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Introduction  

 

Of what significance is the digital divide insofar as analysing the gap, among digital users, in 

consuming leisure? This chapter moves from this core question, attempting to provide a 

theoretically-assembled response. In an attempt to analysethe entertainment and leisure 

dimensions of the Internet, this chapter will extensively draw upon scientific literature zooming 

in on the concept of the digital divide (Bonfadelli, 2002; van Dijk, 2005), but also exploring 

concepts such as networks (Castells, 2001), liquidity (Bauman, 2000), communities, identity 

and social inequalities.  

 

It aims to investigate, from a theoretical point of view, how the use of digital technologies is 

influencing the consumption of leisure, further questioning the extent to which the consumption 

of leisure and  free production of online content may influence social inequalitiesOur first step 

will be to define the digital divide, a term used in describing differences in access to and 

utilisation of information and communication technologies (ICTs) correlated mostly with 

several factors such as age (Soker, 2005), gender (Ono & Zavodny, 2008), race/ethnicity 

(Mesch & Talmud, 2011), education (Clark & Gorski, 2002) but also geographic (Chinn & 

Fairlie, 2006) and socio-economic dimensions (Ragnedda &Muschert, 2013).. All these 

elements and features are the basis of social strata, present in any given society. The social 

strata and the process of social stratification provide the grounds for social and digital 

inequalities. Indeed, it has been proven that the digital divide not only exists between richer 

and poorer countries in the use of ICT (Shih, Kraemer, & Dedrick, 2008), but also within 

countries (Ragnedda & Muschert, 2013). Digital divide and digital inequalities affect the 

leisure culture which in turn influences – and this is what we argue here – social and digital 
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inequalities. Indeed, as elaborated later in this chapter, the widespread proliferation of digital 

communication has revolutionised the way in which traditional entertainment and leisure media 

are distributed and consumed, which in a postmodern society is a vital part of theidentity 

formation process. In fact, one’s sense of belonging to a community, which is vital in the 

creation of an identity, is more and more based on consumption, sharing lifestyles and 

experiences in an online realm.  

 

McGillivray rightly points out that “increasingly ubiquitous, digital technologies are more 

accessible, affordable and powerful than ever before” (2013: 99). These new digital 

technologies have offered people living in contemporary societies several possibilities for 

leisure in an unprecedented fashion, briskly transforming practices and trends in leisure 

activities in that process. The segmentation, customisation, and diversification of a networked 

world heavily influence social and power relationships. To this end, ICTs have had a profound 

effect not only on how we spend our free time, but also on how we form communities and 

identities. Indeed, as Gergen (1991: 38) argues “Individuals now have the mobility and 

technology to maintain membership in numerous discrete communities in which they have 

unique identities and social relations”.   

ICTs have also changed the relationship between labour and leisure. Leisure patterns, indeed, 

have gone through significant changes from its co-existence with labour to the acceptance of 

the Internet as a leisure space at least in the liberal sense. Leisure, in some way, has gained its 

importance throughout the course of the history. Indeed  Aristotle proclaimed that  “we labour 

in order to have leisure” (Rosenzweig 1985: 31), However, leisure today goes beyond the idea 

of “free” time (in which “free” is seen as free time from labour) and gain its dignity as a crucial 

activity for the humankind.  

 

Leisure is defined by Meurs and Kalfs (2000: 128) as “all the time a person does not devote to 

ensuring their [sic] future welfare in a broad sense”. The capacities, the skills but also the 

chances to “modify” and adapt identity to the flux of society, is an added value in a flexible 

society. Thus, the citizens who are able to move fluently in the digital realm, being part of 

several communities, playing and producing online content, can more easily move into the 

fragmented society (Ragnedda & Muschert, 2013). Identity, it could be argued, is like a dress 

that can be worn depending on the context, to maximise the advantage and the benefit.  This is 

particularly true in a postmodern society, predominantly characterised by uncertainty, decline 

of metanarrative, risks and flexibility. 



 

Consuming leisure in a postmodern society 

 

The experience of consuming leisure in a postmodern society - dominated by the blurring of 

difference between high and low culture (Lyotard, 1979; Harvey, 1989; Jameson, 1990) - is 

increasingly important as a distinctive form of identity.  In the postmodern era as suggested by 

Lyotard  metanarratives are becoming a thing of the past. Indeed, during modernity the social 

condition was based on the Enlightenment’s metanarratives, exemplified by Truth, Science, 

Progress, Reason and so on, which provided the platform to form and forge collective identity. 

The postmodern  era is, on the contrary, characterised by the collapse of these metanarratives 

and the consequent disintegration of stable certainties. Postmodern era seems increasingly 

becoming more unpredictable, insecure and precarious needlessly  affecting our perception of 

life that was once predictable and well structured. Citizens, generally speaking, not only had 

firm beliefs in the nature of things, but also about identity and national boundaries. Indeed, one 

of the main features of modernity in Europe has been the rise of the nation state, with elaborate 

national boundaries and national identity.The modern period of the Western society began, 

roughly in the Renaissance, moving to the Enlightenment before ending at the beginning of the 

twentieth century. During this period there was a tendency to consider the possibilities for 

improvement in any area of life (for instance, job security) and strict adherence to knowledge 

as a clear law, probably founded on the basis of growing and continuous progress in the  

ensuring revolutions fuelled by the ubiquity of scientific research ). 

 

 In its simplest way, modern time (at least the second phase of modernity) has been influenced 

by production while consumption has epitomised postmodernity . The sense of identity was 

mainly based on social class and nation, while in a postmodern time it is much more hybrid 

and fluid and comes from other sources, such as consumption, online activities and virtual 

communities. More specifically, regarding media, the arrival of postmodernity has seen the 

replacement of a one-way media traffic by a dualised version recognisable in  Jean Baudrillard’s 

assertion (1988) that in a post-modern society images and appearances help us formulate hyper-

realities thanks to the ubiquity of communication and mass media.  Many postmodern scholars 

(Lyotard 1979, Harvey, 1989; Jameson, 1990) argue that the sense of relativism and 

uncertainty, the fragmentation of social life and the importance of consumerism, the scepticism 

towards ‘absolutism’,the disillusionment with the idea of progress and the incessant necessity 

to make a choice, has impacted and transformed our social life and our identity and 



individuality People living in a postmodern era, it can be assumed, cannot rely on institutions 

to support their lives (such as the family) but are driven by the dominant culture to pursue a 

solitary path of realisation, where the self is free from the constraints of its associated groups. 

 (Bauman, 2000). 

 

 Castells (1996: 128) has rightly noted that “after the transition from the predominance of 

primary relationships (embodied in families and communities) to secondary relationships 

(embodied in associations), the new, dominant pattern seems to be built on what could be called 

tertiary relationships, or what Wellman calls “personalized communities”, embodied in me-

centred networks. It represents the privatization of sociability”. Though not all scholars agree 

on these viewpoints, it would seem as if we are now living in a postmodern society, on the vein 

of what Lyotard and others have determined. In an era in which life seems to be less predictable, 

more fragmented and uncertain, less based on strong beliefs (such Marxism), the importance 

of leisure culture increases and plays a key role in forging our identity and self perception. 

Postmodern society and culture tend to forge “a pliant self, a collage of fragments unceasing 

in its becoming, ever open to the new experience – these are just the psychological conditions 

suited to the short-term work experience, flexible institutions, and constant risk-taking” 

(Sennett, 1998: 133). On the basis of Sennett’s claims, it can be argued that in the flexible and 

fragmented contemporary societies in which we are living, the process of self-creation  is an 

seemingly endless process, denoted by mass popular culture, consumerism and corporate 

capitalism. The results of this process, is arguably a fragmented self, continually unstable  and 

endless. Cultural cohesion, once coming from national symbols, now comes  from sharing the 

same media content, going beyond national boundaries and national identities and beyond face-

to-face relationships. Participating in the convergence culture (Jenkins, 2006) helps in creating 

a new sense of identity and sense of community that is at the base of our identity.,. We believe 

postmodernity, with the collapse of truth and objectivity, and the advent of scepticism and 

uncertainty, is forging a new identity (or is better to say, new identities) that we can define as 

a light and flexible identity. The rejection of the Enlightenment’s preoccupation, we conclude, 

means that certainty, truth, and reality are provisional and relative. While different opinions 

have been propounded on this topic as shown earlier on, we believe that mass popular culture 

and leisure culture, play a key role in shaping a new self, in which life-style is a matter of 

choice.  

 



According to postmodernists the postmodern time has weakened the sense of community, 

transformed more like a light cloak (Bauman, 2000) rather than an iron cage (Weber, 1930). 

“All communities – according to Bauman (2000: 169) – are postulated; projects rather than 

realities, something that comes after, not before the individual choice”. Leisure time and leisure 

culture play a key role in experiencing and creating communities, which are more and more 

based in the leisure domain. These leisure communities are communities formed within leisure 

spaces such as games and sports (Kemp, 1999), raves and clubs (Trammachi, 2000), or built 

around to vacation-based communities (Neuman, 1993). Citizens and users can make choices, 

which are more meaningful and personal, and a sense of community no longer needs to be 

based on ‘face to face’ interaction. The advent of ICT, and more specifically the Internet, has 

changed the way in which we experience our identity along with the way we form communities. 

Indeed, thanks to the ICTs, communities are not simply tied to a shared territory but also 

include communities formed in virtual spaces (Jones, 1998). This is why communities should 

not be seen in the same vein as considered  a physical space but - as Bender (1978:6) before 

the introduction of the Internet pointed out - to an experience: “community is where community 

happens.” Community is increasingly established based on the emotional qualities of closeness 

and proximity, rather than the need to share a physical place (McMillan & Chavis, 1986). This 

aspect has been further improved with the emergenceof new technologies of communication. 

Indeed, as several studies have shown, ICT technologies have drastically changed the pace and 

character of interaction within several communities (Castells, 2001; Norris, 2001). Others ( 

Elwood & Leszczynsk 2013) have focused on the role of ICTs in advancing their political 

knowledge while some have explored the relationship between new media technologies and 

education (  Buckingham & Willet 2013). 

 

The materialisation of  ICT technologies, and the Internet in particular, has revolutionised the 

way citizens “experience” leisure culture, both in terms of participation and in term of 

consuming. As McGillivray (2013: 99) underlines “the potential of digital tools and 

technologies to flatten hierarchies, enabling a wider range of citizens to participate in leisure 

cultures (particularly around mega sporting events) to subvert controlled narratives and created 

alternative, localised readings outside of established commercial media platforms”. The useof 

digital technologies influences the way citizens/users experience leisure culture.  It also impacts 

the way in which we “create” our identity and sense of belonging to a community or social 

class.  Previously, one’ssense of belonging was influenced by job, education, metanarrative, 

income or national flags, boundaries and other national symbols, while in postmodernity, the 



sense of identity and belonging is more based on consumption, online activities, and online 

communities that create fluid and innovative social relationships (Sennett, 1998). These 

features began to trace the advent of the ‘fractured’, ‘decentred’, ‘postmodern’ subject that is 

more uncertain and disenchanted than the “modern” one. The new subject seems to be more 

progressively based on the online activities and their “virtual” communities. Thus, the 

participation, both in terms of “production” and “consumption”, on the online realm (even if 

the difference between online and offline is blurring) influence the way we create our identity 

and our sense of belonging. As Jenkins, Ford, and Green (2013: 137) have accentuated “the 

Web has become a site of consumer participation”. Thus, we participate in a formation of 

culture by consuming and vice versa. We also consume by participating in the process of 

formation of culture to which we belong. Furthermore, participation in online activities affects 

the formation of new form of “citizenship”, based on the belonging to a “community”. In its 

“classic” definition, “Citizenship therefore represents a relationship between the individual and 

the state, in which the two are bound together by reciprocal rights and obligations” (Heywood, 

1994: 155). The citizenship is intended as a ‘full membership of a community’ (Marshall, 

1950). However, Marshall’s idea of citizenship does not distinguish “between active and 

passive forms of citizenship” (Turner, 2000:21). Extending this idea to the online communities, 

we can say that to be a recognisable member of a community, citizens/users must  not only be 

a part of (online) community (access to the digital realm) but also be  active members of the 

aforementioned community (having digital skills). This is why, in order to consider the new 

form of inclusion/exclusion from the digital realm and its advantages/disadvantage, it is not 

enough to simply consider one’s access to the Internet, but also the capacity, the motivation, 

the purpose of engagement and skills in using digital devices. Indeed, access to the digital realm 

could simply reduce and mitigate the first level of digital divide, but it may also exacerbate the 

second level. A greater Internet penetration to narrow digital divide will not eliminate 

inequality. Instead, itwill create a new kind of inequality among people and groups, potentially 

shaping their life chances in multiple way. 

 

Beyond the digital divide binary 

 

While the gap in access to the Internet has over the years been minimised, strong differences 

or divides persist in terms of ‘Internet usage’, ‘digital literacies’, ‘cultural capital’, and ‘digital 

skills’ (Van Dijk, 2005; Halford & Savage, 2010). All these factors influence the way in which 

we use and experience the Internet and digital technologies. More importantly, each of these 



features influences the amount of benefit we receive from our use of ICT. If from one side, it 

is clear that digital skills and digital literacies influence our “digital life,” from the other it is 

unclear how this influences social inequalities in a digitally-enabled society. In other words, it 

is unclear how the usage of ICT and the Internet, also in terms of leisure, may reduce or increase 

social inequalities already existing in the offline realms. Different groups of people are more 

or less privilleged in accessing (digital divide) and using (digital inequalities) ICT. This 

disparity in access and usage of ICT and the Internet influences these strata in different ways. 

It could be argued that digital disparities affect disadvantaged groups without access to ICT. 

Indeed, these groups are further marginalised and their disadvantaged position is further 

emphasised.  

 

Henceforth, digital inequalities are influenced by many factors and not simply by access, 

gender or age. This is true also for digital leisure, one reason  why we need to go beyond the 

literature focusing on gender-based digital divide which  argue thatmales spend more time 

gaming (Willoughby, 2008) or the idea that digital natives spend more time gaming than digital 

immigrants. If we look only at these interesting analyses, we will  have a one-sided perspective, 

effectively forcing us to lose the whole picture. Indeed, we will see only the first pillar of digital 

divide (mainly based on access) and not the second level in which features such as skills, 

literacies and social and cultural capital play a key role (Hargittai, 2010). Therefore, there is a 

need to go beyond the gender digital gap and the generational gap (Lenhart, Kahne, Middaugh, 

Macgill, Evans, Vitak, 2008), in our attempts to analysehow digital inequalities based on 

education (Atwell, 2001), income (Witte & Mannon, 2010), skills and motivation (patterns at 

the base of social structure) influence the ways in which we consume leisure online. 

IExperiencing and consuming leisure is a distinctive element of social inequalities that in some 

way influence and exacerbate digital inequalities. Indeed, in its simplest form, citizens/users 

excluded from the digital realm, are also excluded from the context in which identities, sense 

of belonging and sense of communities are created. Citizens/users who do not have the 

opportunity to access the online environment are excluded from a socialising place, which 

potentially provides the grounds for learning social norms, getting information and sharing 

emotion and experience. Furthermore, citizens, who have digital access but do not have the 

abilities, skills, motivation, awareness or understanding of the online rules, are further 

marginalised. At the same time digital inequalities, as in a vicious circle, influence social 

inequalities already existing in the offline realm (Ragnedda and Muschert, 2016). This is true 

also for digital leisure. Indeed, being excluded, both in terms of accessibility and in terms of 



usage, from the digital realm in which to consume leisure, could mean the exclusion from an 

environment in which users share experiences, values and rules and are part of a culture or 

“emotional communities” (Maffesoli, 1996) in which members feel part of. One may 

concluded that  communities are not only intense but also based on feeling, emotion and shared 

experience, rather than obligation and duties. .  A far-fetched conclusion has long been the idea 

that virtual communities simply replaced offline communities.  These two are intrinsically 

different, but at the same time are strongly intertwined. They also greatly influence each other.  

Having the possibilities not only to access (be passive member of a community) but also 

creating and sharing content (being an active member) allow citizens/users to play a key role 

in promoting themselves and improving their life chances.  

 

Indeed, being part of this digital platform (including social media,  online based social network 

forums  or consumer forums) also means  being part of a community. As a consequence, being 

out of this platform means being digitally excluded, and this has broader social consequences. 

In this way, digital and social exclusion are inseparable. They alsoreinforce each other. Leisure 

culture on digital platforms is becoming gradually more important as a common space for 

citizens/users to meet up, share, discuss and, more importantly, forge their self and identity. 

There are more leisure-related choices for people to choose from. Snir & Harpaz (2002) show 

evidence that people are paying more attention to leisure and researchers are paying more 

attention to the relationship between the growth of ICTs and the growing interest in leisure 

activities. From a journalistic point of view as opposed to a scholarly well-stablished 

perspective, leisure time  is   seen in opposition with other more formative activity such as 

studying, looking for a job or improving life chances. However, such claims that have not been 

supported by research, are reminiscent of the moral panic around the use of technologies and 

computers... In this vein, we may argue that leisure culture cannot be seen as a simple “wasting 

time activity” because of itsformative and socialising abilities. However, not everyone with 

direct access to the Internet understands everything that’s going on there and gain “social” 

advantages from it. Furthermore, the Internet is expensive to access in other parts of the world, 

creating the geographical digital divide, with all social consequences attached. At the same 

time “a cultural gap remains between those that are comfortable using mobile devices, social 

networks and other online environments to participate in civic life as consumers and citizens 

and those that are not” (McGillivray, 2013: 99).  Indeed, it is not only a matter of access (digital 

divide), but a matter of usage, engaging, understanding and taking advantage of the usage 

(digital inequalities). This is why we moved beyond the “simple” access to the Internet and to 



the ICT. However, it would be an oversimplification to replace the term “digital divide” with 

“digital inequality” because they are vividly two separate, but strongly interrelated issues, 

influencing our society.  

 

Digital inequalities and leisure time 

 

Skills, motivation, age, income, gender, education and other elements at the base of social 

strata, influence the way in which we access and use the digital devices and digital content 

available. At the same time, usage influences the formation of identities, sense of community 

and sense of belonging to a social class, with real consequences on people’s “social life”. The 

rich, in terms of skills, income, and abilities get more advantages from the Internet than those 

poorly skilled users (DiMaggio, et al., 2004; Gilbert, 2010). Indeed, it seems that pre-existing 

inequalities are amplified in the digital sphere (Helsper, 2012). Among the different usage that 

in some way influence the lifestyle, the identity, the self-perception and the way we interact 

with peers, we can find free time forleisure activities. Internet and ICT usage in terms of leisure, 

may differ in relation to skills. Indeed, some scholars (Whitty & Mclaughlinm, 2007) have 

shown how those with enhanced digital skills are more likely to spent time in online 

entertainment.  

 

It would be an oversimplification to reduce leisure time simply to the time spent playing online 

and with other devices. Digital skills, literacies and cultural capital influence the ways in which 

we “participate” in cultural production and media content. “Participating in media production 

is now an everyday leisure culture made possible by the availability of self-publishing 

platforms and its evolution, and future direction is in need of further critical exploration.” 

(McGillivray, 2013: 99). Further critical explanation is needed in order to explain the online 

content production and its social and cultural consequences. One of the first criticisms of this 

everyday leisure culture is that it “produces” online content that is labour intensive (Ritzer and 

Jurgenson, 2010). The production of online content is often a kind of “free labour” used by the 

digital economy, increasing profit by exploiting free labour. The tendency to exploit free labour 

in this way is not new, but has been amplified by the advent of the Internet and ICT. Scholars 

have been studying the free production of content since the 1980s with Toffler (1980) who first 

introduced the concept of a prosumer economy, based on the neologism made by the union of 

production and consumption. This notion,which is now taken for granted, has been 

revolutionary in the way it managed to mix  two activities often seen as antithetic effectively 



triggering  an upsurge of debate in several disciplines.  For some scholars, postmodernity 

represented a shift away from production and towards culture, identities, economy and 

lifestyles based on consumption. In this vein, Huws (2003) introduces the notion of  

“consumption work” enabled by ICT, while Bruns (2008) talks about produser, and Kücklich 

(2005) introduces the notion of play labour, an activity that is not work, but is also not not 

work. What is interesting about this neologism is that play labour is a leisure  but also a 

productive activity, although its products are immaterial (community, intellectual property, and 

so on). These immaterial products, sometimes seen as valueless, make it difficult to reconcile 

with conventional conceptualisations of play and labour, blurring the difference between paid 

and unpaid workers. The value of play labour is inherent to its creation of social ties or being 

part of a social network in which to grow up, socialise and gain social consideration.  

 

All this discussion requires a “sociology of prosumption” (Ritzer and Jurgenson, 2010), to 

analyse the rise of the prosumer capitalism, where the desire to co-create and co-produce is 

ever present. There is a need for this type of sociology because all “classic” concepts studied 

by sociologists, such as society, individuality, identities, labour, leisure, community, 

exploitation and alienation have been revolutionised by the advent of ICTs. As Scholz (2012: 

1) suggests “the Internet has become a simple-to-join, anyone-can-play system where the sites 

and practices of work and play increasingly wield people as are source for economic 

amelioration by a handful of oligarchic owners. [...] These are new forms of labour but old 

forms of exploitation.” Thus, there is a need to further investigate these concepts from a 

different perspective, as well there is a need for further enquiry into the dynamics of leisure 

cultures in influencing digital inequalities. As we have seen, digital inequalities should be seen 

not only in terms of production, but also in terms of participation frameworks. Access to the 

Internet and new technologies of communication in order to “consume” leisure gives 

individuals the right to be and feel part of communities. However, in order to be an active 

member of communities, users/consumers must have skills, capacities, education, spare time 

and motivation to turn the enjoyment into something more. The offline socio-economic status 

influences the way in which we acquire information and knowledge while we are online, and 

thus the gap between high socio-economic status and lower status will increase. This is valid 

also for the digital leisure. Indeed, the way in which we consume leisure (passive or active , 

simply viewer or also producers) is influenced also (but not only) by our socio economic status 

and, in turn, influences our sense of belonging and identities, a vital part of social strata. Indeed, 

while both statuses (high and low status) will benefit from rich opportunities offered by new 



digital devices, those individuals and groups of highest status (in terms of income, education 

and skills) will gain more and sooner, widening the pre-existing gap.  

 

Conclusion 

 

This chapter has argued that digital inequalities go beyond the binary division of accessibility. 

Instead, to understand digital unevenness, one has to look at several factors including age, 

gender, family structure, education, ethnicity, motivation. skills, cultural capital, among several 

factors. All these features are at the base of the social structure that in turn also influences 

digital inequalities. Therefore it seems as if  social and digital inequalities are inherently tied 

and any analysis of the two should show this intrinsic off-online connection.Socio-economic 

status, in some way, influences the way in which citizens/users acquire, and use information 

and knowledge. The consequence of this, is that the pre-existing gap between high socio-

economic status and lower status will increase, instead of decreasing. Indeed, the more affluent 

segments of society in terms of skills, income, and abilities get more advantages from the 

Internet than those poorly skilled users. Furthermore, it would be impossible for people to see 

the benefits of digital technologies if they have notbeen educated on how to engage, use and 

adopt these new ICT technologies. Literacy is therefore one of the key components to ending 

technological inequalities or at least, reducing differences. If English or any other language for 

that matter is not a first language for participants, this for example could cause problems too. 

Moreover, technophobes may fear using new technologies due to lack of ICT skills. Again, this 

could hamper one’s progress towards ensuring his/her full integration into the digital society. 

Neither is addressing these issues an easy task. Lack of funding and different set of priorities 

could deter some governments from investing towards completely eradicating digital 

inequalities and effectively bridging the digital disparity gap.  

 

Better still, the concept of identity in our society is changing thanks to the introduction of new 

ICTs and different idea for space/time. Technology consumption has  become more important 

in a post-modern system dominated by inequalities., At the same time, access to these 

technologies has somewhat become more personalized and in many ways, clearly become a 

stepping stone for defining one’s identity. Unlike in the past, identity has departed from its 

synchronised relationship with the nation/state concept, becoming close to the “virtual” world 

as digital natives parade their preferences to social media platforms such as Facebook or 

Twitter. Moreover, spending time in leisure culture is no longer just about “consuming” but 



also “producing” free content. The global focus on a high technology and knowledge economy 

have led to contested understandings of a knowledge work leading to the inevitable 

introduction of Fuchs’ notions (2010) of free Internet labour and the commodification of free 

time along with the exploitation of leisure as discussed in this chapter. Ultimately, not 

everybody can spend resources and time playing games online, indispensably showing how 

social class even influences the way we play online along with the way we experience leisure 

time. Being excluded from the leisure culture and leisure “context”, both in socio-economic 

and educational reasons, may have consequences in terms of full participation in virtual 

communities. This form of digital inequality, in turn, may influence wider social inequalities 

since citizens digitally excluded from a culture have less chance to gain status.  Furthermore, 

since digital and offline communities are more and more tied and the difference is blurring, the 

exclusions or the passive participation to one of these communities, inevitably influence the 

other community.  
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