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Abstract 
Inspiring to transform innovation into wealth offers a broad range of 
advantages, including research and development (R&D) coordination, 
investment, exploiting synergies, complementing science and technological 
capacities, and enhancing labour mobility. However, the practice of 
innovation is most challenging for the organization. Innovation could not 
work individually, but they need support from the entire of the organization 
and systems. Lack of collaboration and cooperation have detrimental the 
effectiveness of innovation. It implies the social cohesion, interpersonal trust 
and feeling of uncertainty to the risk of the innovation. Therefore, the 
element of social cohesion and interpersonal trust predict to improve and 
strengthen the collaboration and cooperation in the organization.  Hence, 
this study aimed to investigate the fundamental of social cohesion and the 
significance of social cohesion and interpersonal trust 50 companies that 
presented by the employees. The survey conducted to 150 of employees, 
and the data collection further been analyzed using Partial Least Square 
(PLS). The finding revealed there was a positive and significant relationship 
between social cohesion and interpersonal trust. This study implies to the 
organization to minimize the gap of social cohesion and enhance the 
interpersonal trust that will result in meaningful collaboration. 
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1.0 Introduction 
The successful practices of innovation in the business tangled 

the collaboration with the entire of business ecosystem. The business 
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ecosystem comprises of large and diverse nature of participants and 
resources such as government, financial institution, entrepreneur, 
industry, academia and community. The collaboration of all the 
parties purposely to built a strong partnership and cooperation to 
implement innovation. The collaboration allows all the entire to learn 
how, why and what are the innovation can practice and produce. 
People can require a reciprocating process between two actors 
known as a knowledge creator and a knowledge recipient to learn 
from others (Razak, Aziz, Rahman & Ali, 2018). Both of the actors are 
willing to exchange and receive knowledge from others (Eckl, 2012). 
At this process, a mutual exchanging of knowledge, jointly together to 
create and acquire understanding between two parties that commonly 
occurs through the collaboration.  However, the challenges to 
promote collaborate is challenging due to the difference of idea, belief 
and values (Riege, 2005) that affect the decision of people not to 
collaborate, untrusted people in a group, conflict of sharing 
information and feeling insecure the originality of the idea (Zaid, 
Zainuddin & Abdallah, 2013). So, people feel fear to collaborate when 
they receive unfair recognition and accreditation, plus the risks of 
one's intellectual property are fade (Riege, 2005). Both parties feel 
insecure and anxiety of the collaboration (Boer, Baalen & Kumar, 
2002). 

Essentially, the collaboration aims for a balanced and equal 
effort and return that contribute by both parties involved (Boer, 
Berends & Baalen, 2011). People expect that when they collaborate, 
they may get a return that similar to what they had given. This result 
the disengagement implies to low innovation in business. Therefore, 
this study aimed to investigate social cohesion and concentrate on 
interpersonal trust as the reflection of innovation in business 

In the Malaysia context, the issues of the innovation among 
local companies are deficient as the companies are less to invest in 
Research and Development (R&D). There are only twenty-seven per 
cent (27%) of large companies and ten per cent (10%) of medium 
sizes companies willing to spend over RM1 million or more a year for 
R&D. The number of company invest in R&D is small. Not all people 
are t willing to invest in R& D due to several factors that are risky to 
them. As mentioned by Malaysia Sciences and Technology 
Information Centre (MASTIC) there are three factors which cost, 
market and organizational factors that detrimental the practice of 
innovation in the organization. The cost factors referred to the high 
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cost, lack of fund within the organization and uncertain of the risk 
involves potentially inhibit innovation in an organization. 

Further, organizations are uncertain on demand by the 
customer to produce innovate product and services. Finally, at 
organization factors, it is difficult to nurture and promote an attitude of 
personnel and manager towards innovation. More than that, Malaysia 
highlighted that there is lack of critical thinking skills, communication, 
innovation, teamwork and leadership that contribute to the mismatch 
between the requirement of the labour market and capabilities of the 
job seekers that involves in the high values and knowledge-intensive 
activities. From the issue mentioned, implement of innovation in 
business need collaboration with all the relevant of the innovation 
ecosystem so that everyone can think and offer the solutions to solve 
the problems highlighted.  

 
2.0 Fundamental of Social Cohesion 

Numerous studies have different definitions of social cohesion. 
Social cohesion practically refers to an individual who is willing to 
cooperate without coercion in the complex set of social relations 
(Stanley and Smeltzer, 2003). While Moddy and White (2003) 
defined, social cohesion is the sense of togetherness in a close 
interpersonal relationship. Recent discussion, social cohesion is the 
social integration of people in a society to stick with each other 
(Vergolini, 2011). It believed that when people have a sense of 
belonging to a group and high morale among the members, their 
relationship will be more reliable. 

On the other hand, Carron and Hausenblas (1998) defined 
social cohesion as a dynamic process that binds the group members 
together, and they are united in satisfying the members' needs. 
Besides that, Lockwood (1999) mentioned that social cohesion is the 
strong relationship between the local volunteers that helped others in 
the organization. From the definitions and discussion above, social 
cohesion is a combination of integration, similarity and inclusion each 
of members in a group. On top of the debate, social cohesion involves 
in strong or weak of interpersonal relationship that ties and stick 
mutual understanding and togetherness of members in a group. 
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2.1 Determinants of Social Cohesion 

Social cohesion consists of internal and external cohesion, as 
suggested by Lammers (1964). External cohesion has two categories, 
which are formal cohesion and actual cohesion. Lammers (1964) 
further noted that formal cohesion refers to a member of an 
organization that maintained a formal relationship with others within 
the organization. Actual cohesion is an individual or subgroups that 
participated in an informal relationship. The external cohesion is a 
formal structural relationship in an organization that relies on the 
tasks instead of social relationship. For internal cohesion, the 
members could connect with the group members (Lammers, 1964). 
Internal cohesion grouped into three categories which are ideal, 
instrumental, and social. Ideal cohesion is when the members agree 
with the organizational objective. An instrumental cohesion based on 
the task and social cohesion based on a relationship. Social cohesion 
is about treating others as a group rather than an individual (Carron, 
Widmeyer, & Brawley, 1985). For internal cohesion, the members 
could connect with the group members. Internal cohesion grouped 
into three categories which are ideal, instrumental, and social. Ideal 
cohesion is when the members agree with the organizational 
objective. An instrumental cohesion based on the task, and a 
relationship. However, Carron, Widmeyer, & Brawley, (1985) argued 
social cohesion is about treating others as a group rather than an 
individual (Carron, Widmeyer, & Brawley, 1985). In this study, the 
social cohesion focuses on the integration and attraction of the group 
emphasized on task (GIT) and social dimensions (GIS). The 
individual attraction divided into two subgroups: attractions to the 
group and task (ATGT) and attractions to the group and social 
(ATGS). Group Integration Task (GIT) refers to an individual belief 
about team closeness, similarity, and bond in performing the group's 
tasks. GIT is task-oriented in achieving the organization goal and 
objectives. Group Integration Social (GIS) refers to the members' 
sense of group closeness, similarity, and bonding as a social unit. 
The members focus on a relationship basis rather than task 
completeness.  

Individual attractions to the group social (ATGS) refers to the 
members' impressions of social interactions and personal acceptance 
within the group. This element is concerned with the social, 
frequency, and network density of the communication among the 
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team members. Finally, Individual Attractions to the Group Task 
(ATGT) refers to the members' feelings about the personal 
involvement on the shared group goals and productivity in which they 
put much effort to be productive and achieve the goal. It explained 
that social cohesion in group integration and a special attraction for 
both large and small group. On the other hand, Moody and White 
(2003) stated that social cohesion is a structural cohesion and 
relational component. The structural social cohesion can be 
associated with the relationship of a group rather the individuals. A 
relationship consists of five features: how a collection of individuals 
can be united, expressed as a group property, the relationship is 
continuous, an observable social relationship, and no reference to the 
group size. In other words, structural cohesion is more concerned 
with solidarity, whereas relational component refers to the actual 
connections among the members. 

 
2.2 Interpersonal Trust 

Empirical studied found trust is one of the critical factors in 
building social cohesion which members in society are bound 
together (Scarso & Bolisani, 2011). Fundamentally, interpersonal trust 
based on the expectations that set within a particular situation 
(Lewicki & Bunker, 1996). Many definitions describe the meaning of 
interpersonal trust as confidence and positive expectations of others' 
motives concerning oneself in a circumstance that entails a risk (Boon 
& Holmes, 1991). While Fukuyama (1995), defined trust as honest 
and cooperative behaviours that exist among the members of the 
community which have some shared norms. On the other hand, trust 
is about a person's confidence and willingness to act by words, 
actions, and decisions of others (Goh & Sandhu, 2013). Lack of 
interpersonal trust refers to an individual who is not willing to take the 
risk of the action or words. Paradoxically, it could create a gap 
between members and conflict among the member as they forced to 
accept the differences. So, the weak of cohesion disagreement, 
argument, interpersonal conflict and stress at the workplace as they 
have a different perception, experience and knowledge. Therefore, 
this study needs to explore the relationship of social cohesion to 
maximize the interpersonal trust to minimize the negative effect of 
diversity in the workplace. 
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Interpersonal trust is a significant predictor for the people's 
behaviour which can affect the similarity between the group members 
(Barnard, Baird, Greenwalt, & Karl 1993). For social cohesion, trust 
can influence the people to stay united, have a strong interpersonal 
relationship, enhance their interaction, and cooperate (Gulati, 1995;) 
as they shared a common goal, values, and beliefs (Tsai & Ghoshal, 
1998). Similar norm (Coleman, 1998) and identification (Kramer, 
Brewer, & Hanna 1996), as well as shared goal, values, and belief 
(Tsai & Ghosahal, 1998), are some of the factors that people could 
work together in performing their tasks. Similar characteristics such 
as similar gender and age can enhance the interaction between the 
people from the same group in developing trust in a relationship. It 
believed that similar job function, close physical proximity, and the 
position in the hierarchy would have a direct effect on the trust within 
the organizations. Therefore, this study proposed the following 
hypothesis: 

 
H1: Social cohesion significance influence interpersonal trust 

 
3.0 Methodology 

A survey questionnaire was administrated to participants to 
explore social cohesion and interpersonal trust. The survey 
administrated to participants among employees in well-established 
I.T. service-oriented organizations in Cyberjaya, Selangor. Our 
sample was 150 IT professionals consist of 47% male and 53% 
female), all of whom operate daily on programming, networking or I.T. 
support and therefore have a significant experience of I.T. systems, 
design and application. Among the I.T. professionals, 82.0% have 
experienced higher than 5 to 9 years, 14% have experienced 
between 10-14 years, and only 4% have experienced more than 15 
years. Besides, 55.3 % qualified with degree certification, followed by 
31.3% have Master degree and 3.4% have a higher degree and 
professional certificate. With this finding, the participants were well 
experienced and expert of their job field. 

There are four dimensions of social cohesion which are the 
individual attraction to group task (IAGT), the individual attraction to 
group social (IAGS), group integration task (GIT) and group 
Integration Social (GIS). All of the dimensions adapted from Group 
Environment Questionnaire (Carron, Widmeyer, & Brawley (1985).  
Six of the items selected for this study. Similar studied done by Lee, 
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Hung and Chen (2012) to 647 of employees in Taiwan and used the 
seven items found the reliability value was 0.777, which acceptable 
for applied to this study. Additional, this study adapted seven items of 
interpersonal trust from Trusting Beliefs Scale as developed by 
McKnight, Choudhury, and Kacmar (2002). This scale measures the 
degree of trustworthy, which appropriated to adapt in this study. The 
five items used the five-point Likert scale as follows: 1 - strongly 
disagree, 2 - disagree, 3 - neutral, 4 – agree, and 5 - strongly agree.  

 
4.0 Data Analysis and Result 

This study used Partial Least Square (PLS) to assess and 
measure the significant relationship between social cohesion and 
interpersonal trust. The measurement model determines the quality 
criteria of the indicators through convergent and discriminant validity. 
According to Hair et al. (2014), the loading must be higher than 0.7 to 
considered as having high internal consistency reliability. If the 
loading is lower than the threshold value, the item should delete from 
the construct. According to Hair et al. (2014), convergent validity 
measured average variance extracted (AVE) which the threshold 
values must be greater than 0.5 which 50% of indicator explains the 
construct and composite reliability (C.R.) must be greater than 0.7. 
Item of SC3 and SC7 had deleted from the model as the factor 
loading was lower than 0.5. The finding stated that both criteria 
fulfilled for this study.  The result of discriminant validity showed the 
square root of AVE is higher than the corresponding construct 
correlation, which indicates that constructs tested are genuinely 
distinct from other constructs (Hair et al. 2011). 

 
Table 1 : Convergent Validity of Social Cohesion 
Indicators of Social Cohesion Factor 

Loadings 
CR AVE 

SC1: I enjoy participating in organizational and group activities. 0.723 0.864 0.560 
SC2: I am very pleased with the time spent on the team 
activities hosted by my organization 

0.754 

SC4: In my team, I have sufficient opportunities to improve my 
performance. 

0.675 

SC5: I like the way my team handles the tasks. 0.767 
SC6: I prefer working in a team rather than working individually 0.815 
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Table 2 : Convergent Validity of Interpersonal Trust 
Indicators of Competence-Based Trust Factor 

Loadings 
CR AVE 

IPT1: I believe that my group members have the skill and 
knowledge to act in my best interest 

0.833 0.918 0.632 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IPT2: If I ask for help, my group members will help me in the 
best way.   

0.824 

IPT3: My group members are interested in my well-being. 0.872 
IPT4: My group members are competent, and they are an 
effective source of expertise 

0.864 

IPT5: My group members share their knowledge among 
themselves 

0.874 

IPT6: Overall, my group members are capable and serve as a 
proficient source in contributing their expertise and knowledge 

0.847 

IPT7: I trust my group members will not forward or share any 
information with others. 

0.252 

 
5.0 Structural Model 

A structural model in PLS measure the R Square (R2) as an 
acceptable level depends on of the constructs as in the model, the 
path coefficient, effect size and confidence interval bias of social 
cohesion and interpersonal trust and ultimately to confirm the 
hypothesis of this study. The R2 values 0.333 which 33.3 per cent 
moderately explained by social cohesion. The results revealed in 
Figure 1, there was a positive (β= 0.577, SE=0.049) and significance 
relationship (T-values=11.80, p<0.05) between social cohesion and 
interpersonal trust. There was large of effect size (f2=0.500), and the 
confidence interval bias showed that there are no zero values 
straddle in between lower limit (LL=0.480) and upper limit (UL=0.668). 
Thus, hypothesis 1 supported by this study. The findings of this study 
supported by Levin et al., (2002) found that when members have 
similarity particularly of age, attitudes, and background, cohesiveness 
is improved and elucidate that trust facilitates a mutual identification 
within group members. It ultimately brings togetherness to accomplish 
tasks (Schermerhorn, Hunt, & Osborn, 2008). As work in a team, 
people trust with complementary skills is competent to work together 
and align with the common goals and objectives.  
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Figure 14 : Structural Model 

6.0 Conclusions 
As a conclusion, this study aimed to investigate social 

cohesion and interpersonal trust among employees in the ICT 
industry. The result revealed social cohesion significance with 
competence and benevolence-based trust. With the social cohesion, 
members in a team reflect to trust each other's and turn them to give 
high cooperative, commitment and upgrade collaboration in the 
business. Moreover, the innovation ecosystem able to collaborate to 
share knowledge, experience and expertise and ultimately bring in the 
creative and innovative idea to a business. The strong collaboration of 
the innovation ecosystem element may review and enhance the trust 
that not only to the interpersonal relationship but also commitment 
with the different team and sustain to devote his or her resources to 
the. This finding also implies in administering the different of values, 
belief, norms, experience and expertise will drive to conflict and 
argument. Thus, initial collaboration should arrange and design 
specific job which capable to perform by the parties. As a result, 
parties can have better completion of the task and increase 
innovation in business. The study resulted that both parties have an 
opportunity to share and learn from different people, demonstrate and 
make people observe a better working approach, and get involved 
with others. It is believed that training, exchange of employee 
programme, and team building can help to generate and create 
innovation and idea for a successful business.  
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