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Abstract. Urban resilience is perceived as the response of governments towards unforeseen 
events. However, communities also develop their own mechanisms to transform and adapt more 
efficiently. With the integration of ICT in cities, rapid response and predictive capabilities are 
expected to improve urban management. Currently, cities face a critical, unprepared challenge: 
immigration. If inadequately addressed, immigration can strain national cohesion, identity, and 
economic stability. This paper examines urban resilience within virtual communities, focusing on 
how networking platforms foster integration and social cohesion enhancing urban and economic 
resilience. The networking platform Meetup, being used in 230 cities aiming to enhance trust 
among members and a faster integration through online and face-to-face interaction. With a 
qualitative approach including surveys, it is possible to measure how these communities’ foster 
resilience and self-directed development. 
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1. Introduction 

Resilience refers to the ability to adapt in the face of adversity (Wu et al., 2013), and in urban contexts, it addresses 
a city’s capacity to recover from physical, economic, institutional, and social challenges. Cities are increasingly 
vulnerable to political, economic, and social crises, not just natural disasters (Büyüközkan et al., 2022). Achieving 
urban resilience requires collaboration between communities and governments, addressing threats through the 
four pillars: resisting, recovering, adapting, and transforming (Gomes Ribeiro and Pena Jardim Gonçalves, 2019). 
Smart Cities aim to enhance resilience through technology, but technology alone isn’t sufficient. High-quality 
companies, skilled labor, and the enhancement of adaptability are equally vital for urban systems to thrive (Zhou 
et al., 2021). Additionally, cities face challenges like immigration, which can strain economic, social, and cultural 
structures, highlighting the need for proactive policies to avoid urban failure (Castles, 2011). 

 
Community resilience in informal settings involves self-reliant communities that adapt to challenges, with key 
components such as communication, cooperation, cohesion, coping, credibility, and a vision for the future 
(Matarrita-Cascante et al., 2017; Olcese et al., 2024; Ganor and Ben-Lavy, 2003). The role of Information and 
Communication Technologies (ICTs) in urban change is significant, as they enhance governance and civic 
engagement, turning citizens into agents of transformation (Miklian and Hoelscher, 2017). As digital 
transformation unfolds, citizens are creating platforms to promote integration and inclusion, which directly impact 
urban resilience (Panori et al., 2021). This highlights the gap in research on the direct effects of digital platforms 
and virtual communities on urban resilience. 

 
Research question: How is the creation of digital platforms and virtual communities fostering integration 
and inclusion, enhancing urban resilience? 
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The paper explores citizen-driven efforts to integrate post-migration, contributing to existing strategies related to 
migration and integration. The structure includes an introduction to urban resilience, social cohesion, and the 
research question, followed by a theoretical background on urban resilience, smart cities, socio-cultural artifacts, 
social innovation, cultural importance, human capital, social capital, bridging the digital divide, and privacy 
concerns in smart communities. The methodology section discusses qualitative approaches and planned data 
collection, with a concluding outlook. 

 
2. Theory background 
2.1 Urban resilience responding to migration and integration 

 
The migration crisis, driven by conflict and economic hardship, has intensified political tensions in the European 
Union, with concerns about cultural change and the erosion of shared values. However, migration also offers 
opportunities: with effective integration policies, it can benefit both migrants and host societies by strengthening 
socio-ecological systems and urban resilience (Sansus et al., 2020; Zapata-Barrero, 2023). As migration accelerates 
and urban populations grow—especially in smaller cities (UNDESA, 2014)—successful integration must address 
both physical needs (education, housing, healthcare) and social inclusion (Meijers et al., 2017). Highly skilled 
migrants, when well-integrated, can significantly contribute to shaping resilient, innovative urban economies 
(Tadesse and White, 2010). Human capital is central to Urban Economic Resilience, enhancing technological 
transformation and digital growth through shock resistance, recovery, and risk adaptation, making investment in 
human capital a policy priority (Zhou and Qi, 2023). 

 
2.2 Cultural Sphere in Smart Cities 

 
While smart cities primarily aim to enhance sustainability through technology, performance indicators often 
emphasize economic efficiency and the deployment of smart solutions. A more comprehensive concept is the 
“Smart Sustainable City,” which integrates environmental and social sustainability alongside economic goals 
(Ahvenniemi et al., 2017). Key dimensions for ranking cities under this model—such as those outlined by the 
University of Navarra and the UN’s SDGs—include human capital, social cohesion, governance, and environmental 
responsibility. Human capital involves cultural engagement and access to education (Berrone, 2024; UN, 2023), 
while social cohesion emphasizes inclusion and diversity. Economic vitality is gauged by factors like investment 
returns and startup activity, with cities generating the majority of global GDP. Governance highlights citizen- 
centered solutions, and environmental efforts focus on sustainable development and pollution reduction. Efficient 
mobility systems and inclusive urban planning are essential for shaping equitable urban spaces. A strong 
international profile boosts investment and tourism, while technology reflects societal prosperity and sets the 
foundation for future urban innovation. These interconnected dimensions reinforce the idea that truly smart cities 
must also be sustainable and inclusive. 

 
2.3 Social Cohesion and Social Capital 

 
Social cohesion refers to the shared values, sense of belonging, and solidarity among individuals in a society, 
especially across diverse backgrounds. While it promotes unity, it is often contrasted with social capital, which 
emphasizes functional networks and relationships. A key challenge is the perceived tension between ethnic 
diversity and social cohesion, with multiculturalism sometimes viewed as a threat to societal harmony (Goodhart, 
2004; Cheong et al., 2007). The term itself is complex and can be measured at both national and community levels, 
though community-based assessments face limitations due to the subjective nature of social constructs and 
administrative boundaries. Social cohesion is commonly evaluated across three dimensions: political (e.g., voting 
and volunteering), economic (e.g., employment, income, labor force participation), and social (e.g., civic 
engagement, diversity, and informal interactions). 

 

Fig. 1 - Dimensions of social cohesion (Rajulton et al., 2006). 
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Social capital, which reflects the quality of relationships within and beyond communities, is a key indicator of well- 
being and a powerful tool for local policy implementation (Nakano and Washizu, 2021). It is typically categorized 
into bonding and bridging capital, assessed through trust, networks, and norms. In urban settings, leveraging social 
capital requires addressing challenges like population heterogeneity and the preservation of cultural heritage. This 
demands a shift in policy approaches, as changes can significantly influence urban planning, economic 
development, transportation, social initiatives, and tourism (Carrá, 2007). 

 
2.4 Socio-technical ecosystems in the smart City and the Digital Divide 

Smart cities are evolving as socio-technical ecosystems where digital socio-cultural artifacts empower citizens, 
foster social innovation, and enhance cultural value. However, unequal access to technology—the digital divide— 
threatens inclusivity (Baltac, 2019). This divide spans access, digital skills, and the benefits of ICT, often reflecting 
deeper social inequalities. Effective social innovation requires not just technology, but human-centered strategies 
and intermediaries to connect citizens, governments, and businesses. While ICT can enhance social capital, its 
impact is limited without support for marginalized groups. Thus, bridging the digital divide is essential to ensure 
smart cities truly serve as inclusive platforms for innovation and equitable urban transformation. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Fig. 2 - The triangle of Social Capital, ICT, Social Inclusion (Zinnbauer, 2007). 

 

3. Methodology 
3.1 Method and use case 

 
This research uses a mixed-methods approach, combining Social Network Analysis (SNA), Actor-Network Theory 
(ANT), and Quantitative Data Analysis to explore the intersection of technology and migration. While online group 
interactions have existed since the 1970s, virtual communities are specifically defined as social aggregations that 
aim to build long-term personal relationships in cyberspace, driven by human emotions and shared intentions to 
engage in ongoing discussions. The term “community” in the digital context highlights how online networks can 
foster meaningful social connections. Social media, beyond facilitating superficial interactions, enhances access to 
information and aids in the development of social capital (Ellis et al., 2004). To validate the research framework 
(Figure 4), various indicators—such as integration, social inclusion, innovation, participation, and social 
cohesion—are assessed through digital platforms and virtual communities to measure urban resilience following 
migration. The specific case study for this analysis is the Meetup platform, which was designed to create local 
communities and enable connections across more than 230 cities, based on shared interests. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Fig. 3 - Research framework 

 
3.2 Data Sampling and measurements 

The methodology implemented to verify the proposed framework and assess the performance of sustainable smart 
cities focuses on key criteria such as urban resilience, sustainability and social cohesion. A questionnaire, adapted 
from relevant literature and adjusted to the framework of this paper. The indicators and constructs are listed in 
Table 3. Preliminary results emphasize the importance of well-being, citizen agency, technology usage, virtual 
communities and social cohesion as critical factors for the successful implementation of Sustainable Smart Cities 
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implementations and their impact in urban resilience. The survey will be administered to users of the platform to 
demonstrate the framework’s applicability. 

 
Indicators social 
cohesion 

Indicators efficiency in 
Smart Cities 

Urban 
resilience 

Construct Smart cities 

Inclusion / exclusion Innovation Concept Redundancy Innovation concept Life quality 

Equality / Inequity Personal Innovativeness Diversity Personal 
innovativeness 

Technology 

Legitimacy / 
Illegitimacy 

City Engagement Efficiency City engagement People 

Participation / 
Passivity 

Service Quality Robustness Service quality Government 
and 
administration 

Recognition / 
rejection 

Acceptance/Usage Connectivity Acceptance / usage Systems 

Belonging / Isolation Trust Adaption Perceived privacy Economy 

Bridging Quality of life Resources trust Sustainability 
  Independence  ICT 
  Innovation  Resources 
  Inclusion  Health, safety 

and protection. 
  Integration   

Table 3. Measurement indicators (Rajulton et al., 2006; S. Nakano and A. Washizu 2021; Markus 2014; H. Yeh 
2017) 

 
References 

Ahvenniemi, H., Huovila, A., Pinto-Seppä, I., & Airaksinen, M. (2017). What are the differences between 
sustainable and smart cities? Cities, 60, 234–245. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2016.09.009 

Baltac, V. (2019). Smart Cities—A View of Societal Aspects. Smart Cities, 2(4), 538–548. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/smartcities2040033 

Berrone, P., & Ricart, J. E. (2024). IESE Cities in Motion Index. 

Büyüközkan, G., Ilıcak, Ö., & Feyzioğlu, O. (2022). A review of urban resilience literature. Sustainable Cities and 
Society, 77, 103579. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scs.2021.103579 

Carrà, N. (2016). Heritage / Culture and Social Cohesion in the Project of Metropolitan City. Procedia - Social 
and Behavioral Sciences, 223, 583–589. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2016.05.353 

Castles, S. (2011). Migration, Crisis, and the Global Labour Market. Globalizations, 8(3), 311–324. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14747731.2011.576847 

Cheong, P. H., Edwards, R., Goulbourne, H., & Solomos, J. (2007). Immigration, social cohesion and social 
capital: A critical review. Critical Social Policy, 27(1), 24–49. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0261018307072206 

Ellis, D., Oldridge, R., & Vasconcelos, A. (2004). Community and virtual community . Annual Review of 

Ganor, M., & Ben-Lavy, Y. (2003). Community Resilience: Lessons Derived from Gilo Under Fire. Jewish 
Communal Service Association of North America, 79. 

Goodhart, D. (2004). Too diverse? Prospect Magazine, 7. 

Markus, A. (2014). Mapping Social Cohesion. 

Matarrita-Cascante, D., Trejos, B., Qin, H., Joo, D., & Debner, S. (2017). Conceptualizing community resilience: 
Revisiting conceptual distinctions. Community Development, 48(1), 105–123. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/15575330.2016.1248458 

Meijers, E., Hoogerbrugge, M., & Cardoso, R. (2018). Beyond Polycentricity: Does Stronger Integration 
Between Cities in Polycentric Urban Regions Improve Performance? Tijdschrift Voor Economische En 
Sociale Geografie, 109(1), 1–21. https://doi.org/10.1111/tesg.12292 



Copyright ©2025 by the authors. This conference paper is published under a CC-BY-4.0 license 
Page 5 of 5 

 

 

 
 

 
Miklian, J., & Hoelscher, K. (2017). Smart Cities, Mobile Technologies and Social Cohesion in India. Indian 

Journal of Human Development, 11(1), 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1177/0973703017712871 
Nakano, S., & Washizu, A. (2021). Will smart cities enhance the social capital of residents? The importance of 

smart neighborhood management. Cities, 115, 103244. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2021.103244 

Olcese, M., Cardinali, P., Madera, F., Camilleri, A. P., & Migliorini, L. (2024). Migration and community 
resilience: A scoping review. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 98, 101924. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2023.101924 

Panori, A., Kakderi, C., Komninos, N., Fellnhofer, K., Reid, A., & Mora, L. (2021). Smart systems of innovation 
for smart places: Challenges in deploying digital platforms for co-creation and data-intelligence. Land 
Use Policy, 111, 104631. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2020.104631 

Rajulton, F., Ravanera, Z. R., & Beaujot, R. (2007). Measuring Social Cohesion: An Experiment using the 
Canadian National Survey of Giving, Volunteering, and Participating. Social Indicators Research, 
80(3), 461–492. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-006-0011-1 

Ribeiro, P. J. G., & Pena Jardim Gonçalves, L. A. (2019). Urban resilience: A conceptual framework. Sustainable 
Cities and Society, 50, 101625. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scs.2019.101625 

Sansus, L., Ramiro Troitiño, D., & Kerikmäe, T. (2020). Migration to Europe: A Threat or an Opportunity? In 
The EU in the 21st Century (pp. 59–84). Springer International Publishing. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-38399-2_5 

Tadesse, B., & White, R. (2010). Cultural distance as a determinant of bilateral trade flows: do immigrants 
counter the effect of cultural differences? Applied Economics Letters, 17(2), 147–152. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504850701719983 

United Nations Economic Commission for Europe. (2023). Social Cohesion: Concept and Measurement. 

United Nations. (2023). Social Cohesion: Concept and Measurement. 
United Nations (2023). TIMES OF CRISIS, TIMES OF CHANGE. 
Wu, G., Feder, A., Cohen, H., Kim, J. J., Calderon, S., Charney, D. S., & Mathé, A. A. (2013). Understanding 

resilience. Frontiers in Behavioral Neuroscience, 7. https://doi.org/10.3389/fnbeh.2013.00010 
Yeh, H. (2017). The effects of successful ICT-based smart city services: From citizens’ perspectives. 

Government Information Quarterly, 34(3), 556–565. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2017.05.001 
Zapata-Barrero, R. (2023). Urban migration governance under the resilience lens: conceptual and empirical 

insights. Ethnic and Racial Studies, 46(13), 2833–2862. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2023.2166793 

Zhou, Q., & Qi, Z. (2023). Urban economic resilience and human capital: An exploration of heterogeneity and 
mechanism in the context of spatial population mobility. Sustainable Cities and Society, 99, 104983. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scs.2023.104983 

Zhou, Q., Zhu, M., Qiao, Y., Zhang, X., & Chen, J. (2021). Achieving resilience through smart cities? Evidence 
from China. Habitat International, 111, 102348. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2021.102348 

Zinnbauer, D. (2007). What can Social Capital and ICT do for Inclusion? 


	1. Introduction
	2. Theory background
	2.1 Urban resilience responding to migration and integration
	2.2 Cultural Sphere in Smart Cities
	2.3 Social Cohesion and Social Capital
	2.4 Socio-technical ecosystems in the smart City and the Digital Divide

	3. Methodology
	3.1 Method and use case
	3.2 Data Sampling and measurements

	References

