
UROP Undergraduate Research Opportunities Programme 

This project was supported through the University of Reading UROP (Undergraduate Research 

Opportunities Programme). UROP is managed by the Careers, Placement and Experience Centre.

I would like to thank Sally Lloyd-Evans, Steve Musson and the Department of Archaeology, Geography 

and Environmental Science. In addition, I would like to thank the Whitley Community Café and all the 

participants of this research.

Social Capital and Community Cohesion: 

A case study of Whitley, South Reading.
Emma Lacy, Callum Barnett, Sally Lloyd-Evans and Steve Musson

Key

Figure 3: A Map to Show the locations where data was collected.

Introduction
The aim of this project:
• To understand the social networks and social capital within the Whitley area and the 

link this has with community cohesion. 

Lochner et al. (1999) made a distinction between the two concepts by saying  that 
social capital is part of a societal structure whereas social networks and support refers to 
the social embedding of individuals. 

The objectives:
• To set up interviews to understand the strength and depth of the social networks 

within the area.
• Construct a report and poster that summarises the results and suggests some ways 

of improving the community cohesion within Whitley.

Conclusion
1. As a result of a lack of opportunities to leave the area, friends and connections were 

mainly made and maintained within the South Reading area. 
2. For the few participants who had friends who lived abroad, they were reliant on social 

media to stay in touch.
3. Social media is important as a means of staying connected with friends, being 

updated on local events and organising to meet up with friends and family.
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Methodology
The main methods of data collection included participant observation as well as 
interviews.
• Participant observation ‘involves living and/or working within particular 

communities in order to understand how they work ‘from the inside’’ (Flowerdew
and Martin, 1997). We did this by volunteering at the community café.

• During the interviews participants answered a series of questions and also used a 
mapping technique to express who their closest friends were and who they didn’t 
contact as much but could still rely on.

Results
1. Family was usually placed in the inner circle

• Family was more commonly relied on for financial help and advice than friends, 
who were instead relied on for smaller favours.

• Only 2 participants mentioned having under 18’s in their inner circle 
demonstrating that they are rarely relied on for support. 

2. Participants had different interpretations and definitions of the word ‘friend’.
3. Most participants stated that their neighbours were not one of their close, or even 

good, friends.
4. 14% of participants had no one on their bullseye that lived outside of the Whitley 

area.
5. All participants mentioned that social media was an important way of keeping in 

touch with friends and family (See Figure 2.)
• 100% of participants use Facebook.
• 57% use Facebook, texting and calling.
• Email was often used but mainly for work.
• Mix of opinions over how important social media is

Recommendations
1. There is a need to change the opinion of the Whitley area in order to remove the 

stigmatisation. This would help to expand the horizons and connections of the 
members of the community. 

2. By continuing to build on the partnerships between the University of Reading and the 
Whitley community, hopefully there will be more opportunities for training and 
experience.

3. By furthering the use of social media, it is evident it could be a successful method in 
bringing the community together for events and improving community cohesion.

Figure 1: Bullseye technique used for mapping social networks.

Discussion
1. Family and friends

• Whitley community has pockets of social networks that are very close and 
dependent on each other for favours.

• This can be beneficial for those within them but it is important to be aware that it 
can lead to a lack of complete community cohesion.

2. Neighbours
• In general, most kept themselves to themselves in terms of their immediate area.
• A positive relationship is an important factor in terms of community cohesion 

and improving social networks.
3. Locality

• Connections were fairly refined to the Whitley area, perhaps limiting 
occupational and social opportunities. This could be improved with enhanced 
transport connections.

4. Social media
• Facebook appears to be a big opportunity for connecting the community and 

creating awareness about events.
• It is important to utilise existing methods of communication, to further connect 

the community, so that skills and resources can be shared.

Figure 2: A chart to represent the usage of social media for 
participants who used the bullseye technique.
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