
TF were volunteer initiators that created volunteer work by themselves. These volunteer
organizations collaborated with others in the form of volunteer organization networking.
3.2.2.2 The second group. The administrators who were responsible for
volunteering community SNSs in Thailand.
The administrators of volunteering community SNSs of the samples
of the first group were selected. Only 7 administrators were convenient to interview. The

research interview these administrators on December 2014 — March 2015.
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Table 3.1 The sample in the form of volunteering community SNSs in Thailand

English and Thai

ArsaDusit

c
§=
IS
N
g Numb
S v umber
g  nameof Objective URL of SNSs | of SNSs’
—s volunteer
Py o members
g organizations
5
°
>
) To aim to support and exchange | www.facebook.com/
. JitArsa Bank | jnformation between volunteers JitArsaBank 25,447
(JB): $U11A15 and other organizations as well
- as match people’s abilities and
M0 interests ~ with  appropriate | https://twitter.com/
. T . 2,064
volunteering opportunities. JitArsaBank
S
g
= . www.facebook.com/
© | 2. SiamAsra (SA): ) ) _ SiamArsa 166,479
8 o ﬁ ¥ To aim to be information
°© ATUATNUY | center of volunteer activities
D
£ Uszmerlne and the volunteers https://twitter.com/ | <, o
= SiamArsa ’
S
To aim to provided online
. VolunteerSpirit | database — of ~  volunteer www.facebook.com/ 173,061
opportunities and volunteer Jitasa
Network (VSN): | organizations all over
n3erneaaeten | | hailand as well as volunteer | . /nwitter.com/ 1310
management.  training and volunteerspirit )
coaching service
1500 Miles | To focus on helping victims WWW.ffgggg%k.com/ 2224
Foundation survive from all types of natural
_ (1500Miles): | disasters around Thailand that
S an + | the public sector or other .
S yati 1500 lud https://twitter.com/
:‘é’ departments could not get to 1500miles 12,800
=
8
c
: o fesbooksom | a0
> | 5 ArsaDusit (AD): | 14 collect people to do good
21019 A activities for Thai society
https://twitter.com/ 1017

* Number of SNSs” members on October, 2014
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Table 3.1 The sample in the form of volunteering community SNSs in Thailand

(continued)

English and Thai

a5y lsayy

L4
DTNV

the concept of a trip to share
good action

HappySeedsGroup

c
§=
IS
N
'g Number
fe)) [%2]
£g  nameof Objective URL of SNSs | of SNSs’
o2 volunteer
Py o members
8 organizations
5
°
>
6. Boonvolunteer
(BV): wnim facebook.com/
o v To aim to Buddhist issues WWW.TACELOOK.Com 53,199
AN YAY boonvolunteer
901
. Dog Nation
Team (DNT): | To emphasize on helping
- A - : www.facebook.com/
u (o) 1@ | homeless animals, such as DogNationTeam 32,174
dogs and cats
1N
1
S -
© | 8 Generation of
= Volunteer www.facebook.com/ | . gog
: (Gen_V) a u GenVv2011 '
3
§ 'u;'uslmfl%mm To focus on young volunteers
g o é}ﬂ — and coping with disaster _
5 ) https://twitter.com/ 570
fo (@ lund BlAbangkok
nN)
. Happy Seed
Grjup' (HSG): To emphasize on volunteer
NI DVIYDIAT | work through journey upon | www.facebook.com/ 5 349

* Number of SNSs” members on October, 2014
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Table 3.1 The sample in the form of volunteering community SNSs in Thailand

(continued)

English and Thai

aiflood

c
2
©
N
'g Number
[e)) (%]
£g  nameof Objective URL of SNSs | of SNSs’
o2 volunteer
Py o members
8 organizations
5
o
>
10.Jivita Sikkhalay
Club (SC): 530 | T aim to Buddhist issues www.facebook.com/ | -, g4
- Jivitasikkha '
qnn
§ | Www.fzi:it?tr)gﬁk.com/ 207167
K 11.The Mi FrOT 1 To work largely on urban issues -
= Foundation (MF): | iesing persons, street children,
= yausnsz | begging and homelessness https://twitter.com/ | 000
2 Mirror_org/
>
©
>
12. Thai Flood (TF): www.facebook.com/
T thaiflood 82,287
AUIVOY AV _ <
h .y N To point out to help flood victims
maed1lsyeruse | in particular
ﬁywhm https://twitter.com/th 143,000

* Number of SNSs’ members on October, 2014

3.2.2.3 The third group: The individuals who registered as members of

volunteering community SNSs of the samples of the first group.

The population of this group is the total members of all

volunteering community SNSs on October, 2014 that were 999,164 members.

According to Yamane (1976 quoted in Suthipol Udompunthurak and Julaporn
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Pooliam, www, 2012), the population more than 200,000 and error £5%, the sample
size should be 400. The researcher used Yamane’s rule for determining the samples of
this group. The members of each volunteering community SNSs from the first group
were selected by convenience sample sampling. More than 400 members received
online questionnaire from the research and 408 members responded online

questionnaire.

3.3 Research Variables

Research variables of this study can be classified into two groups as follows;
3.3.1 The first group
3.3.1.1 Independent variable. Independent variable in this group
consisted of (1) characteristics of volunteering communities SNSs (included profile
picture, username, URL, cover photo, dialogic communication characteristic), (2)
volunteer organizations (included usage of SNSs, the roles in facilitation online
participatory communication, online participatory communication strategy), (3) member
characteristics (included volunteering community SNSs membership, age, occupation,
educational background, the role on volunteering community SNSs, duration of
volunteering community SNSs membership, frequency of volunteering community

SNSs usage, and experience as a volunteer), (4) message characteristics (included
dialogic communication, source, types, and elements of message), and (5) elements
of online participatory communication (included organizational capacity, accessibility

to SNSs, equity of participation, reflection, personality of member, key facilitation

skills of SNSs, administrator, SNSs characteristic, online external linkages,
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networking, relevant to the problems, message attribute, information exchanging,
trustworthiness, and, social cohesion).

3.3.1.2 Dependent variable. It refers to characteristics of online public
participation (included originating volunteer activities and mobilizing helps by self,
involving decision making related to the policy of volunteer organization’s operation,
participating in various forms of volunteer works such as doing volunteer work,
mobilizing donation of money or things, coordinating, inviting other people to join
volunteer activities, posting messages to provide useful information or express idea
for volunteer organization’s operation, posting messages to respond when volunteer
organization asked questions or request information about volunteer activities, sharing
or retweeting volunteer organization’s information to external network, posting
messages to request information from volunteer organization, and reading messages
and or clicking the “Like” or the “Favorite” button only).

3.3.2 The second group

3.3.2.1 Independent variable. It refers to characteristics of online
public participation (in topic 3.3.1.2)

3.3.2.2 Dependent variable. It refers to form of solving social problems
(included eliminating social problems, solving social problems in an emergency relief
phase (not exceeding 1 month), solving social problems in a short-term relief (less
than 4 months), solving social problems in a long-term relief (over 4 months), no
solving social problems, but there was guidelines for solving, and no solving social
problems and no guidelines for solving, but publicizing social problems to Thai

society only).
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3.4 Research Instruments

In this study, there were three research instruments as described below.

3.4.1 Coding sheet (in Thai). This instrument was used to analyze the content on
volunteering community SNSs in Thailand. The units of analysis consisted of three main
parts: (1) volunteering community SNSs characteristics (included volunteering community
SNSs profile picture, volunteering community SNSs username, volunteering community
SNSs URL, and volunteering community SNSs cover photo); (2) dialogic communication
characteristic; and (3) characteristics of messages of online participatory communication.

For content analysis in the form volunteering community SNSs characteristics
and dialogic communication characteristic, coding sheet was designed for all volunteering
community SNSs of 12 volunteer organizations. Therefore, data from 20 volunteering
community SNSs of 12 volunteer organizations were collected. However, coding sheet for
analysis characteristics of messages of online participatory communication was designed
for collecting data from volunteering community SNSs that were used on October, 2014
only. VSN’s Twitter was excluded from this coding sheet. Thus this part only collected
data from 19 volunteering community SNSs of 12 volunteer organizations.

3.4.2 Se-mi structured interview form (in Thai). This instrument was used to
explore information from administrators who were responsible for SNSs volunteering
communities. The se-mi structured interview consisted of six main parts: (1)
volunteering community SNSs usage of volunteer organizations; (2) acquiring and
maintaining members of volunteer organizations via volunteering community SNSs;
(3) strategy of presenting information on volunteering community SNSs of volunteer
organizations; (4) volunteer organization role for facilitation online participatory

communication by using SNSs; (5) evaluation of volunteering community SNSs
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usage by volunteer organizations; and (6) result of using volunteering community
SNSs of volunteer organizations.

3.4.3 Online questionnaire (in Thai). This instrument was used to explore
information from members of volunteering community SNSs in Thailand. It consisted of
four main parts consisting of (1) personal information of members (2) participatory
communication elements affecting to member participation in volunteering community
SNSs (3) members’ participation in volunteering community SNSs and (4) member
participation in volunteering community SNSs affecting to solve social problem.
However, online questionnaire was designed for collecting data from volunteering
community SNSs that were used during the time of collecting data (October, 2014 — June
2015). VSN’s Twitter was stopped working on March 2014. Therefore, VSN’s Twitter
was excluded from online questionnaire. Moreover no member of 1500Miles’ Facebook
responded the online questionnaire. Thus this part only obtained data from 18

volunteering community SNSs of 12 volunteer organizations.

3.5 Construction and Efficiency of the Research Instruments

3.5.1 Coding sheet for content analysis. The researcher created a coding sheet
with a codebook which explains the definitions of content and how to code categories.
A coding sheet and a codebook were developed based on the literature review about
Twitter, Facebook and general website content analysis studies. The coding sheet was
pre-tested on 3 volunteering community SNSs that were similar to the population, and
examine by the researcher’s advisor. The coding sheet and the codebook were further
tested its reliability by two coders, including the researcher, in data collection. Before

data collection, each coder was trained by the researcher. Moreover, during data
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collection, if there are categories missing from the code sheet that needs to be added
or changed, the coders can discuss the information together.

Coding sheet in the second part (dialogic communication characteristic)
utilized four point rating scales for weighting the appearance of the dialogic principles on

volunteering community SNSs as follows:

3 = High
2 = Neutral
1=_Low
0 = None

The data from this rating scale was calculated for arithmetic means. The
research adapted Boonchom Srisa-ard’s criteria (Boonchom Srisa-ard, 1996: 68) to
interpret these means as follows:

2.51 - 3.00 = This item was high appearance on volunteering community SNSs.

1.51 - 2.50 = This item was neutral appearance on volunteering community
SNSs.

0.51 - 1.50 = This item was low appearance on volunteering community SNSs.

0.00 - 0.50 = This item was no appearance on volunteering community SNSs.

3.5.2 Interview administrators who were responsible for volunteering
community SNSs in Thailand. The questions of interview were developed based on
literature review by the researcher. It tested content validity by 7 experts who checked
the relevance between the questions of interview and the research objectives as well
as the understanding of each question. This formula called as I0C (Index of Item

Objective Congruence) that described below (Somthawin Wijitwanna, 2005: 62-63):
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IOC = >R
N
IOC is the index of relevance between the questions and research objectives.
R is the opinion of an expert.
N is the number of experts.
The score is +1, if experts are sure that the questions are appropriate.
The score is 0 if the experts are not sure if the question is appropriate.
Score value is -1 if experts are sure that the questions are inappropriate.
If the IOC is 0.50 up, it shows that a question is appropriate.
After that, the researcher modified the interview questions with the
research’s advisor for checking the understanding.

3.5.3 Online-questionnaire for members of volunteering community SNSs
in Thailand. The questions of online-questionnaire were developed based on
literature review. They were tested content validity by I0C from 7 experts as same as
the questions of the interview. Then online-questionnaire was modified and used to be
a pre-test with 30 people who are similar to the sample group for checking the
understanding. After that the data from pre-test were tested reliability by Cronbach’s

alpha coefficient as described below: (Somthawin Wijitwanna, 2005: 64-65).

o= k[q Zsiz}
k- 1 st2

a is the reliability.

Kk is number of question.
si 2 is the variance of the scores of each question.

st 2 is the variance of the scores of all questions.
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The calculated a was 0.969. It was higher than 0.50, therefore it shows
that the reliability of this measure has the potentiality to be used.

Online-questionnaire in the second (participatory communication
elements affecting to member participation in volunteering community SNSs) and
third parts (members’ participation in volunteering community SNSs) employed five
point rating scales for rating the opinions of volunteering community SNSs’ members.

The second part consists of 52 items. The detail of five point rating scales

was explained as follows:

5 = Highest
4 = High
3 = Neutral
2=Low
1 = Lowest

Regarding to data from Likert’s scale method, the data was calculated for
arithmetic means. The research utilized Boonchom Srisa-ard’s criteria (Boonchom
Srisa-ard, 1996: 68) to interpret these means as follows:

4,51 - 5.00 = This item was highest affecting to member participation in
volunteering community SNSs.

3.51 - 450 = This item was high affecting to member participation in
volunteering community SNSs.

2.51 - 3.50 = This item was neutral affecting to member participation in
volunteering community SNSs.

1.51 - 2.50 = This item was low affecting to member participation in

volunteering community SNSs.
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1.00 - 1.50 = This item was lowest affecting to member participation in
volunteering community SNSs.
The third part consists of 8 items of online participation. Five point rating

scales used for rating opinions of volunteering community SNSs’ members as follows:

5 = Always

4 = Often

3 = Sometime
2 = Rarely

1 = Never

Data from this rating scale was calculated for arithmetic means by the
same criteria as the second part as follows:

451 - 5.00 = Volunteering community SNSs’ members always
participated in this type.

3.51 - 4.50 = Volunteering community SNSs’ members often participated
in this type.

251 - 350 = Volunteering community SNSs’ members sometime
participated in this type.

1.51 - 2.50 = Volunteering community SNSs’ members rarely participated
in this type.

1.00 - 1.50 = Volunteering community SNSs’ members never participated

in this type.
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3.6 Data Collection

3.6.1 The data on volunteering community SNSs in Thailand were
collected by a coding sheet. The data was collected on coding sheets for one month
(on October, 2014) by two coders (the researcher and a IT student who was trained by
the researcher).

For the part of characteristics of messages of online participatory
communication on volunteer organizations’ Facebook and Twitter, all messages that
were posted by volunteer organization as well as message generated by the members
were collected. For each platform, members’ messages on Facebook is available for
collecting data because these messages were posted on volunteer organizations’
Facebook and were collected and grouped together publicly by Facebook platform.
On the other hand, the members of the volunteer organization’s Twitter posted their
messages to the volunteer organization by making a post on their personal Twitter
pages and using @ symbol that followed by the volunteer organization’s Twitter ID
(such as @1500Muiles) (the @ sign followed directly by their username is called a
“mention”). These messages were sent directly to the volunteer organization.
However, only the administrator of the volunteer organization’s Twitter had access to
these messages. Only members’ messages which were responded by the volunteer
organization could display on public feed page of the volunteer organization’s
Twitter. Therefore, this study could collect only these public messages.

3.6.2 The data were collected from administrators who were responsible
for volunteering community SNSs in Thailand by interview. The researcher
contacted with administrators through their e-Mail addresses that appear on

Volunteering community SNSs or instant message boxes to ask for interviews. 7
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administrators convenient to interview face-to-face, thus the researcher wrote the
answers on a book and recorded their sounds by sound recorder.

3.6.3 The data were collected from members of volunteering community
SNSs in Thailand by online questionnaires. The researcher sent URL (link) of
online questionnaires to the Internet users who are the members of volunteering

community SNSs.

3.7 Data Analysis

In this research, the researcher analyzed the data obtained from the research
instruments. The data from the interview was analyzed in descriptive analysis. In term
of the data obtained from online questionnaires and content analysis, the researcher

analyzed the data by using descriptive statistics with SPSS programme.



CHAPTER 4
THE CHARACTERISTIC AND USAGE OF

VOLUNTEERING COMMUNITY SNSs

The results in this chapter were derived from content analysis of 19
volunteering community SNSs of 12 volunteer organizations that consisted of
Facebook of JB, SA, VSN, 1500Miles, AD, BV, DNT, Gen-V, HSG, JSC, MF, and
TF as well as Twitter of JB, SA, 1500Miles, AD, Gen-V, MF, and TF. Including, the
finding obtained from the se-mi structured interview with 7 volunteering community
SNSs administrators of JB, VSN, BV, Gen-V, HSG, JSC, and MF.

This chapter presented two main parts namely: (1) characteristic of volunteering
community SNSs, and (2) volunteering community SNSs usage of volunteer

organizations as described below.

4.1 Characteristic of Volunteering Community SNSs in Thailand

By analyzing the content of 19 volunteering community SNSs, this study
examined the characteristic of volunteering community SNSsin the form of (1) profile
picture of volunteering community SNSs, (2) username of volunteering community
SNSs (3) URL of volunteering community SNSs, and (4) cover photo of volunteering
community SNSs as shown in Figure 4.1, and Figure 4.2. The study also explained the

dialogic communication characteristic on volunteering community SNSs.
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411 Profile picture of volunteering community SNSs

Volunteer organizations presented the profile pictures of their SNSs in
three ways: (1) using the logo of volunteer organization was the profile picture, (2)
employing the name of volunteer organization was the profile picture, and (3)
utilizing the founder’s photo of volunteer organization was the profile picture. All
volunteer coordinators (JB, SA ,and VSN) and four out of the nine volunteer initiators
(AD, Gen-V, MF, and TF) employed their logos as the Facebook profile picture and

Twitter profile picture in order to represent themselves.
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Figure 4.1 Facebook front page and the elements: An example of MF

For Facebook, all volunteer coordinators (JB, SA ,and VSN) and eight out
of the nine volunteer initiators (1500Miles, AD, DNT, Gen-V, HSG, JSC, MF, and
TF) presented their logos as the Facebook profile picture. Only one of the volunteer

initiators, BV, used the name of volunteer organization was the profile picture.
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For Twitter, this study found that all volunteer coordinators (JB, SA, and

VSN) and four out of the five volunteer initiators (AD, Gen-V, MF, and TF)

represented themselves visually by their logos. Only one of the volunteer initiators,

1500Muiles, employed the founder’s photo as the profile picture.
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Figure 4.2 Twitter front page and the elements: An example of SA

4.1.2 Username of volunteering community SNSs
Username of volunteering community SNSs were employed in six ways:
(1) the volunteer organization’s full English name, (2) the volunteer organization’s full
English name that was transcribed from the full Thai name, (3) the volunteer
organization’s full Thai name, (4) some English word drawn from the volunteer
organization’s full English name, (5) the volunteer organization’s full English name that

was transcribed from the full Thai name, and (6) The English name of the founder.
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All volunteer coordinators employed their username in different ways,
while each volunteer initiator utilized username either the same way or in a different
way as described below.

The full Thai name of the volunteer organization was employed by most
volunteer organizations for their Facebook. One out of three volunteer coordinator,
SA, and three out of the nine volunteer initiators, BV, Gen-V, and HSG, only utilized
the volunteer organization’s full Thai name as their Facebook ID.

For the rest of the volunteer coordinators, JB employed the volunteer
organization’s full Thai name and the volunteer organization’s full English name. JB
utilized the volunteer organization’s full English name was combination word between
an English word and an English word that was transcribed from the Thai word, while
VSN used volunteer organization’s full English name as Facebook ID.

For the rest of the volunteer initiators, three out of the nine volunteer
initiators, DNT, MF, TF used the volunteer organization’s full Thai name and the
volunteer organization’s full English name as their Facebook ID, AD utilized the
volunteer organization’s full Thai name and the volunteer organization’s English full
name that was transcribed from the full Thai name as AD’s Facebook ID, JSC employed
the volunteer organization’s full English name that was transcribed from the full Thai
name as JSC’s Facebook ID, whereas 1500Miles utilized some English word drawn from
the volunteer organization’s full English name and type of organization as Facebook ID.

For Twitter, each volunteer organization utilized Twitter username in
different way. JB used the volunteer organization’s full Thai name before @ symbol and
employed the volunteer organization’s full English name (in the form of an English word

mixed an English word that was transcribed from the Thai word) after @ symbol. SA
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used the volunteer organization’s full English name that was transcribed from the full
Thai name before and after @ symbol but, the word “volunteer” was also added before
@ symbol. VSN utilized some English word drawn from the volunteer organization’s
full English name before and after @ symbol. 1500Miles employed the English name of
the founder before @ symbol and used some English word drawn from the volunteer
organization’s full English name after @ symbol. Ad utilized volunteer organization’s
full English name before and after @ symbol. Gen-V used Thai word drawn from the
volunteer organization’s full Thai name before @ symbol and employed abbreviation
full English name of volunteer organization’s partner after @ symbol. MF utilized full
Thai name of volunteer organization before @ symbol and employed some English
word drawn from the volunteer organization’s full English name after @ symbol. TF
employed Thai word drawn from the volunteer organization’s full Thai name before @
symbol and utilized volunteer organization’s Full English name after @ symbol.

4.1.3 URL of volunteering community SNSs

Volunteer organizations used URL of volunteering community SNSs in
seven ways: (1) the volunteer organization’s full English name, (2) the volunteer
organization’s full English name that was transcribed from the full Thai name, (3)
some English word drawn from the volunteer organization’s full English name (4)
some English word that was drawn from the volunteer organization’s full English
name that was transcribed from the full Thai name, (5) an abbreviation of the
volunteer organization’s full English name, (6) an abbreviation of the volunteer
organization’s full English name with the year of foundation, and (7) an English

word mixed with an English word that was transcribed from the Thai word.
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One out of the three volunteer coordinators, SA, and one out of the nine
volunteer initiators, AD, utilized the volunteer organization’s full English name that
was transcribed from the full Thai name as their Facebook URL and Twitter URL.

For Facebook, the volunteer organization’s full English name was employed
as URL by one out of the three volunteer coordinators, JB, and three out of the nine
volunteer initiators, DNT, HSG, and TF. One out of the three volunteer coordinators,
SA, and one out of the nine volunteer initiators, AD, utilized the volunteer organization’s
full English name that was transcribed from the full Thai name as their Facebook URL.
One out of the three volunteer coordinators, VSN, and one out of the nine volunteer
initiators, MF utilized some English word drawn from the volunteer organization’s full
English name as their Facebook URL. The rest of the volunteer initiators, 1500Miles
employed an abbreviation of the volunteer organization’s full English name, BV utilized
an English word mixed with an English word that was transcribed from the Thai word,
Gen-V used an abbreviation of the volunteer organization’s full English name with the
year of foundation, and the volunteer organization’s full English name that was
transcribed from the full Thai name was employed by JSC.

For Twitter, this study found that one out of the three volunteer
coordinators, VSN, and two out of the nine volunteer initiators, 1500Miles, and MF,
employed some English word drawn from the volunteer organization’s full English
name as their Twitter URL. One out of the three volunteer coordinators, JB, and one out
of the nine volunteer initiators, BV, utilized an English word mixed with an English
word that was transcribed from the Thai word. The rest of the volunteer coordinators,
SA, and one out of the nine volunteer initiators, AD, employed the volunteer

organization’s full English name that was transcribed from the full Thai name as
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Twitter URL. The rest of the volunteer initiators, TF, utilized full English name of
volunteer organization as their Twitter URL, and Gen-V used an abbreviation of the
volunteer organization’s full English name as Twitter URL.

These findings imply that employing Thai language or English language
that was transcribed from the Thai language, both on Facebook and Twitter, was
exclusive for Thai Internet users.

4.1.4 Cover photo of volunteering community SNSs

Volunteer organizations used cover photo of volunteering community
SNSs in five ways: (1) utilizing the graphic picture that is related to the volunteer
organizations’ operation, (2) using no pictures (3) employing the photo that is related
to the volunteer organizations’ operation, (4) utilizing the staff photo of the volunteer
organization, and (5) using the logo of the volunteer organization as the cover photo.

Most volunteer organizations employed the graphic picture that is related
to the volunteer organizations’ operation as their cover photo.

All volunteer coordinator JB, SA, and VSN, and five out of the nine
volunteer initiators, DNT, HSG, JSC, MF, and TF used the graphic picture that is related
to the volunteer organizations’ operation as their Facebook cover photo. Moreover, this
study also found that two out of these the five volunteer initiators added the contact way
on the graphic picture. DNT added DNT Facebook URL, while TF added TF website
URL as well as TF Twitter URL. Three out of the nine volunteer initiators, 1500Miles,
BV, and JSC, used the photo that is related to the volunteer organizations’ operation as
their Facebook cover photo. In addition, 1500Miles added bank account number for

donation on 1500Miles’ cover photo. For the rest of the volunteer initiators, a staff photo
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of the volunteer organization with the organizational website was used by AD, and the
logo of the volunteer organization with the organizational website was utilized by Gen-V.
One volunteer coordinator, VSN, and three out of the nine volunteer initiators,
AD, Gen-V, and TF employed no pictures as their Twitter cover photo. Two out of the
three volunteer coordinators, JB, and SA, used the graphic picture that is related to the
volunteer organizations’ operation as their Twitter cover. For the rest of the volunteer
initiators, a founder photo of the volunteer organization was utilized by 1500Miles. The
photo that is related to the volunteer organizations’ operation was employed by MF.
Moreover, this photo was added a phone number in order to contact MF.
Table 4.1 The occurrence of dialogic communication characteristic on volunteering

community SNSs

Dialogic communication characteristic Mean Level of presentation
The ease of interface principle 1.54 Neutral
The usefulness of information principle 0.86 Low
The conservation of member principle 1.37 Low
The generation of return member principle 1.16 Low
The dialogic loop principle 0.46 None
Overview 1.08 Low

4.15 Dialogic communication characteristic on volunteering community SNSs

Dialogic communication characteristic on volunteering community SNSs
was analyzed according to the five dialogic principles: the ease of interface, the
usefulness of information, conservation of members, generation of members, and the
dialogic loop principle.

This study found that dialogic communication characteristic low occurred on

volunteering community SNSs with mean 1.08 as shown in Table 4.1. The top highest
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average score on the measure of dialogic communication characteristic on volunteering
community SNSs was the ease of interface principle (Mean = 1.54, Level of presentation
= neutral). The second highest average score was the conservation of member principle
(Mean = 1.37, Level of presentation = low). Next were the generation of return member
principle (Mean = 1.16, Level of presentation = low) and the usefulness of information
principle (Mean = 0.86, Level of presentation = low). The lowest average score was the
dialogic loop principle (Mean = 0.46, Level of presentation = low).

Table 4.2 The occurrence of dialogic communication characteristic on Facebook

and Twitter
Facebook Twitter
Principle
P Mean | sp | SO ean| sp | Levelof
presentation presentation
The ease of interface | 153 | 0.445 Neutral
principle
The usefulness of
information 1.08 | 0.391 Low 0.51 | 0.320 Low
principle
The conservationof | 146 |0.351 Low 1.23 | 0.379 Low
member principle
The generation of
return member 1.10 | 0.432 Low 1.21 | 0.404 Low
principle
The dialogic loop 0.53 | 0.556 Low 0.36 | 0.745 None
principle
Overall 1.12 |0.315 Low 0.77 | 0.304 Low

With regards to SNSs types as displayed in Table 4.2, it found that volunteer
organizations lowly incorporated the dialogic communication characteristic into their
Facebook (Mean = 1.12, SD = 0.315), and Twitter (Mean = 0.77, SD = 0.304). However,

the ease of interface principle was omitted from the analysis because this feature on
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Twitter’s interface was designed the same for all profiles. The dialogic communication
characteristic in the form of the usefulness of information principle, the conservation of
member principle, and the dialogic loop principle had a higher average score of occurrence
on Facebook than Twitter. On the other hand, the dialogic communication characteristic in
the form of the generation of return member principle was presented on Facebook at lower
than Twitter. However, the dialogic loop principle that expressed the fullest of two-way

communication was the lowest occurrence on both Facebook and Twitter.

€« C' | {3 htips://www facebook.com/Jivit of =t By @ =

| £}l Jivita Sikkhalay Club # Dew whuan 9

AN

Ehumsaiiuamu

I Tndlau ALY TUAMm NUAINTT AWmSuIv * & .
B ST
o A - ” .
4,700 augntawail ) duin & - . P il
! : " ifita S ui huARNTIN R *
w 7 A J ikkhalay Club " \ AR ol
anta auaaAnk wiliuna
oA d &
. H “mruemaa e niuia” superkiddysebamed.se.
T — Information | Rieeain ik
“ Mewiuwiouavaunmenl
T b finums Modern Mom uay
Wienfiu a 3 wovswiRBnuAnNY

Cutie Zecret
www.cutiezecret-kung.

http:/www lifebhavana.net ammaium wiugs wi
luu Wi it
15.097-134-2507 1d line
slnm > kung0971342507

26 ‘!Jjuhndumnﬁmaa

6 NUAWUE - 28 muawiug - anill

o * AuTaEsm

nna ANUAALAU nus -

29 qu gniadeil

(%) ° unHn (44) fd =

https: v Facebook.comi vk asikkhalofref=tse

Figure 4.3 The “Information Tab” on Facebook: An example of JSC

For Facebook, the dialogic communication characteristic indicating by the
ease of interface principle were the most frequently occurring with mean 1.53 (SD =

0.445, Level of presentation = Neutral), followed by the conservation of member
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principle (Mean = 1.46, SD = 0.351, Level of presentation = low), the generation of
return member principle (Mean = 1.10, SD = 0.432, Level of presentation = low), the
usefulness of information principle (Mean = 1.08, SD = 0.391, Level of presentation =
low), and the dialogic loop principle (Mean = 0.53, SD = 0.556, Level of presentation =
low), respectively.

For Twitter, the occurrence average score of the conservation of member
principle was the highest (Mean = 1.23, SD = 0.379, Level of presentation = low),
followed by the generation of return member principle (Mean = 1.21, SD = 0.404,
Level of presentation = low), the usefulness of information principle (Mean = 0.51,
SD = 0.320, Level of presentation = low), and the dialogic loop principle (Mean =

0.36, SD = 0.745, Level of presentation = none), respectively.
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Table 4.3 The overview of dialogic communication characteristic on Facebook

Feature Mean | SD Level O.f
presentation
The ease of interface principle
Using the “Information Tab” Feature to 275 | 0.442 High
categorize information that shared to members
Creating new the “Information Tab” Feature to
provide specific information of volunteer 021 10721 None
organization
Reordering the “Information Tab” Feature 1.00 | 1.103 Low
Reordering “The sections on the left side” of 238 |1.013 Neutral
Facebook related to current volunteer work
Categorizing information of previous volunteer
activities by photo album via the “Photos Tab” 1.29 | 0.464 Low
Feature
Overall 1.53 | 0.445 Neutral
The usefulness of information principle
Providing description of volunteer organization
overview 1.91 | 0.921 Neutral
Providing the ways to connect with volunteer
organization 1.82 | 1.053 Neutral
Providing the ways to connect with the
administrator of the volunteer organization 0.00 | 0.000 None
Providing the details of how to join volunteer
activities with volunteer organization 1.45 | 1.057 Low
Providing the details of how to donate money
or things 1.18 | 1.181 Low
Providing the volunteer work report 1.09 | 0.971 Low
Networking with other similar volunteer
organizations 1.27 | 1.162 Low
Networking with other dissimilar volunteer
organizations 1.09 | 1.269 Low
Networking with government agencies 0.86 | 1.037 Low
Networking with profit oriented organization 0.68 | 1.129 Low
Networking with mass media 0.09 | 0.294 None
Providing the calendar of volunteer activity via
the “Events Tab” Feature 1.55 | 1.224 Neutral
Overall 1.08 | 0.391 Low
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Table 4.3 The overview of dialogic communication characteristic on Facebook

(continued)

Feature Mean | SD Level O.f
presentation
The conservation of member principle
Employing the “Pin to Top” option 0.13 | 0.338 None
Providing the details of how to join with
volunteer organization on the first page of 0.96 | 0.999 Low
Facebook
Presence of multimedia (text, picture, graphic 246 | 0.658 Neutral
and video clips)
Providing link to other volunteer organization’s | 1.33 | 1.007 Low
online sources
There was no attractive-nuisance (advertising
for commercial and public relation that no relate 2.42 10830 Neutral
to volunteer work from other Facebook’s users)
Overall 1.46 | 0.351 Low
The generation of return member principle
Updating recent message everyday 1.23 | 0.612 Low
Creating new topics within a week 1.59 | 0.734 Neutral
The speed of responding members’ questions
or members’ request for information 1.50 | 1.366 Low
Asking questions or requesting information or
opinions from the members 0.18 | 0.395 None
Overall 1.10 | 0.432 Low
The dialogic loop principle
Creating message in the form of question 0.68 | 1.287 Low
Paying attention to respond members’ 1.06 | 1.259 Low
questions or members’ request for information
Responding to any post of members 1.14 | 1.037 Low
Individual members can respond the questions | 093 | 1.141 Low
or the request from other members
Creating the message in the form of the poll 0.00 | 0.000 None
Creating discussions board via Tab Feature 0.00 | 0.000 None
Overall 0.53 | 0.556 Low
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Table 4.3 expressed that only one indicator was a high presence on the
overview of Facebook. This indicator was using the “Information Tab” Feature to
categorize information that shared to members. When considered each dialogic
communication characteristic on Facebook as described in Table 4.3, the ease of
interface principle was examined by the indicators in the form of using the
“Information Tab” Feature to categorize information that shared to members as shown
in Figure 4.3, creating new the “Information Tab” Feature to provide specific
information of volunteer organization, reordering the “Information Tab” Feature,
reordering “The sections on the left side” of Facebook related to current volunteer
work as shown in Figure 4.4, and categorizing information of previous volunteer

activities by picture alboum via the “Photos Tab” Feature as shown in Figure 4.5.
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Using the “Information Tab” Feature to categorize information that
shared to members was the top highest average score on the measure of the ease of
interface principle on Facebook (Mean = 2.75, SD = 0.442, Level of presentation =
high). The second highest average score was reordering “The sections on the left side”
of Facebook related to current volunteer work (Mean = 2.38, SD = 1.013, Level of
presentation = neutral), followed by categorizing information of previous volunteer
activities by photo album via the ‘“Photos Tab” Feature (Mean = 1.29, SD = 0.464,
Level of presentation = low), reordering the “Information Tab” Feature. (Mean =
1.00, SD = 1.103, Level of presentation = low), and creating new the “Information
Tab” Feature to provide specific information of volunteer organization (Mean = 0.21,

SD =0.721, Level of presentation = none), respectively.
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The usefulness of information principle was measured by the indicators in
the form of providing description of volunteer organization overview, providing the
ways to connect with volunteer organization, providing the ways to connect with the
administrator of the volunteer organization, providing the details of how to join
volunteer activities with volunteer organization, providing the details of how to donate
money or things, providing the volunteer work reports, networking with other similar
volunteer organizations, networking with other dissimilar volunteer organizations,
networking with government agencies, and networking with profit oriented organization,
networking with mass media. Most of these indicators were presented via the “About
Tab” Feature as shown in Figure 4.6. It included an indicator in the form of providing

the calendar of volunteer activity via the “Events Tab” Feature as shown in Figure 4.7.
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Figure 4.7 The calendar of volunteer activity via the “Events Tab” Feature

of Facebook: An example of HSG
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The most frequently occurring was providing description of volunteer
organization overview (Mean = 1.91, SD = 0.921, Level of presentation = neutral). The
second was providing the ways to connect with volunteer organization (Mean = 1.82,
SD = 1.053, Level of presentation = neutral), followed by providing the calendar of
volunteer activity via the “Events Tab” Feature (Mean = 1.55, SD = 1.224, Level of
presentation = neutral), providing the details of how to join volunteer activities with
volunteer organization. (Mean = 1.45, SD = 1.057, Level of presentation = low),
networking with other similar volunteer organizations (Mean = 1.27, SD = 1.162, Level
of presentation = low), providing the details of how to donate money or things (Mean =
1.18, SD = 1.181, Level of presentation = low), providing the volunteer work report
(Mean = 1.09, SD = 0.971, Level of presentation = low), networking with other
dissimilar volunteer organizations (Mean = 1.09, SD = 1.269, Level of presentation =
low), networking with government agencies (Mean = 0.86, SD = 1.037, Level of
presentation = low), networking with profit oriented organization (Mean = 0.68, SD =
1.129, Level of presentation = low), networking with mass media (Mean = 0.09, SD =
0.294, Level of presentation = none), and providing the ways to connect with the
administrator of the volunteer organization (Mean = 0.00, SD = 0.000, Level of
presentation = none).

The conservation of member principle was identified by the indicators in
the form of employing the “Pin to Top” option as shown in Figure 4.8, providing the
details of how to join with volunteer organization on the front page of Facebook,
presence of multimedia (text, photo (picture), graphic and video clips, providing link
to other volunteer organization’s online sources, and there was no attractive-nuisance

(advertising for commercial and public relation that no relate to volunteer work from
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other twitter’s users). The most commonly was presence of multimedia (Mean = 2.46,
SD = 0.658, Level of presentation = neutral). There was no attractive-nuisance
(advertising for commercial and public relation that no relate to volunteer work from
other Facebook’s users) (Mean = 2.42, SD = 0.830, Level of presentation = neutral)
was the second, followed by providing link to other volunteer organization’s online
sources (Mean = 1.33, SD = 1.007, Level of presentation = low), providing the details
of how to join with volunteer organization on the first page of Facebook (Mean =
0.96, SD = 0.999, Level of presentation = low), and employing the “Pin to Top”

option (Mean = 0.13, SD = 0.338, Level of presentation = none).

il TUN W suaom]

InadRnwwe’ts
’ Message p————>
‘\/' ﬁUWF‘ﬂS‘\\l’/Iajﬂl was

posted by
. using Pin
1. "ananvihanavinilas] to Top 7 ¢intlanma”
alae  Paper Ranger| option ot
Hu  anmadi 20 Suna
ausia

[owanan] auiiunay EHEQ)

\)

ViUl

" Junu 2559

e N1 B uAAA AR 1AL s # Rg
O%0 282 arufeiAusaaiion
s 150 afs

Figure 4.8 The “Pin to Top” option of Facebook: An example of JB
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The generation of return member principle was indicated by the indicators
in the form of updating recent message everyday, creating new topics within a week,
the speed of responding members’ questions or members’ request for information, and
asking questions or requesting information or opinions from the members. This study
found that creating new topics within a week (Mean = 1.59, SD = 0.734, Level of
presentation = neutral) was the first highest occurring on Facebook. The second was
the speed of responding members’ questions or members’ request for information
(Mean = 1.50, SD = 1.366, Level of presentation = low), followed by updating recent
message everyday (Mean = 1.23, SD = 0.612, Level of presentation = low), and
asking questions or requesting information or opinions from the members (Mean =
0.18, SD = 0.395, Level of presentation = none)

The dialogic loop principle was coded by the indicators in the form of
creating message in the form of the question, paying attention to respond members’
questions or members’ request for information, responding to any post of members,
individual members can respond the questions or the request from other members,
creating the message in the form of the poll, and creating discussions board via Tab
Feature. The top highest average score on the measure of the dialogic loop principle
occurring was responding to any post of members (Mean = 1.14, SD = 1.037, Level of
presentation = low). The second was paying attention to respond members’ questions
or members’ request for information (Mean = 1.06, SD = 1.259, Level of presentation
= low), followed by individual members can respond the questions or the request
from other members (Mean = 0.93, SD = 1.141, Level of presentation = low), creating
message in the form of question (Mean = 0.68, SD = 1.287, Level of presentation =

low), respectively. On the other hand, creating the message in the form of the poll as
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well as creating discussions board via Tab Feature did not present on volunteer

organizations’ Facebook (Mean = 0.00, SD = 0.000).

Table 4.4 The overview of dialogic communication characteristic occurring on

Facebook of each volunteer organization
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Table 4.4 The overview of dialogic communication characteristic occurring on

Facebook of each volunteer organization (continued)
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Volunteer
organization type

Volunteer
organization name

Mean, SD and
presentation

Ease of Interface

Usefulness of
information

Conservation of
members

Generation of
return members

Dialogic loop

Overall
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Table 4.4 The overview of dialogic communication characteristic occurring on

Facebook of each volunteer organization (continued)

Volunteer
organization type
Volunteer
organization name
Mean, SD and
presentation
Ease of Interface
Usefulness of
information
Conservation of
members
Generation of
return members
Dialogic loop
Overall
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HSG
Neutral Low Low Low Low Low

Degree of
presentation

Mean 1.90 0.58 1.30 0.38 0.50 0.93
0.141 | 0.054 | 0.424 | 0.177 | 0.236 | 0.056

wn
O

JSC
Neutral Low Low None None Low

Degree of
presentation

Mean 2.40 1.50 1.80 1.75 1.83 1.86
0.000 | 0.381 | 0.000 | 0.354 | 0.236 | 0.042
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Volunteer initiator

MF
Neutral Low Neutral | Neutral | Neutral | Neutral

Degree of
presentation

Mean 1.10 0.35 1.40 1.17 0.00 0.80
0.424 | 0.163 | 0.000 | 0.236 | 0.000 | 0.165

wn
W)

TF
Low None Low Low None Low

Degree of
presentation

When considered each dialogic communication characteristic principle on

Facebook as displayed in Table 4.4, this study found that the majority of volunteer
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organizations had the top highest average score on the measure of the ease of interface

principle as well as the conservation of member principle and these neutral occurred

on Facebook. On the other hand, the dialogic loop principle was the lowest

occurrence on most volunteer organizations’ Facebook.

Table 4.5 The overview of dialogic communication characteristic on Twitter

Feature Mean | SD Level O.f
presentation

The usefulness of information principle
Prowc_img description of volunteer organization 150 | 0.894 Low
overview
Prowc'ilng' the ways to connect with volunteer 0.94 |0.929 Low
organization
PI‘OV'Id'II’lg the ways to connect with t_he _ 0.19 | 0544 None
administrator of the volunteer organization
PI’O'VI'd'II’lg the details of how tq Jom volunteer 056 | 0.814 Low
activities with volunteer organization
Prpwdmg the details of how to donate money or 0.19 |0.403 None
things
Providing the volunteer work report 0.13 | 0.342 None
Netwc?rklpg with other similar volunteer 025 | 05577 None
organizations
NetW(.)rkllng with other dissimilar volunteer 0.63 | 1.025 Low
organizations
Networking with government agencies 0.63 | 0.806 Low
Networking with profit oriented organization 0.63 | 1.025 Low
Networking with social enterprise 0.13 | 0.342 None
Networking with mass media 0.31 | 0.479 None

Overall 0.51 |0.320 Low
The conservation of member principle
Employing the “Pin to Top” option 0.00 | 0.000 None
Prov@mg_ the detalls_of how to join with volunteer 0.38 | 0.719 None
organization on the first page of Facebook
Presence of multimedia (text, picture, graphic and 144 | 1.044 Low

video clips)




133

Table 45 The overview of dialogic communication characteristic on Twitter

(continued)

Feature Mean | SD Level O.f
presentation

The conservation of member principle
Pro_v1d1ng link to other volunteer organization’s 150 | 0.730 Low
online sources
There was no attractive-nuisance (Advertising for
commercial and public relation that no relate to 2.81 | 0.750 High
volunteer work from other Facebook’s users)

Overall 1.23 | 0.379 Low
The generation of return member principle
Updating recent message everyday 1.71 | 0.914 Neutral
Creating new topics within a week 1.71 | 1.069 Neutral
The speed of respondlpg meml?ers’ questions or 200 | 0.000 Neutral
members’ request for information
As'kl'ng questions or requesting information or share 0.07 | 0.267 None
opinion from the members

Overall 1.21 | 0.404 Neutral
The dialogic loop principle
Creating message in the form of question 0.07 | 0.267 None
Paying attention to respond members’ questions or 3.00 | 0.000 High
members’ request for information
Responding to any post of members 3.00 | 0.000 High

Overall 0.36 | 0.745 None

When considered each dialogic communication characteristic on Twitter

as displayed in Table 4.5, each dialogic communication characteristic on Twitter was

measured by the same indicators as Facebook. However, the indicator of the

usefulness of information principle in the form of providing the calendar of volunteer

activity via the “Events Tab” Feature and the indicator of the dialogic loop principle

in the form of individual members can respond the questions or the request from other

members did not measure on Twitter.
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With regards to the usefulness of information principle, the most frequently
appearing on Twitter was providing description of volunteer organization overview
(Mean = 1.50, SD = 0.894, Level of presentation = low). The second was providing the
ways to connect with volunteer organization (Mean = 0.94, SD = 0. 0.929, Level of
presentation = low), followed by networking government agencies (Mean = 0.63, SD =
0.806, Level of presentation = low), networking with other dissimilar volunteer
organizations as well as networking with profit oriented organization (Mean = 0.63, SD
= 1.025, Level of presentation = low), providing the details of how to join volunteer
activities with volunteer organization. (Mean = 0.56, SD = 0.814, Level of presentation
= none), networking with mass media (Mean = 0.31, SD = 0.479, Level of presentation
= none), networking with other similar volunteer organizations (Mean = 0.25, SD =
0.577, Level of presentation = none), providing the details of how to donate money or
things (Mean = 0.19, SD = 0.413, Level of presentation = none), providing the ways to
connect with the administrator of the volunteer organization (Mean = 0.19, SD = 0.544,
Level of presentation = none), and providing the volunteer work report as well as
networking with social enterprise (Mean = 0.13, SD = 0.342, Level of presentation =
none), respectively.

In term of the conservation of member principle, the most commonly was
there was no attractive-nuisance (advertising for commercial and public relation that
no relate to volunteer work from other Facebook’s users) (Mean = 2.81, SD = 0.750,
Level of presentation = high). Providing link to other volunteer organization’s online
sources (Mean = 1.50, SD = 0.730, Level of presentation = low) was the second,
followed by presence of multimedia (Mean = 1.44, SD = 1.044, Level of presentation

= low), and providing the details of how to join with volunteer organization on the
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first page of Facebook (Mean = 0.38, SD = 0.719, Level of presentation = none). For
employing the “Pin to Top” option, this study found that it was not incorporated on all
volunteer organizations’ Twitter.

To address the dialogic principle involving the generation of return
member principle, this study found that the speed of responding members’ questions
or members’ request for information (Mean = 2.00, SD = 0.000, Level of presentation
= neutral) was the first highest occurring on Twitter. The second was updating recent
message everyday (Mean = 1.71, SD = 0.914, Level of presentation = neutral),
followed by creating new topics within a week (Mean = 1.71, SD = 1.069, Level of
presentation = neutral), and asking questions or requesting information or opinions
from the members (Mean = 0.07, SD = 0.267, Level of presentation = none)

Regarding the dialogic loop principle, the top highest average score on the
measure of the dialogic loop principle occurring were paying attention to respond
members’ questions or members’ request for information and responding to any post of
members (Mean = 3.00, SD = 0.000, Level of presentation = high), followed by creating
message in the form of question (Mean = 0.07, SD = 0.267, Level of presentation = none).

Table 4.6 expressed the comparison in the term of volunteer organization
types. For volunteer coordinator, JB had the highest average score of dialogic
communication characteristic overview on Twitter (Mean 1.11 SD = 0.321, Level of
presentation = low), while VSN had the lowest average score of dialogic
communication characteristic overview on Twitter (Mean = 0.51, SD = 0.018, Level
of presentation = low). For volunteer initiator, this study found that MF had the
highest average score of dialogic communication characteristic overview on Twitter

(Mean = 1.33, SD = 0.156, Level of presentation = low), whereas 1500Miles had the
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lowest average score of dialogic communication characteristic overview on Twitter
(Mean = 0.44, SD = 0.003, Level of presentation = none). VSN had a lower score than
other volunteer coordinators because VSN’s Twitter was inactive in a month of data
collection, while 1500Miles had a lower score than other volunteer initiators because
1500Miles’s Twitter was utilized as private Twitter of the administrator.

Although, JB, and MF obtained the highest average score of dialogic
communication characteristic overview of volunteer coordinators and volunteer
initiators, respectively, their overall score of dialogic communication characteristic
overview on Twitter were low. This level of presentation was low across the board.

When compared each volunteer organization, this study found that MF
had the top highest average score of dialogic communication characteristic overview
on Twitter (Mean = 1.33, SD = 0.156, Level of presentation = low). JB had the second
highest average score (Mean 1.11 SD = 0.321, Level of presentation = low). TF had
the third highest average score with (Mean 0.93 SD = 0.109, Level of presentation =
low). The rest were SA (Mean = 0.92, SD = 0.041, Level of presentation = low), Gen-
V (Mean = 0.65, SD = 0.000, Level of presentation = low), AD (Mean = 0.57, SD =
0.050, Level of presentation = low), VSN (Mean = 0.51, SD = 0.018, Level of
presentation = low), and 1500Miles (Mean = 0.44, SD = 0.003, Level of presentation
= none), respectively.

With regards to each dialogic communication characteristic on Twitter, it
found that the majority of volunteer organizations had the top highest average score
on the measure of the conservation of member principle. This dialogic communication
characteristic low occurred on Twitter. On the other hand, the dialogic loop principle

was the lowest occurrence on most volunteer organizations’ Twitter. For more



137

information about the indicators of dialogic communication characteristic of each

volunteer organization, see the appendices in the form of CD-ROM.

Table 4.6 The overview of dialogic communication characteristic occurring on

Twitter of each volunteer organization
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Table 4.6 The overview of dialogic communication characteristic

Twitter of each volunteer organization (continued)
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occurring on
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4.2 Usage of Volunteering Community SNSs in Thailand

By interviewing seven volunteering community SNSs administrators of the two

volunteer coordinators (JB, and VSN) and the five volunteer initiators (BV, Gen-V, HSG,

JSC, and MF), this study emphasized on (1) the purposes of volunteer organizations for

using volunteering community SNSs, (2) the reasons of volunteer organizations for

employing volunteering community SNSs, (3) types of SNSs were used by volunteer

organizations, (4) the use of volunteering community SNSs as major media or minor media

of volunteer organizations, (5) acquiring members of volunteer organization, (6) maintaining

members of volunteer organizations, and (7) evaluation methods of volunteering community

SNSs usage by volunteer organizations. Each part had the details as follows:
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4.2.1 The purposes of volunteer organizations for using volunteering
community SNSs
The purposes of volunteering community SNSs’ usage were different by
the volunteer organizations’ operations. All volunteer coordinators, JB, and VSN,
employed volunteering community SNSs in order to publicize volunteer activities of
other organizations. For volunteer initiator, three out of the five volunteer initiators,
BV, HSG, and JSC, aimed to publicize volunteer activities of their organizations. BV
also focused on distributing useful information of volunteer works. While MF
emphasized on building participation network in volunteer work, and Gen-V aimed at
mobilizing volunteers and donation.
4.2.2 The reasons of volunteer organizations for employing volunteering
community SNSs
In term of reasons why volunteer organizations employed volunteering
community SNSs, it was found that there were many reasons, namely: Most volunteer
organizations, one out of the two volunteer coordinators, VSN, and two out of the five
volunteer initiators, MF, and Gen-V revealed that they used volunteering community
SNSs because of expansion to target group and rapid distribution of information to
public. VSN, and MF also indicated that limitation of volunteer organizations’
websites and traditional media respectively were the reasons of volunteer
organizations for employing volunteering community SNSs. The rest of the volunteer
coordinator, JB, stated that organization utilized volunteering community SNSs
because of popularity of SNSs using. For JB, suggestion from other volunteer

organizations encouraged JB to employ volunteering community SNSs. On the other
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hand, two out of the five volunteer initiators, HSG, and JSC, used volunteering
community SNSs because SNSs were low cost.

4.2.3 Types of SNSs were used by volunteer organizations

All volunteer organizations created a public presence on Facebook. All
volunteer coordinators, JB, and VSN, employed both Facebook and Twitter, but only
VSN was inactive to use Twitter. These volunteer coordinators utilized Facebook in the
form of Facebook page. For volunteer initiators, two out of the five volunteer initiators,
MF, and Gen-V, used both Facebook and Twitter. Three out of the five volunteer
initiators, BV, HSG, and JSC, utilized only Facebook. Three out of the five volunteer
initiators, BV, Gen-V, and MF employed Facebook in the form of Facebook page. Only
HSG, and JSC applied three forms of Facebook. JSC used Facebook page, Facebook
group in the form of closed group, and administrator’s Facebook profile. HSG employed
Facebook page, Facebook group in the form of public group, and administrator’s

Facebook profile. These results were shown in Figure 4.9, Figure 4.10, and Figure 4.11.

Facebook page

v

Facebook

Facebook group

SNSs

Facebook profile

Twitter

Figure 4.9 Types of SNSs were used by volunteer organizations
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HSG, and JSC employed Facebook pages in order to publicize volunteer
activities to reach public, utilized administrators’ Facebook profiles to spread volunteer
activities and other volunteer organizations’ information and used Facebook groups to
communicate with core volunteers. These were not structured like other volunteer
initiators. Volunteer work originated from people who interested in the same topic.
Volunteers helped to created volunteer activities and gathered together to do volunteer
work occasionally. HSG revealed that there was not the source of funding for supporting
volunteer work, so HSG tried to take advantages of Facebook as much as it could.

For volunteer organizations that utilized both Facebook and Twitter, they
used them in the same intention which is publicity volunteer activities by presenting the
same contents on those volunteering community SNSs. Two volunteer organizations
employed Twitter in a different way. One out of the two volunteer coordinators, VSN,
employed Twitter to create a Twitter feed to pull news updates from its own
organization’s websites automatically. However, one out of the five volunteer initiators,
MF, not only publicized MF’s volunteer activities, but also disseminated information in
critical condition or situations that needs public’s urgent helps.

Although most of them presented the same content on Facebook and
Twitter, two out of the five volunteer initiators, MF, and Gen-V, utilized Facebook more
than Twitter. They explained that the Twitter users were narrow groups but Facebook
users were diversity. Moreover, MF indicated that Twitter usage was suitable for crisis
situations such as flood disaster or real time situations such as finding missing person.

4.2.4 The use of volunteering community SNSs as major media or minor
media of volunteer organizations

In term of using volunteering community SNSs as major or minor media,
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there were four groups. The first group was volunteer coordinator (VSN, and JB). These
volunteer organizations used their own website as a major media and employed
Facebook page as minor media. They utilized organization’s websites to collect database
of an individual who wanted to be volunteers and other volunteer organizations that
recruited volunteers. They employed Facebook as a public relation media for their
volunteer organizations’ websites. For the second, the third, and the fourth group, these
were volunteer initiator. The second group consisted of MF, Gen-V, and BV that used
Facebook page as a major media. They utilized volunteer organization’s websites, Line
application or Twitter was an optional media or minor media. The third group was JSC
that employed both Facebook page and e-Mail as a major media. JSC collect e-Mail
address of old participants for generating contact database. Thus, old participants were
invited to take part in activities via both Facebook page and e-Mail. On the other hand,
newcomers were invited to join organization’s activities via Facebook page. The fourth
group was HSG that utilized only Facebook to reach target group. HSG employed three
Feature of Facebook; Administrator’s Facebook profile, Facebook page and Facebook
group. Administrator’s Facebook profile was employed more than the others.

As mentioned in topic 4.1.5 and Table 4.3 most indicators of the
usefulness of information principle specifically information about volunteer
organizations were very little or no presented. The study showed the occurrence of
providing the details of how to join volunteer activities with volunteer organization,
the details of how to donate money or things and the volunteer work report were low
as well as providing the ways to connect with the administrator of the volunteer
organization did not exist. It may be a result of variety of media usage by the

volunteer organizations. All volunteer organizations not only utilized SNSs, they also
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used other media both online and offline media in the form of websites, e-Newsletter,
Instar gram, Line group application, e-Mail, and publication. All volunteer
coordinators, JB, and VSN, as well as three out of the five volunteer initiators, MF,
Gen-V, and BV, employed their own websites to communicate with all target groups.
VSN also used e-Newsletter to send volunteer news, useful information of volunteer
works, and case study of volunteer works in other countries for organizations or
people who subscribed through VSN website in order to receive information from
VSN. JB also employed Instar gram to reach target groups. MF also utilized Line
group application to contact reporters of all news agencies. Gen-V also connected to
partners via e-Mail group and leave messages for these partners in order to publicize
Gen-V’s volunteer work on partners’ websites and Facebook pages. BV also used
seals books, free books, and free postcards to communicate with volunteers. Whereas,
one out of the five volunteer initiators, JSC, employed Line application to
communicate with core volunteers and utilized e-Mail to contact with old participants
m order to inform JSC’s volunteer activities. Moreover, one volunteer coordinator,
JB, employed direct means of communication in the form of events and exhibition
booths to reach target group directly.

Moreover, most volunteer organizations supported their administrators to
employ these types of volunteering community SNSs. One out of the two volunteer
coordinators, VSN, provided freedom to administrator to run volunteering community
SNSs, while One out of the two volunteer coordinators, JB, as well as two of the five
volunteer initiators, MF, and BV, encouraged their administrators to learn to use SNSs.
However, three out of the five volunteer initiators, MF, Gen-V, and BV, stated that

lacking of man power was a crucial problem facing of volunteer organizations.
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These finding indicated that selection of SNSs and their Feature usage of
volunteer organizations was diversity. It was upon the purpose, the budget, and the
style of each organization. Although most volunteer organizations employed SNSs as
major media, they did not use only SNSs. They combined SNSs and other media to
reach public.

4.25 Acquiring members of volunteer organization

This study found that the way to recruit member could be separated into
three topics: determining target group; encouraging public to be members; and
building membership database as described below.

4.2.5.1 Determining target group

Before using volunteering community SNSs, most volunteer
organizations did not specify their target group, but they aimed to attract any group of
people that interested in their volunteer activities. One out of the two volunteer
coordinators, VSN, and four out of the five volunteer initiators, MF, BV, JSC, and
HSG generally stated that the characteristics of their volunteer activities determined
the characteristics of people who would be a part of each volunteer activity. The rest
of the volunteer coordinators, JB, normally revealed that target group of organization
were enthusiastic people who wanted to do a good thing for their society. One out of
the five volunteer initiators, Gen-V, stated that at the beginning, target group was
people who lived in Bangkok but nowadays Gen-V extended to any group of people
who wanted to join Gen-V’s volunteer activities.

As volunteer coordinator had two target groups, a group of
people and organizations, they were not specified a group of people but a new

organization. They took consideration upon organizations’ qualification. JB revealed
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that before announcing volunteer activities of other volunteer organizations, these
organizations would were interviewed by phone or visited. JB indicated that selected
organizations not only had sufficient staff and good work system to support their
volunteer activities to succeed, their aims should also bring volunteers to learn rather
than suffer them. VSN stated that if VSN did not know these organizations, VSN
would check their profile before announcing these organizations’ information.
Contact person and the detail of each activity were examined by VSN.
4.2.5.2 Encouraging public to be members
There were five ways for attracting the Internet users to become
members of volunteering community SNSs: seeking help from volunteer organization’s
partners to promote volunteer activity news; creating attractive messages on volunteer
organization’s Facebook page; clicking the “Share” button on volunteer organization’s
Facebook pages sent to administrator’s Facebook profiles; providing volunteer
organization’s Facebook page URL via volunteer organization’s e-Mail and unpaid
publication; and buying advertising on the “Promote Page” Feature from Facebook.
1) The ways for attracting the Internet users to become
members of volunteer coordinators.
(1) Seeking help from volunteer organization’s partners
to promote volunteer activity news
VSN revealed that VSN sent messages related volunteer
activity to organization’s partners such as BV, and MF via e-Mail or inbox Feature of
Facebook. These partners would spread these messages on their Facebook pages via
The “Share” Feature or rewrote these messages and post link of VSN’s Facebook

page on their Facebook pages.
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(2) Creating attractive messages on volunteer
organization’s Facebook page
JB revealed that attractive messages help to increase
volunteer activity news sharing. When members of JB’s Facebook read interesting
messages, they would publicize these messages to their friends via The “Share”
Feature. Especially, messages related to donation.
2) The ways for attracting the Internet users to become
members of volunteer initiators
(1) Clicking Share button on volunteer organization’s
Facebook pages sent to administrator’s Facebook profile
HSG, and JSC revealed that administrators utilized The
“Share” Feature from organizations’ Facebook pages to publicized organizations’
activities on administrators’ Facebook profiles. Both volunteer organizations also
explained that administrators were the founders who had many followers. These
people known administrators from volunteer activities and followed administrators
before the volunteer organizations used SNSs.
(2) Providing volunteer organization’s Facebook page
URL via volunteer organization’s e-Mail and unpaid publication
BV indicated that e-Mail that informed volunteer
activities to members as well as free books and free postcard for people who
participated in volunteer activities were specified many ways to contact BV. Apart
from other contact channels, Facebook page URL was a part of these ways. BV
thought that providing Facebook page URL through these organization’s media lead

people to become members of BV’s Facebook.
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(3) Buying advertising on Promote Page Feature from
Facebook
Gen-V mentioned that Gen-V used to buy advertising
on Promote Page Feature from Facebook in order to increase members. Gen-V,
however, found that number of people who click the “Like” button was not the
indicator of number of people who join volunteer activities. Gen-V finally focused on
individuals who became offline volunteers more than Internet users.

These finding expressed that the ways used to attract the Internet
users to become members of volunteering community SNSs were mainly through the
use of the “Share” Feature on Facebook. The rest utilized e-Mail, printed media and
the “Promote Page” Feature on Facebook.

On one hand the volunteer organizations utilized these techniques
to encouraged public to become members. On the other hand, public themselves became
a member by self- interests. VSN indicated that the Internet users seek for volunteer
work from search engine. The Internet users who were members of VSN’s Facebook
also employed Tag feature to spread VSN’s information to their friends’ Facebook
profile. BV pointed out that the Internet users who were members of BV’s Facebook
utilized The “Share” Feature to publicize BV’s information on their Facebook profile,
and other organizations used The “Share” Feature to expand BV’s information on their
Facebook page. MF revealed that MF did not do anything to encourage public, but
works of volunteer organization would attract people who interested in MF’s volunteer
work by itself.

Furthermore, VSN, Gen-V, HSG, JSC, and MF stated that some

of members chatted to each others in order to invite other members to do volunteer
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works. VSN’s members, Gen-V’s members, HSG’s members, and JSC’s members
invite other members to join activities by posting their previous experience messages
on Comment boxes. VSN’s members also posted invitation messages on Comment
boxes to invite their friends to do volunteer activities via Tag Feature. MF’s members
employed the same feature as VSN’s members.
4.2.5.3 Expanding membership database

Four volunteer organizations revealed that they set wup
membership database of people who interested in their activities. Opening to all the
Internet users access to Member Registration feature on website was employed by
volunteer coordinators, JB, and VSN. Inviting people who join activities to fill
application form was used by two out of the five volunteer initiators, BV, and JSC.
Each way to build membership database has the detail as follows:

1) Opening to all the Internet users access to the “Member
Registration” Feature on website

Both volunteer coordinators, JB, and VSN, employed their

own website to collect data of people who wanted to be volunteers and other
volunteer organizations that recruited volunteers. JB, and VSN created the “Member
Registration” Feature on their organization website. This system gathered data in the
form of members’ names, addresses, e-Mail addresses, phone numbers, skills, work
capabilities, and types of interested volunteer work. The system separated members
into two groups of registration type: individual, and organization. Both of them could
receive volunteer news that matched their interests from JB via e-Mail and SMS. VSN
utilized e-Newsletter to send volunteer news and miscellany that related to volunteer

to the members.
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2) Inviting people who join offline activities to fill application
form

For volunteer initiator, two out of the five volunteer initiators,
BV, and JSC, built contact database. BV started to generate volunteer data by
collecting the list of names, phone numbers, and e-Mail addresses from volunteer who
participate in BV’s volunteer activities. When BV created volunteer activities in the
large scale, BV would inform these activities to members via e-Mail addresses. JSC
revealed that JSC collect only activity participants’ names and e-Mail addresses in
order to build contact database. When JSC set activities, it would invite these people
to join activities via e-Mail addresses and inform link for register.

This result expressed that these volunteer organizations were
different to enrich database. The two volunteer coordinators used online application
form to collect members’ information. On the other hand, two volunteer initiators
employed offline application form to gather participants’ information. However, e-Mail
was important channel for them to spread their information to their target groups.

4.2.6 Maintaining members of volunteer organizations
This study found that there were two techniques to maintain members of
volunteer organizations that were employed by volunteer coordinators and volunteer
initiators. These techniques consisted of following members’ profiles and admiring
members for their achievements as described below.
4.2.6.1 Following members’ SNSs
All volunteer coordinators, JB, and VSN, as well as two out of
the five volunteer initiators, Gen-V, and HSG, followed members’ Facebook to keep

contacting their members by reading, posting comments and clicking The “Like”
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button. Each volunteer organization employed this technique either the same way or
different way as follows: JB read information on Facebook profiles of members who
often took part on JB’s Facebook in the form of posting comments and clicking the
“Like” button. VSN, and HSG utilized administrators’ private ID to comment on
members’ Facebook profiles occasionally. Normally, Gen-V followed by reading
information on core volunteers’ Facebook profiles.
4.2.6.2 Admiring members for their contributions

When volunteer activities finished, one out of the two volunteer
coordinators, VSN, as well as four out of the five volunteer initiators, BV, Gen-V,
JSC, and MF, expressed their appreciation to their members’ contributions by posting
thank messages, providing formal thank-you letters, providing certificate, presenting
pictures and thank messages. VSN presented thank messages of VSN’s manager on
VSN’s Facebook page. VSN also revealed that if a volunteer activity had a lot of
partners, VSN provided formal thank-you letters to volunteer activity participants or
provides certificates to volunteers. BV posted pictures and thank messages on BV’s
Facebook page. Moreover, Gen-V, and MF pointed out that they posted thank
messages in order to keep volunteers for long term. Gen-V explained that single
pictures and poems were posted to volunteers that Gen-V aimed them to be long term
volunteers. Furthermore, JSC indicated that a volunteer who was a coordinator of
each activity posted pictures and thank-messages to all activity participants.

Although almost volunteer organizations did not set their target
group for their organizations’ operation, activity’s characteristic of each volunteer
organization determined the target people. Thus, when volunteer organizations

utilized volunteering community SNSs, online members of each volunteer
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organization were different. Members of JB were people who seek for volunteer
activities that were suitable for them. VSN’s members were the followers of volunteer
news. BV revealed that BV’s members were people who interested in Buddhism and
another group of people who interested in volunteer work and wanted to be
volunteers. Gen-V indicated that members were general Internet users and the
followers of Gen-V’s partners’ Facebook. Some members of Gen-V visited its
volunteering community SNSs because they wanted to be volunteers, whereas
someone visited the sites for reading information only. HSG expressed that members
were people who seek for general volunteer activities and people who seek for new
style of volunteer activities. JSC indicated that members were people who interested
in Buddhism and administrators’ follower. Only MF was a one volunteer organization
that indicated that members of volunteer organization’s Facebook and members of
volunteer organization’s Twitter were different. MF revealed that members of MF’s
Facebook were volunteers, donors, and news agencies whereas members of MF’s
Twitter were mass media only. However, the purpose of all members for visiting MF’
both Facebook and Twitter was to take part in social assistance.

The result from content analysis reported that dialogic
communication characteristic on volunteering community SNSs in the form of the
conservation of member principle and the generation of return member principle low
occurred on volunteering community SNSs as mentioned in topic 4.1.5 and Table 4.1
However the finding from se-mi structured interview in topic 4.2.5 expressed that not
only volunteering community SNSs were used to encourage people to be members but
also other media. In addition the volunteer organization generated membership

database of public who interested in their activities by collecting data via their
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websites and offline activities. Moreover, the finding in topic 4.2.6 from se-mi
structured interview also indicated that they maintained the members by expressing
the volunteer organization’s reactions to the member in the form of admiring
members for their contributions and following members’ SNSs profiles.
Furthermore, the finding from content analysis as mentioned in
Table 4.3 and Table 4.5 showed that the overview of the volunteer organizations
neutrally provide the ways to connect with volunteer organizations’ Facebook, while
the overview of the volunteer organizations did not provide ways to connect with the
administrator of the volunteer organizations’ Facebook as well as the overview of the
volunteer organizations lowly provide the ways to connect with volunteer
organizations’ Twitter, whereas the overview of the volunteer organizations did not
provide ways to connect with the administrator of the volunteer organizations’ Twitter.
However, the result of the se-mi structured interview in topic 4.2.6 showed that the
administrators would start communication with some members who highly participated
in volunteering community SNSs or volunteer activities. These findings imply that most
volunteer organizations put more emphasized on providing the ways to connect with
volunteer organization than providing the private ways to connect with administrators.
4.2.7 Evaluation methods of volunteering community SNSs usage by
volunteer organizations
In term of evaluation methods of volunteering community SNSs’ usage, it
could be divided into two groups: formal and informal evaluation.
4.2.7.1 Formal evaluation
One out of the two volunteer coordinators, VSN, evaluated

volunteering community SNSs’ usage formally by analyzing statistical results from
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Facebook report system. VSN evaluated volunteering community SNSs’ usage by
analyzing the statistical results from Facebook report system and bringing these
information to improve VSN’s operation.
4.2.7.2 Informal evaluation

Opposite to the volunteer coordinator, four out of the five
volunteer initiators, BV, Gen-V, HSG, and MF, informally assessed the effectiveness
of volunteering community SNSs’ usage by counting the number of online
participants and offline volunteers. BV mentioned that BV calculated the numbers of
online participants via clicking the “Like” and the “Share” buttons. BV also revealed
that there were a lot of contents on several Facebook pages. Anyone who clicked the
“Like” and the “Share” buttons of each BV’s posts. It expressed that they interested in
BV. BV thought that the “Share” Feature shown members’ interests rather than the
“Like” Feature because the “Share” Feature expanded one’s interest to others. Gen-V
revealed that Gen-V evaluated volunteering community SNSs by counting online
member access. However, Gen-V found that a great number of The “Like” and the
“Share” buttons were not indicator of effective target groups. HSG assessed the
effectiveness of volunteering community SNSs’ usage by checking the number of
offline volunteers. MF appraised volunteering community SNSs’ usage from the
number of online participants on MF’s volunteering community SNSs.

On the other hand, the rest one volunteer coordinator, JB, and the
rest one of the volunteer initiators, JSC, revealed that they did not evaluate
volunteering community SNSs’ usage. However, JB stated that JB might assesse

volunteering community SNSs’ usage in the future.
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4.3 Conclusion

Characteristic of volunteering community SNSs and volunteering community
SNSs usage was different by volunteer organizations’ operation as volunteer
coordinators and volunteer initiators. Some volunteer organizations employed
volunteering community SNSs in the same ways, whereas some volunteer
organization set unique using to suit their purposes.

Most volunteer organizations presented their Facebook profile picture and Twitter
profile picture by their logos. Most of them also employed full Thai name of volunteer
organization for their Facebook username, whereas Twitter username were different by
their own aims. In addition, most volunteer organizations employed volunteer
organization’s full English name as Facebook URL and some that was drawn from their
name as their Twitter URL. Moreover, most of them used the graphic picture that is
related to the volunteer organizations’ operation as their Facebook cover and Twitter
cover. However, overall volunteer organizations presented dialogic communication
characteristic on their volunteering community SNSs at low level.

Most volunteer organizations using volunteering community SNSs aimed at
publicizing volunteer activities. Volunteer coordinators only focused on publicizing
volunteer activities of other organizations. On the other hand, volunteer initiators
employed volunteering community SNSs aimed at (1) publicizing volunteer activities of
their organizations, (2) distributing useful information of volunteer works, (3) building
participation network in volunteer work, and (4) mobilizing volunteers and donation.

Most volunteer organizations did not specify their target group. However,
activity’s characteristic of each volunteer organization determined their target people.

In addition, the two volunteer coordinators and two volunteer initiators created two
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ways to build membership database: (1) opening to all the Internet users access to
Member Registration feature on website, and (2) inviting people who join offline
activities to fill application form. They also maintained their members by (1)
following members’ profiles by, and (2) admiring members for their achievements.
Additionally, most of them evaluated volunteering community SNSS’ usage by

counting the number of online participants and offline volunteers.



CHAPTER 5

ONLINE PARTICIPATORY COMMUNICATION ON

VOLUNTEERING COMMUNITY SNSs AND ITS EFFECT

The results in this chapter were derived from all research instruments: (1) content
analysis of 19 volunteering community SNSs of 12 volunteer organizations that
consisted of Facebook of JB, SA, VSN, 1500Miles, AD, BV, DNT, Gen-V, HSG, JSC,
MF, and TF as well as Twitter of JB, SA, 1500Miles, AD, Gen-V, MF, and TF, (2) se-
mi structured interview with 7 volunteering community SNSs administrators of JB,
VSN, BV, Gen-V, HSG, JSC, and MF, and (3) Online questionnaire of 408 members of
18 volunteering community SNSs of 12 volunteer organizations that consisted of
Facebook members of JB, SA, VSN, AD, BV, DNT, Gen-V, HSG, JSC, MF, and TF as
well as Twitter members of JB, SA, 1500Miles, AD, Gen-V, MF, and TF.

This chapter presented nine parts namely: (1) online participation of member on
volunteering community SNSs; (2) elements of online participatory communication
affecting online participation of member on volunteering community SNSs; (3)
contribution of online participatory communication on volunteering community SNSs
in Thailand for online and offline volunteering communities; (4) online participation
of member on volunteering community SNSs affecting solve social problems; (5)
personal characteristic of member affecting online participation on volunteering
community SNSs; (6) the roles of volunteer organization in facilitation online

participatory communication; (7) online participatory communication strategy of
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volunteer organization; and (8) the messages on online participatory communication

as described below.

5.1 Online Participation of Member on Volunteering Community

SNSs (Results of online questionnaire)

By collecting data from online questionnaire as described in Table 5.1, this study
found that the overview of online participation degree of eight types of member
participation on volunteering community SNSs was sometime participated on
volunteering community SNSs (Mean = 2.61, SD =0.947).When considered each type of
participation on volunteering community SNSs, this study could descend sort of
participation average as follows: the top highest average was reading messages and/or
clicking the “Like” or the “Favorite” button only with mean 3.39 (Degree of participation
= sometimes), the second highest average was sharing or retweeting volunteer
organization’s information to external networking with mean 3.12 (Degree of
participation = sometimes), the third highest average was participating in various forms of
volunteer works such as doing volunteer work, mobilizing donation of money or things,
coordinating, inviting other people to join volunteer activities with mean 2.67 (Degree of
participation = sometimes), the rest were posting messages to respond when volunteer
organization asked questions or request information about volunteer activities (Mean =
2.59, SD = 1.268, Degree of participation = sometimes), posting messages to provide
useful information or express idea for volunteer organization’s operation (Mean = 2.59,
SD = 1.286, Degree of participation = sometimes), originating volunteer activities and

mobilizing helps by self (Mean = 2.23, Degree of participation = rarely), involving in
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decision making related to the policy of volunteer organization’s operation (Mean = 2.15,
Degree of participation = rarely), and posting messages to request information from
volunteer organization (Mean = 2.10, Degree of participation = rarely), respectively.

The top three of online participation as shown in Table 5.1 is consistent with the
finding of the purposes of volunteering community SNSs’ usage from se-mi
structured interview which expressed that the volunteer organizations employed
volunteering community SNSs for publicizing volunteer activities of other
organizations, publicizing volunteer activities of their organizations, distributing
useful information of volunteer works, building participation networking in volunteer

work, and mobilizing volunteers and donation.



Table 5.1 The overview of online participation of member on volunteering community SNSs

Std.

Degree of

Online parti_cipation of member on Mean | . iation participation Always Often Sometimes | Rarely Never
volunteering community SNSs

1.0riginating volunteer activities and 2.23 1.286 Rarel 24 53 92 64 175
mobilizing helps by self y (5.88%) (12.99%) | (22.55%) | (15.69%) | (42.89%)
2. Involving decision making related to the 2.15 1.271 Rarel 24 44 89 65 186
policy of volunteer organization’s operation y (5.88%) (10.78%) | (21.81%) | (15.93%) | (45.59%)
3. Participating in various forms of volunteer
works such as doing volunteer work

. . N 267 1.255 - 37 66 127 80 98
m0b|I_|2|n_g do_nat!o_n of money or thlngs,_ Sometime (9.07%) (16.18%) | (31.13%) | (19.61%) | (24.02%)
coordinating, inviting other people to join
volunteer activities
4. Posting messages to provide useful
. : ' 2.59 1.286 4 39 62 107 92 108
mformatlpn E)r express idea for volunteer Sometimes (9.56%) (1520%) | (26.23%) | (22.55%) | (26.47%)
orgamzatlon S operatlon
5. Posting messages to respond when

o ) 2.59 1.268 . 37 58 122 82 109

volunteer organization asked questions or Sometimes (9.07%) | (14.22%) | (29.90%) | (20.10%) | (26.72%)

request information about volunteer activities




Table 5.1 The overview of online participation of member on volunteering community SNSs (continued)

Std.

Degree of

Online participation of member on Mean | . iation participation Always Often Sometimes | Rarely Never
volunteering community SNSs

6. Sharing or retweeting volunteer

organization’s information to external 3.12 1.231 Sometimes 65 o 130 2 50
network (15.93%) | (22.30%) | (31.86%) | (17.65%) | (12.25%)
7. Posting messages to request information 2.10 1.213 Rarel 22 32 94 77 183
from volunteer organization y (5.39%) (7.84%) (23.04%) | (18.87%) | (44.85%)
8. Reading messages and or clicking the 3.39 1.161 Sometimes 85 100 142 51 30
“Like” or the “Favorite” button only (20.83%) | (24.51%) | (34.80%) | (12.50%) (7.35%)
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Table 5.2 Online participation of member on volunteering community SNSs

separated by SNSs types

Facebook Twitter

Public participation a o
wn wn

Mean
Degree of
participation
Mean
Degree of
participation

1. Originating volunteer activities and

mobilizing helps by self 2.18 | 1.311

2.34 | 1.228

Rarely
Rarely

2. Involving in decision making related
to the policy of volunteer | 2.11 | 1.276
organization’s operation

2.24 | 1.261

Rarely
Rarely

3. Participating in various forms of
volunteer works such as doing
volunteer work, mobilizing donation
of money or things, coordinating,
inviting other people to join volunteer
activities

2.68 | 1.261 2.63 | 1.244

Sometimes
Sometimes

4. Posting messages to provide useful
information or express idea for | 2.57 | 1.281
volunteer organization’s operation

2.62 | 1.300

5. Posting messages to respond when
volunteer organization asked questions
or requested information about
volunteer activities

2.60 | 1.277 2.57 | 1.255

6. Sharing or retweeting volunteer
organization’s information to external | 3.10 | 1.215
networking

3.17 | 1.269

7. Posting messages to request information

o 2.08 | 1.205
from volunteer organization

2.16 | 1.234

Rarely [Sometimes|Sometimes|Sometimes

8. Only reading messages and or clicking
the “Like” or the “Favorite” button | 3.57 | 1.103
only

2.99 | 1.189

Often

Sometimes|Rarely |Sometimes|Sometimes|Sometimes
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When comparing participation degree of eight types of member participation on
volunteering community SNSs between Facebook and Twitter as shown in Table 5.2,
it found that the top highest average score on the measure of online participation on
Facebook was reading messages and/or clicking the “Like” button only(Mean = 3.57,
SD = 1.103, Degree of participation = often). The second highest average score was
sharing volunteer organization’s information to external networking (Mean = 3.10,
SD = 1.215, Degree of participation = sometimes). The third highest average score
was participating in various forms of volunteer works such as doing volunteer work,
mobilizing donation of money or things, coordinating, inviting other people to join
volunteer activities (Mean = 2.68, SD = 1.261, Degree of participation = sometimes)
and the lowest average score was posting messages to request information from
volunteer organization (Mean = 2.08, SD = 1.205, Degree of participation = rarely)

For Twitter, it found that the top highest average score on the measure of online
participation on Twitter was retweeting volunteer organization’s information to
external networking (Mean = 3.17, SD = 1.269, Degree of participation = sometimes).
The second was reading messages and/or clicking the ‘“Favorite” button only (Mean =
2.99, SD = 1.189, Degree of participation = sometimes). The third was participating
in various forms of volunteer works such as doing volunteer work, mobilizing
donation of money or things, coordinating, inviting other people to join volunteer
activities (Mean = 2.63, SD = 1.244, Degree of participation = sometimes). As for the
lowest average score of Twitter, it was the same type as Facebook. That was posting
messages to request information from volunteer organization (Mean = 2.16, SD =

1.234, Degree of participation = rarely).
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Table 5.3 Online participation of member on volunteering community SNSs of each

volunteer organization
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Table 5.3 Online participation of member on volunteering community SNSs of each

volunteer organization (continued)
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Table 5.3 Online participation of member on volunteering community SNSs of each

volunteer organization (continued)
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Table 5.3 Online participation of member on volunteering community SNSs of each

volunteer organization (continued)
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Table 5.3 Online participation of member on volunteering community SNSs of each

volunteer organization (continued)
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Table 5.3 Online participation of member on volunteering community SNSs of each

volunteer organization (continued)
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*P1 represented originating volunteer activities and mobilizing helps by self, *P2 represented
involving in decision making related to the policy of volunteer organization’s operation, *P3
represented participating in various forms of volunteer works such as doing volunteer work,
mobilizing donation of money or things, coordinating, inviting other people to join volunteer
activities, *P4 represented posting messages to provide useful information or express idea for
volunteer organization’s operation, *P5 represented posting messages to respond when volunteer
organization asked questions or request information about volunteer activities, *P6 represented
sharing or retweeting volunteer organization’s information to external networking, *P7
represented posting messages to request information from volunteer organization, and *P8

represented reading messages and/or clicking the “Like” or the “Favorite” button only.

Regarding comparison of volunteer organization type as described in Table 5.3,
this study found that online participation of most members on Facebook of most
volunteer organization (all volunteer coordinators (JB, SA, and VSN) and seven out
of the eight volunteer initiators (AD, BV, DNT, HSG, JSC, MF, and TF) was reading
messages and/or clicking the “Like” button only. Moreover, the top online
participation on HSG’s Facebook also included involving in decision making related
to the policy of volunteer organization’s operation. In addition, the top online
participation on JSC’s Facebook also included sharing volunteer organization’s
information to external networking, while only one volunteer initiator, Gen-V, had
different highest participation. Posting messages in order to request information from
volunteer organization was the top of online participation on Gen-V’s Facebook.

For Twitter, the top highest average score on the measure of online
participation on Twitter of most volunteer organizations (all volunteer coordinators
(JB, and SA) and two out of the five volunteer initiators (AD, and Gen-V)) was

retweeting volunteer organization’s information to external networking. While the
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rest three volunteer initiators were different. Reading messages and/or clicking the
“Like” or the “Favorite” button only was the top highest average score on the
measure of online participation on 1500Miles’s Twitter. Posting messages in order
to provide useful information or express idea for volunteer organization’s operation
was the top highest average score on the measure of online participation on MF’s
Twitter. Posting messages in order to respond volunteer organization when
volunteer organization asked questions or requested information about volunteer
activities was the top highest average score on the measure of online participation

on TF’s Twitter.

5.2 Elements of Online Participatory Communication Affecting
Online Participation of Member on Volunteering Community

SNSs (Results of online questionnaire)

The finding from online questionnaire expressed that the overview of online
participatory communication elements affecting online participation of member on
volunteering community SNSs was high (Mean = 3.81, SD = 0.581) as shown in
Table 5.4. In addition, all elements of online participatory communication highly

affected member participation on volunteering community SNSs.
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Table 5.4 Average of each element of online participatory communication affecting

online participation of member on volunteering community SNSs

Elements of online participatory M Std. Degree
communication AN | Deviation Of.

affecting
1. Organizational capacity 3.72 0.724 High
2. Accessibility to SNSs 3.83 0.706 High
2. Equity of participation 3.85 0.692 High
4. Reflection 3.81 0.864 High
5. Personality of member 4.10 0.721 High
6. Key facilitation skills of SNSs administrator 3.77 0.691 High
7. SNSs characteristic 3.97 0.701 High
8. Online external linkages 3.88 0.774 High
9. Networking 3.82 0.752 High
10.Relevant to the problems 3.52 0.747 High
11. Message attribute 3.87 0.694 High
12. Information exchanging 3.73 0.819 High
13. Trustworthiness 3.69 0.783 High
14. Social cohesion 3.69 0.788 High
Average of all elements 3.81 0.581 High

Regarding each element of participatory communication, this study found that

participatory communication elements that had the most effect on online participation

on volunteering community SNSs was personality of member with mean 4.10 (SD =

0.721,). The second highest mean was 3.97, SNSs characteristic (SD = 0.701). The

third highest mean was online external linkages (Mean = 3.88, SD = 0.774). The rest

were message attribute (Mean = 3.87, SD

0.694,), equity of participation
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(Mean=3.85, SD = 0.692), accessibility to SNSs (Mean =3.83, SD = 0.706),
networking (Mean =3.82, SD = 0.752), reflection (Mean =3.81, SD = 0.864), key
facilitation skills of SNSs administrator (Mean =3.77, SD = 0.691), information
exchanging (Mean =3.73, SD = 0.819), organizational capacity (Mean =3.72, SD =
0.724), trustworthiness (Mean =3.69, SD = 0.783), social cohesion (Mean =3.69, SD
= 0.788), and relevant to the problems (Mean =3.52, SD = 0.747), respectively.
Although personality of member (Mean = 4.10) seemed to be the most effect on
online participation on volunteering community SNSs, SNSs characteristic (Mean =

3.97) also influenced to online participation on volunteering community SNSs.

Table 5.5 Average of each element of online participatory communication affecting
online participation of member on volunteering community SNSs

separated by SNSs types

Facebook Twitter
Elements of online S| so S| o
L. 4 . C T L = C = O =
participatory communication S | B8 S5 S | B8 S5
2|23 | 8¢ | 2 |”3| 8¢
@] O © o) A ©
1. Organizational capacity 3.741 0.705 | High | 3.69 | 0.764 | High
2. Accessibility to SNSs 3.83| 0.722 | High | 3.83 | 0.675 | High
3. Equity of participation 3.85| 0.679 | High | 3.87 | 0.721 | High
4. Reflection 3.78 | 0.851 | High | 3.88 | 0.893 | High
5. Personality of member 4.09 | 0.716 | High | 4.12 | 0.735 | High

6. Key facilitation skills of

SNSs administrator 3.79 | 0.681 | High |3.72| 0.713 | High

7. SNSs characteristic 4.02 | 0.68 High | 3.87 | 0.736 | High
8. Online external linkages 3.91( 0.777 | High | 3.82 | 0.768 | High
9. Networking 3.84  0.744 | High | 3.77 | 0.771 | High

10. Relevant to the problems 3.53 | 0.746 | High | 3.49 | 0.752 | Neutral
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Table 5.5 Average of each element of online participatory communication affecting
online participation of member on volunteering community SNSs were

separated by SNSs types (continued)

Facebook Twitter
Elements of online S| 52 S| 52
. . .. c .= o .= c = o .=
participatory communication S | 88 S B S | B8 S B
S| 23| 82| 2|%5| 8
Q QA Q| O
11. Message attribute 3.92 | 0.684 [ High |3.78 | 0.709 | High
12. Information exchanging 3.74 | 0.803 | High |3.71| 0.854 [ High
13. Trustworthiness 3.67 | 0.799 | High |3.72| 0.749 | High
14. Social cohesion 3.67 | 0.783 | High |3.72| 0.799 | High

In terms of SNSs types, it found that online questionnaire respondents who were
Facebook members and Twitter members thought that all elements of participatory
communication highly affected member participation on volunteering community
SNSs. Both of them expressed that personality of member was the top highest mean.
For Facebook members, the mean of personality of member was 4.09 (SD = 0. 0.716),
followed by SNSs characteristic with mean 4.02 (SD = 0.680), and message attribute
with mean 3.92 (SD = 0.684), respectively. For Twitter, the members thought that
participatory communication elements that had the most effect on online participation
on volunteering community SNSs was personality of member with mean 4.12 (SD =
0.735), followed by reflection with mean 3.88 (SD = 0.893), and equity of

participation with mean 3.87 (SD = 0.721), respectively, as displayed in Table 5.5.



volunteering community SNSs of each volunteer organization

Table 5.6 Average of each element of online participatory communication affecting online participation of member on
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Table 5.6 Average of each element of online participatory communication affecting online participation of member on

volunteering community SNSs of each volunteer organization (continued)
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Table 5.6 Average of each element of online participatory communication affecting online participation of member on

volunteering community SNSs of each volunteer organization (continued)
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Table 5.6 Average of each element of online participatory communication affecting online participation of member on

volunteering community SNSs of each volunteer organization (continued)
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Table 5.6 Average of each element of online participatory communication affecting online participation of member on

volunteering community SNSs of each volunteer organization (continued)
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Table 5.6 Average of each element of online participatory communication affecting online participation of member on

volunteering community SNSs of each volunteer organization (continued)
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Table 5.6 Average of each element of online participatory communication affecting online participation of member on

volunteering community SNSs of each volunteer organization (continued)
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Table 5.6 Average of each element of online participatory communication affecting online participation of member on

volunteering community SNSs of each volunteer organization (continued)
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Table 5.6 Average of each element of online participatory communication affecting online participation of member on

volunteering community SNSs of each volunteer organization (continued)
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*E1 represented organizational capacity, *E2 represented accessibility to SNSs, *E3 represented equity of participation, *E4 represented
reflection, *E5 represented personality of member, *E6 represented key facilitation skills of SNSs administrator, *E7 represented average of
SNSs characteristic, *E8 represented online external linkages, *E9 represented networking, *E10 represented connection to the problems,
*E11 represented message attribute, *E12 represented information exchanging, *E13 represented trustworthiness, and *E14 represented
social cohesion.



185

Comparing Facebook of volunteer coordinator and volunteer initiator as
expressed in Table 5.6, this study found that personality of member was the highest
effect on online participation of members on Facebook of two out of the three volunteer
coordinators (JB, and SA) and three out of the eight volunteer initiators (BV, DNT, and
MF). On the other hand, SNSs characteristic was the highest effects on online
participation of members on Facebook of one out of the three volunteer coordinators
(VSN) as well as two out of the eight volunteer initiators (AD, and MF). The rest three
volunteer initiators were different. Online external linkages, information exchanging,
and reflection as well as message attribute was the highest effect on online participation
of members on Gen-V’s Facebook, HSG’s Facebook and JSC’s Facebook,
respectively .

For Twitter, personality of member was the highest effect on online participation
of members on Twitter of all volunteer coordinators (JB, and SA) and three out of the
five volunteer initiators (1500Miles, AD, and Gen-V) whereas the rest two volunteer
initiators were different. Reflection and information exchanging were the highest effect

on online participation of members on Twitter of MF, and TF, respectively.

5.3 Contribution of Online Participatory Communication on
Volunteering Community SNSs for Online and Offline
Volunteering Communities (Results of se-mi structured

interview)
This study found that the contribution of online participatory communication on
volunteering community SNSs in Thailand for online and offline volunteering

communities consisted of increasing people’s morale, hope and self-esteem,
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expanding of public awareness in volunteer work, motivating people to do good
actions, increasing amount of online members and offline volunteers, easy accessing
volunteer work for young volunteers, enriching social participation for helping each
others, and widening of volunteer organization recognition as described below:

5.3.1 The contribution of online participatory communication on
volunteering community SNSs for online and offline volunteering communities of
volunteer coordinators

5.3.1.1 Increasing people’s morale, hope and self-esteem
JB revealed that volunteering community SNSs helped to
increase people’s morale, hope and self-esteem.
5.3.1.2 Expanding of public awareness in volunteer work
VSN mentioned that employing volunteering community SNSs
expanded public awareness in volunteer work.
5.3.1.3 Motivating people to do good actions
VSN also expressed that using volunteering community SNSs
motivated people to do good actions.

5.3.2 The contribution of online participatory communication on
volunteering community SNSs for online and offline volunteering communities of
both volunteer coordinators and volunteer initiators

5.3.2.1 Increasing amount of online members and offline volunteers
VSN and BV revealed that outcome of volunteering community
SNSs usage was increasing amount of offline volunteers. VSN also indicated that

volunteering community SNSs helped VSN to increase online members.
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5.3.3 The contribution of online participatory communication on
volunteering community SNSs for online and offline volunteering communities of
volunteer initiators

5.3.3.1 Easy accessing volunteer work for young volunteers
BV stated that employing volunteering community SNSs helped
BV to easily communicate with young volunteer. In the same way, young volunteer
also easily access BV’s volunteer work through volunteering community SNSs.
5.3.3.2 Enriching social participation for helping each others
Gen-V expressed that the power of communication via SNSs
attracted many people to help the sufferer in critical condition. In addition, MF stated
that spreading of social participant in terms of the helping, and the donation was the
outcome after utilizing volunteering community SNSs.
5.3.3.3 Widening of volunteer organization recognition
HSG explained that result of using volunteering community
SNSs was widening of HSG recognition.

This finding expressed that the growth of volunteer organizations by using
volunteering community SNSs affected online and offline volunteering communities
in the form of direct and indirect benefits. The contribution in the form of expanding
of public awareness in volunteer work, motivating people to do good actions,
enriching social participation for helping each others, and increasing people’s morale,
hope and self-esteem benefited to online and offline volunteering communities
directly. On the other hand, the contribution in the form of easy accessing volunteer
work for young volunteers, and increasing amount of online members and offline

volunteers benefited to online and offline volunteering communities indirectly.
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5.4 Online Participation of Member on Volunteering Community
SNSs Affecting Solve Social Problems (Results of online

guestionnaire)

The results derived from online questionnaire also indicated that the largest
group of online questionnaire respondents thought that their online participations on
volunteering community SNSs could solve social problems in a short-term relief (less
than 4 months) with22.30 %. Solving social problems in a long-term relief (over 4
months) was the second highest opinion with 18.87% of all responders. No solving
social problems and no guidelines for solving, but publicizing social problems to Thai
society only was the third with 16.91%, the rest were eliminating social problems,
solving social problems in an emergency relief phase (not exceeding 1 month), and no
solving social problems, but there was guidelines for solving with 16.18%, 14.95%,
and 10.78%, respectively as displayed in Table 5.7.

Table 5.7 The result of online participation of member on volunteering community

SNSs in the form of solving social problems

The result of online participation of member on

. . . . Percent
volunteering community SNSs in the form of solving Frequency (%)
. 0
social problems
Solving social problems in a short-term relief (less than 4 months). 91 22.3
Solving social problems in a long-term relief (over 4 months). 77 18.87
No solving social problems and no guidelines for solving, but 69 16.91

publicizing social problems to Thai society only.

Eliminating social problems. 66 16.18

Solving social problems in an emergency relief phase (not

exceeding 1 month). 61 14.95

No solving social problems, but there was guidelines for solving. 44 10.78

Total 408 100
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Table 5.7 also expressed that two thirds of online questionnaire respondents
(295 respondents) thought that their online participations on volunteering community
SNSs could solve social problems with 68.13% and 31.87 % (or 113 respondents)
expressed their opinion that their online participations on volunteering community
SNSs could not solve social problems.
Table 5.8 The result of online participation of member on volunteering community

SNSs in the form of solving social problems of each type of SNSs
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When compare Facebook members’ opinion and Twitter members’ opinion about
their online participation affecting solving social problems as described in Table 5.8,
this study found that most Facebook members thought that their participations on
volunteering community SNSs could solve social problems in a short-term relief (less
than 4 months) with15.44%, followed by no solving social problems and no guidelines

for solving, but publicizing social problems to Thai society only with 13.24%, solving
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social problems in a long-term relief (over 4 months) with 12.01%, solving social
problems in an emergency relief phase (not exceeding 1 month) with 10.78%,
eliminating social problems with 8.82%, and no solving social problems, but there was
guidelines for solving with 8.09%, respectively.

For Twitter, the majority of online questionnaire respondents who were Twitter
members thought that their online participations on volunteering community SNSs
could eliminate social problems with 7.35%, the second highest opinion were online
participations of member on volunteering community SNSs could solve social
problems in a short-term relief (less than 4 months) as well as solving social problems
in a long-term relief (over 4 months) with 6.86%. The rest were solving social
problems in an emergency relief phase (not exceeding 1 month) with 4.17%, no
solving social problems and no guidelines for solving, but publicizing social problems
to Thai society onlywith3.68%, and no solving social problems, but there was a
guideline for solving with 2.70%, respectively.

Regarding comparison in terms of volunteer organization types as expressed in
Table 5.9, this study found that most members of all volunteer coordinators (JB, SA,
and VSN) and three out of the eight volunteer initiators (AD, BV, and HSG)
expressed their opinion that their online participations on Facebook could solve social
problems in a short-term relief (less than 4 months). The majority members of all
volunteer coordinators (JB, SA, and VSN) and one out of the eight volunteer initiators
(BV) also thought that their online participations on Facebook could solve social

problems in a long-term relief (over 4 months).
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Table 5.9 The result of online participation of member on volunteering community

SNSs in the form of solving social problems of each volunteer organization
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Table 5.9 The result of online participation of member on volunteering community

SNSs in the form of solving social problems of each volunteer organization

(continued)
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On the other hand, most members of three out of the eight volunteer initiators
(DNT, MF, and TF) indicated that online participations of members on Facebook
affected leading to solve social problems by eliminating it gone, while the largest group
of members of JB’s Facebook also expressed the same opinion as two out of the eight
volunteer initiators (Gen-V, and MF) that their online participations on Facebook could
neither solve social problems nor provide guidelines for solving, but only publicizing
social problems to Thai society. The rest one volunteer initiator (JSC) was different.
Most members of JSC’s Facebook thought that their online participations on Facebook
affected solving social problems in an emergency relief phase (not exceeding 1 month).

In terms of Twitter, this study found that the majority members of one out of the
two volunteer coordinators (JB) and three out of the five volunteer initiators
(1500Miles, MF, and TF) indicated that their online participations on Twitter could
eliminate social problems. Moreover, the largest group of Twitter’s members of JB,
and MF also expressed the same opinion as two out of the five volunteer initiators
(AD, and Gen-V) that online participations of member on Twitter could solve social
problems in a short-term relief (less than 4 months). On the other hand, most members
of one volunteer coordinator (SA) thought that their online participations on Twitter

affected solving social problems in a long-term relief (over 4 months).

5.5 Personal Characteristic of Member Affecting Online
Participation on Volunteering Community SNSs (Results of

online questionnaire)

5.5.1 Personal information of online questionnaire respondents

This part described personal information of the Internet users who were the
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members of 12 volunteering community SNSs. The personal information included
volunteering community SNSs membership, age, occupation, educational
background, the role on volunteering community SNSs, duration of volunteering
community SNSs membership, frequency of volunteering community SNSs usage,
and experience as a volunteer.

55.1.1 Volunteering community SNSs membership of online
guestionnaire respondents

The online questionnaire respondents were Facebook’s members

more than Twitter’s members and most of them were MF’s volunteering community
SNSs members as shown in Table 5.10 and Table 5.11, respectively. Table 5.10
described volunteering community SNSs’ members of 408 respondents. The majority
of online questionnaire respondents were Facebook’s members which were 279 and
129 online questionnaire respondents were Twitter’s members, representing 68.38%
and 31.62%, respectively.

Table 5.10 Volunteering community SNSs’ members of online questionnaire

respondents
Type of SNSs Frequency Percent (%)
Facebook 279 68.38
Twitter 129 31.62
Total 408 100.00

As shown in Table 5.11, the largest group of online
questionnaire respondents were members of MF 20.30%, SA 19.10%, JB 14.00%, TF
12.50%, VSN 10.30%, AD 6.13%, Gen-V 5.39%, BV 4.41%, DNT 3.43%,

1500Miiles 2.45%, and HSG as well as JSC 0.98%, respectively.
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Table 5.11 Volunteer organizations’ members of online questionnaire respondents

Volunteer organization Frequency Percent (%)
MF 83 20.30
SA 78 19.10
JB 57 14.00
TF 51 12.50
VSN 42 10.30
AD 25 6.13
Gen-V 22 5.39
BV 18 441
DNT 14 3.43
1500Miles 10 2.45
HSG 4 0.98
JSC 4 0.98
Total 408 100.00

There were six volunteer organizations that employed both
Facebook and Twitter, and their member were respondents of online questionnaires.
Most online questionnaire respondents of three volunteer organizations, MF, SA, and
TF, were Facebook’s members, whereas the largest online questionnaire respondents
of the rest, JB, AD, and Gen-V were Twitter’s members. Moreover, when all online
questionnaire respondents were classified by type of SNSs, it found that most online
questionnaire respondents who were Facebook’s members were MF’s Facebook
members. For Twitter, most online questionnaire respondents were JB’s Twitter
members as displayed in Table 5.12.

Table 5.12 described most online questionnaire respondents who
were MF s’ volunteering community SNSs members were 60 Facebook members or
14.71% and 23 online questionnaire respondents were Twitter’s members

representing 5.64%. The majority of online questionnaire respondents of SA’s
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volunteering community SNSs members were 55 Facebook members or 13.48% and

23 online questionnaire respondents were Twitter’s members or 5.64%.

Table 5.12 Volunteer organizations’ members of online questionnaire respondents

classified by types of SNSs

Types of SNSs
Volunteer Facebook Twitter
Organizations Ere Percent - Percent
quency %) requency (%)
MF 60 14.71 23 5.64
SA 55 13.48 23 5.64
JB 26 6.37 31 7.60
TF 41 10.05 10 2.45
VSN 42 10.29
AD 9 2.21 16 3.92
Gen-V 6 1.47 16 3.92
BV 18 4.41
DNT 14 3.43
1500Muiles 10 2.45
HSG 4 0.98
JSC 4 0.98
Total 279 68.38 129 31.62

The largest group of online questionnaire respondents who were

JB’s volunteering community SNSs members were 31 Twitter’s members

representing 7.60% and 26 online questionnaire respondents were Facebook members

representing 6.37%.

Most online questionnaire respondents who were TF s’

volunteering community SNSs members were 41 Facebook members or 10.05 % and

10 online questionnaire respondents were Twitter’s members or 2.45%. The majority

of online questionnaire respondents who were AD s’ volunteering community SNSs

members were 16 Twitter’s members or 3.92 % and 9 online questionnaire

respondents were Facebook members or 2.21%. The largest group of online
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questionnaire respondents who were Gen-V’s volunteering community SNSs
members was 61 Twitter’s members or 3.92% and 6 online questionnaire respondents
were Facebook members or 1.47%.
5.5.1.2 Age of online questionnaire respondents

The online questionnaire respondents were requested to
indicate one of four age ranges as follows: 13-25 years, 26-35 years, 36-55 years,
and 56 and over. As displayed in Table 5.13, most online questionnaire
respondents were age between 26-35 years with 47.55%, 31.62 %of online
questionnaire respondents were age between 13-25 years, 19.61% of online
questionnaire respondents were age between 36-55 years, and 1.23% of online
questionnaire respondents were age 56 years and over, respectively.

Table 5.13 Age of online questionnaire respondents

Age Frequency Percent (%)
26-35 194 47.55
13-25 129 31.62
36-55 80 19.61
56 and over 5 1.23
Total 408 100.00

Table 5.14 Age of online questionnaire respondents classified by types of SNSs

Age
Types of g
SNSs 13-25 26-35 36-55 56 and over
Count | % Count | % Count | % Count | %
Facebook 61 1495 | 156 | 38.24 60 14.71 2 0.49

Twitter 68 16.67 | 38 9.31 20 4.90 3 0.74
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When compared the age of online questionnaire respondents
between Facebook members and Twitter members, it found that the largest group of
online questionnaire respondents who were Facebook members was age between 26-
35 years with38.24%, the rest were 13-25 years, 36-55 years, and 56 years and over
with 14.95%, 14.71%, and 0.49%, respectively. Whereas the majority of online
questionnaire respondents who were Twitter members was 13-25 years with 16.67%,
followed by 26-35 years with 9.31%,36-55 years with 4.90%, and 56 years and over
with 0.74%, respectively, as shown in Table 5.14.

Table 5.15 Age of online questionnaire respondents divided by each volunteer

organization
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SS | SP E g E E
5 | 768 2l % |23 % |3| % |3 %
@) @) @) @)
= Facebook | 7 |12.30| 8 [14.00| 10 [1750| 1 | 1.80
g I8 Twitter | 29 [5090] 0 | 0.00 | 1 | 1.80 | 1 | 1.80
g Total of JB 36 [63.20] 8 |14.00( 11 [19.30| 2 | 3.50
[ 4 [Fecebook]15]1920{25[32.10] 15 [19.20] 0 | 0.00
g Twitter | 11 | 14.10| 8 | 10.30| 4 | 5.10 | 0 | 0.00
E Total of SA 26 [33.30 | 33 | 42.30 | 19 [24.40 | 0 | 0.00
S| VSN [Facebook | 10 [ 23.80| 23 [54.80 | 9 [21.40] 0 | 0.00
1500Miles | Twitter | 4 |40.00| 5 |50.00| 0 | 0.00 | 1 |10.00
Ao | Facebook [ 2 [ 800 | 6 [24.00] 1 | 400 [ 0 [ 0.00
s Twitter | 4 | 16.00 | 10 | 40.00| 2 | 8.00 | 0 | 0.00
g Total of AD 6 |24.00] 16 | 64.00| 3 [12.00] 0 | 0.00
£ BV | Facebook | 1 | 5.60 | 12 |66.70| 5 |27.80| 0 | 0.00
g DNT | Facebook | 3 |21.40| 8 |57.10| 3 |21.40| 0 | 0.00
5 Facebook | 1 | 450 | 4 |1820| 1 | 450 | 0 | 0.00
o Gen-V -
S Twitter | 12 | 5450 | 4 | 18.20| 0 | 0.00 | 0 | 0.00
Total of Gen-V | 13 [59.10| 8 |36.40| 1 | 450 | 0 | 0.00
HSG | Facebook | 1 |25.00] 3 |75.00] 0 | 0.00 | 0 | 0.00
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Table 5.15 Age of online questionnaire respondents divided by each volunteer

organization (continued)

c c Age
s S s S
SR L 2R e ‘ 56 and
ER g ENg | Typeso 13-25 26-35 36-55 over
S 358 | SNSs
SS | $5° g £ = £
5 o S| % |3| % |3 % | 3| %
O O O O
JSC | Facebook | 0 | 0.00 | 1 [25.00| 2 [50.00( 1 |25.00
5 e | Facebook | 18 [2170 |34 |41.00] 8 | 9.60 | 0 | 0.00
= Twitter | 7 | 840 | 7 [ 840 | 9 [10.80( 0 | 0.00
= Total of MF 25 30.10 | 41 | 49.40| 17 [ 2050 | 0 | 0.00
& o |Facebook | 3 {590 |32]6270] 6 | 1180 0 | 0.00
c
E: Twitter | 1 [ 2.00 [ 4 | 7.80 [ 4 | 7.80 | 1 | 2.00
> Total of TF 4 1780 36706010 [19.60 | 1 | 2.00

Comparison in terms of volunteer organization types, this study
found the largest group of online questionnaire respondents who were Facebook
members of two out of volunteer coordinators, SA, and VSN, as well as seven out of
the eight volunteer initiators, AD, BV, DNT, Gen-V, HSG, MF, and TF was age
between 26-35 years. The rest one volunteer coordinator, JB, and one volunteer
initiator, JSC, was different. Most members of JB, and JSC were age between 36-55
years. For Twitter members, this study found that most members of one out of the two
volunteer coordinators, SA, and three out of the five volunteer initiators,1500Miles,
AD, and TF. The majority members of TF’s Facebook were also age 36-55 years as
the same as most members of one volunteer initiator, MF. On the other hand, the age
of most members of the rest one volunteer coordinator, JB, and one volunteer

initiator, Gen-V, was 13-25 years.
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5.5.1.3 Occupation of online questionnaire respondents
Table 5.16 expressed occupation of online questionnaire
respondents. The majority of the online questionnaire respondents’ occupation was
cooperate employee with 36.52%. Online questionnaire respondents’ occupation as
student was 23.77%, self-employed/business owner 15.44%, government or state
enterprise officer 14.22%, others 5.15% (e.g. event part time, hospital’s volunteer,
monk, housekeeper), general contractors 4.17%, and retirement 0.74%, respectively.

Table 5.16 Occupation of online questionnaire respondents

Occupation Frequency Percent (%)
Cooperate employee 149 36.52
Student 97 23.77
Self-employed/business owner 63 15.44
Government or state enterprise officer 58 14.22
Others 21 5.15
General contractors 17 4.17
Retirement 3 0.74
Total 408 100.00

Comparison in terms of types of SNSs as shown in Table 5.17, it
found that the occupation of most online questionnaire respondents who were
Facebook members was cooperate employee with 27.70%. The second highest was
government or state enterprise officer with 11.76%. The third was self-
employed/business owner with 11.52. The rest were student, others(it consisted of an
event part time, a hospital’s volunteer, a youth developer, a veterinarian, a NPO staff,
a lecturer, a lawyer, an amulet master, two NGO staff, three university staff, and five
housekeeper),general contractors, and retirement with 9.80%, 4.41%, 2.45% and
0.74%, respectively. Most online questionnaire respondents who were Twitter

members were student with 13.97%. Cooperate employee was the second highest
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occupation with 8.82%, followed by self-employed/business ownerwith3.92,
government or state enterprise officer with 2.45%, General Contractors with 1.72%,
and others (it consisted of a music therapy, a housekeeper, and a monk) with 0.74%,
respectively.

Table 5.17 Occupation of online questionnaire respondents classified by types of

SNSs
Occupation
< C - —— L o S = c
Types of =8 = ég; qu>')~ ?oa_g E% @ g
SNSs S o = £°.2 8 = 4! g ® @ =
Qo = cSE o< c g S = = =
8% |8 |52% |gE 2|88 5|6
o ®© L S o
(O DI
Count | 40 48 13 | 47 10 | 3 | 18
Facebook % 9.80 1176 | 27.70 | 1152 | 2.45 | 0.74 | 4.41
Count | 57 10 36 16 7 1 0 | 3
Twitter % | 13.97 245 882 | 392 | 1.72 | 000 | 0.74

Comparison of volunteer coordinator and volunteer initiator as
described in Table 5.18, this study found that most Facebook members of all
volunteer coordinators, JB, SA, and VSN, as well as seven out of the eight volunteer
initiators, BV, DNT, Gen-V, HSG, JSC, MF, and TF, were cooperate employee. Most
Facebook members of JB, and JSC also were employed and self-employed/business
owner as the same as most members of one volunteer initiator, AD. In addition, the
largest group of members of JSC’s Facebook was also student and retirement. For
Twitter, most Twitter members of all volunteer coordinators, JB, and SA, as well as
two out of the five volunteer initiators, 1500Miles, and Gen-V, were student. Most

Twitter members of 1500Miles were also cooperate employee as the same as most
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members of the rest three volunteer initiators, Ad, MF, and TF. Moreover, most

Twitter members of TF were also government or state enterprise officer.

Table 5.18 Occupation of online questionnaire respondents classified by each

volunteer organization

c c Occupation
2 i) -
= + c (<] [«b) (%]
N | B & g S| S |__| 5
= = Z o 2| 2 |8 g =
) — c
>822 £ |z | g |S%| ¢ |83 z2|¢g¢
e 4 ] © o 2 @ = a Q @ c
D by D - > c = = €3 © = +=
2 2 = = & ce| & | 2c| ® o O
S |3 % S &
Facebook Count 3 4 7 7 3 1 1
B % 526 | 7.02 | 12.28 | 12.28 | 5.26 | 1.75 | 1.75
. Count | 28 1 1 1 0 0 0
Twitter
o % 4912 | 1.75 | 1.75 | 1.75 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00
o
= Count | 31 5 8 8 3 1 1
Total of IJB
'-g % | 54.39| 8.77 | 14.04 | 14.04 | 5.26 | 1.75 | 1.75
§ Facebook Count 6 12 25 8 2 0 2
= SA % 7.69 | 15.38 | 32.05 | 10.26 | 2.56 | 0.00 | 2.56
£ . Count| 8 0 7 2 | 4] o] 2
S Twitter
S % 10.26 | 0.00 | 8.97 | 2.56 | 5.13 | 0.00 | 2.56
> rotalofsa  LCount| 14 [ 12 a2 |10 [ 6 [0 | 4
% 17.95| 15.38 | 41.03 | 12.82 | 7.69 | 0.00 | 5.13
VSN | Facebook Count 7 6 15 12 1 0 1
% 16.67 | 14.29 | 35.71 | 28.57 | 2.38 | 0.00 | 2.38
1500 . Count 3 2 3 2 0 0 0
. Twitter
Miles % 30.00 | 20.00 | 30.00 | 20.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00
§ Facebook Count 3 1 1 4 0 0 0
g AD % 12.00 | 4.00 | 4.00 | 16.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00
-E Twitter Count| 3 0 8 5 0 0 0
§ % 12.00 | 0.00 | 32.00 | 20.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00
C
Count 6 1 9 9 0 0 0
% Total of AD oun
S % 24.00 | 4.00 | 36.00 | 36.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00
Count 2 4 7 2 0 0 3
BV | Facebook
% 11.11| 22.22 | 38.89 | 11.11 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 16.67
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Table 5.18 Occupation of online questionnaire respondents classified by each

volunteer organization (continued)

c c Occupation
..% ..% c z ) %)
S8 |8 3 2 £ S 55| 8
g |8 % & ~E| 8 (25| g | =
I = s | £ |00| £ 88| | 2| ¢
Sz °¢g o S| &gl & |2, 5| 5| ¢
57| 5 @ B S |s2| & |Eg| O | £ | 8
Q Q e c &H € o o ¢ c = = O
S S - 3 Es| & |538| 5 |
O =
S | S © 25| 8 |Yo| 5
> | > Y| © U]
DNT | Facebook Count 3 2 6 1 0 0 2
% 21.43 | 14.29 | 42.86 | 7.14 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 14.29
Facebook Count 1 0 2 0 0 1 2
Gen-v % 455 | 0.00 | 9.09 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 4.55 | 9.09
Twitter Count | 10 2 2 1 1 0 0
% 45.45| 9.09 | 9.09 | 455 | 455 | 0.00 | 0.00
Total of Gen-\/ Count | 11 2 4 1 1 1 2
% 50.00 | 9.09 | 18.18 | 4.55 | 4.55 | 455 | 9.09
4sG | Facebook Count 0 0 3 1 0 0 0
% 0.00 | 0.00 | 75.00 | 25.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00
Count 1 0 1 1 0 1 0
JSC | Facebook 250
% 25.00 | 0.00 | 25.00 | 25.00 | 0.00 0 0.00
Facebook Count | 11 16 19 8 3 0 3
ME % 13.25119.28 | 22.89 | 9.64 | 3.61 | 0.00 | 3.61
Twitter Count 4 2 12 2 2 0 1
% 482 | 241 | 1446 | 241 | 241 | 0.00 | 1.20
Count
Total of MF oun 15 18 31 10 5 0 4
% 18.07 | 21.69 | 37.35 | 12.05 | 6.02 | 0.00 | 4.82
Facebook Count 3 3 27 3 1 0 4
TE % 5.88 | 588 | 52.94 | 5.88 | 1.96 | 0.00 | 7.84
Twitter Count 1 3 3 3 0 0 0
% 196 | 5.88 | 588 | 588 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00
Count
Total of TF oun 4 6 30 6 1 0 4
% 784 | 11.76 | 58.82 | 11.76 | 1.96 | 0.00 | 7.84
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5.5.1.4 Educational background of online questionnaire respondents

The majority of the online questionnaire respondents’ educational

background was diploma/high vocational certificate/bachelor’s degree with 61.76%.

Over bachelor’s degree was the second highest educational background with 24.75% of

all respondents. High school/vocational certificate was third with 12.50%, and primary
school was fourth with 0.98%, respectively, as shown in Table 5.19.

Table 5.19 Educational background of online questionnaire respondents

Educational Background Frequency | Percent (%)

Diploma/high  vocational  certificate/Bachelor’s

degree 252 61.76

Over bachelor’s degree 101 24.75

High school/vocational certificate 51 12.50

Primary school 4 0.98
Total 408 100.00

Table 5.20 Educational background of online questionnaire respondents classified by

types of SNSs

Educational background

Diploma/

Types of Primary High S.chooll High vocational Over
Vocational . Bachelor’s
SNSs School . Certificate/
certificate degree
Bachelor’s degree
Count % | Count % Count % Count %
Facebook 1 025 | 15 3.68 179 43.87 84 20.59
Twitter 3 0.74 | 36 8.82 73 17.89 17 4.17

Educational background of most online questionnaire respondents
who were Facebook members was diploma/high vocational certificate/bachelor’s
degree with 43.87%, followed by over bachelor’s degree with 20.59%, high

school/vocational certificate with 3.68%, and primary school with 0.25%, respectively.
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For Twitter members, the largest group of online questionnaire respondents hold a
diploma/high vocational certificate/bachelor’s degree with 17.89%, followed by high
school/vocational certificate, over bachelor’s degree, and primary school with 8.82% |,
4.17%, and 0.74%, respectively, as displayed in Table 5.20.

Comparing volunteer coordinator and volunteer initiator as
shown in Table 5.21, this study found that the largest group of Facebook members of
all volunteer coordinators and all volunteer initiators hold a diploma/high vocational
certificate/bachelor’s degree. For Twitter, this study found that most Twitter members
of one volunteer coordinator, SA, as well as all volunteer initiators hold a
diploma/high vocational certificate/bachelor’s degree as the same as Facebook
members. Only one volunteer coordinator, JB, was different. The educational
background of most JB’s Twitter member was high school/vocational certificate.
Table 5.21 Educational background of online questionnaire respondents of each

volunteer organization

Educational background
@ s — < ., ©
S % & S < o
< c S 2 S 9 oy
S| s . S e | S2 p:
gl 2 | & 5 s% | 885 | <
N kN & % 28 @9 S
8 = 5 - SE 22 2
5| g g £ £8 | §8° 3
o O o = %! e e s}
Fer) S > o - o) ": (-
2| & - 2 a8 g
% 5 I a @)
> S = = = =
3| % | 3| w 3 % 3 %
O O O O
= § B Facebook [ 1 |1.75| 2 | 351 | 15 (26.32| 8 | 14.04
% ._%‘j Twitter 0 |000| 19 (3333 10 (1754 | 2 | 351
S § Total of JB 1 (175 21 |36.84| 25 |43.86 | 10 | 17.54
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Table 5.21 Educational background of online questionnaire respondents of each

volunteer organization (continued)

Educational background
<y ] —_ =
S g E c P &
c < S 2 = o
2| s % £ S22 | 85 o
S S Z A S 8 288 s
c = n > = oS o >
S| & 5 5 St | £28 2
o = <8 S o O =B .C 5o
g1 8 a = 28 Z
% 5 T A O
> S = = = =
S|l % [ 2] % | 2] % | 2| %
O O O O
s 5| ea Facebook | 0 [0.00| 0 | 0.00 | 38 |48.72| 17 | 21.79
DD =
ge Twitter 3 |385| 2 | 256 | 15 | 19.23| 3 | 3.85
3t Total of SA 3 |385| 2 | 256 | 53 | 67.95| 20 | 25.64
> 8 [ VSN |Facebook | 0 |0.00| 2 | 476 | 28 | 66.67 | 12 | 28.57
1500 1 1 vitter 0 |ooo| 2 [2000] 6 |60.00| 2 | 20.00
Miles
AD Facebook | 0 [0.00| 3 [1200| 2 | 800 | 4 | 16.00
Twitter 0 |000| 2 | 800 | 11 |44.00]| 3 | 12.00
Total of AD 0 1000| 5 [20.00] 13 |52.00| 7 | 28.00
BV |Facebook | 0 |[0.00| 2 |11.11] 11 [61.11] 5 | 27.78
o DNT | Facebook | 0 |0.00| 2 |1429| 11 | 7857 | 1 | 7.14
o
g | cenv Facebook | 0 [0.00] 0 [ 000 | 3 [1364] 3 | 13.64
= Twitter 0 |000| 5 [2273] 8 3636 3 | 13.64
5 Total of Gen-V 0 |000| 5 [2273] 11 | 50.00| 6 | 27.27
€ HSG | Facebook | 0 [0.00| 0 | 0.00 | 3 [75.00| 1 | 25.00
S JSC | Facebook | 0 [0.00| 1 |25.00| 2 [50.00| 1 | 25.00
M Facebook | 0 [0.00| 3 | 3.61 | 39 |46.99| 18 | 21.69
Twitter 0 |000| 5 | 60216 |1928] 2 | 241
Total of MF 0 |000| 8 | 9.64 | 55 |66.27 | 20 | 24.10
. Facebook | 0 [0.00| 0 | 0.00 | 27 5294 | 14 | 27.45
Twitter 0o {000 1 [196 ]| 7 |1373] 2 | 3.92
Total of TF 0 |000| 1 | 196 | 34 |6667]| 16 | 31.37
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55.1.5 Status on volunteering community SNSs of online
guestionnaire respondents
The status as the Internet user who was interested in issues
presented by volunteer organization of online questionnaire respondents was the largest
group with 60.29%. The second largest group was volunteer with 25.74%, followed by
donor/supporter6.86%, journalist2.45%, The Internet user who needed help/ support
2.21%, Staff of other volunteer organizations or staff of government agencies that are
involved with issues presented by volunteer organization1.96%, and volunteer
organization’s committee/ executive/ staff0.49%, respectively, as displayed in Table 5.22.

Table 5.22 Status of members on volunteering community SNSs

Status of members on volunteering community SNSs | Frequency Pe(l;z)e)nt
The Internet user who was interested in issues presented
by volunteer organization 246 60.29
Volunteer 105 25.74
Donor/supporter 28 6.86
Journalist 10 2.45
The Internet user who was needed in help/ support 9 2.21
Staff of other volunteer organizations or staff of
government agencies that are involved with issues 8 1.96
presented by volunteer organization
Volunteer organization’s committee/ executive/ staff 2 0.49

Total 408 100.00

When compare the status on volunteering community SNSs of
online questionnaire respondents between Facebook members and Twitter members as
shown in Table 5.23, this study found that the most status of online questionnaire
respondents who were Facebook members was the Internet user who was interested in
issues presented by volunteer organization with 41.91%. Volunteer with 15.93% was

the second largest group. Donor/supporter with 5.64% was the third largest group. The
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rest were journalist with 1.96%, the Internet user who needed help/ support with 1.23%
as well as staff of other volunteer organizations or staff of government agencies that are
involved with issues presented by volunteer organization with 1.23%, volunteer
organization’s committee/ executive/ staff with 0.49%, respectively. The majority status
of online questionnaire respondents who were Twitter members was the Internet user
who was interested in issues presented by volunteer organization with 18.38%. The
second was volunteer with 9.80%, followed by donor/supporter with 1.23%, the
Internet user who needed help or support with 0.98%, staff of other volunteer
organizations or staff of government agencies that are involved with issues presented by
volunteer organization with 0.74%, and journalist with 0.49%, respectively.

Table 5.23 Status of members on volunteering community SNSs divided by types of

SNSs
Status of members on volunteering community SNSs
n £ % = %
= = z £ 5085 |2 %
3 8 3 2 — =} 8. St ":) > J! o 3
3 o 52| E || |5S8fc |s2¢
QL - N5 = = 9) 4 =2 9o 2 g = A g
wn o > c 5 S |52 2 |S5SESE|5=-9S¢&
4 ] 2less| & 88T |I29822c|82®w
) © 5 |5 3 o cl| = T o= T o=
— = o o w B L O+ o C 3 [a7) c
% = e) S = e c g S5 S5=>209a0|2ET @
S > D g o [c = C 2SI
= ] ae2| § |gao| ™ |BNE>SES|eas eSS
O c=| 8 |IES S E£EE G c e 3
S5 E =3 S STy @ -£3
© £ L O s 2> 2 s D =
S o c c W oomc = o
o - © (o
Count | 65 2 23 5 8 5 171
Facebook
% [15.9] 0.49 | 5.64 [1.23]1.96 1.23 41.91
. Count | 40 0 5 4 2 3 75
Twitter
% 9.8 0 1.23 10.98 | 0.49 0.74 18.38

Regarding the comparison of volunteer organization type, this
study found that the role of most Facebook members of two out of the three volunteer

coordinators, JB, and SA, as well as four out of the eight volunteer initiators, Gen-V,
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HSG, MF, and TF was the Internet user who was interested in issues presented by
volunteer organization. Most HSG’s Facebook members also indicated their status as
volunteer as the same as most Facebook member of the rest one volunteer
coordinator, VSN, and three out of the eight volunteer initiators, AD, BV, and JSC. In
addition, the status of most Facebook members of HSG was also donor/supporter as
the same as most Facebook members of DNT. Moreover, most members of HSG’s
Facebook participated in HSG’s Facebook as journalist. For Twitter, this study found
that Twitter members of one out of the two volunteer coordinators, SA, as well as four
out of the five volunteer initiators, 1500Miles, AD, MF, and TF mostly expressed
their status as the Internet user who was interested in issues presented by volunteer
organization. On the other hand, most status of the rest one volunteer coordinator, JB,
and the rest of one volunteer initiator, Gen-V, was the volunteer.

Table 5.24 Status of members of each volunteer organization

Status of members on volunteering community
SNSs

Volunteer organization type
Volunteer organization name
Types of SNSs
Count and Percent
Volunteer
Volunteer organization’s committee/
executive/ staff
Donor/supporter
The Internet user who was needed in
help/ support
Journalist
Staff of government agencies that are
involved with issues presented by
The Internet user who was interested In
issues presented by volunteer
organization

Count | 12 0 1 0 0
% 21.05| 0.00 | 1.75 |0.00|0.00|3.51] 19.30

Count | 17 0 0 1 1 1 11
% 29.82 | 0.00 [ 0.00 |1.75]1.75]1.75] 19.30

N
=
=

Facebook
JB

Twitter

Volunteer
coordinator




Table 5.24 Status of members of each volunteer organization (continued)
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Status of members on volunteering community
SNSs
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Count| 29 0 1 1 1 3 22
Total of JB
% 50.88 | 0.00 | 1.75 |1.75|1.75|5.26 | 38.60
j -
(@]
= Count 15 0 3 0 1 0 36
2 Facebook
'g SA % 19.23 | 0.00 | 3.85 | 0.00]1.28]0.00 | 46.15
8 . Count 9 0 1 0 0 0 13
- Twitter
§ % 11.54| 0.00 | 1.28 | 0.00]0.00|0.00| 16.67
5 Count | 24 0 4 0| 1| 0| 49
S Total of SA
S % 30.77 | 0.00 | 5.13 |0.00]1.28(0.00 | 62.82
Count 13 0 4 1 0 1 23
VSN | Facebook
% 3095 0.00 | 9.52 |2.38]|0.00(2.38|54.76
1500 . Count 1 0 0 0 0 0 9
. Twitter
Miles % 10.00| 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00] 0.00]0.00 90.00
Count 6 0 1 0 0 0 2
Facebook
5 AD % 24.00| 0.00 | 4.00 |0.00]0.00(0.00( 8.00
S . Count | 5 0 2 1101 7
= Twitter
= % 20.00| 0.00 | 8.00 |4.00]0.00]4.00]| 28.00
o Count| 11 0 3 1 0 1 9
© | Total of AD
> % 44,00 | 0.00 | 12.00 [ 4.00 | 0.00 | 4.00 | 36.00
S Count | 1 1 6 | 0| 0] 0] 6
DNT [ Facebook
% 7.14 | 7.14 | 42.86 | 0.00 ] 0.00 | 0.00 | 42.86
Gen- Count 2 0 0 0 0 1 3
Facebook
\ % 9.09 | 0.00 | 0.00 |0.00]0.00|4.55| 13.64
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Status of members on volunteering community
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Count | 10 0 0 1 1 1 9
Total of Gen-V
% |[45.45| 0.00 | 0.00 | 4.55]|4.55]|4.55]( 40.91
Count 2 1 0 0 0 0 1
JSC | Facebook
% 50.00 | 25.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 25.00
Count 5 0 6 0 3 0 46
Facebook
s MF % 6.02 | 0.00 | 7.23 |0.00 ]| 3.61|0.00 | 55.42
S . Count | 0 0 2 1| o | 1] 19
= Twitter
= % 0.00 | 0.00 | 241 [1.20]0.00|1.20| 22.89
i Count | 5 0 8 13| 1] 65
c Total of MF
= % 6.02 | 0.00 | 9.64 |1.20|3.61|1.20( 78.31
o
> Count 4 0 0 1 3 1 32
Facebook
TE % 7.84 | 0.00 | 0.00 |1.96|5.88|1.96 | 62.75
. Count 0 0 0 0 0 0 10
Twitter
% 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 [0.00]|0.00]0.00]| 19.61
Count| 4 0 0 1 3 1 42
Total of TF
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online questionnaire respondents

5.5.1.6 Duration of volunteering community SNSs membership of

The majority of online questionnaire respondents were volunteering
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community SNSs” members less than 1 year with 44.85%. The second highest was 1-
2 years with 35.05%. The rest were 3-4 years with 16.67%, and 5 years and over with
3.43%, respectively, as described in Table 5.25.

Table 5.25 Duration of volunteering community SNSs membership of online

questionnaire respondents

Duration of volunteering (_:ommunlty SNSs Frequency Percent (%)
membership
less than 1 year 183 44.85
1-2 years 143 35.05
3-4 years 68 16.67
5 years and over 14 3.43
Total 408 100.00

Table 5.26 described that the top highest of online questionnaire
respondents became Facebook members 1-2 years with 27.45%. The second highest
was less than 1 year with 25.00%, followed by 3-4 years with 13.73%, and 5 years
and over with 2.21%. For Twitter members, most online questionnaire respondents
were Twitter members less than 1 year with 19.85%, next were 1-2 years, 3-4 years,
and 5 years and overwith7.60%, 2.94%, and 1.23%, respectively.

Table 5.26 Duration of volunteering community SNSs membership of online

questionnaire respondents separated by types of SNSs

Duration of volunteering community SNSs membership
Types of less than 5 years and
SNSs 1 year 1-2 years 3-4 years over
Count | % | Count| % |Count| % |Count| %
Facebook 102 | 25.00| 112 |27.45| 56 |13.73 9 2.21
Twitter 81 19.85| 31 7.60 12 2.94 5 1.23
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Regarding comparison in terms of volunteer organization types as
shown in Table 5.27, this study found that the largest group of Facebook members of one
out of the three volunteer coordinators, SA, and five out of the eight volunteer initiators, AD,
BV, DNT, HSG, and JSC became Facebook members of these volunteer organizations less
than 1 year. On the other hand, most Facebook members of two out of the three volunteer
coordinators, JB, and VSN, as well as two out of the eight volunteer initiators, Gen-V, and
MF, registered to be Facebook members of these volunteer organizations 1-2 years. Most
Facebook member of the rest two volunteer initiators, HSG, and TF, became HSG’s
Facebook member and TF’s Facebook member 3-4 years. For Twitter, the majority of
Twitter members of all volunteer coordinators, JB, and SA, as well as three out of the five
volunteer initiators, 1500Miles, Gen-V, and MF became Twitter members of these volunteer
organizations less than 1 year. Whereas most members of the rest two volunteer initiators,
AD, and TF, registered to be Twitter members of these volunteer organizations 1-2 years.
Table 5.27 Duration of volunteering community SNSs membership of online questionnaire

respondents separated by each volunteer organization

] GEJ Duration of volunteering community SNSs
= membership
L 5]
% 2 % § Types of less g;e:n ! 1-2 years 3-4 years S yec?vr:rand
S8 28| SNss y
c 'c c € I= I=
"8 7§ 2| % |2 % 3| w | 3| »
o S @) @) @) @)
S B Facebook | 11| 19.30 | 13 | 2280 | 2 | 350 | 0 | 0.00
§ Twitter 26 | 4560 | 3 | 530 | 2 | 350 | O | 0.00
S Total of JB 3716490 | 16 | 28.10 | 4 | 7.00 | O | 0.00
§ SA Facebook | 25| 3210 | 19 | 2440 | 8 | 10.30 | 3 | 3.80
§ Twitter 1411790 | 5 | 640 | 2 | 260 | 2 | 2.60
§ Total of SA 39| 50.00 | 24 | 30.80 | 10 | 1280 | 5 | 6.40
S | VSN |Facebook |13| 31.00 | 22 | 5240 | 2 | 480 | 5 | 11.90
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Table 5.27 Duration of volunteering community SNSs membership of online questionnaire

respondents separated by each volunteer organization (continued)

3 GE) Duration of volunteering (_:ommunity SNSs
. > . < membership
% § % 5 Types of less 'g;z:n ! 1-2 years 3-4 years > yec?vrsrand
2 28| SN T . ”
>§ >%5 S| o | S| o | S| o | S| o
> o> o Y o Y o) Y o 0
S 5 @) @) @) O
1500 | roviter | 9| 9000 | 0 | 000 | 0 | 000 | 1 | 10.00
Miles
AD Facebook | 4 | 16.00 | 1 | 400 | 4 |16.00| O 0.00
Twitter 2 | 800 | 7 | 2800 | 5 | 20.00 | 2 8.00
Total of AD 6 | 2400 | 8 | 3200 | 9 | 36.00 | 2 8.00
BV | Facebook 9 | 50.00 | 4 | 2220 | 5 | 2780 | O 0.00
& | DNT | Facebook 6 | 4290 | 4 | 2860 | 4 | 28,60 | O 0.00
E oy Facebook 2| 910 | 3 | 1360 | 1 | 450 | O 0.00
= Twitter 9 14090 | 5 2270 | 2 | 910 | O 0.00
§ Total of Gen-V 11| 50.00 | 8 | 36.40 | 3 | 13.60 | O 0.00
§ HSG | Facebook 2 |15000| 0| 000 | 2 5000 O 0.00
E JSC | Facebook 3 7500 | 1 |2500(| 0| 000 | O 0.00
MF Facebook |21 2530 | 32| 3860 | 7 | 840 | O 0.00
Twitter 1712050 | 6 | 720 | O | 0.00 | O 0.00
Total of MF 38| 4580 | 38| 4580 | 7 | 840 | O 0.00
TF Facebook 6 | 11.80 | 13 | 25,50 | 21 | 41.20 | 1 2.00
Twitter 41 780 | 5] 980 | 1| 200 | 0 0.00
Total of TF 10| 19.60 | 18 | 3530 | 22 | 43.10 | 1 2.00

5.5.1.7 Frequency of volunteering community SNSs usage of online
guestionnaire respondents

Table 5.28 represented the frequency that online questionnaire

respondents employed volunteering community SNSs per month. Using 1-9 times per

month was the majority of online questionnaire respondents with 76.7%. The second

highest frequency of volunteering community SNSs usage was 10-19 times per month
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with 13.2%. 30 times per month and over was the third with 5.9%, and 20-29 times

per month was the fourth with 4.2%, respectively.

Table 5.28 Frequency of volunteering community SNSs usage of online
questionnaire respondents
Frequency of volunteering community SNSs usage | Frequency | Percent (%)
1-9 times/month 313 76.72
10-19 times/month 54 13.24
30 times/month and over 24 5.88
20-29 times/month 17 4.17
Total 408 100.00

Most online questionnaire respondents who were members of
both Facebook and Twitter as same as most online questionnaire respondents of all
volunteer organizations employed volunteering community SNSs 1-9 times per month
as described in Table 5.28 and Table 5.29, respectively.
of online

community  SNSs

Table 5.29 Frequency of volunteering usage

questionnaire respondents of each type of SNSs

Frequency of volunteering community SNSs usage
Types of 1-9 10-19 20-29 30 times/month
SNSs times/month times/month times/month and over
Count % Count | % Count % Count %
Facebook | 222 | 54.41 33 8.09 12 2.94 12 2.94
Twitter 91 22.3 21 5.15 5 1.23 12 2.94

When compared frequency of volunteering community SNSs
usage of online questionnaire respondents between Facebook members and Twitter
members as shown in Table 5.29, it found that the largest group of online
used volunteering

questionnaire respondents who were Facebook members

community SNSs 1-9 times per month with 54.41%. The second highest frequency of



216

volunteering community SNSs usage was 10-19 times per month with 8.09%,
followed by 20-29 times per month as well as 30 times per month and over with
2.94%. For Twitter members, most online questionnaire respondents employed
volunteering community SNSs 1-9 times per month with 22.30%. 10-19 times per
month was the second highest frequency of volunteering community SNSs usage with
5.15%. The rest were 30 times per month with 2.94%, and 20-29 times per month
with 1.23%, respectively.

Table 5.30 Frequency of volunteering community SNSs usage of online

questionnaire respondents of each volunteer organization

= = Frequency of volunteering community SNSs usage
fras] = = = = e
‘§ ‘§ A = 1= = €5
c c Z o o O o O (@) S
S S ) o £ < & N E o £ ©
el 2g | « - g S 3 88 | T8¢
°Z| 28 2 £ £ £ £ S
@ @ S = = = =
o] I >
S | S F 7§ E 2 e
S S 3 % 3 % 3 % 3 %
> > (@) @) @) (@)
s 1B Facebook | 18 | 31.60 | 5 8.77 1 1.75 2 3.51
.g Twitter 26 [ 4560 | 3 5.26 0 0.00 2 3.51
-g Total of IB 44 | 77.20 |1 8 |114.00]| 1 1.75 4 7.02
8 SA Facebook | 47 |1 60.30 | 5 6.41 2 2.56 1 1.28
§ Twitter 16 [ 2050 | 3 3.85 0 0.00 4 5.13
5 Total of SA 63 [80.80| 8 |10.30| 2 2.56 5 6.41
§ VSN | Facebook | 27 [64.30( 8 |19.10( 2 476 5 11.90
15.00 Twitter 9 (90.00| 1 |10.00| O 0.00 0 0.00
N Miles
% AD Facebook 9 [36.00| O 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
:‘é' Twitter 13 [ 52.00] 1 4.00 1 4.00 1 4.00
o Total of AD 22 [88.00| 1 | 400 | 1 | 400 | 1 | 4.00
% BV Facebook | 12 | 66.70 | 4 | 2220 2 (11.10| O 0.00
% DNT | Facebook 7 [50.00] 2 |1430| 3 (2140 2 14.30
> Gen-V Facebook 6 [27.30| O 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
Twitter 8 (3640 | 4 11820 1 455 3 13.60
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community SNSs usage
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of online

questionnaire respondents of each volunteer organization (continued)

Frequency of volunteering community SNSs usage

C c
o o
g |8 £ £ £ £
N | S 3 S > & > & 5§ g
3 8 o 7 @ E < E S E g E 3
S&| 5| 5 g 28 ]2 | 78z
co| o8 2 E E E E®
S =] c c c c
S = 3 % 3 % 3 % 3 %
> > S O O O
Total of Gen-V | 14 [ 6360 | 4 [1820 1 [ 455 [ 3 | 13.60
_ | HSG [Facebook | 3 [75.00] 1 [25.00] 0 [ 0.00 [ 0 [ 0.00
£ | JsC [Facebook | 2 [50.00[ 1 [25.00] 1 [25.00] 0 [ 0.00
= v | Facebook | 52 |6270| 7 [ 843 | 0 [ 000 [ 1 | 1.20
o Twitter | 15 [ 1810 7 [ 843 [ 1 [ 120 | 0 | 0.00
= Totalof MF | 67 [80.70 | 14 [16.90| 1 [ 120 | 1 | 1.20
§ g | Facebook | 39 | 76.50 | 0 | 0.00 | 1 [ 196 | 1 | 196
Twitter | 4 | 7.84 392 [ 2 [392] 2 | 392
Total of TF 43 | 84.30 392 [ 3 | 588 | 3 | 5.88

Comparing volunteer coordinator and

volunteer initiator as

shown in Table 5.30, this study found that the largest group of Facebook members of

all volunteer coordinators and all volunteer initiators used Facebook 1-9 times per

month as same as the Twitter members. Most Twitter members of all volunteer

coordinators and all volunteer initiators utilized Twitter 1-9 times per month.

5.5.1.8 Experience as a volunteer of online questionnaire respondents

As shown in Table 5.31, before being volunteering community

SNSs’ members, most online questionnaire respondents had never been volunteers

with 65.93%, whereas online questionnaire respondents who had experience as

volunteers were 34.07%.
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Experience as a volunteer Frequency Percent (%)
No 269 65.93
Yes 139 34.07
Total 408 100.0

Table 5.32 Experience as a volunteer of online questionnaire respondents separated

by types of SNSs

Experience as a Volunteer
Types of
SNSs Yes No
Count % Count %
Facebook 103 25.25 176 43.14
Twitter 36 8.82 93 22.79

This study also found that the majority group of online
questionnaire respondents who were both Facebook members and Twitter members
had never been volunteers before becoming volunteering community SNSs’ members
as displayed in Table 5.32.

Experience as a volunteer of online questionnaire respondents
could be separated by each volunteer organization type as described in Table 5.33.
Most Facebook members one out of the three volunteer coordinators, SA, and six out
of the eight volunteer initiators, AD, BV, DNT, Gen-V, MF, and TF, had never been
volunteers, while most Facebook members of two out of the three volunteer
coordinators, JB, and VSN, had been volunteers before being Facebook members of
these volunteer organizations. On the other hand, half of most Facebook members of
the rest two volunteer initiators, HSG, and JSC, had experience as volunteers, and the
rest had never been volunteers before they were Facebook members of these volunteer

organizations. For Twitter, most Twitter members of all volunteer coordinators and all
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volunteer initiators had never been volunteers before being Twitter members of these

volunteer organizations.

Table 5.33 Experience as a volunteer of online questionnaire respondents classified

by each volunteer organization

Volu_ntee_:r Volu_ntet_er Types of Experience as a volunteer
organization | organization SNSs Yes No
type name Count % Count %

§ B Facebook 14 24.60 12 21.10

.g Twitter 10 17.50 21 36.80

= Total of JB 24 42.10 33 57.90

§ SA Facebook 21 26.90 34 43.60

i Twitter 7 9.00 16 20.50

E, Total of SA 28 35.90 50 64.10

S VSN Facebook 24 57.10 18 42.90

1500Miles | Twitter 1 10.00 9 90.00

AD Facebook 3 12.00 6 24.00

Twitter 5 20.00 11 44.00

Total of AD 8 32.00 17 68.00

BV Facebook 7 38.90 11 61.10

_ DNT Facebook 5 35.70 9 64.30

2 Facebook 2 9.10 4 18.20
8 Gen-V -

= Twitter 4 18.20 12 54.50

o Total of Gen-V 6 2730 | 16 | 72.70

% HSG Facebook 2 50.00 2 50.00

% JSC Facebook 2 50.00 2 50.00

> MF Facebook 13 15.70 47 56.60

Twitter 7 8.40 16 19.30

Total of MF 20 24.10 63 75.90

TF Facebook 10 19.60 31 60.80

Twitter 2 3.90 8 15.70

Total of TF 12 23.50 39 76.50
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5.5.2 Types of SNSs, types of volunteer organization, and personal
information affecting public participation (Results of online questionnaire)

This part reported the result of the relationship between personal
information of online questionnaire respondents and their participation on
volunteering community SNSs. The volunteering community SNSs membership in
the form of types of SNSs and experience as a volunteer of online questionnaire
respondents were tested by t-test statistic. The volunteering community SNSs
membership in the form of types of volunteer organization, age, occupation,
educational background, the role on volunteering community SNSs, duration of
volunteering community SNSs membership, and frequency of volunteering
community SNSs usage of online questionnaire respondents were tested by one-way
ANOVA statistic. Each variable has the detail as follows:

Table 5.34 Comparing the mean public participation score of two types of SNSs

Std.
Types of SNSs | Number | Mean Deviation T Df P
Facebook 279 2.61 0.933
- 0.231 406 0.818
Twitter 129 2.59 0.982

The difference and the significance level were determined at 0.05.

5.5.2.1 Types of SNSs
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare public

participation of Facebook members and Twitter members as described in Table 5.34.

There was not a significant difference in the mean scores for Facebook (MEAN

2.61, SD = 0.933) and Twitter (MEAN = 2.59, SD = 0.982) conditions; t(406)
0.231, p=0.818 at the 0.05 level. This result expressed that there was no different

effect between the mean public participation score for Facebook and the mean public
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participation score for Twitter. Thus, types of SNSs did not affect public participation
on volunteering community SNSs.
5.5.2.2 Types of volunteer organization
As display in Table 5.35, the variances of the twelve types of
volunteer organizations were equal (Sig. value > 0.05), therefore, F-test statistic was
employed in this case.
Table 5.35 Test of homogeneity of variances of twelve groups of volunteer

organization

Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
1.434 11 396 0.155

When comparing the effect of volunteer organization type on public
participation on volunteering community SNSs as shown in Table 5.36 and Table 5.37, it
found that the significant level is 0.137, which was greater than 0.05, therefore, there was
not a significant difference in the mean scores for twelve volunteer organizations, F
(11,396)= 1.477, p=.0.137. These results indicated that types of volunteer organizations
did not affect public participation on volunteering community SNSs.

Table 5.36 One way analysis of variance of the mean public participation score of

twelve types volunteer organization

Sum of Squares | Df | Mean Square F Sig.

Between Groups 14.399 11 1.309 1.477 | 0.137
Within Groups 350.861 396 0.886
Total 365.260 407

Alpha=0.05
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Table 5.37 Comparing the mean public participation score of twelve types volunteer

organization

Type of \_/olu_nteer Number Mean Std. Deviation Statistic test
organization

JB 57 2.40 0.876
VSN 42 2.68 1.088
1500Miles 10 2.89 1.060
AD 25 2.72 0.927 E _ éig
BV 18 2.86 0.738
DNT 14 3.04 0.870
Gen-V 22 2.28 0.759
HSG 4 3.09 0.213
JSC 4 3.13 1.005
MF 83 2.69 1.026 F=1.477
SA 78 2.59 0.947 p=0.137
TF 51 2.41 0.882

Total 408 2.61 0.947

Alpha=0.05
5.5.2.3 Age

Sig. value as shown in Table 5.38 was greater than 0.05, thus,

the variances of the four groups of age were not different. This case used the regular

ANOVA test (F-test statistic) to analyze data.

Table 5.38 Test of homogeneity of variances of four groups of age

Levene Statistic

dfl

df2

Sig.

0.998

3

404.0

0.394

Table 5.39 and Table 5.40 showed that the effect of age level on

public participation on volunteering community SNSs was not significant, F (6, 401)

= 0.442, p= 0.640. The significant level (0.640) was above alpha (0.05), thus these
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results could make a summary that age did not affect public participation on
volunteering community SNSs.
Table 5.39 One way analysis of variance of the mean public participation score of

four levels of age

Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F p
Between Groups 2.397 6 0.400 0.442 | 0.851
Within Groups 362.863 401 0.905
Total 365.260 407
Alpha=0.05

Table 5.40 Comparing the mean public participation score of four levels of age

Age N Mean Std. Deviation Statistic test
13-25 129 2.58 1.012
26-35 194 2.65 0.913
22 sr?d 80 236 0,937 F=0.563 p=0.640
over 5 2.20 0.808
Total 408 2.61 0.947
Alpha=0.05

5.5.2.4 Occupation
Table 5.41 indicated that the variances of the seven groups of
occupation were equal because Sig. value was greater than 0.05. Therefore, F-test
statistic was utilized to analyze data in this case.

Table 5.41 Test of homogeneity of variances of seven groups of occupation

Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
0.482 6 401.00 0.822




224

There was not a significant difference in the mean scores of

seven groups of occupation as displayed in Table 5.42 and Table 5.43. An analysis of

variance in Table 5.42 showed that the effect of seven groups of occupation on public

participation on volunteering community SNSs at the p > 0.05 level for the seven

conditions [F (6, 401)= 0.442, p= 0.851]. Therefore, these results could conclude that

occupation did not affect public participation on volunteering community SNSs.

Table 5.42 One way analysis of variance of the mean public participation score of

seven groups of occupation

Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 2.397 6 0.400 0.442 | 0.851
Within Groups 362.863 401 0.905
Total 365.260 407
Alpha=0.05

Table 5.43 Comparing the

mean public participation score of

seven groups of

occupation
Occupation N Mean | Std. Deviation Statistic test

Student 97 2.61 0.974
Govern.ment (?r state 58 270 0.944
enterprise officer
Cooperate employee 149 2.56 0.957
Self-employed/ F=0.442
business Owner 63 252 0.904 p=0.851
General contractors 17 2.82 1.119
Retirement 3 2.58 0.904
Others 21 2.72 0.815

Total 408 2.61 0.947

Alpha=0.05
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5.5.2.5 Educational background
This case employed the regular ANOVA test by F test statistic
because Sig. value that revealed in Table 5.44 was greater than 0.05. Therefore, the
variances of four levels of educational background were not different.

Table 5.44 Test of homogeneity of variances of four levels of educational background

Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.

1.308 3 404 0.271

A one-way between subjects ANOVA was conducted to
compare the effect of educational background on public participation on volunteering
community SNSs in primary school, high school/vocational certificate, diploma/high
vocational certificate/bachelor’s degree and over bachelor’s degree conditions. A one-
way analysis of variance in Table 5.45 indicated significant differences between the
groups, F(3, 404) = 3.789, p (0.011) < .05. The means and standard deviations were

presented in Table 5.46.

Table 5.45 One way analysis of variance of the mean public participation score of

four levels of educational background

Sum of Squares | Df | Mean Square F P
Between Groups 9.996 3 3.332 3.789 0.011
Within Groups 355.264 404 0.879
Total 365.260 407
Alpha=0.05

Table 5.47 described the post hoc tests that participated on
volunteering community SNSs of members who hold primary school differed

significantly from members who hold a high school/vocational certificate,
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diploma/high vocational certificate/bachelor’s degree and over bachelor’s degree (p <

0.05). Members who hold primary school (mean=4.13, SD = 1.056) had significantly

higher average score on the measure of online participation on volunteering

community SNSs than others. However, the other condition comparisons were not

significantly different from one another. These results could sum up that educational

background affect public participation on volunteering community SNSs.

Table 5.46 Comparing the mean public participation score of four levels of

educational background

Educational background N Mean | Std. Deviation | Statistic test

Primary School 4 4.13 1.056
ngh 'SchooINocatlonaI 51 2 68 0.915
certificate
Diploma/High vocational F=3.789
Certificate/Bachelor’s degree 28 £R° 0.973 p=0011
Over Bachelor’s degree 101 2.62 0.850

Total 408 2.61 0.947

Alpha=0.05

Table 5.47 Multiple comparison of the mean public participation score of four levels

of educational background

Diploma/
High High Over
Educational Primary | School/ vocational Bachelor’s
background School | Vocational | Certificate/ q
e , egree
certificate | Bachelor’s
degree
Mean | 4.13 2.68 2.56 2.62
Primary School 4.13 — *0.019 *0.006 *0.010
ngh_SchooI/VocatlonaI 268 B B 1.000 1.000
certificate
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Table 5.47 Multiple comparison of the mean public participation score of four levels

of educational background (continued)

Diploma/
High High Over
Educational Primary School/ vocational ,
! . Bachelor’s
background School | Vocational | Certificate/ q
C , egree
certificate | Bachelor’s
degree
Mean 4.13 2.68 2.56 2.62
Diploma/High
vocational
Certificate/Bachelor’s 2.56 | B B 1.000
degree
Over Bachelor’s degree | 2.62 — — — -

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

5.5.2.6 Member roles on volunteering community SNSs
Table 5.48 indicated that Sig. value was 0.032, which was less
than 0.05. That means the variances of seven roles of member on volunteering
community SNSs were unequal. Thus, this case used Welch statistic instead of the
regular ANOVA test. As shown in Table 5.49, there was a statistically significant
difference among seven roles of member on volunteering community SNSs as
determined by Welch statistic [F(6, 11.655) = 3.557, p = 0.030] which was

significant at the 0.05 alpha. The means and standard deviations were presented in

Table 5.50.

Table 5.48 Test of homogeneity of variances of seven roles of member on

volunteering community SNSs

Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.

401 0.032

2.327 6
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Table 5.49 Robust tests of equality of means of seven roles of member on

volunteering community SNSs

Statistic(a)

dfl

df2

Welch 3.557

11.655

0.030

a=Asymptotically F distributed.

Table 5.50 Comparing the mean public participation score of seven roles of member

on volunteering community SNSs

Member role on volunteering Std. Statistic
: N | Mean o
community SNSs Deviation test
Volunteer 105 | 2.69 0.960
Volunt'eer organization’s committee/ 2 419 0795
executive/ staff
Donor/supporter 28 | 2.80 0.739
The Internet user who was needed in 9 524 0.598
help/ support
Journalist 10 | 248 0.640 Welch =
Staff of other volunteer organizations or 3-350730
§taff of goyern_ment agencies that are 8 356 0.813 p=0.
involved with issues presented by
volunteer organization
The Internet user who was interested in
issues presented by volunteer 246 | 2.52 0.960
organization
Total 408 | 2.61 0.947

Alpha=0.05

Table 5.51 described the post hoc tests that participation on

volunteering community SNSs of Internet user who was needed in help/ support

differed significantly from Staff of other volunteer organizations or staff of

government agencies that are

involved with

issues presented by volunteer

organization, which was significant at the 0.05 alpha. However, the other condition

comparisons were not significantly different from one another.
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The Internet user who was needed in help/ support (Mean=2.24,

SD = 0.598) had significantly lower average score on the measure of online

participation on volunteering community SNSs than staff of other volunteer

organizations or staff of government agencies that are involved with issues presented

by volunteer organization (Mean=3.56, SD = 0.813). These result concluded that

member role on volunteering community SNSs affected public participation on

volunteering community SNSs.

Table 5.51 Multiple comparison of the mean public participation score of seven roles

of member on volunteering community SNSs

= 5 & |8
D 2 o L c .=
D c © 3 o N
=] c O +~ O 3 .=
= _ e} © S wn <
E © < = e 3]
S S N2 a2
o — <) c D - ©
O Q 5] C 5D R
n = = c D=2 cl|l @3
5 |s%| 8 |8.| B |[98588|SE
Member role on & |85 2 |25| = |sR8%| 23
volunteering community | S [ §.=2| @ |2 § S == §§ B
~~ =}
SNSs S|§3| B |27 8 |8ES2| g2
= X c v > 5 Lol 5o
o o Q > = > — 8
< I5) = O C o
) c O w = > B
c E — O 29
> — o Y— o E o
o = =% S o 4
> 2 528 |E3
= @ oz k%]
Mean 2.69 | 4.19 2.8 2.24 | 2.48 3.56 2.52
Volunteer 2.69 - 0.513 (1 0.995] 0.431 | 0.954 0.161 0.747
Volunteer
organization’s 4.19 _ _ o544 0386 |0442| 0915 |o0.471
committee/
executive/ staff
Donor/supporter 2.8 — — - 0.293 | 0.835 0.29 0.544
The Internet user
who was needed 2.24 - - - - 0.977 *0.028 0.805
in help/ support
Journalist 2.48 - - - - - 0.091 1
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Table 5.51 Multiple comparison of the mean public participation score of seven roles

of member on volunteering community SNSs (continued)

Member role on
volunteering community

SNSs

Volunteer

Volunteer organization’s committee/
executive/ staff

Donor/ Supporter

support

Journalist

Staff of other volunteer organizations or

staff of government agencies that are
involved with issues presented by

volunteer organization

Mean

2.69

4.19

2.8

> | The Internet user who was needed in help/

N
S

2.48

3.56

~N | The Internet user who was interested in

a1

N [issues presented by volunteer organization

Staff of other
volunteer
organizations or
staff of
government
agencies that are
involved with
issues presented
by volunteer
organization

3.56

0.075

The Internet user
who was
interested in
issues presented
by volunteer
organization

2.52

* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

5.5.2.7 Duration of volunteering community SNSs membership

This case employed Welch statistic because the variances of four

duration of membership on volunteering community SNSs were different (Sig.

value<0.05) as shown in Table 5.52.
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Table 5.52 Test of homogeneity of variances of four duration of membership on

volunteering community SNSs

Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
2.818 3 404 0.039

A one-way between subjects ANOVA was conducted to
compare the effect of duration of volunteering community SNSs membership on
public participation on volunteering community SNSs in less than 1 year, 1-2 years,
3-4 years, and 5 years and over. Table 5.53 reported that Welch’s F(3, 57.478) =
4.362, p = 0.008 (which was less than 0.05). The means and standard deviations were
presented in Table 5.54
Table 5.53 Robust tests of equality of means of four duration of membership on

volunteering community SNSs

Statistic(a) dfl df2 P

Welch 4.362 3 57.478 0.008

Table 5.54 Comparing the mean public participation score of four duration of

membership on volunteering community SNSs

Duration of volunteering Std. -
community SNSs Membership N Mean Deviation Statistic test
Less than 1 year 183 2.55 0.963
1-2 143 2.70 0.961
years Welch = 4.362
3-4 years 68 2.39 0.733 .
Sig = 0.008
5 years and over 14 3.33 1.134
Total 408 2.61 0.947
Alpha=0.05

The post hoc tests as displayed in Table 5.55 indicated that there

were two pair of duration of membership on volunteering community SNSs differed
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significantly on their average public participation on volunteering community SNSs.
One was public who were member on volunteering community SNSs 1-2 years that
differed significantly from the Internet users who were member on volunteering
community SNSs 3-4 years. The other was public who were member on volunteering
community SNSs 3-4 years differed significantly from people who were member on

volunteering community SNSs 5 years and over.

Table 5.55 Multiple comparison of the mean public participation score of four

duration of membership on volunteering community SNSs

Duration of
vquntf:erlng Less than 1-2 years | 3-4 years 5 years and
community SNSs 1 year over
membership
Mean 2.55 2.70 2.39 3.33
Less than 1 year 2.55 - 0.504 0.455 0.103
1-2 years 2.70 — — *0.043 0.232
3-4 years 2.39 = — — *0.040
5 years and over 3.33 - - - -

* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

The Internet users who were member on volunteering
community SNSs 3-4 years (Mean= 2.39, SD = 0.733) had significantly lower
average score on the measure of online participation on volunteering community
SNSs than the public who were member on volunteering community SNSs 1-2 years
(Mean= 2.70, SD = 0.961) as well as people who were member on volunteering
community SNSs 5 years and over participated on volunteering community SNSs at

higher than Internet users who were member on volunteering community SNSs. In

addition, public who were member on volunteering community SNSs 3-4 years
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participated on volunteering community SNSs at lower than public who were member
on volunteering community SNSs 5 years and over (Mean= 3.33, SD = 1.134).
However, the other condition comparisons were not significantly different from one
another. These results could conclude that duration of membership on volunteering
community SNSs affect public participation on volunteering community SNSs, which
was significant at the 0.05 alpha.
5.5.2.8 Frequency of volunteering community SNSs usage

Table 5.56 indicated that the variances of four duration of
membership on volunteering community SNSs were not different (Sig. value>0.05).
Thus, this case utilized F-test statistic.
Table 5.56 Test of homogeneity of variances of four frequencies of volunteering

community SNSs usage

Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.

0.372 3 404 0.773

Table 5.57 One way analysis of variance of the mean public participation score of

four frequencies of volunteering community SNSs usage

Sum of Squares | df | Mean Square F P
Between Groups 14.157 3 4,719 5.430 | 0.001
Within Groups 351.103 404 0.869
Total 365.260 407

Alpha=0.05

There was a significant difference in the mean scores of four
frequencies of volunteering community SNSs usage as described in Table 5.57 and
Table 5.58. An analysis of variance in Table 5.57 showed that the effect of seven
groups of occupation on public participation on volunteering community SNSs at the

p > 0.05 level for the seven conditions [F (6, 401)=0.442 , p= 0.851]. Therefore, these
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results could conclude that occupation did not affect public participation on
volunteering community SNSs.

Members participation on volunteering community SNSs
differed significantly among the four groups of volunteering community SNSs usage,
F(3, 404) = 5.430, p = 0.001 (which was below 0.05).

Table 5.58 Comparing the mean public participation score of four frequencies of

volunteering community SNSs usage

Frequency_ of volunteering N Mean | Std. Deviation | Statistic test
community SNSs usage

1-9 times/month 313 2.51 0.922
10-19 times/month 54 2.85 0.958

Imes F =5.430 p
20-29 times/month 17 2.68 0.858 — 0.001
30 times/month and over 24 3.19 1.052 '

Total 408 2.61 0.947

Alpha=0.05

Table 5.59 described the post hoc tests that participated on
volunteering community SNSs of members who used volunteering community SNSs 1-9
times per month differed significantly from members who utilized volunteering
community SNSs 30 times per month and over (p < 0.05). Members who employed
volunteering community SNSs 30 times per month and over (Mean=3.33, SD = 1.134)
had significantly higher average score on the measure of online participation on
volunteering community SNSs than members who used volunteering community SNSs
1-9 times per month (Mean=2.51, SD = 0.922). However, the other condition comparisons
were not significantly different from one another. Thus, these results could indicate that

frequency of volunteering community SNSs usage affect public participation.
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Table 5.59 Multiple comparison of the mean public participation score of four

frequencies of volunteering community SNSs usage

1-9 10-19 | 20-29 30 times/

Fr ncy of volunteerin . . i
equency of volunteering times/ | times/ | times/ | month and

community SNSs usage

month | month | month over
Mean | 2.51 2.85 2.68 3.19
1-9 times/month 2.51 - 0.094 | 1.000 *0.004
10-19 times/month 2.85 - - 1.000 0.790
20-29 times/month 2.68 - - - 0.515
30 times/month and over 3.19 - - -

* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

5.5.2.9 Experience as a volunteer
When compared the mean public participation score for
members who had been volunteers and the mean public participation score for
members who had never been volunteers as shown in Table 5.60, this study found that
there was a significant difference in the scores for experience as a volunteer and no
experience as a volunteer conditions; t(406) = 3.094, p=0.002.
Table 5.60 Comparing the mean public participation score of two types of experience

as a volunteer

Experience as a Number | Mean S.t d'. t Df P

volunteer Deviation

Yes 139 2.80 0.877

No 269 2.50 0.967 30941 406 | 0.002
Alpha =0.05

Members who had been volunteers (MEAN = 2.80, SD = 0.877)
had significantly higher average score on the measure of online participation on

volunteering community SNSs than members who had never been volunteers (MEAN
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= 2.50, SD = 0.967). This result could concluded that experience as a volunteer had a
significant effect on public participation at the alpha = 0.05.

In summary, most people who were volunteering community SNSs’ members
were Facebook’s members (68.38%), and most of them were MF’s volunteering
community SNSs members (20.30%). They were 26-35 years old (47.55%) and
cooperate employees (36.52%). Most of them hold diploma/high vocational
certificate/bachelor’s degree (61.76%). They participated in volunteering community
SNSs as the Internet users who were interested in issues presented by volunteer
organization (60.29%), they were volunteering community SNSs’ members less than
1 year (44.85%) and visited volunteering community SNSs 1-9 times per month
(76.7%). Most of them had never been volunteers before being volunteering
community SNSs’ members (65.93%).

The result of statistical analysis found that types of SNSs, types of volunteer
organizations, age, occupation, did not affect online participation on volunteering
community SNSs. However, educational background, member status on volunteering
community SNSs, duration of volunteering community SNSs membership, frequency
of volunteering community SNSs usage, and experience as a volunteer affect online

participation on volunteering community SNSs.

5.6 The Roles of Volunteer Organization in Facilitation Online
Participatory Communication (Results of se-mi structured

interview)

This study found that both volunteer coordinators and volunteer initiators

utilized SNSs to facilitate online participatory communication in the same ways but
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these ways were different in the detail of usage in four topics as follows: (1)
supporting horizontal communication in the form of question and answer between
volunteer organizations and members as well as among members; (2) facilitating for
sharing successful action; (3) facilitating for sharing idea to create and improve
volunteer work; and (4) facilitating for member participation in identification of the
preferred volunteer organization management.

5.2.1 Supporting horizontal communication in the form of question and
answer between volunteer organizations and members as well as among
members.

Volunteer organizations employed SNSs to support horizontal
communication and interchange of sender-receiver roles. When members of volunteer
organizations ask questions or request information about volunteer activities,
everybody on volunteering community SNSs could answer them. Volunteer
organizations publicly responded members’ questions or members’ request for
information in two ways: responding all questions, and setting criteria to respond. One
out of the two volunteer coordinators, JB, and two out of the five volunteer initiators,
Gen-V, and JSC, paid attention to respond all members’ questions or members’
request for information on the “Wall” Feature of their Facebook pages. Although
some information was answered in previous times or were indicated the detail in
previous posts, they answered all again. JB indicated that if organization could not
answer in form of messages, organization would respond in form of clicking the
“Like” button to express organization recognition. JSC explained that organization
tried to answer the questions as many as possible because this action made members

known that an organization perceived their comments. On the other hand, the rest
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three volunteer initiators did not answer all members’ questions. They set criteria to
respond as follows: BV, HSG, and MF answered specific questions that they had
never provided details or they had not been answered. HPG also chose to answer
questions during office hours. In addition, MF revealed that MF answered urgent
questions first. MF also set priority of reading messages. The members’ messages on
“Post to Pages” Feature were read for the first rank. This area allowed members to
originate and publish their posts. Messages of administrator’ posts on the “Wall”
Feature were read respectively. MF stated that MF read all questions, however an
administrator could not answer all. Thus, setting criteria to respond was used.

Horizontal communication between volunteer organizations and members not
only employed public channel via the “Wall” Feature of Facebook, but also utilized private
channel via Inbox Feature of Facebook page, Inbox Feature of administrators’ Facebook
profile, and Facebook group Feature in the form of closed group. Members of all volunteer
coordinators, JB, and VSN as well as three out of the five volunteer initiators, BV, JSC, and
MF, contact with their members privately via Inbox Feature of Facebook page. Members of
JSC could also contact organizations via Inbox Feature of administrators’ Facebook profile
as same as members of one volunteer initiator, HSG and Members of JSC also contact JSC
via Facebook group Feature in the form of closed group.

Volunteer organizations not only employed communication tools on SNSs
to contact their members, they also utilized other channels. e-Mail address was
employed by one out of the two volunteer coordinators, JB, and four out of the five
volunteer initiators, BV, Gen-V, JSC, and MF. Line application and telephone were
used by one volunteer initiator, JSC. Although almost volunteer organizations used e-

Mail address for another channel contact, they employed it in different ways. Three
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volunteer organizations (one out of the two volunteer coordinators, VSN, and two out
of the five volunteer initiators, BV, and MF) explained three ways to use e-Mail:
employing e-Mail for special event, using e-Mail for request more information, and
utilizing e-Mail for contact with the members. VSN used e-Mail for its own special
events in order to inform and recruit volunteers. MF employed e-Mail when
organization needed more information from the members who posted to ask questions
on social problems such as missing persons, street children, begging and homelessness.
MF would request members’ e-Mail on Facebook page’s the “Wall” Feature and
privately communicate to the members through e-Mail because the Facebook page
system did not allow organization’s administrator to originate private messages in order
to communicate with members via Inbox Feature. BV indicated that BV replied all e-
Mail every day, however whole messages on Facebook page were not read.

In terms of speed of response on volunteering community SNSs, all volunteer
coordinators, JB, and VSN as well as two out of the five volunteer initiators, HSG, and MF,
mentioned that when they saw members’ posting on their Facebook pages, organizations
replied as soon as possible. One volunteer initiator, JSC, responded members’ messages
day by day. The rest two volunteer initiator, BV, and Gen-V, responded slowly because of
lack of staff. In addition BV explained that BV emphasized to answer members’ questions
via e-Mail more than Facebook. Moreover, BV revealed that most questions were answered
on JB’s website which was a channel of BV that utilized to register volunteer directly.

Moreover, online members of volunteer organizations also answer and provide
as well as exchange information about volunteer activities to other members. Some members
of all volunteer coordinators, JB, and VSN as well as two out of the five volunteer initiators,

JSC, and MF, helped volunteer organizations to answer the questions or the request from
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other members. Some information could be found in the previous answers which were
posted by SNSs administrators in “Comment Box” as some members did not see or find
these details. Some members who read these posts, then answer the questions instead of the
volunteer organizations. Moreover, one out of the five volunteer initiators, Gen-V, revealed
that Gen-V’s member chatted to the others to exchange information about volunteer work.

Not only member requested information from volunteer organizations,
volunteer organizations also made a request for information from their members.
Sometimes, five organizations (one out of the two volunteer coordinators, JB, and two
out of the five volunteer initiators, BV, and Gen-V) requested for information from
their members. JB, BV, and Gen-V requested members’ idea related to organizations’
operation. When members shared their information upon request, they responded in
three ways: posting thanks messages, clicking the “Like” button, and providing
rewards. JB posted messages of thanks to members. BV only clicked the “Like”
button. Gen-V provided rewards to members. The rest one volunteer coordinator,
VSN, revealed that sometimes VSN requested personal information of each member
in order to update member database. However, VSN found that a few members
provided their renewed personal information because VSN thought that most online
members interested in volunteer news following rather than in deep participants.
Sometime one out of the five volunteer initiators, HSG sought members’ opinions as a
way of exploring idea before deciding to create a new volunteer activity.

On the other hand, the areas of SNSs allow everyone to express their views
freely, thus it can easily cause a conflict. When members posted messages to express
their dissatisfaction with volunteer organizations’ operations or disagreement with the

volunteer organizations’ actions, all volunteer coordinators, JB, and VSN as well as four
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out of the five volunteer initiators, BV, Gen-V, HSG, and MF, handled these conflicts by
communication strategies to reduce conflict by thanks messages, apology messages, and
impassive way. JB posted messages of thanks for members’ opinion and explaining
messages about misunderstanding. VSN employed the “Tag” Feature that specified 1D
Facebook of the owner posted in order to explain VSN’ mistakes. Gen-V posted apology
messages to members and creating new subject for explanations. On the other hand, BV,
HSG, and MF gave no response. They let the debate go on until it ended. BV indicated
that responding might make members misunderstand that organization seek excuses or
haggled with them. MF revealed that MF allowed members to express their views fully
except for impolite messages. Gen-V, and MF also explained that the different opinions
were useful for their organizations. Sometimes they took the members’ different ideas to
develop organizations. Gen-V also revealed that sometimes Gen-V invited Gen-V’s
members to debate in order to find new ideas to do volunteer work.

Volunteer organizations not only managed dissatisfaction or disagreement
messages that members posted to volunteer organizations, they also coped with
posting disagreement messages among members. When some members expressed
their disagreement opinions to other members, two out of the five volunteer initiators
revealed their solutions to deal with these conflicts. HSG employed administrator’
private ID chatted to members via inbox feature. MF allowed members to post the
whole opinion except for rude conversations.

Moreover, almost volunteer organizations allowed members to post the
whole messages except for advertising and impolite messages. One out of the two
volunteer coordinators, JB, and two out of the five volunteer initiators, HSG, and MF,

managed these forbidding messages by hiding, deleting, reporting spam messages and
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blocking the post owners’ ID. JB hid these posts. HSG blocked the post owners’ ID and
reported to SNSs system that these posts were spam messages. MF deleted these posts.
5.2.2 Facilitating for sharing successful action

After finishing of each volunteer activity, all volunteer coordinators, JB and
VSN, as well as three out of the five volunteer initiators, BV, HSG, and MF, and the
members of two out of the five volunteer initiators, JSC, and MF, shared success of
each volunteer activity to each other by reporting the summary on Facebook in the form
of only summary texts as well as summary texts with pictures. JB revealed that JB
brought summary texts of volunteers” experiences on JB’ websites to spread to public
via Note feature on JB’ s Facebook page. JB also employed the “Share” Feature to send
summary texts and pictures from Facebook page of organizations activity owners to
JB’s Facebook page. VSN asked for pictures from organizations activity owners in
order to publicize these pictures and summary texts on VSN’s Facebook page. BV
mentioned that BV presented summary texts and pictures on Facebook page and
informed activity participants via e-Mail addresses. HSG posted summary texts and
pictures on administrator’s Facebook profile and Facebook groups. MF took
participants’ suggestions from their lessons learned after do activities to post on MF’s
Facebook page.

In addition, JSC’s members posted summary texts and pictures on their
Facebook profile. Sometimes they used Tag Feature to inform JSC’s administrator via
administrator’ Facebook profiles. MF’s members presented summary texts and
pictures on their Facebook profile and utilized Tag Feature to inform MF via MF’s
Facebook pages.

5.2.3 Facilitating for sharing idea to create and improve volunteer work
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SNSs provided space for the expression of different opinions. One out of
the two volunteer coordinators, JB, and three out of the five volunteer initiators, Gen-
V, HSG, and MF, stated that members’ opinions were important to their’ volunteer
work. JB stated that members’ comments made JB know what kind of volunteer
activities people like Gen-V, HSG, and MF revealed that staff of them did not have
knowledge of all dimensions, thus members’ views, especially particular expert, could
increase the volunteer work’s efficiency. Gen-V also indicated that carefulness of
members’ comments built the good relationship between Gen-V and members. HSG,
and MF also expressed that whenever their staff had no idea to create volunteer
works, they would find new idea from their members. MF also revealed that
members’ opinions indicated MF s’ flaws and provided interesting suggestions to
solve the mistakes. All sharing opinions expressed members’ participations with MF.

5.2.4 Facilitating for member participation in identification of the
preferred volunteer organization management

Moreover, members of three out of the five volunteer initiators (Gen-V,
HSG, and MF) could propose their idea in order to improve organizations’ work. Gen-V
stated that members could express their opinions for all level of organization’s operation
(from general work to organization’s policy). All members’ views were considered to
improve Gen-V’s work. Sometimes members who expressed different points of view
were assigned responsibilities to do work that related to their opinions and Gen-V
supported them by providing resource as they wanted. HSG indicated that a coordinator
of volunteer work only set semi-finished plan to do volunteer activities. VVolunteer had to
learn by themselves, so knowledge exchange among volunteer arose throughout the

activities and formats of volunteer activities were adjusted via knowledge exchange. MF
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revealed that bringing members’ opinions related to policy or MF’s operations to
improve organizations’ work were considered based on topics or MFs’ lessons from
each post. MF also revealed that sometimes members’ views encourage public sector
that had direct responsibility for related issues to solve the problems.

Volunteer organizations roles for facilitation online participatory
communication via SNSs were different by their operation. Some volunteer
organizations roles were employed in the same ways, whereas some roles some

volunteer organization set unique roles to suit their styles.

5.7 Online Participatory Communication Strategy of Volunteer

Organization (Results of se-mi structured interview)

All volunteer organizations set strategy of presenting information on
volunteering community SNSs in different styles. Only one strategy was employed by
all volunteer organizations, which was strategy of using the picture as a supporting
message. Some volunteer organizations coincidently used the same method namely:
strategy of reporting the progress of volunteer activities to encourage members to
participate was used by JB, VSN, HSG , and MF; strategy of presenting information
at peak time to receive a big response was utilized by JB, VSN, and MF; strategy of
detailing all information about activities was employed by VSN, and JSC; strategy of
posting a short message to create a new topic, and strategy of attracting reading
attention with impressive ending messages were used by MF, and Gen-V. Some
strategies were used by one volunteer organization namely: strategy of posting
messages to introduce video clips was utilized by VSN; strategy of setting message

theme of each day was employed by BV; strategy of selecting great message to gain a
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desired response was used by MF; and strategy of using organization’s logo as brand
identity was utilized by Gen-V. Each strategy has the detail as follows:
5.7.1 Strategy of presenting information on volunteering community SNSs
by a volunteer coordinator
5.7.1.1 Strategy of posting messages to introduce video clips

One volunteer coordinator, VSN, stated that when organization
wanted to upload video clips, it must be presented with message to recommend video
clips. VSN explained that people are more interested in video clips with texts than
only video clips.

5.7.2 Strategy of presenting information on volunteering community SNSs
were employed by both volunteer coordinators and volunteer initiators
5.7.2.1 Strategy of using the picture as a supporting message

One volunteer coordinator, VSN, and three out of the five volunteer
initiators, HSG, JSC, and MF, posted texts and attached picture. VSN, and MF indicated
that they presented information in the form of information graphics. Moreover, MF
together with the rest one volunteer coordinator, JB, and one volunteer initiator, BV,
revealed that they presented information in the form of text embedded in pictures.

Furthermore, VSN, and MF revealed that members would not read
information if volunteer organization posted only texts. Pictures attracted members’
interest to read texts. VSN also indicated that a survey on people reading behavior
reported that 90% of respondents focused on picture for a long period of time. In the same
way, JSC also explained that Internet users interacted with organizations via posting both
shot messages and pictures more than posting only long texts. The rest one volunteer

initiator, Gen-V, mentioned that pictures were more attractive to the “Tag” and the
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“Share” Feature than texts. Moreover, Gen-V believed that using photo taken real people
on real situation will lead to sense of belonging. Members will feel that they were an
important part of organization and then believed that volunteer work belong to them.
Gen-V stated that sense of ownership was cultivated by presenting the picture of the areas
and people that needed help such as flood situations and flood victims.

5.7.2.2 Strategy of presenting information on the progress of
volunteer activities to encourage members to be participants

Four volunteer organizations (all volunteer coordinator, JB, and

VSN as well as two out of the five volunteer initiators, HSG, and MF) reported the
progress of volunteer work to encourage members to be participants. JB, and VSN
posted the same messages in case of incomplete volunteers. They presented these
messages in order to encourage members to become offline volunteers. HSG presented
information about pre-activities, do activities, and post-activities via an administrator’s
Facebook profile. MF updated what MF did and the step of volunteer works.

5.7.2.3 Strategy of presenting information at peak time to receive a big
response

All volunteer coordinator, JB, and VSN as well as one out of the five
volunteer initiators, MF, revealed that when they needed a lot of response, they
presented their posts at peak times differ from one to another. JB believed that
messages should be sent on Friday, Saturday, and Sunday, between 8 pm and 10 pm,
VSN posted messages between 7 pm and 8 pm. MF thought that the peak time was in
the morning and night.

5.7.2.4 Strategy of detailing all information about activity for easily

understandable
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One out of the two volunteer coordinators, VSN, and one out of
the five volunteer initiators, JSC, stated that they provided the details of volunteer
activities as clear as they could. The publicity posts had to indicate schedule, place
and date of running activities, map, and the ways to participate. VSN also revealed
that its organization focused on one-way communication. Only/Just completed
information would be conveyed from organization. Questions from members must be
answered before posting on SNSs.

5.7.2.5 Strategy of posting a short message to create a new topic

Two out of the five volunteer initiators, Gen-V, and MF, used this
strategy. They explained that members would not read information if organizations posted
them in the form of long messages. Thus, information needed to be concise. Gen-V further
added that people’ eyes scan to read messages similar to the letter F. The first line and
second line of typing are longer than the third line. If there are many lines, information will
then be separated by dot (.) in every three lines. MF also revealed that Twitter is a social
networking site that limited a number of letter, only 140 letters allowed typing. Long
messages were divided into several parts and sent each part in the form of a series.

5.7.2.6 Strategy of attracting reading attention with impressive ending
messages

Gen-V and MF also revealed that if information were long
messages, the last part of each posting would be an attractive sentence.

5.7.2.7 Strategy of setting message theme of each day to access
various groups of members

Only one volunteer initiator, BV, mentioned that posing

messages on weekday was important strategy of BV. Each day had the detail as
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follows: epigram of BV’s volunteer were presented on Monday, Buddhist doctrine
from “Phra Pai Sal Visalo” ‘s Facebook page was posted on Tuesday, question
inviting members to think of merit was offered on Wednesday, making merit in
different way was presented on Thursday, and epigram from different source such as
movie or song or administrator’s experience was posted on Friday. BV also indicated
that message of each day was prepared in advance and was automatically post by
administrator’s setting Feature.
5.7.2.8 Strategy of using organization’s logo as brand identity
One out of the five volunteer initiators, Gen-V, revealed that
volunteer organizations had to know organizations’ identity and design organizations’
logo that was consistent with the identity before communicating with volunteer
organizations’ target groups. Thus, logo style, logo color and logo font should be
created in order to indicate volunteer organizations’ identity.
5.7.2.9 Strategy of selecting great message to gain a desired response
One volunteer initiator, MF, pointed out that good or bad
messages were classified by volunteering community SNSs administrator. Selected
messages that can receive a good respond will be considered to post.

Although the core message presented by all organizations was related to their
organizations’ operation, they also added miscellaneous messages in various ways. JB
presented good news. VSN posted foreign organizations’ volunteer works. BV posted
Buddhism contents and epigram. Gen-V offered other organizations’ volunteer works
in Thailand, general knowledge, and knowledge related to organization’s volunteer
work. HSG, and MF posted other organizations’ volunteer works. JSC presented other

organizations’ volunteer works that had the same purpose as JSC. In addition, these
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messages of all volunteer organizations were reliable because they came from
credible sources such as case study of experienced members, the organizers of
volunteer activities, experts, and journalist websites.

Language of strategy of presenting information on SNSs was different by
volunteer organization usage. Almost organizations did not set the level of language
to create messages in order to communicate with their public. Two out of the five
volunteer initiators, HSG, and JSC, specified the level of language. HSG determined
informal language to reach their target groups. JSC employed semi-formal language
to communicate with the members. On the other hand, one out of the two volunteer
coordinators, VSN, and two out of the five volunteer initiators, Gen-V, and MF,
indicated that their language usage was adjusted depending on context. Language of
VSN depended on message types. Characteristics of each volunteer activity affected
Language usage of Gen-V, and MF. Gen-V also revealed that using language
depended on target groups.

These finding pointed out that all volunteer organizations paid attention to present
information on volunteering community SNSs to their member in order to encourage
public participation by different strategies. Although some strategies were employed by
several volunteer organizations, the details of use were different by volunteer
organizations’ styles. In addition, some volunteer organization set unique strategies to
suit their organizations. Messages together with pictures were important method for all
volunteer organizations. They agreed that messages and information must be presented
with pictures, which appealed readers much more than texts only. Thus, valuable

strategy of using the picture as a supporting message was employed in order to attract
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members to read information, invite members to take part in volunteer activities, and

encourage members to spread information by tag and the “Share” function.

5.8 The Messages Characteristics on Volunteering Community

SNSs (Results of content analysis)

This study found that there were 5,366 messages that were posted on twelve
volunteer organizations’ Facebook Pages in October. These volunteer organizations
consisted of JB, VSN, 1500Miles, AD, BV, DNT, Gen-V, HSG, JSC, MF, SA, and TF.
While, there were 210 messages that were posted on seven volunteer organizations’
Twitter. These volunteer organizations were JB, 1500Miles, AD, Gen-V, MF, SA, and TF.

For Facebook, most messages were posted by the volunteer organizations’
Facebook members with 4696 messages, representing 87.70%. The second highest
messages were posted by the volunteer organizations with 505 messages or 9.41%,
followed by the member of other volunteer organization with 104 messages or 1.94%,
the administrator of other volunteer work project in the same volunteer organization
with 24 messages or 0.45%, the administrator of other volunteer organization that run
activity with 19 messages or 0.35%, the staff of other volunteer organizations that run
activity as well as The administrator of other volunteer organization that helped the
others with 3 messages or 0.06%, the administrator of Buddies /monk, the
administrator of other volunteer organization that asking help from the others, general
Internet users, and the member of general Internet users’ Page with 2 messages or
0.04%, and journalist, the administrator of government agency, the administrator of
education institution as well as the administrator of profit oriented organization with 1

message or 0.02%, respectively. Whereas, most messages on Twitter were posted by



251

volunteer organizations with 209 message or 99.52%. Only one message was posted

by a volunteer organization’s Twitter member as shown in Table 5.61.

Table 5.61 The overview of the message owner on volunteering community SNSs

Facebook Twitter
The owner of the post* Frequenc Percent Erequenc Percent
The member 4696 87.70 1 0.48
The a(_jml_mstrator of volunteer 505 9.41 209 99 52
organization
The memper of other volunteer 104 194 0 0
organization
The administrator of other
volunteer work project in the 24 0.45 0 0
same volunteer organization
The administrator of other
volunteer organization that run 19 0.35 0 0
activity
The st'aff pf other volunt_ee_r 3 0.06 0 0
organization that ran activity
The administrator of other
volunteer organization that 3 0.06 0 0
helped the others
The administrator of Buddies 2 0.04 0 0
/monk
The administrator of other
volunteer organization that 2 0.04 0 0
asking help from the others
General Internet users 2 0.04 0 0
The rpember of general Internet 5 0.04 0 0
users’ Page
Journalist 1 0.02 0 0
The administrator of government 1 0.02 0 0
agency
The_ admlnlstrator of education 1 0.02 0 0
institution
The admlnlstra_tor _of profit 1 0.02 0 0
oriented organization
Total 5366 100 210 100

* For Facebook, the administrator is the administrator of Facebook Pages
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Messages were posted by the volunteer organization could be separated into two
groups: post generator and post responder as displayed in Table 5.62. For Facebook, the
volunteer organization created 370 messages, representing 73.27% in order to start
communication. 135 messages were message that the volunteer organization responded
to others, representing 26.73%. For Twitter, there were 208 initiative messages or
99.52% and only one responding message by the volunteer organization 0.48%.

Table 5.62 The overview of posting roles by the volunteer organizations

Facebook Twitter
Role of post Percent Percent
Frequency (%) Frequency (%)

Post generator 370 73.41 208 99.52
Post responder to member/
general Internet users/ other 135 26.59 1 0.48
volunteer organizations

Total 505 100 209 100

Next parts were reported by the message owners that were analyzed by each post.
5.8.1 Messages by the volunteer organizations
5.8.1.1 Initiative messages by the volunteer organizations

Most initiative posts by the volunteer organization on Facebook and
Twitter were one-way symmetrical communication which was 175 messages or 47.30%
and 145 messages or 69.71%, respectively. The second was two-way asymmetrical
communication which was 130 messages on Facebook, representing 35.14% and 62
messages on Twitter, representing 29.81%. For Facebook, the third was two-way
symmetrical communication which was 65 messages or 17.57%. However, there was no
message in the form of one-way asymmetrical communication on Facebook. While, the

third on Twitter was one-way asymmetrical communication or 0.48% and there was no

two-way symmetrical communication message on Twitter as shown Table 5.63.
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Table 5.63 The communication model of initiative posts by the volunteer organizations

Facebook Twitter
The communication model Percent Percent
Frequency (%) Frequency (%)

One-way symmetrical 175 473 145 69.71
communication
Two-wa;_/ asymmetrlcal 130 35 14 62 99.81
communication
Two-way sy_mmetrlcal 65 1757 0 0
communication
One-way_ asymmetrlcal 0 0 1 0.48
communication

Total 370 100 208 100

Table 5.64 The originative source of initiative posts by the volunteer organizations

Facebook Twitter
The originative source Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
(%) (%)

Th'e'volunt'eer organization 119 3216 47 29 60
originated its self
The volunteer organization posted
information by identifying the 242 65.41 118 56.73
name and the link of the source
The volunteer organization posted
information by identifying the 8 2.16 2 0.96
name of the source
The volunteer organization posted
information by identifying the 1 0.27 41 19.71
link of the source

Total 370 100 208 100

This study also found that there were two sources of these

messages: the volunteer organization, and the others. As described in Table 5.64, most

messages on Facebook and Twitter came from other sources. 251 messages on

Facebook or 67.84% and 161 messages on Twitter or 77.40% were originated by the

volunteer organization. In case of other sources, initiative messages on Facebook and

Twitter were posted by identifying the source’s name and the link 65.41% and
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56.73% respectively. For Facebook, it was followed by identifying the source’s name
2.16%, and identifying the link to the source 0.27%, respectively. For Twitter, these
messages were posted by identifying the link of the source (19.71%) more than the
only name of the source (0.96%). This finding expressed that the volunteer
organizations could create the messages by themselves and could bring information
from outside to volunteering community SNSs.

Table 5.65 The overview of initiative posts by the volunteer organizations related or

not related to volunteer work

Message related/not related to Facebo%ircent TWitte;ercent
volunteer work
Frequency (%) Frequency (%)
Related to volunteer work 263 71.08 91 43.75
Not related to volunteer work 107 28.92 117 55.25
Total 370 100 208 100

Regarding message related or not related to volunteer work as
indicated in Table 5.65, this study found that most messages on Facebook related to
volunteer work with 263 messages, representing 71.08%, and 107 messages were not
related to volunteer work, representing 28.92%. Whereas, 117 messages on Twitter
were not related to volunteer work and 91 messages were related to volunteer work,
representing 55.25% and 43.75%, respectively.

For messages relating to volunteer work, most messages on
Facebook were volunteer work of the volunteer organization with 117 messages or
31.62%. The second was volunteer work of other volunteer organizations with 93
messages or 25.14%. The third was volunteer work that did by someone with 16
messages or 4.32%, followed by volunteer work of social enterprise 11 messages,

member/general people asked for help from the volunteer organization, volunteer work
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of education institution, as well as volunteer work of the volunteer organization
cooperated with other volunteer organizations with 6 messages, story of volunteer
organization’s a volunteer 3 messages, other volunteer organization’s member/people
asked for help from that volunteer organization 2 messages, and volunteer work of
profit oriented organization, volunteer work of other volunteer organizations cooperated
with  social enterprise as well as volunteer work of the volunteer organization
cooperated with profit oriented organizationl message, representing 2.97%, 1.62%,
0.81%, 0.54% and 0.27%, respectively. On the other hand, most messages on Twitter
were volunteer work of other volunteer organization 54 messages or 59.34%. The
second was volunteer work of the volunteer organization 31 messages, followed by
volunteer work of social enterprise 3 messages, volunteer work of private organization
2 messages, and volunteer work that did by someone 1 message, representing 34.07%,
3.30%, 2.20% and 1.10%, respectively as described in Table 5.66.

Table 5.66 The initiative posts by the volunteer organizations related to volunteer work

Message related to volunteer Faceboolp< ) TWitterP -
ercen ercen
work Frequency (%) Frequency (%)

Volun_tee( work of the volunteer 117 44.49 31 34.07
organization
Volun_teq work of other volunteer 93 3536 54 59.34
organizations
Volunteer work that did by 16 6.08 1 110
someone
Volunt(_eer work of social 11 418 3 3.30
enterprise
The member/people asked for
help from the volunteer 6 2.28 0 0
organization
_\/olynt_eer work of education 6 598 0 0
institution
Volunteer work of the volunteer
organization cooperated with 6 2.28 0 0
other volunteer organizations
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Table 5.66 The initiative posts by the volunteer organizations related to volunteer work

(continued)

Message related to volunteer Facebook Twitter
work Frequency Pe(zzgm Frequency Pe([,f()(;nt

Story of volunteer organization’s 3 114 0 0
a volunteer '
Other volunteer organization’s
member/people asked for help 2 0.76 0 0
from that volunteer organization
Volunteer work of profit oriented 1 038 5 220

organization

Volunteer work of other volunteer
organizations cooperated with 1 0.38 0 0
social enterprise

Volunteer work of the volunteer

organization cooperated with 1 0.38 0 0
profit oriented organization
Total 263 100 91 100

When considered types of messages as shown in Table 5.67, top
five of initiative messages on Facebook by the volunteer organizations consisted of
inviting members to participate in volunteer work with 139 messages, others with 107
messages, presenting previous experience/ useful hint or idea that related to volunteer
work with 37 messages, reporting the progress/movement of volunteer organization’s
volunteer work with 15 messages, and inviting members to participate in a competition
to get an award in return with 13 messages, representing 37.57%, 28.65%, 10.00%,
4.05% and 3.51%, respectively. While, top five of initiative posts on Twitter were other
topics with 117 messages or 56.25%, inviting members to participate in volunteer work
with 61 messages or 29.33%, presenting previous experience/ useful hint or idea that
related to volunteer work with 7 messages or 3.37%, reporting the result of previous

volunteer activities with 6 messages or 2.88%, respectively.
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Facebook Twitter
Types of messages Ereguenc Percent Erequenc Percent
T () T (o)
One purpose message

Inviting - - - -

- members to participate in 139 3757 61 99.33
volunteer work

- members to participate in a
competition to get an award 13 3.51 0 0
in return

Others 106 28.65 117 56.25

Presenting - - - -

- previous experience/ useful
hint or idea that related to 37 10.00 7 3.37
volunteer work

- epigram/ suggestion about 9 543 5 540
volunteer work

- the stgry pf \{olunteer 0 0 5 0.96
organization’s a volunteer

Reporting 0 0 0 0

- the progress/movement of
volunteer organization’s 15 4.05 3 1.44
volunteer work

- the progre’ss of social 5 162 0 0
enterprise’s volunteer work

- the result of previous 5 135 5 588
volunteer activities

Admiring/blessing/thanking - - - -

- the member 3 0.81 0 0

- general people who help
volunteer organization’s 1 0.27 1 0.48
volunteer work

Asking questions or requesting

information or opinions from 4 1.08 0 0

members

Providing information about 4 108 3 144

volunteer works

Introd_ucmg other volunteer 1 0.27 5 0.96

organization

Cheering up those who needed/ 1 0.97 0 0

asked for help
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Table 5.67 Types of initiative messages by the volunteer organizations (continued)

Types of messages

Facebook

Twitter

Frequency

Percent
(%)

Frequency

Percent
(%)

Two purpose messages

Admiring/blessing/thanking the
member and reporting the result
of previous volunteer activities

1.62

Presenting epigram/ suggestion
about volunteer work and
inviting members to participate
in volunteer work

0.54

Inviting members to participate
in volunteer work and
admiring/blessing/thanking
general people who do volunteer
work

0.54

Inviting members to participate
in volunteer work and providing
the way to do volunteer work/
make a donation

0.27

Admiring/blessing/thanking the
member and inviting members to
participate in volunteer work

0.27

Admiring/blessing/thanking the
member and reporting the
progress/movement of volunteer
organization’s volunteer work

0.27

Admiring/blessing/thanking
general people who help
volunteer organization’s
volunteer work and reporting
the progress/movement of
volunteer organization’s
volunteer work

0.48

Blessing to people/animal that
needing help and cheering up
those who needed/ asked for
help

0.27

Previous experience/ useful hint
or idea that related to volunteer
work and admiring/blessing/
thanking general people who do
volunteer work

0.27
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Table 5.67 Types of initiative messages by the volunteer organizations (continued)

Types of messages

Facebook

Twitter

Percent

Frequency (%)

Frequency

Percent
(%)

Two purpose messages

Inviting members to participate in
volunteer work and cheering up
those who needed/ asked for help

1 0.27

Multipurpose messages

Admiring/blessing/thanking the
member, inviting members to
participate in volunteer work,
reporting the progress/movement
of volunteer organization’s
volunteer work, and admiring/
blessing/thanking other agencies
that help volunteer
organization’s volunteer work

2 0.54

Inviting members to participate
in volunteer work, reporting the
progress/movement of volunteer
organization’s volunteer work
and offering the help for other
volunteer organization

2 0.54

Inviting members to participate
in volunteer work, admiring/
blessing/thanking general people
who help volunteer
organization’s volunteer work,
and admiring/blessing/thanking
other agencies that help
volunteer organization’s
volunteer work

1 0.27

Admiring/blessing/thanking the
member, reporting the progress/
movement of volunteer
organization’s volunteer work,
and admiring/blessing/ thanking
other agencies that help volunteer
organization’s volunteer work

1 0.27
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Table 5.67 Types of initiative messages by the volunteer organizations (continued)

Types of messages

Facebook

Twitter

Frequency

Percent
(%)

Frequency

Percent
(%)

Multipurpose purpose

Admiring/blessing/ thanking
profit oriented organization that
help volunteer organization’s
volunteer work,
admiring/blessing/thanking the
member, and
admiring/blessing/thanking
general people who help
volunteer organization’s
volunteer work

0.27

Previous experience/ useful hint
or idea that related to volunteer
work, reporting the
progress/movement of volunteer
organization’s volunteer work,
and admiring/blessing/thanking
other agencies that help
volunteer organization’s
volunteer work

0.27

Total

370

100

208

100

In term of message elements of initiative messages by volunteer

organization, top five of message elements on Facebook consisted of text, picture and

link 284 messages or 76.76%, text and link 37 messages or 10.00%, text, picture, link

and emoticon 17 messages or 4.59%, text and picture 9 messages or 2.43%, and only

text 6 messages or 1.62%, respectively. Whereas top five of message elements on

Twitter were text and link 114 messages or 54.81%, text, symbol, and link 50

messages or 24.04%, text, symbol, picture, and link with 28 messages or 13.46%, link

with 5 messages or 2.40, and only text with 4 messages or 1.92%, respectively as

displayed in Table 5.68.
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Table 5.68 The elements of initiative messages by the volunteer organizations

Facebook Twitter
Elements of messages Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
(%) (%)
Text, picture and link 284 76.76 0 0
Text and link 37 10 114 54.81
Text, symbol and link 0 0 50 24.04
Text, picture, link and emoticon 17 4.59 0 0
Text and picture 9 2.43 1 0.48
Text 6 1.62 4 1.92
T(_ext, video clip and link video 4 108 0 0
clip
Picture 4 1.08 0 0
Link 2 0.54 5 2.40
Te>ft, picture, link and Pin to Top ) 0.54 0 0
option
Text, symbol and picture 1 0.27 2 0.96
Text, symbol, picture and link 1 0.27 28 13.46
Text, picture and emoticon 1 0.27 1 0.48
Text and emoticon 0 0 3 1.44
Text, emoticon and symbol 1 0.27 0 0
Link and picture 1 0.27 0 0
Total 370 100 208 100

*Picture means all kinds of picture and link means URL, Tag, and Hashtag

Table 5.69 The ways of member responding to initiative messages by the volunteer

organizations on Facebook

. Percent
Responding ways Frequency (%)
The ways of member responding
- Typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or
emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box”, 172 46.49
clicking the “Share” and the “Like” buttons
- Clicking the “Like” button 85 22.97
- Clicking the “Share” and the “Like” buttons 79 21.35
- Typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or
emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box” and 26 7.03
clicking the “Like” buttons
- Clicking the “Like” and the “Going to join
ioation® » 2 0.54
volunteer organization’s event” buttons
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Table 5.69 The ways of member responding to initiative messages by the volunteer

organizations on Facebook (continued)

Responding ways Frequency Percent
(%)
The ways of member responding
- Typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or
emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box”, 2 0.54
Clicking the “Share”, the “Like” and the “Going to
join volunteer organization’s event” buttons
- Typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or
emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box”, 1 0.97
clicking the “Like” and the “Going to join volunteer '
organization’s event” buttons
No responding 3 0.81
Total 370 100

Table 5.70 The ways of member responding to initiative messages by volunteer

organization on Twitter

Responding ways Frequency Percent (%)

Member responding by

- Both clicking the “Retweet” and the 109 52.4

“Favorite” buttons
- Clicking the “Retweet” button 44 21.15
- Clicking the “Favorite” button 8 3.85
No responding 47 22.6
Total 208 100

This study also found that most members responded these
initiative messages by volunteer organization on Facebook in eight ways. Most
messages were responded by typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or
emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box”, clicking the “Share” and the “Like”
buttons with 172 messages or 46.49% followed by clicking the “Like” button with
85 messages or 22.97%, clicking the “Share” and the “Like” buttons with 79

messages or 21.35%, typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or emoticon
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and/ or link in the “Comment Box” and clicking the “Like” buttons with 26
messages or 7.03%, no responding with 3 messages or 0.81%, clicking the “Like”
and the “Going to join volunteer organization’s event” buttons as well as typing
text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment
Box”, clicking the ‘“Share”, the “Like” and the “Going to join volunteer
organization’s event” buttons with 2 messages or 0.54%, and Typing text and/ or
picture and/ or symbol and/ or emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box”,
clicking the “Like” and the “Going to join volunteer organization’s event” buttons,
respectively as displayed in Table 5.69.

While, initiative messages by volunteer organization on
Twitter were responded by the members in four ways. These ways consisted of
clicking both the “Retweet” and the “Favorite” buttons with 109 messages or
52.40%, followed by no responding with 47 messages or 22.60%, clicking the
“Retweet” button with 44 messages or 21.15%, and clicking the “Favorite” button
with 8 messages or 3.85%, respectively as shown in Table 5.70.

The findings in Table 5.69 and Table 5.70 described that these
responding Features on Facebook and Twitter lead to multi-way communication
between the volunteer organizations and their members. All members could express
their felling and opinions to the volunteer organizations and other members.

When considered each volunteer organization as displayed in
Table 5.71, this study also found that most initiative messages on Facebook by
volunteer organization on two out of the three volunteer coordinators, SA, and
VSN were two-way asymmetrical communication. The rest volunteer coordinator,

JB initiative messages by volunteer organization were two-way symmetrical
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communication. For volunteer initiators, initiative messages by volunteer
organization of four out of the nine volunteer initiators, BV, Gen-V, MF, and TF
were one-way asymmetrical communication. While most initiative messages by
DNT, and HSG were two-way asymmetrical communication and most initiative
messages by JSC were two-way symmetrical communication. For AD’s Facebook,
it was found that most initiative messages by volunteer organization were one-way
and two-way symmetrical communication. For Twitter, most initiative messages
by volunteer organization of two out of three volunteer coordinator, JB, and SA,
were two-way asymmetrical communication. While all volunteer initiators,
1500Miles, AD, Gen-V, MF, and TF were one-way symmetrical communication.
For one-way asymmetrical communication, it was found that it did not appear on
Twitters of JB, 1500Miles, AD, Gen-V, MF, and TF. Only Twitter’s SA presented
a message in the form of one-way asymmetrical communication. This study also
found that there were not two-way symmetrical communication on Twitters of JB,
1500Miles, AD, Gen-V, SA, and TF. This model of communication appeared only
on MF’s Twitter.

In term of message relating to volunteer work as displayed in
Table 5.72, this study found that most initiative messages by the volunteer
organization of all volunteer coordinators on Facebook and Twitter were related to
volunteer work of other volunteer organizations. While initiative messages by the
volunteer organization of six out of the nine volunteer initiators, AD, BV, DNT, HSG,
JSC, and MF on Facebook as well as two out of the five volunteer initiators, Ad, and

MF, on Twitter were related to volunteer work of the volunteer organization. Initiative
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messages by Gen-V, and TF on Facebook as well as initiative messages by

1500Mliles, Gen-V, and TF were not related to volunteer work.

Table 5.71 Model

organization

communication of

initiative messages by each volunteer

o Facebook Twitter
g c Model communication Model communication
&c| 53 - 5| m=6&6| =6| =6&8| =8| =8| =65
22| ER8 | 28R | 328|288 |22% | 28% | 38%(28%
S| S | S C S| 850 |8Co|8T506|8Co| 850 |8C o
SN| S8 |S8C|3CE|$8Cc|SCE|3S8Cc|38E|38CE
SS|S>S2 |25 eES|QES|2ES|@ES|IQES|IQES
> O|gEE EEE EEE OEE|gEE EEEEEE
5 > E o € > E > £ > E o E > E
3 < 8 3 < 3 38 < 3 S
s 6 11 24 0 8 34 0
S | B 1600 | 297% | 649% | 0% | 3.81% | 16.19% | 0%
©
5] 21 27 0 1 8 21 0
3 | sA
s 5.68% | 7.3% 0% 0.48% | 3.81% | 10% 0%
(¢}
‘g’ 5 38 1
S VSN | 3506 | 10.279% | 0.27%
2 1 2 0 7 0 0
AD | 054% | 027% | 054% | 0% | 3.33% | 0% 0%
21 8 2
BV 1'568% | 2.16% | 0.54%
3 8 5
_ DNT 0810 | 2.16% | 1.35%
o
g | Gen- 5 3 0 0 5 3 0
= V | 1.35% | 0.81% | 0% 0% 2.38% | 1.43% | 0%
3 0 2 1
S | HSG | o0 | 1.08% | 0.27%
o
> 0 2 3
JSC 0% 0.54% | 0.81
37 28 27 0 16 4 2
MF 1 1006 | 757% | 7.3% 0% 7.62% | 1.9% | 0.95%
75 0 0 0 87 0 0
TF 1 2021% | 0% 0% 0% |41.43% | 0% 0%




Table 5.72 Message related to volunteer work of initiative messages by each volunteer organization

Volunteer organization type

Message related to SNSs | Volunteer coordinator Volunteer initiator
volunteer work type 1500
JB SA | VSN Miles AD | BV | DNT | Gen-V | HSG | JSC | MF TF

Volunteer work of the Facebook 1 0 1 0 4 14 8 1 5 4 79 0
volunteer organization Twitter 4 0 0 6 1 22 0
volunteer organization Twitter 36 0 0 1 1 1 16
Volunteer work of social | Facebook | 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
enterprise Twitter | 13 3 0 0 0 0 0
Volunteer work of profit | Facebook | 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
organization Twitter [ 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
Volunteer work that did | Facebook | 0 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 4 0
by someone Twitter | 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
the member/people asked | Facenook | 0 | 0 0 o | o] ol s 0 o | o | 1 0
for help from volunteer .
organization Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Oth

er volunteer Facebook| 0 | o | o | o | o | o | 2 0 o | o | o] o
organization’s
member/people asked for
help from that volunteer Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
organization




Table 5.72 Message related to volunteer work of initiative messages by each volunteer organization (continued)

Volunteer organization type

Message related to SNSs | Volunteer coordinator Volunteer initiator
volunteer work type 1500

JB SA VSN Miles AD | BV | DNT | Gen-V | HSG | JSC | MF TF
Volunteer work of Facebook | 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
education institution Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volunteer work of other
volunteer organizations Facebook | 0 1 0 ' ] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
cooperate with social ]
enterprise Twitter 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volunteer work of the
volunteer organization Facebook | 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
cooperate with other )
volunteer organizations Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volunteer work of the
volunteer organization Facebook | 0 0 0 ! - 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
cooperate with the profit .
organization Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Story of volunteer Facebook | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0
organization’s a ;
volunteer Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Others (not related to Facebook | 3 8 0 0 0 12 0 6 0 0 2 75
volunteer work) Twitter 1 9 14 0 6 1 87




Table 5.73 Types of initiative messages by each volunteer organization

Volunteer organization type

SNSs Volunteer coordinator Volunteer initiator
Types of messages type 1500
JB SA | VSN Miles AD | BV | DNT | Gen-V | HSG | JSC | MF TF
One purpose messages
Inviting
- members to participate | Facebook | 33 30 34 0 1 1 7 2 2 5 23 0
in volunteer work Twitter 33 21 0 1 | 2 4 0
- members 1o participate | Facebook | 0 0 0 0 0| o0 0 0 0 0 | 13 0
in competition to get -
award in return Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Presenting
- previous expe_rlence/ Facebook | 3 0 10 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 17 0
useful hint or idea that
related to volunteer Twitter 1 0 0 0 0 6 0
work
- epigram/ suggestion Facebook | 1 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 4 0
about volunteer work Twitter 4 0 0 0 0 1 0
- story Qf vplunteer Facebook | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
organization’s a -
Reporting
- the progress/movement | L. pook | 0 0 0 0 o | 1| o 0 1 o | 3] o
of volunteer
organization s Twitter | 0 | 0 0 0 0 3 0

volunteer work




Table 5.73 Types of initiative messages by each volunteer organization (continued)

Volunteer organization type

SNSs Volunteer coordinator Volunteer initiator
Types of messages type 1500
JB SA | VSN Miles AD | BV | DNT | Gen-V | HSG | JSC | MF TF

One purpose messages
Reporting
- the progress of social Facebook | 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

oeprise’s volunteer I 1 iier | 0 | o 0 | o 0 0o | o
- the result of previous Facebook | 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 0

volunteer activities Twitter 0 0 0 6 0 0 0
Admiring/blessing/
thanking to
- the member Facepook 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0

Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 0

- general people who Facebook 0 ol o 0 0

help volunteer

organization’s Twitter | 0 | 0 0 0 0 0 0

volunteer work
Asking guestions or Facebook | 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
requesting information or ;
opinions from members | TWitter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Providing information Facebook 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0
about volunteer works Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 3 0




Table 5.73 Types of initiative messages by each volunteer organization (continued)

Volunteer organization type

SNSs Volunteer coordinator Volunteer initiator
Types of messages type 1500
JB SA | VSN Miles AD | BV | DNT | Gen-V | HSG | JSC | MF TF
One purpose messages
Introducing other volunteer Facebook 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
organization Twitter 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cheering up those who Facebook 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
needed/ asked for help Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Two purpose
Admiring/blessing/thankin
g to the member and Facebook 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
reporting the result of
gg‘fl‘\’l'l‘:‘ess volunteer Twitter | 0 | 0 0 0 0 0 0
Presenting epigram/
suggestion about volunteer | Facebook | 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
work and inviting members
;[Isoprirticipate in volunteer Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Inviting members to
participate in volunteer Facebook 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
work and
admiring/blessing/thanking )
to general people who do Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

volunteer work




Table 5.73 Types of initiative messages by each volunteer organization (continued)

Volunteer organization type

SNSs Volunteer coordinator Volunteer initiator
Types of messages type 1500
JB SA | VSN Miles AD | BV | DNT | Gen-V | HSG | JSC | MF TF
Two purpose
Inviting members to
participate in volunteer Facebook | O 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
work and providing the
way to do volunteer work/ Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
make a donation
Q?ﬂ'ﬁ;”ﬂfr:f;;”ﬂ;ha”k'” Facebook | 0 | 0O 0 0 o | o o 0 o | o | 1 0
inviting members to
participate in volunteer Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
work
Admiring/blessing/thankin
g to the member and Facebook 0 0 0 0 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
reporting the
progress/movement of
volunteer organization’s Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
volunteer work
P_reviou_s experience/ useful | Facepook 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
hint or idea that related to
volunteer work and
admiring/blessing/thanking | Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

to general people who do
volunteer work




Table 5.73 Types of initiative messages by each volunteer organization (continued)

Volunteer organization type

SNSs Volunteer coordinator Volunteer initiator
Types of messages type 1500
JB SA | VSN Miles AD | BV | DNT | Gen-V | HSG | JSC | MF TF
Two purpose
Admiring/blessing/thankin
g to general peoplewho | Facehook | 0 | 0 | 0 o | 0 |0 o0 0 0o | 0| 1] o0
help volunteer
organization’s volunteer
work and reporting the
progress/movement of Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
volunteer organization’s
volunteer work
Previous experience/ useful
hint or idea that related to Facebook 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
volunteer work and
admiring/blessing/thanking
to general people who do Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
volunteer work
Blessing to people/animal | Facepook [ 0 | 0 | 0 | 0 | 0 | 0 | 0 0 o | 0o | 1] o
that needing help and
cheering up those who ;
needed/ asked for help Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Inviting members to
participate in volunteer Facebook 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
work and cheering up
those who needed/ asked Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

for help




Table 5.73 Types of initiative messages by each volunteer organization (continued)

Types of messages

SNSs
type

Volunteer organization type

Volunteer coordinator

Volunteer initiator

JB

SA

VSN

1500

Miles

AD

BV

DNT

Gen-V

HSG

JSC

MF

TF

Multipurpose

Admiring/blessing/thankin
g to the member, inviting
members to participate in
volunteer work, reporting
the progress/movement of
volunteer organization’s
volunteer work , and
admiring/blessing/thanking
to other agencies that help
volunteer organization’s
volunteer work

Facebook

Twitter

Inviting members to
participate in volunteer
work, reporting the
progress/movement of
volunteer organization’s
volunteer work and
offering the help for other
volunteer organization

Facebook

Twitter




Table 5.73 Types of initiative messages by each volunteer organization (continued)

Types of messages

SNSs
type

Volunteer organization type

Volunteer coordinator

Volunteer initiator

JB

SA

VSN

1500

Miles

AD

BV

DNT

Gen-V

HSG

JSC

MF

TF

Multipurpose

Inviting members to
participate in volunteer
work,
admiring/blessing/thanking
to general people who help
volunteer organization’s
volunteer work , and
admiring/blessing/thanking
to other agencies that help
volunteer organization’s
volunteer work

Facebook

Twitter

Admiring/blessing/thankin
g to the member, reporting
the progress/movement of
volunteer organization’s
volunteer work, and
admiring/blessing/
thanking to other agencies
that help volunteer
organization’s volunteer
work

Facebook

Twitter




Table 5.73 Types of initiative messages by each volunteer organization (continued)

Types of messages

SNSs
type

Volunteer organization type

Volunteer coordinator

Volunteer initiator

JB

SA

VSN

1500

Miles

AD

BV

DNT

Gen-V

HSG

JSC

MF

TF

Multipurpose

Admiring/blessing/
thanking to profit oriented
organization that help
volunteer organization’s
volunteer work,
admiring/blessing/thanking
to the member, and
admiring/blessing/thanking
to general people who help
volunteer organization’s
volunteer work

Facebook

Twitter

Previous experience/ useful
hint or idea that related to
volunteer work , reporting
the progress/movement of
volunteer organization’s
volunteer work, and
admiring/blessing/thanking
to other agencies that help
volunteer organization’s
volunteer work

Facebook

Twitter




Table 5.74 The elements of initiative messages by each volunteer organization

Volunteer Organization type

SNSs Volunteer coordinator Volunteer initiator
Elements of messages type 1500
JB SA | VSN Miles AD BV |[DNT | Gen-V [ HSG |JSC | MF | TF
Facebook 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 2 0
Text -
Twitter 1 0 0 0 0 3 0
. Facebook 0 0 0 0 1 8 0 0 0 0 0 0
Text and picture -
Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Text, video clip and link Facebook 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
video clip Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
i Facebook 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 32
Text and link -
Twitter 3 0 14 P 3 15 74
i Facebook 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Text, symbol and picture -
Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
i ) Facebook | 21 42 40 0 4 20 14 8 2 5 85 43
Text, picture and link -
Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Text, Symbo|, picture and Facebook 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
link Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 28 | O
Link Facebook 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Twitter 0 0 0 0 5 0 0




Table 5.74 The elements of initiative messages by each volunteer organization (continued)

Volunteer organization type

[¢D)
,% Volunteer coordinator Volunteer initiator
Elements of messages 4 1500
Z JB SA | VSN . AD BV | DNT | Gen-V | HSG [JSC | MF | TF
w Miles
. . Facebook 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Text, picture and emoticon -
Twitter 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Text, picture, link and Pin | Facebook 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
to Top option Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. Facebook 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0
Picture -
Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Text, picture, link and Facebook | 16 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
emoticon Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. Facebook 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Text, emoticon and symbol -
Twitter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. Facebook 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Link and photo -
Twitter 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Text and emoticon Facebook 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Twitter 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
. Facebook 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Text, symbol and link -
Twitter 34 0 0 0 0 0 13

*Picture means all kinds of picture and link means URL, Tag, and Hashtag
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Regarding to types of messages as shown in Table 5.73, this study
found that all volunteer coordinators presented their initiative messages on Facebook and
Twitter in the form of inviting members to participate in volunteer work. As the same
way of four out of the nine volunteer initiators DNT, HSG, JSC, and MF posted most of
their initiative messages on Facebook by inviting members to participate in volunteer
work. On the other hand, Facebook of three out of the nine volunteer initiators, BV,
Gen-V, and TF, as well as Twitter of three out of the five volunteer initiators, 1500Miles,
AD, and TF offered their initiative messages by other topics that not related to volunteer
work. Only one volunteer initiator, AD, was different. For AD’s Facebook and AD’s
Twitter, the volunteer organization presented most their initiative messages in the form
of reporting the result of previous volunteer activities. For AD’s Facebook, it included
initiative messages in the form of admiring/blessing/thank-you to the member.

In term of message elements of initiative messages by the
volunteer organization as displayed in Table 5.74, all volunteer coordinators JB, SA,
and VSN, as well as eight out of the nine volunteer initiators, AD, BV, DNT, Gen-V,
HSG, JSC, MF, and TF, posted their initiative messages by text, picture and link.
Whereas, one volunteer coordinator, JB, and four out of the five volunteer initiators,
1500Miles, AD, MF, and TF presented their initiative messages by text and link. Only
one volunteer coordinator, SA, and one volunteer initiator, Gen-V, posted their
initiative messages in different way. SA posted most SA messages by only text, while
Gen-V presented most messages by only link.

5.8.1.2 Responding messages by the volunteer organizations
For 135 responding messages by the volunteer organizations on

Facebook, this study found that most of them were related to volunteer work of the
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volunteer organization with 72 messages or 53.33%. The second highest was the
messages that responded to the member/ general people who asked for help from the
volunteer organization and/or other members with 48 messages or 35.56%, followed by
the messages that were related to volunteer work of other volunteer organizations with
11 messages, volunteer work of the volunteer organization that cooperated with other
volunteer organizations with 2 messages, volunteer work of the volunteer organization
that cooperated with profit oriented organization as well as others topics (not related to
volunteer work) with 1 messages, representing 8.15%, 1.48%,and 0.74%, respectively.
For Twitter, there was only one responding messages by the volunteer organizations
that related to volunteer work of the volunteer organization as displayed in Table 5.75.
Table 5.75 The responding messages by the volunteer organizations relating to

volunteer work

Facebook Twitter
Message related to volunteer
work Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
(%) (%)
Vqun'tee( work of the volunteer 79 53.33 1 100
organization
The member/people asked for
help from_ the volunteer 48 35 56 0 0
organization and/ or other
members
Volunteer Work_of c_)ther 11 8.15 0 0
volunteer organizations
Volunteer work of the volunteer
organization that cooperated 5 148 0 0
with other volunteer '
organizations
Volunteer work of the volunteer
organization that cooperated 1 0.74 0 0
with profit oriented organization
Others (not related to volunteer 1 0.74 0 0
work)
Total 135 100 1 100




Table 5.76 Types of responding messages by the volunteer organizations
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Types of messages

Facebook

Twitter

Frequency

Percent
(%)

Frequency

Percent
(%)

One purpose message

Answering the member’s
question/providing information
to the member

104

77.04

100

Admiring/blessing/thank-you to

- the member

- general people who do
volunteer work

- other agencies that help the
volunteer organization’ s
volunteer work

15

11.11
0.74

0.74

Inviting members to participate
in volunteer work

4.44

Reporting the
progress/movement of the
volunteer organization’s
volunteer work

2.22

Presenting epigram/ suggestions
to do volunteer work

0.74

TWO purpose messages

Answering the member’s
question/provide information to
the member and
admiring/blessing/thank-you to
the member

1.48

Admiring/blessing/thank-you to
the member and reporting the
progress/movement of the
volunteer organization’s
volunteer work

0.74

Answering the member’s
question/provide information to
the member and making an
apology to the member

0.74

Total

135

100

100

In term of message types as shown in Table 5.76, top three of

responding messages on Facebook by the volunteer organizations consisted of
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answering the member’s question/providing information to the member with 104
messages or 77.04 %, admiring/blessing/thank-you to the member with 15 messages
or 11.11%, and inviting members to participate in volunteer work with 6 messages or
4.44%, respectively. While one responding messages by the volunteer organization on
Twitter was answering the member’s question/providing information to the member.

Regarding each element of responding messages by the
volunteer organizations on Facebook, most messages consisted of text and link with
57 messages or 42.22%, followed by only text with 52 messages or 38.52%, text and
emoticon as well as text, picture, and link with 10 messages or 7.41%, text, picture
and link with 9 messages or 6.67%, text, emoticon and link with 3 messages or
2.22%, text and picture with 2 messages or 1.48%, only link as well as text, picture,
link and emoticon with 1 message or 0.74%, respectively. Whereas one responding
messages by the volunteer organizations on Twitter consisted of text and link as
described in Table 5.77.

Table 5.77 The elements of responding messages by the volunteer organizations

Facebook Twitter
Elements of messages Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
(%) (%)
Text and link 57 42.22 1 100
Text 52 38.52 0 0
Text and emoticon 10 7.41 0
Text, picture and link 9 6.67 0 0
Text, emoticon and link 3 2.22 0 0
Text and picture 2 1.48 0 0
Link 1 0.74 0 0
Text, picture, link and emoticon 1 0.74 0 0
Total 135 100 1 100
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Table 5.78 The ways to present responding messages by the volunteer organization

Responding ways

Facebook

Twitter

Frequency

Percent
(%)

Frequency

Percent
(%)

Typing text and/ or picture and/
or symbol and/ or emoticon and/
or link in the “Comment Box™
via the “Post to Pages™ Feature

83

61.48

Typing text and/ or picture and/
or symbol and/ or emoticon and/
or link in the “Reply” Feature via
the “Wall” Feature

25

18.52

Typing text and/ or picture and/
or symbol and/ or emoticon and/
or link in the “Comment Box”
via the “Wall” Feature

23

17.04

Typing text and/ or picture and/
or symbol and/ or emoticon and/
or link in the “Reply” Feature via
other volunteer
organizations/general people’s
the “Wall” Feature that tag
volunteer organization’s
Facebook ID

1.48

Typing text and/ or picture and/
or symbol and/ or emoticon and/
or link in the “Comment Box”
via other volunteer
organization/general people’s the
“Wall” Feature that tag volunteer
organization’s Facebook 1D

0.74

Typing text and/ or picture and/
or symbol and/ or emoticon and/
or link in the “Comment Box™
via the member’s the “Wall”
Feature that tag volunteer
organization’s Facebook 1D

0.74

Typing text and/ or picture and/
or symbol and/ or emoticon and/
or link in the “Reply” Feature
that mention Twitter username
automatically

100

Total

135

100

100
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In addition, the volunteer organization posted most responding
messages by typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or emoticon and/ or link in
the “Comment Box” via the “Posts to Page” Feature with 83 messages or 61. 61.48%.
The second highest channel was typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or
emoticon and/ or link in the “Reply” Feature via the “Wall” Feature with 25 messages or
18.52%. The third highest channel was typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or
emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box™ via the “Wall” Feature with 23 messages or
17.04%, followed by Typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or emoticon and/
or link in the “Reply” Feature via other volunteer organizations/general people’s the
“Wall” Feature that tag volunteer organization’s Facebook ID with 2 messages or 1.48%,
typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment
Box” via other volunteer organization/general people’s the “Wall” Feature that tag
volunteer organization’s Facebook ID as well as typing text and/ or picture and/ or
symbol and/ or emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box” via the member’s the
“Wall” Feature that tag volunteer organization’s Facebook ID with 1 message or 0.74%,
respectively. While one volunteer organization posted a responding message on Twitter
via typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or emoticon and/ or link in the
“Reply” Feature that mention Twitter username automatically as shown in Table 5.78.
These ways to present responding messages by the volunteer organization support two-
way communication between the volunteer organizations and their members as well as
the outside Internet users. In addition, “Tag” Feature supports volunteering community
SNSs to bring information from outside to volunteering community SNSs as well as

expand information from volunteering community SNSs to outside.
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Moreover, only 86 responding messages by the volunteer
organizations on Facebook or 63.70% were responding again, while 49 messages or 36.30%
were not responding from anyone as shown in Table 5.79. Most messages were responding
by clicking the “Like” button with 49 messages or 36.30%, followed by typing text and/ or
picture and/ or symbol and/ or emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box” with 16
messages or 11.85%, typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or emoticon and/ or link
in the “Comment Box” and clicking the “Like” button with 14 messages or 10.37% typing
text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box”,
clicking the “Share” and the “Like” button with 5 messages or 3.70%, and clicking the
“Share” and the “Like” button with 2 messages or 1.48%, respectively. While, there was no
responding again for responding messages by the volunteer organizations on Twitter.

Most of these messages were responding again by the member with
81 messages or 60.00%, followed by both the volunteer organization and the member with
3 messages or 2.22%, the volunteer organization as well as the volunteer organization and
other volunteer organizations with 1 message or 0.74% as displayed in Table 5.80.

Table 5.79 The ways to respond the volunteer organization’s responding messages

Responding ways Frequency | Percent (%0)

Responding by

- Clicking the “Like” button 49 36.30

- Typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or 16 11.85
emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box” '

- Typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or
emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box” and 14 10.37
clicking the “Like” button

- Typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or

emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box”, and 5 3.70
clicking the “Share” and the “Like” button
- Clicking the “Share” and the “Like” button 2 1.48
No responding 49 36.30

Total 135 100.00
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Table 5.80 People responding to the volunteer organization’s responding messages

Responding Frequency Percent (%)
Responding again by
- The member 81 60.00
- Both the volunteer organization and the
3 2.22
member
- The volunteer organization 1 0.74
- The volunteer organization and other
N 1 0.74
volunteer organizations
None 49 36.30
Total 135 100.00

The findings in Table 5.79 and Table 5.80 revealed that responding

messages could be respond again. This characteristic of SNSs supports loop of two-way

communication (two-way symmetrical

communication.

communication) and

leads to multi-way

Table 5.81 Types of responding messages by each volunteer organization

Volunteer organization type
Volunteer N
Types of messages ?prSes coordinator Volunteer initiator
JB | VSN | DNT | HSG | JSC | MF
One purpose message

Admiring/blessing/
thanking
- the member Facebook | 0 0 2 3 0 10

Twitter 0 0
- general people who
help volunteer Facebook | 0 0 0 0 0 1
organization’s volunteer .
work Twitter 0 0
- other agencies that help | Facebook | 0 0 0 0 0 1
volunteer organization’s -
volunteer work Twitter | 0 0
Answering the member’s | Facebook | 6 2 2 1 1 89
question/providing info -
to the member Twitter 0 1
Providing information Facebook | 0 1 1 0 0 2
about volunteer works Twitter 0 0
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Table 5.81 Types of responding messages by each volunteer organization (continued)

Volunteer organization type

Volunteer N
Types of messages ?;:;S: coordinator Volunteer initiator
JB | VSN | DNT | HSG | JSC | MF
One purpose message
Epigram/ suggestion Facebook | O 0 1 0 0 0
about volunteer work Twitter 0 0
Reporting the
propgress/gmovement of Facebook | 0 0 3 0 0 0
volunteer organization’s i
volunteer wgrk Twitter 0 0
Inviting members to Facebook | 6 0 0 0 0 0
participated in volunteer
work Twitter 0 0
Two purpose messages
Admiring/blessing/
thanking the member and | Facebook | 0 0 0 0 0 1
answering the member’s ]
question Twitter 0 0
Admiring/blessing/
thanking the member and | Facebook | 0 0 0 0 0 1
Reporting the progress of
volunteer organization’s Twitter 0 0
volunteer work
Answering the member’s | Facebook | 0 0 0 0 0 1
question and making -
apology to the member Twitter 0 1
Inviting members to
participate in volunteer | Facebook | 0 0 1 0 0 0
work and providing the
way to do volunteer Twitter 0 0
work/ make a donation

When considered each volunteer organization, this study found

that there were six volunteer organizations (two out of the three volunteer

coordinators, JB, and VSN, as well as four out of the nine volunteer initiators, DNT,

HSG, JSC, and MF) that responded to the members’ messages on Facebook, while

there was only one volunteer initiator, MF, that responded to the members’ messages
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on Twitter. As described in Table 5.81, most responding messages on Facebook by
two coordinators, JB, and VSN, as well as two out of the nine volunteer initiators,
JSC, and MF, were answering the member’s question and/ or providing information to
the member. One responding messages by MF on Twitter was the same type as these
volunteer organizations. Whereas, most responding messages by DNT on Facebook
were reporting the progress/movement of the volunteer organization’s volunteer work.
For HSG’s Facebook, most responding messages by HSG were
admiring/blessing/thanking-you to the members. For Facebook, two coordinators, JB,
and VSN posted most these messages by text and emotion as shown in Table 5.82.
Two out of the nine volunteer initiators, JSC, and MF, presented these messages by
text and link. The rest two volunteer initiators were different. HSG mostly responded
HSG’s members by text only. While DNT responded to the members in various ways.
For Twitter, MF responded MF’s members by text and link.

Table 5.82 The elements of responding messages by each volunteer organization

Volunteer Organization type
SNS Volunteer Volunteer initiator
Elements of messages > | coordinator
type
JB [ VSN | DNT | HSG | JSC | MF
Facebook 0 0 2 4 0 46
Text -
Twitter 0 0
Text and picture Facepook 0 0 0 0 0 2
Twitter 0 0
Text and emoticon Facepook 6 2 1 0 0 1
Twitter 0 0
Text and link Face_book 0 0 2 0 1 54
Twitter 0 1
Text, picture and link Face_book > 0 2 0 0 3
Twitter 0 0




288

Table 5.82 The elements of responding messages by each volunteer organization

(continued)

Volunteer Organization type

Elements of messages SNSs Volu_nteer Volunteer initiator
type coordinator
JB [ VSN | DNT | HSG | JSC | MF

Link Face_book 0 0 0 0 0 1
Twitter 0 0

. . Facebook 0 1 2 0 0 0

Text, emoticon and link Twitter 0 0
Text, picture, emoticon Facebook | 1 0 0 0 0 0
and link Twitter 0 0

This study also found that the volunteer organizations posted
messages to respond their members in many ways as displayed in Table 5.83. For
Facebook, most volunteer organizations responded to their members through their the
“Wall”. One out of the three volunteer coordinators, JB, and two out of the nine
volunteer initiators, DNT, and JSC, typed text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or
emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box” via the “Wall” to posed their responding
messages. One volunteer coordinator, VSN, and one volunteer initiator, HSG, mostly
used the “Reply” Feature to type text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or emoticon
and/ or link for presenting their responding messages. Only one volunteer initiator,
MF, mostly responded the members via “Post to Page” Feature. For Twitter, only one
volunteer initiator, MF, responded to the member’s message by typing text and/ or
picture and/ or symbol and/ or emoticon and/ or link in the “Reply” Feature that

mention Twitter username automatically
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Table 5.83 The ways to present responding messages by each volunteer organization

Responding ways

SNSs
type

Volunteer Organization type

Volunteer

coordinator

Volunteer initiator

JB | VSN

DNT | HSG | JSC | MF

Typing text and/ or
picture and/ or symbol
and/ or emoticon and/ or
link in the “Comment
Box” via the “Wall”
Feature

Facebook

Twitter

Typing text and/ or
picture and/ or symbol
and/ or emoticon and/ or
link in the “Reply”
Feature via the “Wall”
Feature

Facebook

Twitter

Typing text and/ or
picture and/ or symbol
and/ or emoticon and/ or
link in the “Comment
Box” via the “Post to
Page” Feature

Facebook

Twitter

Typing text and/ or
picture and/ or symbol
and/ or emoticon and/ or
link in the “Comment
Box” via other volunteer
organization/general
people’s the “Wall”
Feature that tag volunteer

organization’s Facebook
ID

Facebook

Twitter

Typing text and/ or
picture and/ or symbol
and/ or emoticon and/ or
link in the “Reply”
Feature via other
volunteer
organizations/general
people’s the “Wall”
Feature that tag volunteer

organization’s Facebook
ID

Facebook

Twitter
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Table 5.83 The ways to present responding messages by each volunteer organization

(continued)

Responding ways

SNSs
type

Volunteer Organization type

Volunteer
coordinator

Volunteer initiator

JB

VSN

DNT

HSG | JSC | MF

Typing text and/ or
picture and/ or symbol
and/ or emoticon and/ or
link in the “Comment
Box” via the member’s
the “Wall” Feature that
tag volunteer
organization’s Facebook
ID

Facebook

Twitter

Typing text and/ or
picture and/ or symbol
and/ or emoticon and/ or
link in the “Reply”
Feature that mention
Twitter username
automatically

Facebook

Twitter

5.8.2 Messages by the members

Table 5.84 expressed that 4695 messages on Facebook from the members

could be divided into four groups as shown in 4094 messages or 87.20% were post

responder to the volunteer organization, 430 messages or 9.16% were post responder

to the member/general people/other volunteer organizations, 166 messages or 3.54%

were post generator, and 5 messages or 0.11% were post responder to both the

volunteer organization and the member/general people/other volunteer organizations.

While, there was only one initiative message from the members on Twitter.




Table 5.84 Role of post of the members
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Role of post

Facebook

Twitter

Frequency

Percent
(%)

Frequency

Percent
(%)

Post responder to the volunteer
organization

4094

87.2

0

0

Post responder to member/general
people/other volunteer
organizations

430

9.16

Post generator

166

3.54

100

Post responder to both the
volunteer organization and
member/general people/other
volunteer organizations’
member/general people/other
volunteer organizations

0.11

Total

4695

100

100

Table 5.85 The ways to present initiative messages by the members

Facebook

Twitter

Posting ways

Frequency

Percent
(%)

Frequency

Percent
(%)

Post via the “Post to Pages”
Feature

157

94.58

Post text and/ or picture and/ or
symbol and/ or emoticon and/
or link in the “Comment Box”
via the “Post to Pages” Feature

4.22

Post via other volunteer
organizations/general people’s
the “Wall” Feature that tag
volunteer organization’s
Facebook ID

0.6

Post via the member’s the
“Wall” Feature that tag
volunteer organization’s
Facebook ID

0.6

Post via “Tweet” Feature

100

Total

166

100

100
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5.8.2.1 Initiative messages by the members

As shown in Table 5.85, 166 initiative messages from the members
were presented through four channels. Most messages were posted via the “Post to
Pages” Feature with 157 messages or 94.58%, followed by typing text and/ or picture
and/ or symbol and/ or emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box™ via the “Post to
Pages” Feature with 7 messages or 4.22%, and posting via other volunteer
organizations/general people’s the “Wall” Feature that tag volunteer organization’s
Facebook ID as well as posting via the member’s the “Wall” Feature that tag volunteer
organization’s Facebook ID with 1 messages or 0.60%. While, one initiative message by
the members on Twitter was posted via “Tweet” Feature.

In regard to communication model, most initiative messages by
the members on Facebook were two-way symmetrical communication with 104
messages or 62.65%, followed by two-way asymmetrical communication with 44
messages or 26.51%, and 18 messages or 10.84% were one-way Symmetrical
communication. While one initiative messages by the members on Twitter was two-
way symmetrical communication as described in Table 5.86.

Table 5.86 Model communication of initiative messages by the members

Facebook Twitter
Model communication Percent Percent
Frequency (%) Frequency (%)
Two-way symmetrlcal 104 62.65 1 100
communication
Two-way asymmetrlcal 44 26.51 0 0
communication
One-way_ syr_nmetrlcal 18 10.84 0 0
communication
Total 166 100 1 100
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In term of originative source, the member originated messages

on Facebook by themselves with 142 messages or 85.54%, followed by identifying the

name and the link of the source with 14 messages or 8.43%, no referring the source with

4 messages or 2.41%, identifying the name of the source as well as identifying the link

of the source with 3 messages or 1.81%, respectively. Whereas one initiative messages

by the member on Twitter was originated by its self as displayed in Table 5.87. This

finding expressed that the members could create the messages by themselves and

could bring information from outside to volunteering community SNSs.

Table 5.87 The originative source of initiative posts by the members

Facebook Twitter
Source of a message Erequenc Percent = Percent
q y (%) requency (%)

The member originated its self 142 85.54 1 100
The members posted information
by identifying the name and the 14 8.43 0 0
link of the source
The members posted information
by no identifying the source & 241 0 0
The members posted information by
identifying the name of the source 3 1.81 0 0
The members posted information 3 181 0 0
by identifying the link of the source '

Total 166 100 1 100

Table 5.88 The overview of initiative messages by the members related or not related

to volunteer work

Message related/not related to Facebozl;rcent TWItte;ercent
volunteer work
Frequency (%) Frequency (%)
Related to volunteer work 147 88.55 1 100
Not related to volunteer work 19 11.45 0 0
Total 166 100 1 100
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In regard to messages relating to volunteer work, most initiative

posts by the members on Facebook and Twitter were volunteer work of the volunteer

organization as shown in Table 5.88

Table 5.89 Message related to volunteer work of initiative messages by the members

Message related to volunteer Facebook Twitter

work Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

(%) (%)

The member/general people
asked for help fr_om_the 67 45 58 0 0
volunteer organization and/ or
other members
Volunteer work_of t_he 55 3741 1 100
volunteer organization
Volunteer work_of (_)ther 10 6.80 0 0
volunteer organization
The member invite other
members to do volunteer 8 5.44 0 0
work together
Volunteer work that did by 5 3.40 0 0
someone
yolyntger work of education 1 0.68 0 0
institution
Volunteer work of 1 068 0 0
temple/monk

Total 147 100.00 1 100

For messages relating to volunteer work, most messages on

Facebook were the member/general people asked for help from the volunteer

organization and/ or other members with 67 messages followed by volunteer work of

the volunteer organization with 55 messages, volunteer work of the other volunteer

organizations with 10 messages, the member invite other member to do volunteer

work together with 8 messages, volunteer work that did by someone with 5 messages,

and volunteer work of education institution as well as volunteer work of temple/monk

with 1 message, representing 45.58%, 37.41%, 6.80%, 5.44%, 3.40%, and 0.68%,
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respectively. For Twitter, one initiative messages by the member was related to

volunteer work of the volunteer organization as shown in Table 5.89.

Table 5.90 Types of initiative messages by the members

Facebook Twitter
Types of messages = Percent = Percent
requency (%) requency (%)
One purpose message
Inviting members to participate
in volunteer work 29 1747 0 0
Other topics 19 11.45 0 0
Helping other people asking help
from the volunteer organization \’ 10.24 0 0
Asking help from the volunteer 11 6.63 0 0
organization '
Asking questions/requesting
information/opinions from the 7 4.22 1 100
volunteer organization
Admiring/blessing/thank-you to
the volunteer organization 2 3.01 0 0
Previous experience/miscellany
that related to volunteer work 3 181 0 0
Informing to donation 3 1.81 0 0
Asking questions or requesting 5 19 0 0
info or opinions from member '
Reporting the
progress/movement of the
volunteer organization’s 1 0.6 0 0
volunteer work
Introducing other volunteer 1 06 0 0
organizations '
Moral support for the volunteer
organization/the member/general 1 0.6 0 0
people who do volunteer
Informing/sharing
news/information to the 1 0.6 0 0
member’s friend
Answering question/providing
information to the volunteer 1 0.6 0 0
organization
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Types of messages

Facebook

Twitter

Percent

Frequency (%)

Frequency

Percent
(%)

One purpose message

Sharing the member’s opinion

1 0.6

Providing more information

1 0.6

Providing information to
volunteer organization

1 0.6

Complain the volunteer
organization’s services

1 0.6

Two purpose messages

Inviting other members to
participate in volunteer work and
asking help from the volunteer
organization

31 18.67

Asking questions/requesting
information/opinions from the
volunteer organization and
offering to donation
things/money

20 12.05

Answering the member’s
question/provide information to
the member and answering
question/provide information to
the volunteer organization

4 241

Asking questions/requesting
information/opinions from the
volunteer organization and
acceptance/offering to be the
volunteer

Sharing the member’s opinion
and admiring/blessing/thank-you
to the volunteer organization

Reporting the
progress/movement of volunteer
organization’s volunteer work
and admiring/blessing/thank-you
to the volunteer organization

Sharing the member’s opinion
and admiring/blessing/thank-you
to the volunteer organization
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Table 5.90 Types of initiative messages by the members (continued)

Facebook Twitter
Types of messages Percent Percent
Frequency (%) Frequency (%)
Two purpose messages

Inviting other members to
participate in volunteer work and 1 0.6 0 0
informing to donation

Total 135 100 1 100

Regarding to message types as displayed in Table 5.90, most
initiative messages from the member on Facebook were inviting members to
participate in volunteer work and asking help from the volunteer organization with 31
messages or 18.67 %. The second highest was inviting members to participate in
volunteer work with 29 messages or 17.47 %. The third highest was asking
questions/requesting information/opinions from the volunteer organization and
offering to donation things/money with 20 messages or 12.05 %, followed by others
with 19 messages or 11.45 %, helping other people asking help from the volunteer
organization with 17 messages or 10.24 %, asking help from the volunteer
organization with 11 messages or 6.63 %, asking questions/requesting
information/opinions from the volunteer organization with 7 messages or 4.22 %,
admiring/blessing/thanking-you to the volunteer organization with 5 messages or
3.01 %, answering the member’s question/provide information to the member and
answering question/provide information to the volunteer organization with 4
messages or 2.41 %, previous experience/miscellany that related to volunteer work as
well as inform to donation with 3 messages or 1.81 %, asking questions or requesting
info or opinions from member as well as asking questions/requesting

information/opinions from the volunteer organization and acceptance/offering to be
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the volunteer with 2 messages or 1.20 %, reporting the progress/movement of the
volunteer organization’s volunteer work, introducing other volunteer organization,
moral support for the volunteer organization/the member/general people who do
volunteer, informing/sharing News/information to the member’s friend, answering
question/providing information to the volunteer organization, sharing the member’s
opinion, providing more information, sharing the member’s opinion and
admiring/blessing/thank-you to the volunteer organization, providing information to
volunteer organization, introducing other volunteer organizations, reporting the
progress/smovement  of  volunteer  organization’s  volunteer  work and
admiring/blessing/thank-you to the volunteer organization, complaining the volunteer
organization’s services, and inviting members to participate in volunteer work and
inform to donation with 1 messages or 0.60 %. While one initiative messages by the
member on Twitter was asking gquestions/requesting information/opinions from the
volunteer organization.

In term of elements of initiative messages by the member as
shown in Table 5.91, this study found that most messages on Facebook consisted of
only text with 70 messages or 42.17%. The second highest messages consisted of text
and picture with 45 messages or 27.11%. The third highest messages consisted of text,
picture, and link with 27 messages or 16.27%, followed by picture, with 8 messages
or 4.82%, text and link with 7 messages or 4.22%, text, video clip, and link video clip
with 4 message or 2.41%, text and emoticon with 2 message or 1.20%, and only link,
text, picture, and emoticon as well as text, picture link, and emoticon with 1 message
or 0.60%, respectively. While only one initiative messages by the member on Twitter

consisted of text and link.
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Table 5.91 The elements of initiative messages by the members

Facebook Twitter
Elements of messages Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

(%) (%)
Text 70 42.17 0 0
Text and picture 45 27.11 0 0
Text, picture and link 27 16.27 0 0
Picture 8 4.82 0 0

Text and link 7 4.22 1 100
;:I'I?E)(t, video clip and link video 4 541 0 0
Text and emoticon 2 1.2 0 0
Link 1 0.6 0 0
Text, picture and emoticon 1 0.6 0 0
Text, picture, link and emoticon 1 0.6 0 0

Total 166 100 1 100

For responding, most Initiative messages by the member on
Facebook were not responded from anyone with 49 messages or 29.52%. 39 messages or
23.49% were responding by typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or
emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box™ and clicking the “Like” button, 30
messages or 18.07% were responding by typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol
and/ or emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box”, clicking the “Share” and the
“Like” button, 23 messages or 13.86% were responding by clicking the “Like” button,
21 messages or 12.65% were responding by typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol
and/ or emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box” 2 messages or 1.20% were
responding by clicking the “Share” and the “Like” button, and 2 messages or 1.20%
were responding by typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or emoticon and/
or link in the “Comment Box” and clicking the “Share” button, respectively as

described in Table 5.92. For Twitter, initiative messages by the member were responded
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by typing text and/ or picture and/or symbol and/ or emoticon and/ or link via “Reply”

Feature that mention Twitter username automatically.

Table 5.92 The ways of responding to initiative messages by the members

Responding ways

Facebook

Twitter

Frequency

Percent
(%)

Frequency

Percent
(%)

Re

sponding by

Typing text and/ or picture and/
or symbol and/ or emoticon
and/ or link in the “Comment
Box” and clicking the “Like”
button

Typing text and/ or picture and/
or symbol and/ or emoticon
and/ or link in the “Comment
Box”™, clicking the “Share” and
the “Like” button

Clicking the “Like” button
Typing text and/ or picture and/
or symbol and/ or emoticon and/
or link in the “Comment Box”
Clicking the “Share” and the
“Like” button

Typing text and/ or picture and/
or symbol and/ or emoticon and/
or link in the “Comment Box™
and clicking the “Share” button
Typing text and/ or picture and/
or symbol and/ or emoticon and/
or link via “Reply” Feature

that mention Twitter username
automatically

39

30

23
21

23.49

18.07

13.86
12.65

1.20

1.20

100

No responding

49

29.52

Total

166

100

100

Moreover, this study found that most initiative messages from

the member were responding by both the volunteer organization and the member with

67 messages or 40.36%, followed by no responding from others with 67 messages or

40.36%, responding by the member with 30 messages or 18.07%, and responding by
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the volunteer organization with 20 messages or 12.05%, respectively. Whereas, one
initiative messages by the member on Twitter was responded by the volunteer
organization as display in Table 5.93.

Table 5.93 People responding to initiative messages by the members

Facebook Twitter
Responding Frequency | PEreent | - .y | Percent
T (o) Y | (%)
Responding by
- Both the volunteer organization 67 40.36 0 0
and the other members
- The member 30 18.07 0 0
- The volunteer organization 20 12.05 1 100
None 49 29.52 0 0
Total 166 100.00 1 100

The findings in Table 5.92 and Table 5.93 expressed that these
responding Features on Facebook and Twitter lead to multi-way communication
between the volunteer organizations and their members as well as among the members.

5.8.2.2 Responding messages by the members

For 4094 messages that the member responded to the volunteer
organization as displayed in Table 5.94 it was found that most messages were
presented by typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or emoticon and/ or link
in the “Comment Box” via the “Wall” Feature with 4002 messages or 97.75%,
followed by typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or emoticon and/ or link in
the “Comment Box™ via the “Post to Pages” Feature with 65 messages or 1.59%,
typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or emoticon and/ or link in the “Reply”
Feature via the “Wall” Feature with 25 messages or 0.61%, typing text and/ or picture
and/ or symbol and/ or emoticon and/ or link in the “Reply” Feature via other

volunteer organization/general people’s the “Wall” Feature that tag the volunteer
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organization’s Facebook ID as well as typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/
or emoticon and/ or link in the “Reply” Feature via the “Post to Pages” Feature with 1
messages or 0.02%, respectively. These Features in Table 5.94 also supports two-way
communication between the members and the volunteer organizations

Table 5.94 The ways to present responding messages by the member to the

volunteer organization

Responding ways Frequency | Percent (%)
Typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or
emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box” via the 4002 97.75

“Wall” Feature

Typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or
emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box” via the 65 1.59
“Post to Pages” Feature

Typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or
emoticon and/ or link in the “Reply” Feature via the 25 0.61
“Wall” Feature

Typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or
emoticon and/ or link in the “Reply” Feature via

other volunteer organization/general people’s the 1 0.02
“Wall” Feature that tag the volunteer organization’s

Facebook ID

Typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or

emoticon and/ or link in the “Reply” Feature via the 1 0.02

“Post to Pages” Feature

Total 4094 100.00

Moreover, this study also found that most responding messages
to the volunteer organization from the member were volunteer work of the volunteer
organization with 2435 messages or 59.48%. The second highest was related to
volunteer work of the other volunteer organizations with 880 messages or 21.49%.
The third highest related to volunteer work of the volunteer organization cooperated
with other volunteer organizations with 264 messages or 6.45%, followed by the

messages that were related to the story of volunteer organization’s a volunteer with
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200 or 4.89%, messages that were not related to volunteer work with 105 messages or
2.56%, Volunteer work that did by someone with 91 messages or 2.22%, volunteer
work of education institution with 45 messages or 1.10%, the member/people asked
for help from the volunteer organization with 34 messages or 0.83%, the
member/people asked for help from the volunteer organization and other members
with 27 messages or 0.66%, the member/people asked for help from other member
with 10 messages or 0.24%, volunteer work of social enterprise 1 messages or 0.02%,
the member invite other members to do volunteer together 1 messages or 0.02%,and
volunteer work of the volunteer organization cooperated with  profit oriented
organization with 1 messages or 0.02%,respectively as displayed in Table 5.95.

Table 5.95 Message related to volunteer work of responding messages by the

member to the volunteer organization

Facebook
Message related to volunteer work F Percent
requency (%)
Volunteer work of the volunteer organization 2435 59.48
Volunteer work of other volunteer organization 880 21.49
Volunteer work of the volunteer organization
. o 264 6.45
cooperated with other volunteer organizations
Story of volunteer organization’s a volunteer 200 4.89
Others (not related to volunteer work) 105 2.56
Volunteer work that did by someone 91 2.22
The member/people asked for help from the volunteer
o 71 1.73
organization and/ or other members
Volunteer work of education institution 45 1.1
Volunteer work of social enterprise 1 0.02
The member invite other members to do volunteer
1 0.02
together
Volunteer work of the volunteer organization
. . o 1 0.02
cooperated with profit oriented organization
Total 4094 100
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In term of message types, this study found that the members

posted responding messages to the volunteer organization in 135 formats. Top ten

formats expressed in Table 5.96.

Table 5.96 Types of responding messages by the members

Types of messages Frequency | Percent (%)
Sharing the member’s opinion 653 15.95
Moral support the volunteer organization/ the
member/general people who do volunteer and 558 13.63
asking help people
Inviting members to participate in volunteer work 377 9.21
Asking questions/requesting information/opinions 217 5.30
from the volunteer organization
Moral support for asking/needing help people 213 5.20
Admiring/blessing/thank-you to the volunteer 178 4.35
organization
Blessing to people/animal that needing help 178 4.35
Answering question/providing information to the

. 163 3.98
volunteer organization
Asking questions/requesting information/opinions
from the volunteer organization and offering to 127 3.10
donation things/money
Informing/sharing News/information to the 108 2 64
member’s friend '

Most messages were sharing the member’s opinion with 653

messages or 15.95%. The second highest type was moral support the volunteer

organization/ the member/general people who do volunteer and asking help people

with 558 messages or 13.63%. The third highest type inviting members to participate

in volunteer work with 377 messages or

9.21%,

followed by asking

questions/requesting information/opinions from the volunteer organization with 217

messages, moral support for asking/needing help people with 213 messages,

admiring/blessing/thank-you to the volunteer organization with 178 messages,
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blessing to people/animal that needing help with 178 messages, answering
question/providing information to the volunteer organization with 217 messages,
asking questions/requesting information/opinions from the volunteer organization and
offering to donation things/money with 217 messages, informing/sharing
News/information to the member’s friend with 217 messages, representing 5.30%,
5.20%, 4.35%, 4.35%, 3.98%, 3.10% and 2.64%, respectively

In regard to elements of these responding messages as shown in
Table 5.97, this study found that most the member’s responding messages to the
volunteer organization consisted of only text with 3346 messages or 81.73%. The
second highest messages consisted of text and link with 286 messages or 6.99%. The
third highest messages consisted of text and emoticon with 170 messages or 4.15%,
followed by only link with 110 messages or 42.69%, picture with 54 messages or
1.32%, text and picture with 32 messages or 0.78%, text, emoticon and link with 27
messages or 0.66%, text and symbol with 22 messages or 0.54%, only symbol with 15
messages or 0.37%, emoticon with 9 messages or 0.22%, text, picture and link with 5
messages or 0.12%,link and emoticon with 3 messages or 0.07%,link, emoticon and
symbol with 3 messages or 0.07%,text, video clip and link video clip with 2 messages
or 0.05%, link and picture with 2 messages or 0.05%, text, symbol and link with 2
messages or 0.05%,text, picture and emoticon with 1 messages or 0.02%, text,
emoticon, symbol and link with 1 messages or 0.02%, text, emoticon, symbol and
picture with 1 messages or 0.02%,link, emoticon, and symbol with 1 messages or
0.02%,link and symbol with 1 messages or 0.02%, video clip and link video clip with

1 messages or 0.02%, respectively.
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Elements of messages Frequency | Percent (%)
Text 3346 81.73
Text and link 286 6.99
Text and emoticon 170 4.15
Link 110 2.69
Picture 54 1.32
Text and picture 32 0.78
Text, emoticon and link 27 0.66
Text and symbol 22 0.54
Symbol 15 0.37
Emoticon 9 0.22
Text, picture and link 5 0.12
Link, and emoticon 3 0.07
Text, emoticon and symbol 3 0.07
Text, video clip and link video clip 2 0.05
Link and picture 2 0.05
Text, symbol and link 2 0.05
Text, picture and emoticon 1 0.02
Text, emoticon, symbol and link 1 0.02
Text, emoticon, symbol and picture 1 0.02
Link, emoticon and symbol 1 0.02
Link and symbol 1 0.02
Video clip and link video clip 1 0.02
Total 4094 100.00

In addition, 2559 messages (62.51%) of these responding

messages were not responded from anyone. 1535 messages (37.49%) were responded

in four formats. 1294 messages (31.61%) were responded by clicking the “Like”

button, 150 messages (3.66%) were responded by typing text and/ or picture and/ or

symbol and/ or emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box” and clicking the “Like”

button, 89 messages (2.17%) were responded by typing text and/ or picture and/ or

symbol and/ or emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box”, and 2 messages (0.05%)

were responded by typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or emoticon and/ or
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link in the “Comment Box”, clicking the “Share” and the “Like” button as displayed

in Table 5.98.

Table 5.98 The ways to respond the member’s responding messages

Responding ways Frequency Percent (%)
Responding by
- Clicking the “Like” button 1294 31.61
- Typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ 150 3.66
or emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box”
and clicking the “Like” button
- Typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ 89 2.17
or emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box”
- Typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ 2 0.05
or emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box”,
clicking the “Share” and the “Like” button
No responding 2559 62.51
Total 4094 100.00

From 1535 messages that were responded again, this study found

that most messages were responding by the other members with 1368 messages or

33.41%, followed by both the volunteer organization and the member with 113 messages

or 2.76%, the volunteer organization with 48 messages or 1.17%, and other volunteer

organizations with 2 messages or 0.05%, respectively as expressed in Table 5.99.

Table 5.99 People responding to responding messages by the members

Responding Frequency Percent (%)
The other members 1368 33.41
Both the volunteer organization and the member 113 2.76
The volunteer organization 48 1.17
Other volunteer organizations 2 0.05
Total 1535 100.00

The findings in Table 5.98 and Table 5.99 revealed that responding

messages could be respond again. This characteristic of SNSs supports loop of two-way

communication (two-way symmetrical communication) and

leads to multi-way
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communication on volunteering community SNSs among all parties (the volunteer
organization, other volunteer organizations, and the members)

For 430 messages that the member responded to other members,
this study found that the member posted most responding messages by typing text and/ or
picture and/ or symbol and/ or emoticon and/ or link in the ‘“Reply” Feature via the
“Wall” Feature with 287 messages or 66.74%, followed by typing text and/ or picture
and/ or symbol and/ or emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box” via the “Wall”
Feature with 117 messages or 27.21%, and typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/
or emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box” via the “Post to Pages” Feature with 26
messages or 6.05%, respectively as shown in Table 5.100. These ways expressed two-
way communication on volunteering community SNSs among the members.

Table 5.100 The ways to present responding messages by the members to other

members
Responding ways Frequency | Percent (%0)
Typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or
emoticon and/ or link in the “Reply” Feature via the 287 66.74

“Wall” Feature

Typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or
emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box” via the 117 27.21
“Wall” Feature

Typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or
emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box” via the 26 6.05
“Post to Pages” Feature

Total 430 100.00

In regard to message relating to volunteer work, this study found
that most the member’s responding messages to other members were related to
volunteer work of other volunteer organization with 179 messages or 41.63%. The

second highest relating was volunteer work of the volunteer organization with 147
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messages or 34.19%. The third highest relating was volunteer work that did by
someone with 43 messages or 10.00%, followed by volunteer work of volunteer
organization cooperated with other volunteer organization with 21 messages or
4.88%, the member/people asked for help from the volunteer organization and other
members with 16 messages or 3.72%, not related to volunteer work with 14 messages
or 3.26%, volunteer work of education institution with 8 messages or 1.86%, and the
member/people asked for help from other member with 2 messages or 0.47%,
respectively as shown in Table 5.101.

Table 5.101 Message related to volunteer work of responding messages by the

members to other members

Message related to volunteer work Frequency | Percent (%)
Volunteer work of other volunteer organization 179 41.63
Volunteer work of the volunteer organization 147 34.19
Volunteer work that did by someone 43 10.00
Volunteer work of volunteer organization cooperated 21 4.88
with other volunteer organization
The member/people asked for help from the volunteer 16 3.72
organization and other members
Others (not related to volunteer work) 14 3.26
Volunteer work of education institution 8 1.86
The member/people asked for help from other 2 0.47
member

Total 430 100.00

In regard to message types, this study found that the members
posted responding messages to other members in 34 formats. Top ten formats shown
in Table 5.102. Most type of these messages was sharing the member’s opinion with
159 messages or 36.98%. The second highest type was answering the member’s

question/providing info to the member with 53 messages or 12.33%. The third highest
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type was asking questions or requesting info or opinions from the member with 37
messages or 8.60%, followed by acceptance/offering to be the volunteer with 36
messages or 8.37%, helping the volunteer organization to answer question from the
member’s friend with 28 messages or 6.51%, admiring/blessing/thank-you to the
member with 26 messages or 6.05%, inviting members to participate in volunteer
work with 22 messages or 5.12%, clicking the interesting in volunteer activity with 14
messages or 3.26%, providing more information with 10 messages or 2.33%, and
acceptance the answer with 5 messages or 1.16%, respectively.

Table 5.102 Message type of the responding messages by member to other members

Types of messages Frequency | Percent (%)

Sharing the member’s opinion 159 36.98
Answering the member’s question/providing info to 53 12.33
the member

Asking questions or requesting info or opinions from 37 8.60
the member

Acceptance/offering to be the volunteer 36 8.37
Helping the volunteer organization to answer 08 6.51
question from the member’s friend

Admiring/blessing/thank-you to the member 26 6.05
Inviting members to participate in volunteer work 22 5.12
Clicking the interesting in volunteer activity 14 3.26
Providing more information 10 2.33
Acceptance the answer 5 1.16

In term of elements of these responding messages as described in
Table 5.103, this study found that most the member’s responding messages to other
members consisted of only text with 344 messages or 80.00%. The second highest
messages consisted of text and link with 34 messages or 7.91%. The third highest
messages consisted of text and emoticon with 25 messages or 5.81%, followed by text

and picture with 5 messages or 1.16%, text, picture and link with 4 messages or
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0.93%, text, emoticon and link with 4 messages or 0.93%, picture with 3 messages or
0.70%, text and symbol with 3 messages or 0.70%, only link with 2 messages or
0.47%, text, picture and emoticon with 2 messages or 0.47%, emoticon with 2
messages or 0.47%, text, video clip and link video clip with 1 messages or 0.23%,and
link and emoticon with 1 messages or 0.23%, respectively.

Table 5.103 The elements of the responding messages by member to other members

Elements of messages Frequency | Percent (%)

Text 344 80.00
Text and link 34 7.91
Text and emoticon 25 5.81
Text and picture 5 1.16
Text, picture and link 4 0.93
Text, emoticon and link 4 0.93
Picture 3 0.70
Text and symbol 3 0.70
Link 2 0.47
Text, picture and emoticon | 2 0.47
Emoticon 2 0.47
Text, video clip and link video clip 1 0.23
Link and emoticon 1 0.23

Total 430 100.00

Table 5.104 The ways to respond the members’ responding messages to other members

Responding ways Frequency Percent (%)
Responding by
- Clicking the “Like” button 161 37.44
- Typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol
and/ or emoticon and/ or link in the 84 19.53

“Comment Box”
- Typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/

or emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box” 67 15.58
and clicking the “Like” button
No responding 118 27.44

Total 430 100.00
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Moreover, 118 messages (27.44%) of these responding messages
were not responded from anyone. 312 messages (72.56%) were responded in three
formats. Most messages were responded by clicking the “Like” button with 161 messages
or 37.44%, followed by typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol and/ or emoticon and/
or link in the “Comment Box” with 84 messages or 19.53%, and typing text and/ or
picture and/ or symbol and/ or emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box™ and clicking
the “Like” button with 67 messages or 15.58% respectively as displayed in Table 5.104.

This study also found that most responding messages by the
member were responded again by the members with 293 messages or 68.14%,
followed by both the volunteer organization and the member with 15 messages or
3.49%, and the volunteer organization with 4 messages or .93%, respectively as
described in Table 5.105.

Table 5.105 People responding to the members’ responding messages to other

members
Responding Frequency Percent (%)

Responding by
- the member 293 68.14
- both the volunteer organization and the

member 15 3.49
- the volunteer organization 4 0.93
No responding 118 27.44

Total 430 100.00

The findings in Table 5.104 and Table 5.105 revealed that
responding messages could be respond again. This characteristic of SNSs supports loop
of two-way communication (two-way symmetrical communication) and leads to multi-way

communication on volunteering community SNSs among all parties.
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5.9 Conclusion

Online participatory communication on volunteering community SNSs
consisted of two main participants; volunteer organizations and their volunteering
community SNSs members. Most members participated in reading messages and/ or
clicking the “Like” or the “Favorite” button only on volunteering community SNSs.
The largest group of Facebook members (both volunteer coordinators and volunteer
initiators’ members) participated in reading messages and/ or clicking the “Like”
button only. On the other hand, the majority of Twitter members (both volunteer
coordinator and volunteer initiator) participated in retweeting volunteer organization’s
information to external networking. In term of personal characteristic variables that
effect on the online participation, it consisted of the members’ educational
background, status on volunteering community SNSs, duration of volunteering
community SNSs membership, frequency of volunteering community SNSs usage,
and experience as a volunteer.

In addition, most of members thought that all elements of online participatory
communication (organizational ~ capacity, accessibility to SNSs, equity of
participation, reflection, personality of member, key facilitation skills of SNSs
administrator, SNSs characteristic, online external linkages, networking, relevant to
the problems, message attribute, information exchanging, trustworthiness, and social
cohesion) highly affected their participation on Facebook and Twitter. Both volunteer
coordinators’ members and volunteer initiators> members also expressed their
opinions that personality of member had the most effect on their online participation

on Facebook and Twitter.
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All volunteer organizations employed strategy of using the picture as a
supporting message for presenting information on volunteering community SNSs.
They also utilized SNSs to facilitate online participatory communication by
supporting horizontal communication in the form of question and answer between
volunteer organizations and members as well as among members, facilitating for
sharing successful action; facilitating for sharing idea to create and improve volunteer
work; and facilitating for member participation in identification of the preferred
volunteer organization management. Moreover online members of volunteer
organizations also answer the questions instead of the volunteer organizations and
provide as well as exchange information about volunteer work to other members.

However, the majority of initiative posts by volunteer organizations on
Facebook and Twitter were one-way symmetrical communication. Whereas the
largest group of initiative posts by members on Facebook and Twitter were two-way
symmetrical communication.

For the effects of online participatory communication on volunteering
community SNSs, volunteer organizations thought that the growth of using
volunteering community SNSs of volunteer organizations affected Thai society in the
form of direct and indirect benefits. While, two thirds of volunteering community
SNSs members thought that their online participations on Facebook and Twitter could
solve social problems. Most of them thought that their participations could solve
social problems in a short-term relief (less than 4 months).

The overview of all messages of this study expressed that communication on
volunteering community SNSs was a multi-way communication, that both internal

and external volunteering community SNSs could post initiative messages and
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discussions of all issues that they were interested in. Moreover, volunteer
organizations and the members can bring information from external sources to present
on volunteering community SNSs and spread the internal story on volunteering
community SNSs to outside, However, timing of this study was limitations. This
study collected messages on volunteering community SNSs only one month. Some
volunteer organizations employ volunteering community SNSs for crisis situation. For
normal situation, these organizations have a little movement on their volunteering
community SNSs. For example, if there were a flood disaster in the period that the
volunteer organizations were observed, 1500Miles, AD, Gen-V, and TF may extreme
two-way communication between volunteer organizations and the members as well as

among the members.



CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION, DISCUSSION AND SUGGESTIONS

FOR FURTHER RESEAECH

This chapter consists out of four parts: (1) conclusion, (2) discussion, (3) suggestions

for further research, and (4) limitations of the study. The details are as follows:

6.1 Conclusion

A part of the conclusion was done by answering the research questions as

described below.

6.1.1 Characteristics of volunteering community SNSs in Thailand

For the characteristics of volunteering community SNSs in the form of

profile picture, volunteer organizations presented the profile pictures of their SNSs in

three ways: (1) using the logo of the volunteer organization, (2) employing the name of

the volunteer organization, and (3) utilizing the founder’s photo of the volunteer

organization. All volunteer coordinators and most volunteer initiators presented their

Facebook profile picture and Twitter profile picture by their logos as shown in Figure 6.1

C]F

acebook

Logo of the volunteer organization

100%

Logo of the volunteer organization

100%

Volunteer coordinators

[ ] Twitter

Logo of the volunteer organization

80%

Logo of the volunteer organization

88.88%

Volunteer initiators

Figure 6.1 Using the logo of the volunteer organization as the profile picture
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] Facebook ] Twitter

A graphic pictures that is A graphic pictures that is
related to the volunteer 100% related to the volunteer 62.2%
organizations’ operation organizations’ operation

A graphic pictures that is No picture
relateq to.the voluntegr 66.67% p 60%
organizations’ operation

Volunteer coordinators Volunteer initiators

Figure 6.2 Cover photo of most volunteer coordinators and most volunteer initiators

In terms of cover photo, volunteer organizations used their cover photos
in five ways: (1) utilizing a graphic picture that is related to the volunteer
organizations’ operation, (2) using no pictures (3) employing the photo that is related
to the volunteer organizations’ operation, (4) utilizing a staff photo of the volunteer
organization, and (5) using the logo of the volunteer organization as the cover photo.
For Facebook, all volunteer coordinators and most volunteer initiators used a graphic
picture that is related to the volunteer organizations’ operation. For Twitter, most
volunteer coordinators presented their cover photos by a graphic picture that is related
to the volunteer organizations’ operation, while most volunteer initiators employed no
pictures as their Twitter cover photo as displayed in Figure 6.2.

These findings imply that most volunteer organizations want to represent
their organizations’ brand identity via volunteering community SNSs profile picture
in the form of their logos as well as to clarify their volunteer works through their
volunteering community SNSs cover photo in the form of graphic pictures that are

related to the volunteer organizations’ operation.
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] Facebook 1 Twitter
Utilizing Facebook EaICh Thai full name of Most
username in different way | Volunteer volunteer organization volunteer
coordinator initiators
Utilizing Twitter username in Each Utilizing Twitter username Each
different way volunteer in different way volunteer
coordinator initiator
Volunteer coordinators Volunteer initiators

Figure 6.3 Facebook’s username and Twitter’ s username of volunteer coordinators

and volunteer initiators

Regarding the characteristics in the form of username and URL, the
volunteer organizations employed the same three ways: (1) the volunteer
organization’s full English name, (2) the volunteer organization’s full English name
that was transcribed from the full Thai name, and (3) some English word that was
drawn from the volunteer organization’s full English name that was transcribed from
the full Thai name. However, the volunteer organizations also utilized username in
three ways: (1) the volunteer organization’s full Thai name, (2) some English word
drawn from the volunteer organization’s full English name, and (3) the English name
of the founder. All volunteer coordinators employed their username in different ways,
while each volunteer initiator utilized username either the same way or in a different
way. The full Thai name of the volunteer organization was employed by most
volunteer organizations for their Facebook, whereas Twitter usernames were different

according to their own organizations’ aim as described in Figure 6.3.
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[] Facebook ] Twitter
The volunteer
A Most
Utilizing Facebook EaICh t organization’s full Most
URL in different way | ouneer Enalish VOlL
coordinator nglish name initiators

Some English word

Utilizing Twitter URL |52 drawn from the velonteer
P ; volunteer organization’s | "
in different way coordinator & initiators

full English name

Volunteer coordinators Volunteer initiators

Figure 6.4 Facebook’s URL and Twitter’s URL setting of volunteer coordinators

and volunteer initiators

Volunteer organizations also used their URL in four ways: (1) some English
word drawn from the volunteer organization’s full English name (2) an abbreviation of the
volunteer organization’s full English name, (3) an abbreviation of the volunteer
organization’s full English name with the year of foundation, and (4) an English word that
was transcribed from the Thai word. URL was differently employed by each volunteer
organization. As shown in Figure 6.4, each volunteer coordinator set Facebook’s URL and
Twitter’ s URL in different way. While, most volunteer initiators used the volunteer
organization’s full English name as their Facebook URL and utilized some English word
drawn from the volunteer organization’s full English name as their Twitter URL.

These findings imply that using Thai or English language that was transcribed
from the Thai language, both on Facebook and Twitter, was exclusive for Thai Internet

users.
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Table 6.1 Dialogic communication characteristic on volunteering community SNSs

c k] = X
[ [ c [ [ c
= = S8 |s 8lg x| g3 |8 8l .
(4o I - - O e - = = - )
g g S |Egg|Eg8| Ec [Eg=|E8E
C 4 ] c > C =2 gl E ¥ o cC o Cq—-|_ C = '
5.2 c = 25 |gacT|gc| 83 |8¢< ch
E g g2 | 8¢ |82, |82E| €0 |E20(82F
€ B 2 os¥ |aSL|a8- st |6a85(a%
o © o o — O '-l—q_)SH—q_)e — H—q_,"(-"su—q_,o
L c o ° LY lg¥clag¥gl 85 |g¥5|g*¥ 8
20C L P8 ||| 22 |22k
o L o LL >0 ol m>»oE o) 2% o|o>»©° Cc
© > > D 8 D = D g D 8 D =
) 2 os |Q S0 QO QO a
Ease of
. Neutral | Neutral | Neutral | Low
interface
Usefulness
of Low Low Low Low Low Low None
information
Conservation
Low Low | Neutral | Low Low Low Low
of members
Generation
of return Low Low Low Low Low Low Low
members
Dialogic
Ioog None Low None Low None None None

In addition, all volunteer organizations’ dialogic communication
characteristics were presented at a low level on their volunteering community SNSs.
As described in Table 6.1, three dialogic principles: usefulness of information,
conservation of members, and generation of return members, appeared low on
volunteering community SNSs. While the ease of interface principle was a neutral
occurrence and dialogic loop was not presented on volunteering community SNSs.
When the Facebook’s overview was considered, it was found that most principles
were presented on Facebook to the same degree as presenting on volunteering
community SNSs’ overview. The only dialogic loop was different, as it was
incorporated at a low level on Facebook. In addition, the overview of the volunteer

coordinators’ Facebook presented ease of interface and conservation of member
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principles in neutral degrees, usefulness of information and generation of return
members in a low degree, but did not present dialogic loop. While, all dialogic
principles had a low occurrence on the overview of the volunteer initiators’ Facebook.

Whereas the overview of Twitter and the overview of the volunteer
coordinators’ Twitter expressed that all dialogic principles were incorporated to the
same degree. They presented usefulness of information, conservation of members,
and generation of return members in a low degree, whereas dialogic loop principle did
not appear. Moreover, conservation of members, generation of return members, and
dialogic loop principles were presented on the overview of the volunteer initiators’
Twitter in the same degree as the overview of the volunteer coordinators’ Twitter,
except for the usefulness of information principle. This principle did not appear on the
volunteer initiators’ Twitter. These findings imply that most volunteer organizations
did not focus on employing this feature on volunteering community SNSs to create
dialogic communication.

However, the majority of volunteer organizations had the top highest
average score on the measure of ease of interface principle, occurring neutrally on
Facebook, while having a low appearance on Twitter. The conservation of members
was the top highest average score on Twitter for most of the volunteer organizations.

6.1.2 Usage of volunteering community SNSs in Thailand by volunteer
organizations

Most volunteer organizations utilize volunteering community SNSs for

publicizing volunteer activities as displayed in Figure 6.5.
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Volunteer coordinator Volunteer initiator

BPublicity volunteer activities of organizations
m Publicitv volunteer activities BBuilding participation network in volunteer work
of other organizations @ Mobilizing volunteers and donation

ODistributing useful information of volunteer works

Figure 6.5 The purposes of volunteer organizations for using volunteering

community SNSs

Volunteer coordinators focused on publicizing volunteer activities of
other organizations. On the other hand, volunteer initiators employed volunteering
community SNSs aimed at (1) publicizing volunteer activities of their organizations,
(2) distributing useful information of volunteer works, (3) building a participation
network in volunteer work, and (4) mobilizing volunteers and donations.

Both volunteer coordinators and volunteer initiators utilized volunteering
community SNSs because of (1) reaching more target group/expansion of target
group, (2) rapid distribution of information to public, (3) limitations of volunteer
organizations’ websites and traditional media, (4) popularity of the use of SNSs, (5)

suggestions from other volunteer organizations, and (6) low cost of the use of SNSs.
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Twitter and Facebook
(in the form of Facebook

page)

100%

Volunteer coordinators

Only Facebook
(in the form of
Facebook page)

Volunteer initiators

60%

Figure 6.6 Facebook and Twitter usage by volunteer coordinators and volunteer initiators

All volunteer coordinators employed both Twitter and Facebook in the

form of Facebook page. While most volunteer initiators utilized only Facebook in the

form of Facebook page as shown in Figure 6.6.

Organization’s
websites

Facebook page

Volunteer coordinators

] Major media

] Minor media

Facebook page

Organization’s
websites, Line
application or Twitter

Volunteer initiators

Figure 6.7 Major and minor media of volunteer coordinators and volunteer initiators

Moreover, all volunteer coordinator used their own website as a major

media and employed Facebook page as minor media. Whereas, most volunteer
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initiators used Facebook page as a major media and utilized volunteer organization’s

websites, Line application or Twitter as minor media as displayed in Figure 6.7.

] A group of people ] A group of organization
No specifying a group No specifying a group
of people of people

Taking consideration N -
upon organizations’ 0 target In this
qualification group

Volunteer coordinators Volunteer initiators

Figure 6.8 Determining target group by volunteer coordinators and volunteer initiators

Most volunteer coordinators and volunteer initiators did not specify their
target group. However, the characteristic activity of each volunteer organization
determined their target people. They indicated that the public became a member of
volunteering community SNSs by (1) attractive ways initiated from the volunteer
organizations, (2) self- interests of each member, and (3) suggestions from other
members. For volunteer coordinators, they had two target groups. They did not
specify a group of people, but they considered the organization’s qualifications in the
form of a new organization as shown in Figure 6.8.

As described in Figure 6.9, volunteer coordinators attracted the Internet
users to become their members by seeking help from volunteer organization’s
partners to promote volunteer activity news and creating attractive messages on

volunteer organization’s Facebook page. While, volunteer initiators utilized three
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ways for encouraging the Internet users to become their members that consisted of
clicking share button on volunteer organization’s Facebook pages sent to
administrator’s Facebook profiles, providing volunteer organization’s Facebook page
URL via volunteer organization’s e-Mail and unpaid publication, and buying

advertising on the “Promote Page” Feature from Facebook.

O i LN, . ..
Sesking help from voluniser Clicking share button on volunteer organization’s

Organization s partners to promote g, .o pages sent to administrator’s Facebook
volunteer activity news profiles

O Creating attractive messages on B Providing volunteer organization’s Facebook
volunteer organization’s Faceboo.  page URL via volunteer organization’s e-Mail
page and unpaid publication

B Buying advertising on the "Promote Page™
Feature from Facebook

\Volunteer coordinator Volunteer initiator

Figure 6.9 The ways to encourage public to be members of volunteer coordinators

and volunteer initiators

In addition, volunteer coordinators built membership database of people
who interested in their activities by opening to all Internet users by providing access
to the “Member Registration” Feature on the website. Whereas, volunteer initiators
set up contact database by inviting people who joined in on offline activities to fill in

an application form as displayed in Figure 6.10.
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Opening to all Creating

Internet users attractive
by providing messages on
access to the volunteer
“Member organization’s
Registration” Facebook
Feature on the page

website

Volunteer coordinator Volunteer coordinator

Figure 6.10 The ways to build membership database of volunteer coordinators and

volunteer initiators

Both volunteer coordinators and volunteer initiators also maintained their
members by (1) following members’ profiles, and (2) admiring members for their
achievements. Furthermore, most of them evaluated volunteering community SNSs’
usage by counting the number of online participants and offline volunteers.

6.1.3 Online participation of members on volunteering community SNSs in
Thailand

The overview of online participation of members on volunteering
community SNSs as displayed in Table 6.2 expressed that most members participated
in reading messages and/or clicking the “Like” or the “Favorite” button only,
followed by sharing or retweeting volunteer organization’s information to external

networking, participating in various forms of volunteer works such as doing volunteer
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work, mobilizing donations of money or things, coordinating and inviting other
people to join volunteer activities. When the Facebook’s overview, volunteer
coordinators’ Facebook, and volunteer initiators’ Facebook were considered, it was
found that the top three of members’ participation in Facebook’s overview, volunteer
coordinators’ Facebook, and volunteer initiators’ Facebook to the same participation
type on volunteering community SNSs’ overview. While, most members participated
in Twitter’s overview and volunteer coordinators’ Twitter by sharing or retweeting
volunteer organization’s information to external networks, followed by reading
messages and/or clicking the “Like” or the “Favorite” button only, and participating
in various forms of volunteer works such as doing volunteer work, mobilizing
donations of money or things, coordinating and inviting other people to join volunteer
activities, respectively. When the volunteer initiators’ Twitter, it was found that the
top two of members’ participation in volunteer initiators’ Twitter to the same
participation type on Twitter’s overview and volunteer coordinators’ Twitter.
However, the third participation type was different. The third of member participation
in volunteer initiators’ Twitter was posting messages to provide useful information or

express ideas for the volunteer organization’s operations.
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Table 6.2 Online participation of member on volunteering community SNSs in

Thailand (continued)
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6.1.4 Elements of online participatory communication affecting online
participation of members on volunteering community SNSs in Thailand
For elements of online participatory communication affecting the online

participation of members on volunteering community SNSs, it was found that the
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overview of all elements of online participatory communication affecting the online
participation of members on volunteering community SNSs was high as shown in
Table 6.3. Personality of the member had the most effect on online participation on
volunteering community SNSs, followed by SNSs characteristics and online external
linkages, respectively.

Table 6.3 Elements of online participatory communication affecting online

participation of member on volunteering community SNSs
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Table 6.3 Elements of online participatory communication affecting online

participation of member on volunteering community SNSs (continued)
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=387) | 3.92) 3.88) | 4.01) 3.78) 3.86) 3.66)
Information High High High High High High High
exchanging (Mean | (Mean= | (Mean= | (Mean= | (Mean= | (Mean= | (Mean =
=3.73) | 3.74) 3.65) | 3.87) 3.71) 3.65) 3.75)
Trustworthiness High High High High High High High
(Mean | (Mean= | (Mean= | (Mean= | (Mean= | (Mean= | (Mean =
=369) | 3.67) 370) | 3.76) 3.72) 3.79) 3.67)
; ; High High High High High High High
Social cohesion (Mean | (Mean= | (Mean= | (Mean= | (Mean= | (Mean= | (Mean =
=369) | 3.67) 3.64) | 3.74) 3.72) 3.78) 3.68)

* Elements of online participatory communication in this table was ranking by mean

of each element

When Facebook’s overview, volunteer coordinators’

Facebook, and

volunteer initiators’ Facebook were considered, it found that members expressed that
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the top two of most elements of participatory communication affected their
participation on volunteering community SNSs to the same elements of the overview.
The third element of online participatory communication of Facebook’s overview and
volunteer initiators” Facebook was message attribute. While, the third element of online
participatory communication of volunteer coordinators’ Facebook was online external
linkages. For Twitter, The first and the third elements of online participatory
communication affecting the online participation of members of volunteer
coordinators’ Twitter and volunteer initiators” Twitter to the same elements of
Twitter’s overview. The first was personality of member and the third was equity of
participation. While, reflection was the second of the Twitter’s overview and
volunteer coordinators’ Twitter. SNSs characteristic was the second of volunteer
coordinators’ Twitter.
6.1.5 Contribution of online participatory communication on volunteering
community SNSs in Thailand for online and offline volunteering communities
In terms of the contribution of online participatory communication on
volunteering community SNSs in Thailand for online and offline volunteering
communities as described in Table 6.4, this study found that the growth of volunteer
organizations by using volunteering community SNSs affected online and offline
volunteering communities in the form of direct and indirect benefits. The results of
volunteering community SNSs’ usage by volunteer coordinators that benefited online
and offline volunteering communities directly were (1) expanding of public awareness
in volunteer work, (2) motivating people to do good actions, and (3) increasing
people’s morale, hope and self-esteem. While, the results of volunteering community

SNSs’ usage by volunteer initiators consisted of direct and indirect benefits. Direct
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benefits consisted of (1) enriching social participation for the helping of each other
and (2) widening of volunteer organization recognition. Whereas the outcome of
volunteering community SNSs’ usage in the form of easy access to volunteer work for
young volunteers benefited indirectly. Moreover, using volunteering community
SNSs by both volunteer coordinators and volunteer initiators also benefited the online
and offline volunteering communities indirectly in the form of increasing the amount
of online members and offline volunteers.

Table 6.4 Contribution of online participatory communication on volunteering

community SNSs in Thailand

Outcome of volunteering community SNSs’ usage

Volunteer
organization
type

Direct benefits Indirect benefits

1. Expanding of public awareness
in volunteer work.

Volunteer | 2. Motivating people to do good

coordinators actions

3. Increasing people’s  morale,

hope and self-esteem

1. Enriching social participation
Volunteer for the helping of each other. | 1. Easy access to volunteer
initiators | 2. Widening of volunteer work for young volunteers

organization recognition

Both

volunteer _
1. Increasing the amount of

coordinators _ _
online members and offline

and
volunteers.

volunteer

initiators
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6.1.6 Online participation of members on volunteering community SNSs in
Thailand affecting solve social problems
With regards to the online participation of members on volunteering
community SNSs in Thailand affecting solve social problems, this study found that two-
thirds, 68.13% of the members thought that their online participations could solve social
problems. As displayed in Table 6.5, most member of overview, Facebook’s overview,
volunteer initiators’ Facebook, Twitter’s overview, volunteer coordinators’ Twitter, and
volunteer initiators’ Twitter thought that their participations could solve social problems in a
short-term relief (less than 4 months). While most member of volunteer coordinators’
Facebook expressed that their participations could eliminate social problems.
Table 6.5 Online participation of members on volunteering community SNSs in

Thailand affecting solve social problems

Form of solving social
problems
Number of members’ opinions of
overview
Number of members’ opinions of
Facebook’s overview
Number of members’ opinions of
volunteer coordinators’ Facebook
Number of members’ opinions of
volunteer initiators’ Facebook
Number of members’ opinions of
Twitter’s overview
Number of members’ opinions of
volunteer coordinators’ Twitter
Number of members’ opinions of
volunteer initiators’ Twitter

Eliminating
social problems.

aN
—
>
(6)]
-
>
[ =Y
@
(¢)]
-
>
o
2,
>
(6)]
—
>
N
>
o

Solving social
problems in an
emergency relief
phase (not
exceeding 1
month).

5th 4th 3rd 3I’d 4th 3rd 4th

* Form of solving social problems in this table was ranking by number of online
questionnaire respondents of each form
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Table 6.5 Online participation of members on volunteering community SNSs in

Thailand affecting solve social problems (continued)

Form of solving social
problems

Number of members’ opinions of
overview

Number of members’ opinions of
Facebook’s overview

Number of members’ opinions of
volunteer coordinators’ Facebook

Number of members’ opinions of
volunteer initiators’ Facebook

Number of members’ opinions of
Twitter’s overview

Number of members’ opinions of
volunteer coordinators’ Twitter

Number of members’ opinions of
volunteer initiators’ Twitter

Solving social
problems in a
short-term relief
(less than 4
months).

1st

1st

2nd

1st

1st

1st

[EEN
a

Solving social
problems in a
long-term relief
(over 4 months).

2nd

3rd

2nd

4th

1st

1st

1St

Not solving
social problems,
but there were
guidelines for
solving.

Not solving
social problems
and no guidelines
for solving, but
publicizing social
problems to Thai
society only.

3I"d

2nd

4th

2nd

2nd

2nd

5th

* Form of solving social problems in this table was ranking by number of online
questionnaire respondents of each form
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6.1.7 Personal characteristics of members affecting the online participation

on volunteering community SNSs in Thailand
Regarding personal characteristics of members affecting the online
participation on volunteering community SNSs, this study found that most people
who were volunteering community SNSs’ members were Facebook’s members and
most of them were MF’s volunteering community SNSs members. They were 26-35
years old and corporate employees. Most of them hold diploma/high vocational
certificate/bachelor’s degree. They participated in volunteering community SNSs as
the Internet users who were interested in issues presented by volunteer organizations.
They were volunteering community SNSs” members for less than 1 year and visited
volunteering community SNSs 1-9 times per month. Most of them had never been

volunteers before being volunteering community SNSs” members.

Experience as Educational
a volunteer background
\ Online participation
Personal .
Frqufency characteristics | Status on :> on volunteering
: volunteering
volunteering | of member community )
community community SNSs
SNSs usage SNSs
Duration of
membership
on
volunteering
community
SNISg

Figure 6.11 Personal characteristics of members affecting the online participation

on volunteering community SNSs in Thailand
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The result of statistical analysis as shown in Figure 6.11 found that the types
of SNSs, the types of volunteer organizations, age and occupation, did not affect the online
participation on volunteering community SNSs. However, educational background,
member status on volunteering community SNSs, duration of volunteering community
SNSs membership, frequency of volunteering community SNSs usage, and experience as

a volunteer did affect the online participation on volunteering community SNSs.

6.1.8 The roles of volunteer organizations in Thailand in facilitation with
online participatory communication
In terms of the roles of volunteer organizations in facilitation of online
participatory communication as displayed in Table 6.6, this study found that both
volunteer coordinators and volunteer initiators utilized SNSs to facilitate online
participatory communication by (1) supporting horizontal communication in the form
of questions and answers between volunteer organizations and members as well as
amongst members; (2) facilitation for sharing of successful actions in the form of only
summary texts, and summary texts with pictures.; and (3) facilitation members for
sharing of ideas to create and improve volunteer work in the form of creating new
volunteer activities, and suggesting ways to improve volunteer work. Moreover,
volunteer initiators also employed SNSs to facilitate online participatory
communication by facilitation for member participation in the identification of the
preferred volunteer organization management in the form of (1) expressing members’
opinions for improvement of organizations’ work (from general work to the
organization’s policy), and (2) knowledge exchange amongst the members throughout

the volunteer activities to find out more suitable activities. These findings imply that
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member participation in management is important for volunteer initiators that create
volunteer work by themselves. While, member participation in management could not
be done for volunteer coordinators that be center between the volunteers and other
volunteer organizations.

Table 6.6 Four roles of volunteer organizations in facilitation of online participatory

communication

Roles of volunteer organizations in facilitation of online

participatory communication

Volunteer
organization
type

1. Supporting horizontal communication in the form of

question and answer between volunteer organizations and
Both volunteer
) members as well as among members.
coordinators and i ) )
o 2. Facilitating for sharing successful action.
volunteer initiators 1 \ . _
3. Facilitating for sharing idea to create and improve

volunteer work.

o 1. Facilitating for member participation in identification of
Volunteer initiators o
the preferred volunteer organization management

Volunteer None

coordinators

6.1.9 Online participatory communication strategies of volunteer
organizations
With regards to online participatory communication strategy of volunteer
organizations, it was found that there were ten strategies. These could be divided into
three groups: strategy of the volunteer coordinators, strategy of the volunteer
initiators, and strategy of the both volunteer coordinators and volunteer initiators as

shown in Table 6.7.
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Table 6.7 Online participatory communication strategies of volunteer organizations

Online participatory communication strategy

Volunteer
organization
type

Volunteer | 1. Strategy of posting messages to introduce video clips.

coordinators

1. Strategy of posting a short message to create a new topic.

2. Strategy of attracting reading attention with impressive ending

messages
Volunteer . .
o 3. Strategy of setting message theme of each day to access various
Initiators
groups of members
4. Strategy of using organization’s logo as brand identity
5. Strategy of selecting great message to gain a desired response
Both 1. Strategy of using the picture as a supporting message.
0
2. Strategy of reporting the progress of volunteer activities to
volunteer

] encourage members to participate
coordinators - _ ] ) )
3. Strategy of presenting information at peak time to receive a big

and
response.
volunteer 1 ] _ o )
o 4. Strategy of detailing all information about activity for easily
initiators

understandable

Table 6.7 described that the first group was strategy of the volunteer
coordinators that was (1) strategy of posting messages to introduce video clips. The
second group was strategy of the volunteer initiators that consisted of (1) strategy of
posting a short message to create a new topic (by posting messages similar to the
letter F, and posting messages in the form of a series), (2) strategy of attracting
reading attention with impressive ending messages, (3) strategy of setting message
theme of each day to access various groups of members, (4) strategy of using the

organization’s logo as brand identity (in the form of logo style, logo color and logo
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font), and (5) strategy of selecting great message to gain a desired response. The last
group was strategy of the both volunteer coordinators and volunteer initiators that
consisted of (1) strategy of using the picture as a supporting message (by posting texts
and attaching picture, posting information graphics, posting text embedded in the
pictures), (2) strategy of reporting the progress of volunteer activities to encourage
members to participate (by posting encouraging messages in the case of incomplete
volunteers, posting information about pre-activities, during the activities, and post-
activities, and posting updated messages about what the volunteer organization did
and the steps of volunteer works), (3) strategy of presenting information at peak time
to receive a big response (by posting on Friday, Saturday, and Sunday, posting
between 7 pm and 8 pm, posting between 8 pm and 10 pm, and posting in the
morning and at night), and (4) strategy of detailing all information about activity for
easily understandable (by providing schedule, place and date of running activities,
map, and the ways to participate).
6.1.10 The messages characteristics on volunteering community SNSs

In terms of messages characteristics on volunteering community SNSs,
this study found that there were 5,366 messages on Facebook and 210 messages on
Twitter. Most messages on Facebook were posted by the volunteer organizations’
Facebook members, whereas the largest group of messages on Twitter were posted by
the volunteer organizations. Most initiative messages by the volunteer organizations
on Facebook and Twitter were one-way symmetrical communication. Most messages
on Facebook were inviting members to participate in volunteer work, while most
messages on Twitter were not related to volunteer work. The messages, for the largest

group of messages on Twitter, that were related to volunteer work, were inviting
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members to participate in volunteer work, was the same message type as most
messages on Facebook.

For message elements on Facebook, most messages consisted of text,
picture and link. When the overview of all messages was considered, it was found that
most messages on Facebook for each post consisted of text and a picture. This finding
implies that using text and a picture is more popular to use than other elements. It is
consistent with the findings from semi-structured interviews that expressed that
messages together with pictures were an important method for all volunteer
organizations. Whereas most messages on Twitter consisted of text and a link.

An interesting finding of these messages on Facebook and Twitter
reported that all initiative messages by the volunteer organizations were responded to by
the members. Although the volunteer organizations intended to present some messages in
the form of one-way asymmetrical and one-way symmetrical communication, the
members also posted responsive messages to the volunteer organizations. Most members
responded to these messages on Facebook by Typing text and/ or picture and/ or symbol
and/ or emoticon and/ or link in the “Comment Box”, clicking the “Share” and the “Like”
buttons as well as responding to initiative posts by volunteer organizations on Twitter by
clicking the “Retweet” and the “Favorite” buttons.

For initiative posts by the members on Facebook and Twitter, this
study found that these messages were a two-way symmetrical communication in the
form of text only. For message types, most messages were inviting members to
participate in volunteer work and asking for help from the volunteer organization for
Facebook, as well as in the form of asking questions/requesting information/opinions

from the volunteer organization for Twitter. The volunteer organizations responded to
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these initiative messages by answering the members’ question or providing
information to the members via the “Comment Box” Feature on Facebook as well as
via the “Mention” Feature on Twitter. However, the overview of communication on
volunteering community SNSs was a multi-way communication, that all parties both
internal and external volunteering community SNSs could post initiative messages
and discussions of all issues that they were interested in. In addition, the two parties
(volunteer organizations and the members) within volunteering community SNSs
could bring information from outside to volunteering community SNSs as well as

expand information from volunteering community SNSs to outside as displayed in

Figure 6.12.
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Figure 6.12 Multi-way communication was the overview of communication on

volunteering community SNSs
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The average
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Low dialogic volunteer
communication organization were
characteristic one-way
symmetrical

communication

Most initiative
messages by the
members were

two-way

Solving social problems in
a short-term relief (less than 4 months)

symmetrical
communication

Figure 6.13 The overview of the conclusion of this study

All findings of the current study were concluded in Figure 6.13. All volunteer
organizations lowly presented dialogic communication characteristics on their
volunteering community SNSs and they posted most their initiative messages in the
form of one-way symmetrical communication. While the members mostly presented
their initiative messages by were two-way symmetrical communication. Moreover, all
elements of online participatory communication highly affected the online
participation of members. The majority of members participated in volunteering

community SNSs in the form of reading messages and/or clicking “Like” or
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“Favorite” button in sometimes level. This online participation of members lead to

solve social problems in a short-term relief (less than 4 months).

6.2 Discussion

6.2.1 Dialogic communication characteristic on volunteering community
SNSs in Thailand
By analyzing the content of the volunteer organizations’ volunteering
community SNSs profiles, ease of interface, conservation of members, and generation
of return members had a higher occurred on volunteering community SNSs than
usefulness of information and dialogic loop features. A part of this result supports
earlier studies, but the rest are arguable. This result is consistent with the findings of
Ingenhoff and Koeling (2009) as well as Bortreea and Seltzerb (2009) that nonprofit
organizations place a greater emphasis on ease of interface and conservation of
visitors than dialogic loop. The finding of this study is in contrast with the results of
this. Their finding indicated that nonprofit organizations placed lower emphasis on the
generation of return members than usefulness of information, but the finding of this
study revealed that generation of return had a higher occurrance on volunteering
community SNSs than usefulness of information. The coding technique may be the
reason why these results were different. Each item of the five dialogic principles was
coded as present or absent in the study of Ingenhoff and Koeling (2009) as well as
Bortreea and Seltzerb (2009), but in this study each item of the five dialogic

principles was coded by weighting.
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6.2.2 The purpose of using volunteering community SNSs in Thailand by
volunteer organizations
The results from volunteering community SNSs administrators’ interview
revealed that the most popular purpose of volunteering community SNSs usage was
publicity for volunteer activities. This finding supports earlier studies of Ogden and
Starita (2009) that collected data via questionnaire from the owners of the nonprofit
organization, Facebook, found that most nonprofit organizations used Facebook in
order to publicize information, Hauswirth (2010) collected data via questionnaire
from staff of nonprofit organizations and he reported that the main purpose for
establishing Facebook was to educate the public about the organizations, Lovejoy and
Saxton (2012) analyzed content on Twitter and they revealed that most nonprofit
organizations employed Twitter to publicize organizational information, and
Greenberg and MacAulay (2009) analyzed content on nonprofit organizations’
websites and found that most nonprofit organizations utilized their websites to
provide organizational information about their activities. On the other hand, this
finding has been argued by previous reports of ThePort Network, Inc. NTEN and
Common Knowledge (2009) and NTEN, Common Knowledge and Blackbaud (2012)
that surveyed nonprofit organizations via questionnaire and stated that the most
popular purpose of social networking sites usage was marketing. Not only marketing
but also relationship-building was the primary purpose for employing online network
that Branston and Bush (2010) found out from in-depth interviews with nonprofit
organizations. The purposes of volunteering community SNSs’ usage of this study
and the results of most previous studies are mirroring the first stage of volunteer

communication process concept of Patterson and Radtke (2009). They stated that
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informing the public of related issues was the beginning of the cycle of volunteer
communication processes. The volunteer organization employed this stage before
engaging the public, motivating them to do volunteer work, and maintaining the
relationship between the volunteer organization and the public. For other studies that
reported the different purposes, it is possible to focus on volunteer work in other
stages.
6.2.3 Online participation of members on volunteering community SNSs in
Thailand
Another finding from online questionnaires was that most members
participated in volunteering community SNSs in the form of reading messages and or
pressing the Like or the Favorite button. Other formats consisted of sharing or
retweeting volunteer organization’s information to external networks, co-operative
working with volunteer organizations in various ways such as volunteering,
mobilizing donations of money or things, coordinating and inviting other people to
join volunteer activities, responding to messages when volunteer organization asked
questions or requested information about volunteer activities, generating messages in
order to provide useful information or express ideas for volunteer organization’s
operations, originating volunteer activities, co-decision making relating to the policies
of the volunteer organization’s operations, generating messages in order to request
information from the volunteer organization, respectively. These online participations
of members were similar to one level of online collaboration of Pefia-L6pez (2007) in
the form of online offline volunteers or online volunteers for offline projects.
However, online participations of members in this finding were not full volunteering.

These were only communication participations that lead to offline volunteers for
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offline projects. Moreover, this result is in contrast with the previous studies of
Mukherjee (2011) that had semi-structured and open-ended interviews with virtual
volunteers and Porntip Sirichusub (1999) that explored the examined NGOs websites’
users via questionnaire. Porntip Sirichusub (1999) stated that most websites’ users
participated in donations. While Mukherjee (2011) reported that virtual volunteers
participated in various formats. They participated in writing project reports, preparing
audit statements, updating websites, acting as a consultant or advisor on financial and
administrative matters, reviewing grant proposals, acting as a mentor, and researching

for funding opportunities. However, this result is in accordance with a communication

scholars’ perspective, Nielsen (2006) that explained that the largest user on social
networking sites were lurkers who read or observed, but didn’t contribute any content
on the web. Moreover, in 2009, Nielsen also found that most members participated in
social networking for charity fundraising at the same type of participation.

The finding of this study which is reading messages and or pressing the
Like or the Favorite button, as mentioned above, is also consistent with participatory
communication’s ideas of UNESCO in the form of access. This notion means people
participate in the chooser and the feedback transmitter that have the right to consume
relevant programs anytime when they want as well as comment, criticize, and interact
with administrators of organizations.

This study also found that personal characteristics affecting the public
participation on Thai volunteering community SNSs consisted of educational
background, the member roles’ on volunteering community SNSs, the duration of
volunteering community SNSs membership, the frequency of volunteering

community SNSs usage, and experience as a volunteer. For people with difference
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ages and occupations, it had a significant indifference on the participation in
volunteering community SNSs. The educational background was a consistent variable
with previous findings of Porntip Sirichusub (1999) that explored NGOs websites’
users via questionnaires and Passakorn Kowint (2010) that examined philanthropy on
Hi5 by questionnaire. Both scholars stated that education affected the online public
participation. In contrast, the occupations factor of this study did not support the
finding of Porntip Sirichusub (1999) and Passakorn Kowint (2010).
6.2.4 Messages on volunteering community SNSs in Thailand

The previous research of Waters et al., (2009) and Parker (2011) that
analyzed content on Facebook indicated that most nonprofit organizations presented
informative messages on their Facebook. The result of this study is in contrast with
the finding of these studies. This study employed the same method as these earlier
studies and found that most volunteer organizations’ messages were related to inviting
members to participate in volunteer work with the volunteer organization. This type
of message is moral message that Andreasen and Kotler (2003) suggested volunteer
organizations to employ for developing volunteer organization communication
strategies.

For volunteer organizations’ messages on Twitter, this study derived the
finding from analyzing content on the volunteer organization’s Twitter. It was found
that most messages were a one-way symmetrical communication that consisted of text
and a link. This result is consistent with the findings of Lovejoy and Saxton (2012)
that analyzed nonprofit organizations’ tweets and found that many of these tweets
involved a one-way interaction and included links to other sites where there was

additional information. However, message types of this study are in contrast to the
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results. Lovejoy and Saxton (2012) revealed that most tweets contained information
about the nonprofit organization, but the finding of this study expressed that most
tweets were about other topics that were not related to volunteer work with the
volunteer organization.

For testing assumptions, the results were explained as follows:

Assumption 1: The dialogic loop feature had less of an occurrence on
volunteering community SNSs in Thailand than ease of interface, usefulness of
information, conservation of members, and generation of return member features.

The descriptive analysis of dialogic communication characteristics
expressed that ease of interface, usefulness of information, conservation of members,
and generation of return members occurred at a higher rate on volunteering
community SNSs than the dialogic loop features. This result is consistent with
assumption 1.

Assumption 2: Most volunteer organizations in this study will utilize
volunteering community SNSs in order to publicize organizational information far
more than to invite online members to participate in other forms of volunteer work.

The finding showed that most volunteer organizations utilizing
volunteering community SNSs for publicizing volunteer activities. This result is
consistent with assumption 2.

Assumption 3: Most online members participated in volunteering
community SNSs in Thailand as the reader or the observer far more than other forms
of participation.

The descriptive analysis of online participation of members reported that

most volunteering community SNSs members participated in reading messages and or
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clicking the “Like” or the “Favorite” button only. This result is consistent with
assumption 3.

Assumption 4: The elements of the online participatory communication
in the form of interpersonal communication, relevant to the problems , and support
from related agencies, as well as the skills of the facilitators, will be the most affective
on online participation in volunteering community SNSs in Thailand.

The descriptive analysis of online participatory communication elements
explained that the personality of members effected online participation on
volunteering community SNSs the most, followed by SNSs characteristics, online
external linkages, message attributes, equity of participation, accessibility to SNSs,
networking, reflection, key facilitation skills of SNSs administrators, information
exchange, organizational capacity, trustworthiness, social cohesion, and relevant to
the problems , respectively. This result is in contrast to assumption 4.

Assumption 5: Online participatory communication on volunteering
community SNSs in Thailand will help volunteer organizations to become more well-
known and will be the link between the volunteer organization and their community.

The finding pointed out that the result after using volunteering community
SNSs affected the volunteer organization in the form of the widening of volunteer
organization recognition. This result is consistent with assumption 5 in terms of
volunteering community SNSs helping volunteer organizations to become more well-
known, but this result is in contrast to assumption 5 in terms of volunteering
community SNSs helping volunteer organizations to be a link between the volunteer

organization and their community.
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Assumption 6: Members with different ages, occupations, education,
volunteering experience, and the duration of being a volunteer had a significant
difference in online participation in volunteering community SNSs in Thailand.

The result of statistical analysis (t-test and one-way ANOVA statistic)
indicated that age and occupation did not affect the online participation on
volunteering community SNSs. However, educational background, duration of
volunteering community SNSs membership, and experience as a volunteer did affect
the online participation on volunteering community SNSs. Thus, this result supports
assumption 6 in terms of educational background, duration of volunteering
community SNSs membership, and experience as a volunteer, while the results in the
form of age and occupation are in contrast with assumption 6.

Assumption 7: Online participatory communication strategies of
volunteer organizations on volunteering community SNSs in Thailand will consist of
two-way communication, as well as building network collaboration between the
community and the organization or between communities and outside agencies, and
relevant to the problems of members, as well as using multi-media and multi-channels
for communication.

The findings expressed that the volunteer organizations supported two-way
communication by horizontal communication, in the form of questions and answers
between volunteer organizations and members, as well as amongst members. They also
built online network collaboration by publicizing volunteer activities of other
organizations (it included other volunteer organizations, social enterprise, profit-
oriented organizations, and education institutions), employed multi-channels to

communicate to the members in the form of communication tools on SNSs, Instagram,
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email, e-Newsletters, websites, Line application, telephone, books, postcards and direct
means of communication, in the form of events and exhibition booths, and posted
messages by multi-media in the form of pictures, videos, URL links, symbols and text.
These facilitations of the volunteer organizations lead to multi-way communication on
volunteering community SNSs. The volunteer organizations, the members, and online
network collaboration could presented their initiative messages and expressed their
opinions and/or shared information about the topics that they were interested in. In
addition, the volunteer organizations and the members could bring information from
outside to volunteering community SNSs as well as expand information from
volunteering community SNSs to outside. Therefore, these findings are in accordance

with Assumption 7.

6.3 Suggestions for Further Research

This part consists of recommendations for volunteer organizations and
suggestions for further research as described below.
6.3.1 Recommendation for volunteer organizations
6.3.1.1 The volunteer organizations may support multi-way
communication on their volunteering community SNSs by:

1) Increasing the use of dialogic features of SNSs to encourage
two-way communication. The finding from online questionnaires revealed that SNSs
characteristics highly affected the online participation in the second range of all
elements, but the finding from content analysis expressed that dialogic communication
characteristics appeared lowly on volunteering community SNSs. Thus, volunteer

organizations may update their message frequency or increase their speed of responding
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to members’ questions or members’ requests for information. Especially Facebook,
volunteer organizations could create a discussions board via the “Tab” Feature.

2) Generating their initiative messages in the form of questions
in order to increase dialogic loop of communication. The finding from content
analysis reported that the overview of volunteer organizations did not create their
messages in the form of questions on their Facebook as well as being at a low rate for
these messages posted on their Twitter.

3) Presenting initiative posts in the form of inviting members to
participate in volunteer work more than other types of messages. The finding from
content analysis reported that these message types arose a two-way symmetrical
communication which enabled equal communication participation of all stakeholders.

4) Paying more attention to the response of answering messages
from the members in order to increase two-way symmetrical communication. The
finding from content analysis revealed that most initiative posts by the volunteer
organizations in the form of inviting members to participate in volunteer work were
two-way asymmetrical communication. The members responded to these messages of
the volunteer organizations, but the volunteer organizations did not express their
reaction to the members.

5) Building membership database. The finding from content
analysis revealed that two-way symmetrical communication of most initiative
messages by the volunteer organizations appeared on Facebook on half of the
volunteer organizations that set up a membership database. Therefore, volunteer
organizations should create membership database of people who are interested in

volunteer work with volunteer organizations. Membership databases make it easier to
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build long-term relationships between the volunteer organizations and its members.
This relationship may lead to an increase in more participation in the future.

6.3.1.2 The volunteer organizations may consider encouraging response
from the members as follows:

1) Post messages in the form of text and a picture on their
Facebook.

2) Post messages in the form of text and a link on their
Facebook.

The finding from content analysis pointed out that most
members responded to these messages more than to the messages that were posted
with only text. Moreover, nowadays video clips are popular usage among the Internet
users thus the volunteer organizations should increase the use of video clips to
encourage their members.

6.3.1.3 The volunteer organizations may encourage online participation
of their members by:

1) Adding ways to connect their volunteering community SNSs
administrators directly onto their volunteering community SNSs. The finding from
content analysis and online questionnaires expressed that the one volunteer organization
that provided ways to connect with Twitter’s administrator had the top highest average
score on the measure of the overview of online participation on Twitter.

2) Providing Post to pages Feature for the initiative post by the
Facebook members. The volunteer organizations may employ this feature in order to

increase online participation of their members.
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6.3.1.4 The finding from semi-structured interviews reported that
inattentive staff was responsible for volunteering community SNSs problems of the
volunteer organizations. Thus, the volunteer organizations should give priority to the
volunteering community SNSs administrator and assign the task to the staff that is
responsible for volunteering community SNSs directly.

6.3.1.5 The finding from the content analysis described that all initiative
messages by the volunteer organizations were responded to by the members. Thus, the
volunteer organizations should pay more attention to respond to the members even
though the volunteer organizations intend to provide information in a one-way
communication. If the volunteer organizations cannot reply to messages, the volunteer
organizations should respond by clicking the “Like” or the “Favorite” button to
express recognition. These actions arise horizontal communication leading to a higher
members’ participation in future activities.

6.3.2 Suggestions for further research

6.3.2.1 Further studies should utilize another method to collect more in-
depth data. For example, employing focus group interviews or in-depth interviews
techniques to gather the reasons why the members participate in each type of online
participation on volunteering community SNSs.

6.3.2.2 The scope of further studies should be extended to cover the
detail of trustworthiness social cohesion and networking, with a special focus on
relationships between the volunteer organizations and their online members,
relationships among the members and their networks, and the networks of the
volunteer organizations, because these were elements of the online participatory

communication that highly affected the online participation.
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6.3.2.3 Further studies should examine online participatory
communication on other digital media such as “Line application”. The findings from
semi-structured interviews revealed that some volunteer organizations utilized this

way to involve their members.

6.4 Limitations of the Study

6.4.1 This study could not collect and analyze all of Twitter members’ messages,
because these messages were sent directly to the volunteer organization and only
messages which were responded to by the volunteer organization could be displayed to
the public. Thus, only the public messages of Twitter members were collected.

6.4.2 This study could not collect the private two-way communication
messages between volunteer organizations and the members via “Direct Message”
Feature on Twitter and “Inbox” Feature on Facebook, because these features are not
available for public viewing.

6.4.3 This study could not collect initiative messages by the members through
the posting to pages Feature of all the volunteer organizations’ Facebook. There were
seven volunteer organizations that utilized this feature and the members posted their
returned as an error during collection time. Therefore, this study could only utilize
collect initiative’ messages by the members through Post to pages Feature of six of

the volunteer organizations’ Facebook.



REFERENCES

Alarcon-del-Amo, M. D. C., Lorenzo-Romero, C., and Gémez-Borja, M. A. (2011).
Classifying and profiling social networking site users: A latent segmentation

approach. Cyberpsychology, behavior, and social networking. 14(9): 547-553.
Alexa. (2014). Top sites [On-line]. Available: www.alexa.com/topsites.

Amichai-Hamburger, Y. (2007). Potential and promise of On-line volunteering.
Computer in Human  Behaviour  [On-line]  Available:  doi:

10.1016/j.chb.2007.02.004.

Andreasen, A. R., and Kotler, P. (2003). Strategic marketing for nonprofit

organizations. (6th ed.). New Jersey: Pearson Education.

Arai, S. M. (2000). Typology of volunteers for a changing sociopolitical context: The
impact on social capital, citizenship and civil society. Society and Leisure.
23(2): 327-352. Quoted in R. A. Stebbins. (2007). A Leisure-Based, Theoretic

Typology of Volunteers and Volunteering. LSA Newsletter. 78: 9-12.
Arnstein, S. R. (1969). A ladder of citizen participation. AIP JOURNAL.: 216-224.

Avidar, R., and Rafaelip, S. (2009). Computer mediated charity: Israeli nonprofit use
of web 1.0 and web 2.0 On-line dialogic elements. Journal of Global

Management Research: 61-70.

Banbersta, M. (2010). The success factors of the social network sites “Twitter.” A

research project of Crossmedialab. Utrecht University of Applied Sciences.



359

Bekkers, R., VOlker, B., and Mollenhorst, G. (2005). Social networks and prosocial
behavior. Department of Sociology. Faculty of Social Sciences. Utrecht

University. Netherlands.

Bernoff, J., and Li, C. (2010). Social technographics ladder. Forrester Research.
Berrigan, F. J. (1979). Community communications: The role of community media in

development. Paris: Unesco Press.

Bhatnagar, B., and Williams, A., C. (eds.). (1992). Participatory development and the
world bank :Potential directions for change. Washington, D.C.: The

International Bank for Reconstruiction and Development/THE WORLD BANK.

Boonchom Srisa-ard. (1996). Data analysis from rating  Sscale. Journal of

Educational Measurement Mahasarakham University 2(1): 64-70.

Bortree, D. S., and Seltzerb, T. (2019). Dialogic strategies and outcomes- An analysis

of environmental advocacy groups’ Facebook profiles. Public Relations

Review 35: 317-319.

Boyd, D. M., and Ellison, N. B. (2008). Social Network Sites: Definition, History, and

Scholarship. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication (13): 210-230.

Brandtzaeg, P., B., and Heim, J. (2008). User Loyalty and On-line Communities: Why
Members of On-line Communities are not Faithful. In Proceedings of the 2™
international conference on INtelligent TEchnologies for interactive

entertainment (pp. 112-122). Cancun. Mexico.

Branston, K., and Bush, L. (2010). The nature of On-line social good networks and

their impact on nonprofit organisations and users. PRism 7(2): 1-14.



360

Bruce, 1. (1995). Do not-for-profits value their customers and their needs?.

International Marketing Review 12(4): 77-84.

Brussee, R., and Hekman, E. (2009). Social media are highly accessible media
[On-line].  Available:  http://crossmedialab.nl/impact/download/26/Social_

Media_are_highly accessble_media.pdf

Butler, B., Sproull, L., Kiesler, S., and Kraut, R. (2007). Community effort in On-line
groups: Who does the work and why? .Human-Computer Interaction

Institute: 1-31 [On-line]. Available: http://repository.cmu.edu/hcii/90

Cadiz, M., C., H. (2005). Communication for empowerment: The practice of participatory
communication in development. In Hemer, O., & Tufte, T. (eds.). Media and
global change: Rethinking communication for development (pp. 145-158).

Buenos Aires and Suecia; NORDICOM & CLACSO.

Carey, J. W. (1989). Communication as culture: Essays on media and society.

Boston: Unwin Hyman.

Childers, L. (1989). J. Grunig’s asymmetrical and symmetrical models of public relations:
Contrasting features and ethical dimensions. IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON

PROFESSIONAL COMMUNICATION 32(2): 86-93.

Choudhury, M. D., Sundaram, H., John, A., and Seligmann, D. D. (2010). Analyzing
the dynamics of communication in On-line social networks. In B. Furht (ed.).
Handbook of social network technologies and applications (pp. 59-94).

Springer Science+Business Media, LLC.



361

Clayton, A., Oakley, P., and Pratt, B. (1997). UNDP/CSOPP documents: Empowering

people - A guide to participation. New York: UNDP/CSOPP.

Clohesy, S. J., and Reis, T. K. (2001). e- Philanthropy v2.001 from entrepreneurial

adventure to an On-line community. W.K. Kellogg Foundation. Michigan.

Cravens, J. (2006). Involving international On-line volunteers: Factors for success,
organizational benefits, and new views of community. The International

Journal of Volunteer Administration XXIV/(1): 15-23.

Creighton, J. L. (2005). The public participation handbook: making better

decisions through citizen involvement. San Francisco: John Wiley & Sons.

Cukier, W., and Middleton, C. A. (2003). Evaluating the web presence of voluntary
sector organizations: An assessment of canadian web. IT&SOCIETY 1(3):

102-130.

Curtis, L., et al. (2010). Adoption of social media for public relations by nonprofit

organizations. Public Relations Review 36: 90-92.

Diaz, Q., Kanter, B., and Livingston, G. (2009). Social media for social causes
study: The results [On-line]. Available: http://mashable.com/2009/03/26/

social-media-nonprofit-study/

Driskell, D. (2002). Creating better cities with children and youth: A manual for

participation. UNESCO.

Eisenberg, N., and Mussen, P. L. (1989). The roots of prosocial behavior in

children. Cambridge: University Press.



362

Ellis, S. E., and Cravens, J. (2000). The virtual volunteering guidebook: How to
apply the principles of real-world volunteer management to On-line

service. California: ImpactOn-line.

Ellis, S. J. (2007). Volunt/ar/eer/ism: What’s the difference? [On-line]. Available:

http://www.energizeinc.com/art/1vol.html

European Volunteer Centre. (2010a). Communication strategy. In Effectively
communicating volunteering: The role of PR, media and raising public

awareness (pp. 13-18). Brussels, Belgium: CEV-the European Volunteer Center

European Volunteer Centre. (2010b). Communicating On-line. In Effectively
communicating volunteering: The role of PR, media and raising public

awareness (pp. 19-22). Brussels, Belgium: CEV-the European Volunteer Center

Evans, L. (2010). Social media marketing: Strategies for engaging in facebook,

twitter & other social media. Indiana: Que Publishing.

Eyrich, N., Padman, M. L., and Sweetser, K. D. (2008). PR practitioners’ use of social
media tools and communication technology. Public Relations Review 34:

412-414.

Facebook. (2014a). Newsroom of Facebook [On-line]. Available: http://newsroom.

fb.com

Facebook. (2014b). Help centre [On-line]. Available: https://mwww.facebook.com/help.

FEMA. (2010). Effective communication: Independent study 242.a [On-line].

Available: http://training.fema.gov/EMIWeb/IS/IS242A.pdf.



363

Figueroa, M. E., Kincaid, D. L., Rani, M., & Lewis, G. (2002). Communication for
social change: An integrated model for measuring the process and its

outcomes. New York: The Rockefeller Foundation and Johns Hopkins.

Fletcher, A. (2003): Purpose, empowerment and the experience of volunteerism in

community. Freechild Project.

Ford, J., Knight, J., and McDonald-Littleton, E. (2001). Communication process.
In Learning skills: A comprehensive orientation and study skills course
designed for tennessee families first adult education classes (Lesson 7)

[On-line]. Available: http://www.cls.utk.edu/pdf/ls/Week1_Lesson7.pdf

Friedman, L. W, and Friedman, H. H. (2008). The new media technologies: Overview

and research framework. New York: City University of New York.

Garton, L., Haythornthwaite, C., and Wellman, B. (1999). Studying on-line social
networks. In S. Jones (ed.). Doing Internet research: Critical issues and

methods for examining the Net (pp. 75-105) Thousand Oaks, California: Sage.

Geoghegan, T., Renard, Y., and Brown, N. A. (2004). Guidelines for participatory
planning: A manual for Caribbean Natural Resource Managers and
Planners. Caribbean Natural Resource Institute (CANARI) Guideline

Series, 4, 36.

Goodchild, M. F. (2007). Citizens as Voluntary Sensors: Spatial Data Infrastructure
in the World of Web 2.0. International Journal of Spatial Data

Infrastructures Research 2: 24-32.



364

Goodsmith, L., and Acosta, A. (2011). Community video for social change: A

toolkit. Minneapolis: American Refugee Committee International.

Gramberger, M. (2001). Citizens as partners: OECD handbook on information,

consultation and public participation in policy making. Paris: OECD

Greenberg, J., and MacAulay, M. (2009). NPO 2.0? Exploring the web presence of
environmental nonprofit organizations in Canada. Global Media Journal --

Canadian Edition 2(1): 63-88.

Grunig, J.E., White, J. (1992). The effect of worldviews on public relations theory and
practice. In: J.E. Grunig, D.M. Dozier, W.P. Ehling, L.A. Grunig, F.C. Repper
and J. White (eds.). Excellence in Public Relations and Communication

Management (pp. 31-64). New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Gurven, M., and Winking, J. (2008). Collective action in action: Prosocial behavior in
and out of the laboratory. American Anthropologist 110(2): 179-190.

Gustavsen, B. (1992). Dialogue and development. Assen: van Gorcum. Quoted in
B. Gustaven. (2004). Theory and practice: The Mediating discourse. In
P. Reason., and H. Bradbury (eds.). Handbook of action research

(pp. 18-19). London: Sage Publication.

Gustavsen, B., and Engelstad, P. H. (1986). From experiment to network building:
Trends in the use of research for reconstructing working life. Human
Relations. 39(2): 101-116. Quoted in B. Gustaven. (2004). Theory and
practice: The mediating discourse. In P. Reason., and H. Bradbury (eds.).

Handbook of action research (pp. 18-19). London: Sage Publication.



365

Hallahan, K. (2000). Inactive publics: the forgotten publics in public relations. Public
Relations Review 26(4): 499-515.
Hanneman, R., and Riddle, M. (2005). Introduction to social network methods

[On-line]. Available: http://faculty.ucr.edu/~hanneman/

Hauswirth, M. A. (2010). The social network: An analysis of the use of Facebook by

nonprofit organizations in the south. M.S. thesis, University of Alabama

Hon, L. C., and Grunig, J. E. (1999). Guidelines for measuring relationships in

public relations: Institute for Public Relations.

Huang, C. M., Chan, E., and Hyder, A. A. (2010). Web 2.0 and internet social
networking: A new tool for disaster management?-Lessons from Taiwan.

BMC medical informatics and decision making 10(1): 1-5.

Ingenhoff, D. and Koeling, A.M. (2009). The potential of Web sites as a relationship
building tool for charitable fundraising NPOs. Public Relations Review

35: 66—-73.

Interactive Media Lab, College of Journalism and Communications, University of Florida.
(1994). The importance of the four models of public relations [On-line].

Auvailable: http://iml.jou.ufl.edu/projects/fall99/westbrook/models.htm

International Association of Public Participation. (2007). 1AP2 spectrum of public
participation [On-line]. Available: http://www.iap2.org/associations/4748/

files/l AP2%20Spectrum_vertical.pdf.

International Labour Organization. (2009). Manual on the Measurement of Volunteer

Work. In 18th International Conference of Labour Statisticians.



366

International Year of volunteers. (2011). Draft Ankara recommendations. In Regional

I'YV+10 Consultation Meeting (pp. 1-5). (n.p.).

Jouet, J. (1997). Community media and development: Problem of adaption. In
Meeting on self-management, access and participation in
communication October 18-21, 1977. Belgrade (pp. 1-43). United Nations

Educational,Scientific, and Cutural organization.

Kanchita Prapruettam. (2010). Volunteer in crisis time [On-line]. Available:

http://swhcu.net/km/mk-articles/sw-km/97-v-crisis.html.

Kanjana Kaewthep. (2002). Science of media and cultural studies. Bangkok: Edison

press products.

Kanjana Kaewthep. (2005). The next step of communication for community

development. Bangkok: The Thailand Research Fund.

Kanjana Kaewthep, Kamjohn Louiyapong, Rujira Supasa, and Weerapong
Polnigongit. (2000). Community media: The state of the art review.

Bangkok: The Thailand Research Fund.

Kang, S., and Norton, H. E. (2004). Nonprofit organizations’ use of the World Wide
Web: are they sufficiently fulfilling organizational goals?. Public Relations

Review (30): 279-284.

Kaplan, A. M., and Haenlein, M. (2010). Users of the world, unite! The challenges
and opportunities of Social Media. Business Horizons: 59-68.
Karrer, T. (2006). Roles in CoP’s [On-line]. Available: http://learningcircuits.

blogspot.com/2006/06/roles-in-cops.html



367

Kempe, D., Kleinberg, J., and Tardos, E. (2003). Maximizing the spread of influence
through a social network. In Proceedings of the ninth ACM SIGKDD
international conference on Knowledge discovery and data mining

(pp. 137-146 ). New York: ACM

Kenney, K. A. (2012). Nonprofit Organizations and Social Media: Streamlining

Communications to Build and Maintain Relationships.

Kent, M. L., and Taylor, M. (1989). Building dialogic relationships through the World

Wide Web. Public Relations Review 24(3): 321-334.

Khopolklang, N., Musakophas, R., and Polnigongit, W. (2011). The power of On-line
social networks for management of natural disaster crises in developing
countries: A case study of Thailand in 2010. In X Worldwide Forum on
Education and Culture (pp. 25-31). Rome: Worldwide Forum on Education

and Culture.

Kim, W., Jeong, O-R., and Lee, S. W. (2010). On social websites. Information

Systems 35: 215-236.

Kiousis, S. (2002). Interactivity: a concept explication. New Media & Society

4(3): 355-383.

Knoke. D, and Yang, S. (2008). Social network analysis (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks,

California: Sage.

Kolbitsch, J., and Maurer, H. (2006). The transformation of the web: How emerging
communities shape the information we consume. Journal of Universal

Science 12(2): 187-213.



368

Kozinets, R. V. (1999). E-tribalized marketing?: The strategic implications of virtual

communities of consumption. European Management Journal 17(3): 252-264.

Lee, R. L., and Bhattacherjee, A. (2011). A theoretical framework for strategic use of the web
among nonprofit organizations. In Proceedings of the Southern Association for

Information Systems Conference (pp. 103-108). Atlanta. GA. USA.

Leon-Guerrero, A. (2016). Social problems: Community, policy, and social action.

Thousand Oaks: SAGE Publications.

Listen, M. et al. (2009). New Media: A critical introduction. New York: Routledge.

Lorden, M. (2005). Communication with virtual volunteers. Canadian Journal of

Volunteer Resources Management 13(4): 5-7.

Lovejoy, K., and Saxton, G. D. (2012). Information, community, and action: How
nonprofit organizations use social media. Journal of Computer-Mediated

Communication 17; 337-353.

Lovejoy, K., Waters, R. D., and Saxton, G. D. (2012). Engaging stakeholders through
Twitter: How nonprofit organizations are getting more out of 140 characters

or less. Public Relations Review 38(2): 313-318.

Maia, M., Almeida, J., and Almeida, V. (2008). Identifying user behavior in On-line
social networks. In Proceedings of the 1st workshop on Social network
systems (pp. 1-6). ACM.

Marin, A., and Wellman, B. (2011). Social network analysis: An introduction. In J. Scott
and P. J. Carrington (eds.). The SAGE handbook of social network analysis

(pp. 11-25). London: SAGE.



369

McAllister-Spooner, S. M. (2009). Fulfilling the dialogic promise: A ten-year
reflective survey on dialogic Internet principles. Public Relations Review

35: 320-322.

McGuire, A. M., (1994). Helping behaviors in the natural environment : Dimensions
and correlates of helping. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin

20(1): 45-56.

McManus, S. (2010). Social Networking for the older and wiser. New .Jersey: Wiley.

Melkote, S. R., and Steeves, H., L. (2001). Communication for development in the
third world: Theory and practice for empowerment. New Delhi: Sage

Publication India.

Miller, D. (2011). Nonprofit Organizations and the Emerging Potential of Social

Media and Internet Resources. SPNHA Review 6: 33-52.

Mukherjee, D. (2011). Participation of older adults in virtual volunteering: A

qualitative analysis. Ageing Int 36: 253-266.

Naidoo, L. (2010). The participatory development communication approach of

Thusong service centres in Tshwane. M.S. thesis, North-West University.

Nair, K. S. and White, S. A. (1987). Participation is Key to Development
Communication. Media Development. 34(3). Quoted in S. A. White and
K. S. Nair (1994). Cultural renewal: An operational model for sharing
diversity through participatory communication. In The 44th annual
conference of the Intercultural and Development Communication

Division (pp. 1-34). Sidney: International Communication Association.



370

Nantaporn Techaprasertsakul (2013). New Media and The Building of Citizen
Engagement during The 2011 Flood Crisis. M.S. thesis, Chulalongkorn

University, Thailand.

Nareerat Sroisri. (2011). Participatory communication behavior patterns in
collaborative learning via competency-based webquest for television and
radio broadcasting technology students at Rajamangala University of
Technology Krung Thep. M.S. thesis, Sukhothai Thammathirat Open

University, Nonthaburi.

Nerfin, M. (1977). Introduction. In: Nerfin, M. (ed.). Another Development:
Approaches and Strategies (pp. 9-18). Uppsala: Dag Hammarskjold

Foundation.

Network for Good. (2012). The network for good digital giving index 2011:

Insights and trends on charitable engagement.

Nielsen, J. (2006). The 90-9-1 Rule for Participation Inequality in Social Media
and On-line Communities [On-line]. Available: https://www.nngroup.com/

articles/participation-inequality.

Nielsen, J. (2009). Skewed Lurker—Contributor Ratio for Non-Profit Social
Network [On-line]. Available: https://www.nngroup.com/articles/

participation- inequality.

NTEN, Common Knowledge and Blackbaud. (2012). 4th Annual Nonprofit Social

Network Benchmark Report.



371

Office of the National Economic and Social Development Board. (2008). The First-
Eleventh National Economic and Social Development Plan [On-line].

Available: http://www.nesdb.go.th.

Ogden, T. N., and Starita, L. (2009). Social networking and mid-size non-profits:

What’s the use?. Philanthropy Action. Sona Partners, LLC.

Olamilekan, A. (2013). Cyber — activism and social network media; appropriating the
emerging platform to the promotion of nation-building and peace [On-line].
Available: http://www.academia.edu/2464782/cyber-Activism_and_Social
Network_Media_Appropriating_the_Emerging_Platform_To_The Promotion_

of_Nation-Building_and_Peace.

O’Murchu, Breslin, J. G., Decker, S. (2004). On-line social and business

networking communities. DERI Technical Report. Washington, DC.

O’Sullivan-Ryan, J., and Kaplun, M. (1978). Communication methods to promote
grass-roots participation: A summary of research findings from Latin
America, and an annotated bibilography. Paris: Unesco. Quoted in
R. Huesca. (2008). Tracing the history of participatory communication
approaches to development: A critical appraisal. In Servaes, J. (ed.).
Communication for development and social change (180-198).

New Delhi: Sage Publication.

Parichart Sthapitanonda. (2006). Participatory communication and community

development. Bangkok: The Thailand Research Fund.



372

Parker, K. (2011). An Observation of the Facebook Messaging Strategies of

Nonprofit vs. For-Profit Organizations. M.S. thesis, Gonzaga University.

Passakorn Kowint. (2010). Philanthropy on On-line Social Network: Case Study
of Philanthropy on hi5 in Thailand. M.S. independent study, Thammasat

University, Thailand.

Patchara Chatwaree. (2009). A study of the achievement and satisfaction in the school
Internet radio program in participation style in “The adolescence
development” for high school students grade 3 Satriwitthaya 2 school.

Journal Of Technical Education Development 70(21): 64-68.

Patterson, S. J., and Radtke, K. M. (2009). Strategic communications for nonprofit
organizations : Seven steps to creating a successful plan (2nd ed.). New

Jersey: John Wiley & Son.

Paul, M. J. (2001). Disaster communication on the Internet: An examination of 12 disaster-

relief web sites. Journal of Applied Communications 85(1): 43-60.

Pearson, J. C., Nelson, P. E., Titsworth, S., and Harter, L. (2003). Human

communication. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Pefia-Lopez, 1. (2005, January 16). Four types of On-line volunteering [7 paragraphs].

ICTlogy [On-line serial]. Available: http://ictlogy.net/review/?p=207.

Pefia-L6pez, I. (2007). On-line volunteers: Knowledge managers in nonprofits. The Journal
of Information Technology in Social Change Spring Edition- April (1): 142-159.
Pisek Chainirun (2010). The new ways of marketing through social media.

Bangkok: SE-Education.



373

Pornpen Payadyakul. (1998). The information dissemination of Thai NGOs on

Internet networking. M.S. thesis, Chulalongkorn University, Thailand.

Porntip Sirichusub. (1999). Media exposure, knowledge, attitude and participation
in social issues among internet users on NGOs web sites. M.S. thesis,

Chulalongkorn University, Thailand.

Pretty, J. N. (1995). Participatory learning for sustainable agriculture. World

Development 23 (8): 1247-1263.

Rajvithi Home for Girls. (2006). Historical background [On-line]. Awvailable:

http://www.rajvithihome.org/history3.html.

Reef Guardian Thailand. (2014). Stop selling Parrotfish [On-line]. Available:

https://www.facebook.com/reefguardianthailand.

Reynolds, C. (2011). Friends who give- relationship-building and other uses of social
networking tools by nonprofit organizations. The Elon Journal of

Undergraduate Research in Communications 2(2): 15-40.

Rheingold, H. (2008). Using participatory media and public voice to encourage civic
engagement. In L. Bennett (ed.). Civic life On-line: Learning how digital

media can engage youth (pp. 97-118). Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Rogers, E. M., & Kincaid, D. L. (1981). Communication networks: Toward a new
paradigm for research. New York: Free Press. Quoted in M. E. Figueroa.,
D. L. Kincaid. , M. Rani, and G. Lewis. (2002). Communication for social
change: An integrated model for measuring the process and its

outcomes. New York: The Rockefeller Foundation and Johns Hopkins.



374

Rutledge, P-A. (2008). The truth about profiting from social networking. New

Jersey: Pearson Education.

Ryan, C. (2007). Participatory communications for social change: A movement-
building or organizing approach to communications. Media/Movement

Research and Action Project.

Sangkom Kunkanakornsakul. (2004). The potential and the role of non
government organizations (NGOs) in Thailand [On-line]. Available:

http://www.thaingo.org/story/book _047.htm.

Servaes, J. (1989). One world, multiple cultures: a new paradigm on communication
for development. Acco. Quoted in Kanjana Kaewthep, Kamjohn
Louiyapong, Rujira Supasa, and Weerapong Polnigongit (2000).
Community media: The state of the art review. Bangkok: The Thailand

Research Fund.

Servaes, J. (1996). Linking theoretical perspectives to policy. In Servaes, J.,
Lacobson, T., and White, S. A. (eds.). Participatory communication for

social change (pp. 29-43). New Delhi: Sage Publication.

Servaes, J. (2008). Introduction. In Servaes, J. (ed.). Communication for

development and social change (pp. 14-28). New Delhi: Sage.

Servaes, J., and Malikhao, P. (2005). Participatory communication: The new paradigm?
In O. Hemer and T. Tufte (eds.). Media & global change. Rethinking

communication for development (pp. 91-103). Consejo media.



375

Servaes, J., & Malikhao, P. (2008). Development communication approaches in an
international perspective. In Servaes, J. (ed.). Communication for development

and social change (pp. 158-179). New Delhi: Sage Publication

Seub Nakhasathien Foundation. (2014). Stop selling Parrotfish [On-line]. Available:
http://www.seub.or.th/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=

1241:seubnews&catid=5:2009-10-07-10-58-20&Itemid=14

Singhal, A. (2001). Facilitating community participation through communication.

New York: UNICEF.

SOCIAL ASSISTANCE ACT. (2013). Types of social assistance [On-line].
Available: https://www.ilo.org/dyn/natlex/docs/ELECTRONIC/97356/

115476/F1496882450/KEN97356.pdf

Somthawin Wijitwanna. (2005). Thesis 2. Nonthaburi: Sukhothai Thammathirat Open

University Press.

Sproull, L., Conley, C. A., and Moon, J. Y. (2005). Prosocial behavior on the net. In
Y. Amichai-Hamburger (ed.). The social net: Understanding human

behavior in cyberspace (pp. 139-161). New York: Oxford University Press.

Subramani, M.R., and Peddibhotla, N. (2004). Determinants of Helping Behaviors in
On-line Groups: A Conceptual Model. In Academy of Management

Conference. New Orleans: LA.



376

Sukhonta Mahaarcha and Sirinan Kittisuksathit. (2010) Clarifying the Relationship
between Prosocial Behavior toward Socio-Demographic Characteristics of
Thai Student. In The 2010 National Symposium on Population Studies
2010 (pp. 135-146). Thailand: Thai Population Association.

Sunit Shrestha and Win Mektripop. (2005). The lessons study and adaptation of
volunteer works from abroad for volunteering development in Thailand.
Thai Rural Net

Suthipol Udompunthurak and Julaporn Pooliam. (2012). Taro Yamane Technique.
Division of Clinical Epidemiology, Officeof Researchand Development,
Faculty = of  Medicine  Siriraj  Hospital  [On-line].  Available:

http://hped.anamai.moph.go.th/Surveillance/data/yamane.pdf.

Thanapol Tanawatanavipark. (2007). The feasibility Study of e-charity Operation
into Hub of On-line Donation. M.S. independent study, Thammasat

University, Thailand.

The Advocacy Project. (2011). Building your ICT house: Social networking

[On-line]. Awvailable: http://www.advocacynet.org/modules/fck/upload/file/
buildingyouricthouse/SocialNetworking.pdf.

The Mirror Foundation, Missing Person Centre. (2014). The story of hero who
helped a missing childe [On-line]. Available: https://www.facebook.com/

thaimissing?/posts/842947362385179

ThePort Network, Inc. NTEN and Common Knowledge. (2009). Nonprofit social

network survey report.



377

The World bank, Environmentally Sustainable Development. (1996). The World
Bank participation source book. Washington, D.C.,U.S.A: The

International Bank.

Treiblmaier, H. and Pollach, 1. (2006). A Framework for Measuring People's Intention
to Donate On-line. In Proceedings of the Tenth Pacific Asia Conference

on Information Systems (PACIS 2006) (pp. 808-819).

Treuhaft, S., Chandler, A., Kirschenbaum, J., Magallanes, M., and Pinkett, R. (2003).
Bridging the innovation divide: An agenda for disseminating technology

innovations within the nonprofit sector. PolicyLink and BCT Partners.

Tufte, T., and Mefalopulos, P. (2009). Participatory communication: A Practical

Guide. Washington, D.C: World Bank.

Twitter. (2014a). Twitter usage/ Company facts [On-line]. Available: https://about.

twitter.com/company.

Twitter. (2014b). Twitter support [On-line]. Available: https://support.twitter.com.

United Nation, United Nation VVolunteers. (1999). Volunteering and Social Development.

In Discussion at an Expert Group Meeting (pp. 1-18). New York.

United Nation, United Nation Volunteers. (2001a). Volunteering and the United

Nations system: Working for a better world. (n.p.).

United Nation, United Nation Volunteers. (2001b). Chronology [On-line]. Available:
http://www.unv.org/en/news-resources/archive/unv-news/unv-news-june-

2001/doc/chronology.html.



378

United Nation, United Nation Volunteers. (2001c). Conceptual analysis of
“volunteer”around the world [On-line]. Available:

http://www.volunteerspirit.org/?p=23917

United Nation, United Nation Volunteers. (2002). Outstanding On-line volunteers
amed by UNV and NetAid [On-line]. Available: http://www.unv.org/

en/news-resources/news/doc/outstanding-On-line-volunteers-named.html.

VALLEY NONPROFIT RESOURCES. (2010). Social media for nonprofits

resource guide. California State University Northridge, Human Interaction

Research Institute, and MEND.

Van de Fliert, E. (2010). Participatory communication in rural development: What
does it take for the established order? Extension Farming Systems Journal

6(1): 96-100.

Van Lange, P. A., Schippers, M., and Balliet, D. (2011). Who volunteers in
psychology experiments? : An empirical review of prosocial motivation in

volunteering. Personality and Individual Differences 51(3): 279-284.

Verderber, R. F. (1996). Communicate. (8th ed.). Belmont: Wadsworth.

Voluntary Services Overseas. (2004). Participatory Approaches: A facilitator’s

guide. London: VSO.

VolunteerSpirit Network. (2004). Backgroung, role and mission [On-line].

Available: http://www.volunteerspirit.org/node/5501.



379

Wanchai Tantiwithayaphitak. (2010). Volunteer: The way to stay together in society.

Documentary Magazine 25(296): 64-71.

Waters, R. D., Burnett, E., Lamm, A., and Lucas, J. (2009). Engaging stakeholders
through social networking: How nonprofit organizations are using Facebook.

Public Relations Review 35: 102—-106.

Weeraboon Wisartsakul. (2011). Volunteers, doing good and civic consciousness

[On-line]. Available: http://wwisartsakul.files.wordpress.com.

Wenmoth, D. (2006). Participation On-line — the Four Cs [On-line]. Available:

http://blog.core-ed.org/derek/2006/11/participation_On-line_the_four_.html

White, S. A., and Nair, K. S. (1994). Cultural renewal: An operational model for
sharing diversity through participatory communication. In The 44th annual
conference of the Intercultural and Development Communication

Division (pp. 1-34). Sidney: International Communication Association.

World VVolunteer Web. (2005). Ever considered On-line volunteering? [On-line]. Available:
http://mww.worldvolunteerweb.org/resources/ how-to-guides/volunteer/doc/ever-

considered-On-line-volunteering.html.



APPENDIX A

More Information about the Indicators of Dialogic Communication

Characteristic of Each Volunteer Organization



381

A. More information about the indicators of dialogic

communication characteristic of each volunteer organization

With regards to each indicator of the ease of interface principle as shown in
Table A.1, this study found that most volunteer organizations high employed the
“Information Tab” Feature to categorize information that shared to members,
neutrally incorporated the reordering “The sections on the left side” of Facebook
related to current volunteer work into their Facebook, low presented categorizing
information of previous volunteer activities by photo album via the “Photos Tab”
Feature, and did not create new the “Information Tab” Feature to provide specific
information of volunteer organization. For reordering the “Information Tab” Feature,
this study found that some volunteer organizations neutral reordered it, some low

reordered it into their Facebook, and other did not reorder it.

Comparison in the term of volunteer organization types, this study found that all
volunteer coordinators (JB, SA and VSN) and five out of the nine volunteer initiators
(AD, DNT, HSG, JSC and MF) utilized the “Information Tab” Feature to categorize
information that shared to members in high level. The rest four volunteer initiators
(1500Miles, BV, Gen-V and TF), neutrally employed this indicator. In addition, this
study also found that only one of the volunteer initiators MF, created new the
“Information Tab” Feature to provide specific information of volunteer organization,
whereas eight out of the nine volunteer initiators and all volunteer coordinators did
not present this indicator on their Facebook. Moreover, three out of the nine volunteer
initiators (HSG, JSC and MF) neutrally reordered the “Information Tab” Feature.

Two out of the three volunteer coordinators (JB, and VSN) and two out of the nine
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volunteer initiators (DNT and Gen-V) reordered the “Information Tab” Feature at low
level, while one out of the three volunteer coordinators (SA) and four out of the nine
volunteer initiators (1500Miles, AD, BV and TF) did not reorder the “Information
Tab” Feature. For reordering “The sections on the left side” of Facebook related to
current volunteer work, this study found that one out of the three volunteer
coordinators (VSN) and four out of the nine volunteer initiators (1500Miles, HSG,
JSC and MF) highly presented this indicator. Two out of the three volunteer
coordinators (JB and SA) and four out of the nine volunteer initiators (AD, DNT,
Gen-V and TF) reordered “The sections on the left side” of Facebook related to
current volunteer work at neutral level. Only one of the volunteer initiators (BV) did
not reorder “The sections on the left side” of Facebook related to current volunteer
work. These findings imply that although most volunteer organizations recognized the
benefit of the “Information Tab” Feature, they did not take advantage of full option of
this feature for sharing their information to their members. However, most of them
take advantage of “The sections on the left side” of Facebook for sharing their current

volunteer work information.
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Table A.1 The occurrence of the ease of interface principle’s indicators on

Facebook of each volunteer organization
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Table A.1 The occurrence of the ease of interface principle’s indicators on Facebook

of each volunteer organization (continued)
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Table A.1 The occurrence of the ease of interface principle’s indicators on Facebook

of each volunteer organization (continued)
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Occurrence of usefulness of information principle on Facebook of each volunteer organization (continued)
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Table A2 Occurrence of usefulness of information principle on Facebook of each volunteer organization (continued)
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Table A2 Occurrence of usefulness of information principle on Facebook of each volunteer organization (continued)
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*U1 represented providing description of volunteer organization overview

*U2 represented providing the ways to connect with volunteer organization

*U3 represented providing the ways to connect with administrator of volunteer organization
*U4 represented providing the details of how to joint volunteer activities with volunteer organization
*U5 represented providing the details of how to donate money or things

*U6 represented providing the volunteer work report

*U7 represented networking to other similar volunteer organizations

*U8 represented networking to other dissimilar volunteer organizations

*U9 represented networking to government agencies

*U10 represented networking to profit organizations

*U11 represented networking to social enterprise

*U12 represented networking to mass media

*U13 represented providing the calendar of volunteer activity via Tab Features
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For each indicator’s mean occurrence score of the usefulness of information
principle on Facebook as displayed in Table A.2, this study found that majority of
volunteer organizations neutrally incorporated the details of how to join volunteer
activities with volunteer organization into their Facebook. Most of them also provided
the ways to connect with volunteer organization in low and neutral level, description
of volunteer organization overview in low level, the details of how to donate money
or things in low and none level, the volunteer work report in neutral and none level,
and the calendar of volunteer activity via the “Events Tab” Feature in neutral, low and
none level. On the other hand, all volunteer organizations did not provide the ways to
connect with the administrator of the volunteer organizations’ Facebook. Most of
them did not present networking to other similar volunteer organizations, other
dissimilar volunteer organizations, government agencies, profit organizations, and

mass media.

Comparison of volunteer coordinator and volunteer initiator, this study found
that only one out of the three volunteer coordinators, VSN, highly incorporated
providing the ways to connect with volunteer organization into VSN’s Facebook. For
JB and SA, these volunteer coordinators lowly provided this information on their

Facebook.

For volunteer initiators, this study found that four out of the nine volunteer
initiators, AD, BV, Gen-V and HSG, presented the ways to connect with volunteer
organization in neutral level. Only one of the volunteer initiators, MF, highly
incorporated this information into their Facebook, while, two out of the nine volunteer
initiators, DNT and TF, presented this information in low level. On the other hand,

this information did not appear on JSC’s Facebook. In term of providing the calendar
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of volunteer activity via Tab Features, this indicator neutrally occurred on Facebook
of two out of the three volunteer coordinators, SA and VSN, but it was not presented
on Facebook of one out of three volunteer coordinator, FB. Whereas, three out of the
nine volunteer initiators, AD, DNT and MF, employed this indicator in low level.
Two out of the nine volunteer initiators, HSG and JSC, highly incorporated providing
the calendar of volunteer activity via Tab Features, while one of the volunteer
initiators, BV, presented this information in neutral level. On the other hand, two out
of the nine volunteer initiators, Gen-V and TF, did not provide it. Furthermore, this
study also found that there was only one of the volunteer initiators, HSG, highly
presented three indicators in the form of providing the details of how to join volunteer
activities with volunteer organization, the details of how to donate money or things,

and the calendar of volunteer activity via Tab Features on HSG’s Facebook.

In term of the indicators of the conservation of member principle on each
volunteer organization’s Facebook as described in Table A.3, this study found that
most volunteer organizations neutrally presented multimedia, link to other volunteer
organization’s online sources, and no attractive-nuisance. In addition, most of them
did not present employing the “Pin to Top” option and providing the details of how to

join with volunteer organization on the first page of Facebook.
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Table A.3 The occurrence of the conservation of member principle on Facebook of

each volunteer organization
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Table A.3 The occurrence of the conservation of member principle on Facebook of

each volunteer organization (continued)
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Table A.3 The occurrence of the conservation of member principle on Facebook of

each volunteer organization (continued)
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Comparing volunteer coordinator and volunteer initiator, this study found that
two out of the three volunteer coordinators, VSN and SA, highly presented
multimedia. Only one volunteer coordinator, JB, and six out of the nine volunteer
initiators, 1500Miles, DNT, Gen-V, HSG, JSC, and TF, presented multimedia in
neutral level. Two out of the nine volunteer initiators, AD and MF, highly expressed
multimedia on their Facebook, whereas one of the volunteer initiators, BV, lowly
presented this indicator. This study also found that attractive-nuisance messages did
not appear on Facebook of two out of volunteer coordinators, JB and SA, while this
type of message was neutrally controlled to present on Facebook of one volunteer
coordinator, VSN. For volunteer initiator, five out of the nine volunteer initiators, BV,
DNT, HSG, JSC, and MF, neutrally controlled attractive-nuisance message to show
on their Facebook. Three out of the nine volunteer initiators, 1500Miles, AD and TF
did not present this type of message on their Facebook, whereas, one of the volunteer
initiators, Gen-V controlled to present attractive-nuisance message in low level. These
finding indicate the importance of multimedia without attractive-nuisance messages
which were used to get the members involve on most volunteer organizations’

Facebook.

Moreover, this study found that one volunteer coordinator, SA, and one of the
volunteer initiators, AD, highly presented two indicators of the conservation of
member principle on their Facebook. These indicators were presenting of multimedia

and no attractive-nuisance.
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Table A.4 The occurrence of the generation of return member principle on Facebook

of each volunteer organization
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Table A.4 The occurrence of the generation of return member principle on Facebook

of each volunteer organization (continued)
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Table A.4 The occurrence of the generation of return member principle on Facebook

of each volunteer organization (continued)
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With regards to each indicator of the generation of return member principle as
shown in Table A.4, this study found that most volunteer organizations neutral created
new topics within a week, low updated recent message everyday, and speed of
responding members’ questions or members’ request for information was presented at
low level. In addition, most of them did not ask questions or requested information or

opinions from their members.

Comparison of volunteer coordinator and volunteer initiator, this study found that
when the members asked questions or requested for information from the volunteer
coordinators, two out of volunteer coordinators, JB and VSN, lowly responded to the
members’ questions or requested for information, while one volunteer coordinator, SA,
did not respond to all of members’ messages. For volunteer initiator, only two out of the
nine volunteer initiators, HSG and MF, responded to the members in high speed level,
whereas one of the volunteer initiators, DNT, responded to the members’ questions or
requested for information in neutral level. On the other hand, three out of the nine
volunteer initiators, 1500Miles, Gen-V and JSC, did not respond to the members’
communication. In addition, this study found that the members of three out of the nine
volunteer initiators, AD, BV and TF, did not ask any questions or requested for

information from the volunteer organizations.

This study also found that all volunteer coordinators, JB, SA and VSN, and
seven out of the nine volunteer initiators, AD, DNT, Gen-V, HSG, JSC, MF and TF
did not ask questions or requested information or opinions from their members. Only
one of the volunteer initiators, BV lowly posted this indicator on BV’s Facebook,
while 1500Miles did not post anything in a month of data collection. This finding

implies that most volunteer organizations posted their messages to provide their
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information and gain reaction from the members in the form of reading or clicking

Like or Share button more than other forms of responding messages.

Table A5 The occurrence of the dialogic loop principle on Facebook of each

volunteer organization
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Table A5 The occurrence of the dialogic loop principle on Facebook of each

volunteer organization (continued)
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Table A5 The occurrence of the dialogic loop principle on Facebook of each

volunteer organization (continued)
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Table A5 The occurrence of the dialogic loop principle on Facebook of each

volunteer organization (continued)
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For the occurrence of the dialogic loop principle on Facebook of each volunteer
organization as indicated in Table A.5, this study found that most volunteer
organizations low presented responding to any post of members. They also did not
create message in the form of question, respond the questions from the users, and
individual members can respond the questions or the request from other members.
Moreover, all volunteer organizations did not incorporate message in the form of poll
and discussions board via Tab Feature on their Facebook.

Comparing volunteer coordinator and volunteer initiator, this study found that
all volunteer coordinators (JB, VSN and SA) and five out of the nine volunteer
initiators (AD, DNT, Gen-V, HSG and TF) did not create message in the form of
question. Only three out of the nine volunteer initiators (BV, JSC and MF) presented

this indicator in different ways. BV and MF highly create message in the form of
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question on their Facebook, while JSC presented this messages in low level. This
study also found that two out of the three volunteer coordinators (JB and SA) and
three out of the nine volunteer initiators (BV, Gen-V and JSC) did not pay attention to
respond members’ questions or members’ request for information. Only three
volunteer organizations presented this indicator in different ways. One volunteer
coordinator, JB, lowly presented this indicator. The rest were volunteer initiators. One
was MF that highly presented this indicator and the other was HSG that neutrally paid

attention to respond members’ questions or members’ request for information.

For each indicator’s mean occurrence score of the usefulness of information
principle on Twitter as displayed in Table A.6, this study found that most volunteer
organizations neutrally provided description of volunteer organization overview,
lowly incorporated providing the ways to connect with volunteer organization, the
details of how to join volunteer activities with volunteer organization, and networking
to government agencies. Moreover most of them did not provide the ways to connect
with the administrator of the volunteer organization, the details of how to donate
money or things, the volunteer work report as well as networking to other similar
volunteer organizations, other dissimilar volunteer organizations, profit organizations,

social enterprise and mass media into their Twitters.

Regarding the comparison of volunteer coordinator and volunteer initiator, this
study found that all volunteer coordinator (JB, SA and VSN) and four out of the five
volunteer initiators (1500Miles, Gen-V, MF and TF) did not provide the ways to
connect with the administrator of the volunteer organizations. Only one out of the five

volunteer initiators, AD, lowly provided this information on AD’s Twitter.



Table A6 Occurrence of usefulness of information principle on Twitter of each volunteer organization
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Table A6 Occurrence of usefulness of information principle on Twitter of each volunteer organization (continued)

Degree of
presentation

C C = C
=S |50 n°o
LR YR PTE
_E,-E &%-g‘% %3§ ul* uz* u3* u4* us* ue* ur* usg* uo* u1o0* | Ull* | Ulz*
S8 e8C| Q5 @
>2 |>2 > c 2
o o o O
Mean 1.00 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
SD 0.000 0.707 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000
1500 ) 5 5
Miles o T
o= Low Low None [ None [ None | None | None | None | None | None | None | None
o
§ Mean 0.50 2.00 1.50 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
;E SD 0.707 0.000 | 0.707 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.707 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 1.424 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000
C
3 o ©
= %’,% Low | Neutral | Low None | None Low None | None Low Low None | None
3 88
> o
Mean 2.00 0.50 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00
SD 0.000 0.707 | 0.000 | 0.707 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000
Gen-V
Neutral Low None Low None | None | None Low None | None | None Low




Table A6 Occurrence of usefulness of information principle on Twitter of each volunteer organization (continued)
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*U1 represented providing description of volunteer organization overview

*U2 represented providing the ways to connect with volunteer organization

*U3 represented providing the ways to connect with administrator of volunteer organization

*U4 represented providing the details of how to joint volunteer activities with volunteer organization




*U5 represented providing the details of how to donate money or things
*U6 represented providing the volunteer work report

*U7 represented networking to other similar volunteer organizations
*U8 represented networking to other dissimilar volunteer organizations
*U9 represented networking to government agencies

*U10 represented networking to profit organizations

*U11 represented networking to social enterprise

*U12 represented networking to mass media
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This finding implies that most volunteer organization did not emphasis on direct

communication between their Twitter’s administrators and their Twitter’s members.

This study also found that one out of the three volunteer coordinators, SA, as
well as one out of the five volunteer initiators, MF, lowly provided the details of how
to donate money or things on their Twitter, whereas, the rest did not provide this
information on Twitter. This finding implies that most volunteer organization did not

employ their Twitter in order to mobilize money or things.

Table A.7 The occurrence of the conservation of member principle on Twitter of

each volunteer organization

17} 1
5 s 5 ) S < L o S = S
= = 5 = 2 =% [BE_ |58 =
N N sc |E= [E28g |ESB|SE¢Y S
% % =2 3@2 %E.Em_\é :5(—: SES Ecu
oo (D2 T & = B o€ &Z3 gdo X s 3 =
S o | £ E S e 3 |cocsBha SO |£ 93 o
°cx |22 |58 |¥s [E2°E8 528 |58 | 2
L L C o - —
g |3 D8 |£2 2255F 885 |2c£ | 82
= = -5 S = 2 3 c ©cosv |5 8E =
= = ® 2 | e PR® | ZE L
S |3 |2 |& [ s° [t |&8F |&
o a
> —
Mean 0.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 3.00
SD 0.000 1.414 0.000 0.000 0.000
o JB =
% G = _
P T = None Low Neutral Low High
s > 3
S 38
S 5
= Mean 0.00 0.50 2.50 1.50 3.00
[}
)
5 SD 0.000 0.707 0.707 0.707 0.000
o
> SA =
(V.
o =
= g None None Neutral Low High
> @
&g
o




411

Table A.7 The occurrence of the conservation of member principle on Twitter of

each volunteer organization (continued)
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Table A.7 The occurrence of the conservation of member principle on Twitter of

each volunteer organization (continued)

Level of
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Furthermore, only one volunteer coordinator, JB, highly presented two

indicators on JB’s Twitter. These indicators consisted of networking to other

dissimilar volunteer organizations and networking to profit organizations.

In term of the indicators of the conservation of member principle on Twitter as

described in Table A.7, this study found that all volunteer organizations controlled the

presenting of advertising for commercial and public relation that no relate to volunteer

work from other twitter’s users in high level. They also neutrally incorporated
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multimedia on their twitter, and low provided link to other volunteer organization’s
online sources. In addition, they did not employ the “Pin to Top” option and provide

the details of how to join with volunteer organization on the first page of Twitter.

Comparison of volunteer coordinator and volunteer initiator, this study found
that all volunteer coordinator, JB, SA and VSN, as well as all volunteer initiators

1500Miles, AD, Gen-V, MF and TF did not present attractive-nuisance messages.

With regards to each indicator of the generation of return member principle on
Twitter as shown in Table A.8, this study found that most volunteer organizations
neutral updated recent message everyday. Some of them high created new topics
within a week in level, some neutral created new topics within a week in level, and

other did not create new topics.

Comparing volunteer coordinator and volunteer initiator, this study found that
only two volunteer organizations highly created new topics within a week. One was a
volunteer coordinator, JB, and the other was a volunteer initiator, TF. The rest created
new topics in different ways. For volunteer coordinator, SA neutrally created new
topics within a week on SA’s Facebook. For volunteer initiator, this indicator
neutrally appeared and Gen-V’s Facebook, AD lowly created new topics within a
week, while 1500Miles and MF did not create new topics within a week. Moreover,
this study also found that only the member of one out of the five volunteer initiators,

MF, posted a message on MF’s Twitter and MF neutrally responded to the member.
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Table A.8 The occurrence of the generation of return member principle on Twitter

of each volunteer organization
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Table A.8 The occurrence of the generation of return member principle on Twitter

of each volunteer organization (continued)
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This study also found that all volunteer organizations did not ask questions or
requested information or opinions from their members. This finding implies that all
volunteer organizations posted their messages to provide their information and gain
reaction from the members in the form of reading or clicking the “Favorites” or the

“Retweet” button more than other forms of responding messages.

Table A.9 The occurrence of the dialogic loop principle on Twitter of each volunteer

organization
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Table A.9 The occurrence of the dialogic loop principle on Twitter of each volunteer

organization (continued)
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Regarding the occurrence of the dialogic loop principle on Twitter of each
volunteer organization as indicated in Table A.9, this study found that most volunteer
organizations did not create message in the form of question. In addition, members of
most volunteer organizations did not post anything on volunteer organizations’
Twitter. Therefore, respond the questions from the users and responding to any post

of members did not appear on these Twitters.

Comparison of volunteer coordinator and volunteer initiator, this study found
that only the member of one out of the five volunteer initiators, MF, posted the
message on MF’s Twitter and MF highly paid attention to respond to the member, as
well as highly responded to any post of the member. However, there was a limitation
of the study. The messages of Twitter’s members were shown to the public only when
the volunteer organizations responded to their messages. Therefore, the members of
other volunteer organizations might post their messages but the volunteer
organizations did not respond them. It was also possible that the members might post

any messages.



APPENDIX B

Questionnaire (Thai Version)
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