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The relationship between social networks and 

community cohesion: Whitley, South Reading

Introduction

• The research was conducted in Whitley, South Reading. To test pilot a 
new methodology, in order to better understand its effectiveness and the 
social networks of people.

• Social network, is a term to describe someone's connections to other 
people. In this study it is only connections which participants can utilise for 
their benefit which are counted either for financial, emotional or social 
reasons. 

• Community cohesion means how well a community (in this case Whitley) 
communicates and how connected they are.

Data collecting

The research was conducted in a multitude of ways.

• Participant observation

• One-to-one interviews 

• In-depth participant mapping technique (see fig 1)

Figure 1: Participant social network mapping

• Participants were asked to placed five contacts in each circle with the name, 
how they knew them and their postcode.  This helped to later access whether 
their networks were limited by location. It allowed a person to think about their 
strong and weak ties (Granovetta 1973).

• Circle 1 meant that the participants connection was really close to them  and 
could rely on them for anything. Circle 2 meant they were friends and could be 
relied on for certain things. Finally circle 3 was a useful specific connection. The 
mapping technique was adapted from the work of Spencer and Pahl 2006.

Figure 3: Methods of Social media used

Findings

• Circle 1 had mostly core family and was a mix of gender and age.

• Circle 2 was dominated by friends, of participants own age and 
gender.

• Circle 3 was mainly friends and occasionally extended family.

• General belief that friends could be chosen, whereas this is not the 
case with family.

• Friends provided more emotional support.

• Family is more amicable are more like to provide financial support.

• Relationships with neighbours varied greatly.

• Participants believed that locality does not affect friendship, 
however this is wrong.

• Almost everyone used social media as a tool for connecting with 
friends and family. Different type of social media used for varying 
reasons.

Summary

Overall the methodology worked to an extant, as valuable data was acquired. 
However five contacts in each circle limits any correlation to the amount of 
connections and their locality. 

Whitley's community cohesion is apparent in the close locality and friendships in 
circle 2.  But most are not good friends with their neighbours. Highlighting that 
each individuals community is a general area not a specific neighbourhood. 

Figure 2: Participant family and friends distribution
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