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Chapter |

Introduction

Chris Phillipson, Graham Allan and David Morgan

A substantial literature has emerged exploring the nature and role of social
networks in daily life. Social network analysis has jtself been the subject of a
number of reviews, not least those by Wellman and Berkowitz (1988), Scott
(2000), and Wasserman and Faust (1994). Summaries of this tradition are
provided in Allan (1996) and Crow and Allan (1994). From a sociological
perspective, network analysis has been used to explore: first, the impact of
informal ties both emotionally for the individual and for patterns of social
organization more generally; sccond, the impact of particular configurations
of social networks; third, the role of networks in the provision of support;
fourth, the implications for public policy of adopting a social network
perspective.

A more recent development (at least in the UK) has been the linkage
between social networks and ideas about social inclusion and exclusion.
Personal social networks may be viewed as ‘structures of opportunity’ (6, 1998)
which may facilitate or frustrate access to different kinds of resources. This
may be especjally the case where deprivation is geographically concentrated,
an important theme in recent academic research {(Glennerster et al., 1999) as
well as government social policy (Social Exclusion Unit, 2001). In addition,
following Granovetter (1973), a number of studies have explored the impact
‘strong’ and ‘weak’ tics may have upon transitions through the life course.
Ideas aboul ‘social capital” have also contributed to this dcbate, these referring
to the benefits which arise from membership of social networks or other kinds
of social structures (Portes, [998).

The above themes are also expressed in public policy concerns about the
way in which particular network configurations may prevent people from
moving out of poverty or unemployment. Membership of the ‘right kind’
of network is viewed by policy-makers as important in promoting access to
employment, or preventing crime, or achieving support in old age. However
more information is needed about the role played by networks, and bridges
nced to be built between research findings and the development of social
policy. Social networks may also have ‘antisocial’ aspects that need betier
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documentation and understanding. Strong social networks may operate to
exclude outsiders from resources or opportunities; solidarity for one group
may resultin denial ot access to opportunities for another. In addition, cohesive
groups may exert pressure to conform. As a consequence, strong networks may
placc restrictions on people’s ability to change of adopt new lifestyles.

The concept of ‘social network’ is both seductive and intuitively simple.
Unlike some other social science concepts, the idea of the social network seems
to link readily with the way in which individuals routinely live and understand
their lives. There are few true isolates in the world. Each individual can be
linked, in a variety of ways and with varying degrees of weight or significance,
to a sct of other people and these, in their turn, may sometimes be linked to each
other or to others outside this original, ego-centred, network. The seductive
character of this idea derives in-part from this apparent everyday simplicity
and in part from the fact that it seems to occupy a place and act as bridge
between clearly bounded collectivities such as social groups, communities
and so forth, and atomized individuals.

One of the origins of this approach was in British social anthropology and
its attempt in the 1960s to develop an understanding of social connectedness
in contexts not obviously shaped by clearly defined or bounded collectivities
(Frankenberg, 1966). These contexts were as varied as residential areas in
London or rapidly developing urban environments in Southern Africa. But
the aim was perhaps less to remove or displace collectivities such as families
or cammunities but tather to develop a more nuanced understanding of the
ways in which they worked. Thus families are better understood as relatively
fluid sets of connections across generations and between households rather
than as firmly bounded entities. The idea of social network also seemed to
be especially effective in capturing those relationships or social connections,
such as friends, neighbours, workmates or acquaintances which could rarely
be understood in bounded terms.

Social networks, then, are about linkages and connectedness and this idea of
linkage may also serve as a metaphor for the many usages of social networks
across a wide range of social sciences. First there is the )ink between theory
and research with the social network perspective being viewed as an example
of what Merton (1957) termed ‘middle-range’ theorizing. 1t is an abstraction
from reality and a focus on particular aspects of social relationships to the
exclusion of others. Yet it does not exist at the higher, more abstract realms of
grand theory. The concept itself readily suggests ways of researching social life
in terms of, for example, density of social network or the diferent weightings
that might be attached to particular ties.

Introduction 3

Another example of the links between theory and research is provided by
the concept of “social capital’, a term which is now widely used across the
social sciences, a development reflected in this volume. There does appear
to be some kind of natural affinity beiween network analysis and the idea of
social capital. Social capital can be roughly understood in terms of the social
resources and connections that an individual has at his or her disposal and
network analysis provides an elegant and visual way of understanding these
resources and connections.

Another metaphorical linkage provided by social network analysis is
between qualitative and quantitative research. The key elements of network
analysis seem readily, perhaps too readily, open to measurement, But the
best examples of network analysis recognize that the researcher is always
encouraged 1o think further about the meanings of the social connections
which may be mapped out, meaning in terms of the individuals concerned and
in terms of wider theoretical or policy issues. An important objective of this
volume has been to provide a range of examples from network-based studies
drawn from quantitative as well as qualitative research.

The (inal metaphorical linkage provided by network analysis is that between
research and policy, a question addressed in different ways by many of the
papers in this book. Policy-makers and practitioners have become aware
over the years that the unit of their concem is nejther the isolated individual
nor a theoretically bounded group such as a houschold or a community.
Themes of interdependence and interconnectedness have come to the fore in
recent exchanges between researchers and policy-makers, especially in the
investigation of social exclusion. The three terms ‘social network’, ‘social
capital’ and ‘social exclusion’ (and ‘inclusion’) are Jinked in a variety of
complex and interesting ways and all of the work reported here focuses, with
different degrees of emphasis, on these intcrchanges.

Structure of the Book
The chapters included bring togethe:

an overview of the social network literature, summarizing the main
sociological arguments and traditions;

+ areview of the range of social phenomena which social networks seek to
explain;
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+ examples of quantitative and quahtative studies using a broad network
approach,;

+ adiscussion of the implications for social and public policy of a network
perspective.

In Chapter 2 Graham Crow provides an overview of the debate about the
relationship between social networks and questions relating to social exclusion
and inclusion. He notes the extent to which networks are increasingly important
in shaping life chances and opportunities, suggesting as well that this may
create new forms of exclusion as well assisting participation within civil
society. The social network literature has been dominated by contributions
from the USA and Canada over the past 20 years, and in Chapter 3 James
Lubben and Melanie Gironda provide a summary of this work. They give
particular emphasis to the links between social networks and health, and
provide a detailed illustration of a particular approach to measuring social
networks. Chris Phillipson extcnds this discussion in Chapter 4, examining
how researchers have assessed the role of networks in the provision of support
in old age. He reviews methodologies for assessing different types of networks
and provides an agenda for future research in the field.

The next group of chapters explores, through empirical studies, the
role of networks at different points of the Jife course. In Chapter S Virginia
Morrow describes children’s accounts of friendship-based networks. Her
work reflects the new sociology of childhood that takes children as active
participants during the period of socialization. Her research demonstrates
younger people constructing informal communities with friendship a key
element in the formation of identity. The following three chapters take
different facets of the Tole of networks in the lives of adults. In Chapter 6 Ray
Pah) and Liz Spencer explore the nature of fricndship within what has been
termed ‘personal communities’ (the set of intimate ties forged with friends,
workmates, neighbours and kin). Their findings challenge pessimistic views
about the decline of civic socicty, demonstrating that in their personal lives at
least most people (with important exceptions) have access to robust networks
of some kind or another — many of which are indeed communtties rather than
Jargely atomized and individualized social ties. Dale Southerton in Chapter
7 extends this theme by examining social networks and social capital within
the setting of a New Town community, He focuses on the role both piay in
shaping the spare time practices of working class and middle class couples.
Southerton demonstrates that access to different types of capital will influence
styles of interaction and participation within social networks. The chapters by
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Morrow, Pahl and Spencer, and Southerton, are all based gpon different kinds
of qualitative research. Pearl Dykstra, in Chapter 8, provides a quantitative
study from the Netherlands looking at the consequences for network formation
of diversity in marital historics. She examines the exicnt to which pcople are
engaging in partnerships other than marriage, and the implications of this for
involvement in social ties and the experience of feelings such as loneliness
and access to close relationships.

To complete the empirical studies, two chapters consider social nctworks
from the perspective of people living in areas of high social and cconomic
deprivation. In Chapter 9 Vicky Cattell explores the dynamics between poverty
and cxclusion on the one side, and neighbourhood, and health and well-being
on the other. Her rescarch considers neighbourhood influences on networks
and social capital. She notcs how different network structures — densc and
weak, homogenous and heterogeneous —appcar to be involved in the creation
of social capital — both carrying iraplications for individual wetl-being, Tom
Scharf and Allison Smith in Chapler 10 examine issues about networks
and social exclusion in relatiop to the lives of older people. They provide
cvidence of the multiplc risks of exclusion faced by elderly people living in
arcas characterized by intense social deprivation. Their work also focuscs on
the extent of isolation affecting individuals in some setlings and at particular
points of the life course.

The final three chapters review difterent dimensions of the policy debate
about social nctworks. Perri 6 in Chapter 11 examincs the relationship between
public policy and social networks. He assesscs the various tools available to
government for shaping individual and community-based nctworks and reviews
the cffects of such interventions. He concludes that social science has much
to contribute in this area although empirical studies evaluating the impact of
attempts to influence networks remain in their infancy. Much of the debate
about social networks has focused upon issues concerning the changing nature
of community life. Marilyn Taylor in Chapter 12 takes up this theme, exploring
(he different ways in which terms such as social capital, social exclusion and
social network have been applied to policy-thinking in the ficld of community
development. Taylor suggests how networks may be used to promotc inclusion
and secure participation within localities. In the final chapter, Vicki Nash explores
ways of achieving better integration between rescarch on social networks and
(he development of public policy. She notes that despite government interest in
neighbourbood and community issues, research findings are oftep neglected or
ignored. Nash concludes with a number of suggestions for developing a morc
integrated approach between academic research and the policy field.
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The various chapters in this book bring together two sides of an important
debate: the one dealing with research on the impact of social networks, the
other with the policy issues surrounding inclusion/excliusion from participation
in networks. By joining the two elements we hope (o have provided a
comprehensive overview of what has become a major area of academic
and public policy interest. Our hope is that the book will stimulate further
research as well as clarifying some of the possibilities for interventions aired
at improving the quality of people’s lives.

Chapter 2

Socal Networks and Social Exclusion:
An Overview of the Debate

Graham Crow

Introduction

‘The analysis of social exclusion has frequently led researchers to think about
their subject in terms of the operation of social networks, and in particular
(he capacity of such networks 1o exctude non-members. Following Simmel’s
analysis of secret societies (Wolff, 1964), it has become an axiom of
sociological thought that the intensity of a social group’s solidarity is related
(o the group’s exclusivity. The strongest social bonds are found where there
is a clear demarcation between ‘insiders’ and ‘ouisiders’, and where this
demarcation line can be policed effectively to restrict admittance to the
sroup. “‘Insiders’ are bonded together in no small part by their shared identity
based on the clear understanding of what sets them apart from ‘outsiders’.
The challenge for policy-makers that this situation presents is to find ways to
cnhance disadvantaged people’s access to social networks that will empower
them without undermining the supportive character either of those networks
(hat they seek to join or of the networks of which they are already members.
The promotion of social inclusion through the opening up of opportunities to
participate in empowering social networks is 2 complex project with a range
of associated dilemmas and paradoxes.

This chapter is devoted to the exploration of these issues. it will do so
through the discussion of five linked propositions. These are that social
networks present a methodological challenge; that diverse infiuences have
a1 bearing on the character of social networks; that social networks may
be antisocial; that social networks are not necessarily antisocial; and that
ithe promotion of social networks is an intellectual puzzle and a political
challenge. This discussion will draw on various pieces of published research
on social networks in order to illustrate the sorts of concrete issues 1o which
{hese sometimes rather abstract debates apply. It will also draw on studies of
community relationships and of ‘social capital’, given that the literatures on
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these subjects are of direct relevance to the analysis of social networks and
social exclusion.

Social Networks Present a Methodological Challenge

The remarkable impact of Granovetter’s (1973) argument about the strength
of weak ties can be attributed to its simple statement of a paradox of social
networks: that dense and exclusive networks do not necessarily serve their
members as well as looser and more open ones. People in patterns of social
relationships that are heavily interconnected and overlapping may be less
well-placed for activitics such as job search than people whose social networks
are more disparatc in character. “Weak’ ties may act as a ‘bridge’ in the sense
that ‘they facilitate communication between different ... groups and across
different strata’ (Werbner, 1988, p. 178). Similar language has been used more
recently by Putnam (2000) to describe different types of social capital, making
the point that ‘bridging’ the gap between social groups can be just as important
as the ‘bonding’ of members of well-established groups.

Harris’s (1987) study Redundancy arnd Recession in South Wales took
Granovetter’s thesis as one of its starting points, but found it necessary 1o
differentiate more finely between types ol social network than the simple
dichotomy implied in (he bold distinction between strong and weak ties.
Harris’s conclusion from his project’s attempt to operationalize the concept
of social network was that it is fruitful to distinguish between ‘size, density,
dispersion, contact and se(ling ... in conjunction with identity and location
measures’ (1987, pp. 223—4) in the construction of empirical network types. In
other words, the ties that make up social networks can be stronger or weaker
in several different ways, in terms of the number of people in the network, the
extent to which the people in the network have overlapping interconnections,
the degree of geographical concentration or dispersion of the network
population, the extent to which the relations between network members are
characterised by equality and reciprocity, and the impact of the broader social
setting within which the network is located. The links between members of
networks thus have several aspects to them, and the distinction between strong
and weak ties is insufficiently subtle 1o capture these nuances.

The more general points that this illustrates are that social networks are
configurations of people rather than collectivities with definile boundaries,
and that as such they present a fundamental methodological challenge. Social
networks are distincl from communities, at least as they are conventionally
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conceived, in that networks are not necessarity restricted to one geographical
location, and the focus in social network analysis is on the linkages between
individuals rather than on the collective form of the group. The redirection
of researchers’ altention onto social networks has hetped to reveal the
shortcomings of assuming that people need to live in the same vicinity as
those with whom they have meaningful social relatianships, and of the related
assumption that living in the same vicinity necessarily generates meaningful
social relationships. Wellman has been a pioneer of this line of argument.
He has shown in his work that technological developments in the field of
communications {such as cars, lelephoncs and more recently the intetnet)
have liberated individuals from their reliance on neighbourhood-based
socia) networks. In their place what emerges, Wellman (1999) argues, is the
phenomenon of ‘personal communities’ in which the focus of attention is on
the individual and his or her network of links to other people.

The use of the metaphor of a network for the analysis of people’s patterns
of soctal connections is an understandable response to contemporary social
change. The transformation of community that Rosser and Harris (1965,
. 299) suggest has taken place involves the transition from the settled and
interconnected relationships of ‘the cohesive society’ to the ‘the mobile
socjety’ in which people are less likely than their grandparents were 1o live
out their Jives amongst people and surroundings familiar to them from their
childhood. This ‘deterritorialization’ of community, as Albrow (1996) has
called it, means that people’s social networks are potentially far more extensive
than the boundaries of the particular neighbourhoods in which they currently
happen to reside. In principle they are global in scale, and the ‘cosmopolites’
identified in Albrow et al.’s (1994) empirical research show that some sections
of the population do actually have global social networks in practice. Such
networks pose a significant challenge methodologically, since nctwork analysis
does not exempt researchers from the need 10 identify the boundaries of the
population being studied. Thus, as Knoke and Kuklinski (1991, p. 176) note:
‘Beforc collecting data, a network researcher must decide the most retevant
type of social organization and the units within that social form that comprise
the network nodes.’ Unlike place-based communities, social networks do not
have any obvious points at which it would be appropriate for researchers to
draw the line in terms of people to be included in their study. As a result, where
the boundaries of people’s networks arc drawn may be somewhat arbitrary.

The lact that networks extend indefinitely is only one of the methodological
challenges that network analysis raises. Further difficulties arise from the fact
that the relations between the members of a network are not fixed, but vary in



10 Social Networks and Social Exclusion

character in significant ways. Network links may, for cxample, be characterized
by reciprocity, or they may be relations in which there are distinct donors and
recipients. The things that pass between network members may be more or
less tangible, ranging from hard cash, through information, to more abstract
phenomena such as status and respect. Network links may be activated on a
daily basts or much less frequently. And some networks will be more enduring
than others that are recognized by their participants to be more short-term in
nature. Longer-term networks can be likened to support convoys, with a core of
people travefling together, periodically modified as new people join and others
exit. Such ‘convoys’ often have members of the same demographic cohort at
their centre, and have connections within them that have been built up over
a lifetime, as for example Phillipson et al.’s (2001) study of older people’s
networks has shown. By contrast, short-term networks may endure no longer
than the duration of one social gathering, and Bauman (2000, p. 199) has
designated such phenomena as “cloakroom communities’ in order to capture
their time-Jlimited quality.

For all of these reasons, the diagrammatic representation of a social
relationship in terms of a line between two nodes in a network 1s necessarily
only the beginning of the social scientific inquiry into the significance of this
connection. Researchers have to find oul precisely what passes along these
lines before pronouncements about the nature of the network can be made.
This information may be shrouded in secrecy, as it is for example in the
networks that make up the informal economy. Many other networks besides
those assoctated with illegal activity may be ‘hidden’ simply because there is
no reason for their members to draw the attention of outsiders to themselves
and their activities (Crow, 1999). Network analysis involves much more than a
simple mapping exercise, since it requires the collection and analysis of quite
complex data (Degenne and Forsé, 1999).

Diverse Influences have a Bearing on the Character of Social Networks

Social networks vary considerably in the form that they take and the content
of the relationships between the members who make them up, but it is
nevertheless possible to identify what Bamnes calls ‘networky characteristics’
(1995, p. 138). Networks cannot function unless their members operate with
a shared culture and language, and in addition agree to abide by the (often
unwritten) rules of the group, even where it is not in their immediate self-
interest (o do so. These conditions are necessary for trust to be present,
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as numerous commentators on the phenomenon of social solidarity from
Durkheim onwards have noted (Crow, 2002). It is no accident that trust has
hcen a key concern in the analysis of social networks, because networks cannot
[unction without trust. Fukuyama’s observation that ‘Communities depend on
mutual trust and will not arise spontaneously without it’ (1995, p. 25) applies
particularly to networks that do not have recourse (o hierarchical organizations
that can impose sanctions against peopie who break the rules.

Jt is unsurprising that family relationships figure prominently in social
networks (Cheal, 2002). This is especially likely to be the case in circumstances
where trust is low, because families are enduring and are thereby able to
¢xercise a considerable degree of controt over their members. Research has
shown family and kinship networks to be central to many forms of community
where people’s options are relatively Jimited, such as in ‘traditional’ working
class communities and in migrant communities (Crow and Allan, 1994). In
circumstances where trust with others has not been established, families offer
‘thick trust’, that is: ‘Trust embedded in personal relations that arc strong,
irequent, and nested in wider networks’ (Putam, 2000, p. 136). In such
circumstances family networks can be important 1 securing employment, as
Allatt and Yeandle’s (1992) study of youth unemployment and Grieco’s (1987)
account of families assisting mobile workers show. Passing on information
about opportunities in the housing market is another example of how family
networks may act as conduits of very practical information, something that
has long been the case (Tebbutt, 1995).

Family networks operate along gendered lines, with women being pivotal
in their operation but not necessarily emerging as their chief beneficiaries.
Dicks and her colleagues' (1998, p. 303) study of socia) support in ex-mining
communities concludes that the networks that exist among women “constitute
a resource which prevents “an awful lot more trouble™ occurring’. This is
apparent, for example, in the field of care, where ‘Most often, care-giving
devolves on to those closest o the dependent person - and those deemed to
he closest are generally wives, mothers and daughters’ (Dalley, 1988, p. 7).
I>alley notes that women of a particular age are most likely to be at the
centre of caring networks, since in middle age women may find themselves
called upon simultaneously by partners, children and parents. Such caring
responsibilities will be influenced by geography, since they are more frequently
activated among members of local kin networks, who may as a result come
to ‘feel too close for comfort’ (Mason, 1999, p. 156). They will in addition
vary according to household type, as is apparent when comparing the more
restricted social networks of lone mothers compared to those of mothers who
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live with partners. Researchers have also highlighted the more [imited and
family-based networks of working class families corapared to those of middle
class families (Cochran et al., 1990).

These points about the way in which family networks vary according to
gender, age, geographical location, household type and social class apply
to social networks more generally. Nor is this list of factors that influence
the character of social networks exhaustive. The importance that sexual
orientation has for people’s social networks has been highlighted in Weeks,
Heaphy and Donovan’s (2001) research on gay and lesbian lifestyles. Race
and ethnicity is a further variable that has a bearing on how social networks
operate (Ballard, 1994), and disability is coming to be more widely recognised
as another (Pescosolido, 2001). In the case of the Jatter, Pescosolido (2001,
p. 484) makes a distinction between ‘naturally occurring and deliberately
constructed social networks’. Socially excluded groups such as people with
disabilities frequently find that they have to fall back on their own resources,
and create their own socjal networks that are more rcceptive to their needs
and supportive in more appropriate ways than the ‘natural’ networks of family
and neighbourhood may tum out to be. Although they are not easy to sustain
as on-going concems, support groups comprised of people with disabilities
such as that studied by Monks (1999) have the potential to be empowering
‘artificial communities’. This is important in a broader social environment that
is experienced as exclusive (Charlton, 1998). Similar points have been made
about the ‘encapsulation’ of ethnic minority communities being a response 1o
structured exclusion from mainstream social life {Crow and Allan, 1994).

Social Networks may be Antisocial

Social networks are not inherently positive in their effects. This has long been
recognized in relation to the capacity of social networks to deny non-members
access to the material and other resources monopolized by members. The
shared knowledge and values characteristic of high-density social networks
can be used to exclude others. Sibley (1995, p. 36) has suggested that this
process may have a geographical expression by his comment that ‘there is
something approaching a conscience collective in some middle class North
American suburbs and on some local authority housing estates in Britain,
manifest in reactions to the mentally disabled, Gypsies and Bangladeshis, for
example’. The type of social capital identified by Putnam (2000, pp. 22-3) as
‘bonding’ is, he recognizes, by its nature ‘exclusive’ and liable o reinforce
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social divisions; it thereby ‘bolsters our nartower sclves’. In the extreme this
can be used for ‘malevolent, antisocial purposes’ as happens when it takes
the form of ‘sectarianism [and] cthnocentrism’. Simmel’s examples of secret
societies include ‘a conspiracy’ and ‘a gang of swindlers’ (Wolff, 1964, p. 346)
and these serve to illustrate that highly integrated social networks pursuing
(heir group interest do not always contribute to the wider social good.

A second sense in which social networks may be considered antisocial
in their effects relates to their capacity 10 exercise undue control over their
members. What Tebbutt (1995, p. 2) calls ‘closed’ social networks may, through
an ‘excessive degree of familiarity’, allow ‘a great deal of social pressure (o
be exerted over individual behaviour’. This point has been made about the
potentially oppressive nature of social support. Oakley (1992, pp. 26-7) makes
the observation in her study of the health of mothers that receiving social
support ‘may be experienced more as a burden than a benefit’. This ts because
much social support is conditional on the cecipicnt behaving in ways approved
of by those giving the support, as for example Duncan and Edwards (1999)
found in their research on lone mothers. There is, in other words, a moral
dimension to what passes between members of a network. Even where this is
not spelt out explicitly, social support can still have the effect of reinforcing
recipients’ conformity to the norms of their group because of the sensc of
dependence and obligation that the receipt of assistance tends to engender.

The exclustvily of certain social networks and the unacceptable conditions
attached to being a member of some others are both contributory factors to
people becoming marginalized and socially isolated. Research in a wide variety
of fields has shown that vulnerability to such marginalization is not evenly
spread across the population. Social groups that are especially vulnerable to
exclusion are homeless people (Hutson and Clapham, 1999), older people (see
Scharf and Smith, in this volume), and the long-term unemployed (Morris,
1988), all of whom face particular challenges in maintaining social networks.
Another group for whom this is the case is people with disabilities. Rowlands’s
(2001, p. 181) study of young adults with brain injury found that *With time
elapsing since injury social networks decrease and density increases, leading
to the complaint of loneliness as the greatest subjective burden’. Parker (1993)
reports similar findings in her study of the impact of disability on married
couples’ neighbourhood and friendship networks, while the tenn ‘social death’
has been applied to the situation of people with disabilities in residential care
(Miller and Gwynne, 1972).

Giving social support can also be experienced as burdensome, as Oakiey
(1992) amongst others has noted, although people’s sense of the personal
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costs (o themselves of supporting others is nol as much i evidence as might
be expected. There are two particularly important reasons for this. One is that
the performance of social support is shrouded in the language of duty, love
and caring about, thus making the precise calculation of costs and benefits an
inappropriate activity within the moral order of social networks. It is socially
unacceptable, or at least disapproved of, for an individual to seck 1o withdraw
from obligations on the grounds that he or she is giving more than he or she is
receiving. The second reason is that such a calculation would be an enormously
complex one to undertake with any degree of accuracy, for all the reasons
noted above about the difficulties of specifying what passes between people
in networks. Against this background, it is understandable how people can
come to assume (rightly or wrongly) that their involvement in social networks
is preferable to being excluded from them.

Social Networks are not Necessarily Antisocial

The challenge 1o the naive equation of social nctworks with social benefit does
not prevent recognition of the benefits that social networks have the potential
1o bring. Other things being equal, people with smaller social networks are
more likely to be poorer and to have poorer health and general well-being
than their better connected counterparts. Pescosolido’s (2001, pp. 474, 483)
general observation that ‘Network ties can be helpful or harmful’ is quile
compatible with the point that “others around us are important for our health
and well-being’. Wilkinson’s (1996, p. 182) survey of the extensive literature
on varjations in health leads him to the conclusion not only that there is a
correlation between social capital and well-being, but that it is possible to
identify a causal relationship, namely that ‘lower social involvement in the
community’ will produce adverse health effects. Particular attention js paid
by Wilkinson (1996, p. 191) to the adverse effects on people whose poverty
acts as a barrier to social involvement. It is the case that ‘the poorest areas
suffer more crime and more of a wide range of social problems’, and this can
be linked to the lower levels of social cohesion found there than in middle
class neighbourhoods.

The simple statement that ‘Social networks help you stay healthy’ (Putnam,
2000, p. 331) invites investigation of how this comes about. Putnam?’s (2000,
p- 21) apswer 1o this question is that ‘Networks and the associated norms
of reciprocity are generally good for those inside the network’, giving as
they do access to ‘social capital’. His further argument is that ‘bridging’
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social capital is particularly socially beneficial, helping people 1o ‘get ahead’
rather than simply ‘getting by’ (2000, p. 23). Jt does this by providing links
into wider social networks that apen up access to a more extensive range of
information, matcrial resources and social support than is available to people
whose nctworks are limited to the stronger but more restricted ‘bonding’ type.
Pertinent in this context is Hareven’s (2000) view that families that retreat from
the wider community into private, family-centred lifestyles do not benefit their
members by doing so. She argues that “The loss of the family’s sociability as
a result of its function as a refuge from the outside world has rendered it less
flexible and less capable of handling intemal, as well as external, crises’. The
process of family privatization is at odds with what is required to keep up
with economy and society as they ‘have become more diversified over time’
(Hareven, 2000, p. 308).

Hareven locates the origins of family privatization among the urban middle
class of the nineteenth century and argues that this pattern has subsequently
become more all-pervasive. This type of argument has also been advanced
by Willmott (1986, p. 103), who in addition suggests that better-off groups
have pioneered not only new family forms but also new forms of community
involvement in which ‘friendship networks ... and dispersed “interest
communitics” have bccome more dominang at the expense of local groupings’.
His thesis is that increasing geographical and social mobility will open up
opportunities for wider participation in these new informal networks, but his
qualifying observation that ‘class differences remain’ is an important one.
Subsequent research has confirmed that participation in community groups,
voluntary associations and other dimensions of the informal relationships
that make up civi] society is skewed towards the middle classes (Black et al.,
2002). This is not necessarily the outcome of a deliberate strategy, since the
greater geographical mobility that is associated with middle class jobs means
that middle class families are less tikely than their working class counterparts
to be immersed in local kinship networks. They are correspondingly more
likely to be located in geographically extensive networks built up through
their employment.

There are various suggestions that networks are becoming increasingly
important in shaping people’s life chances. Castells’s (1996) analysis of The Rise
of the Network Society advances this argument, but challenges the assumption
that the esnergence of ever-more global networks will automatically reduce
social exclusion. At the local level, globalization can have the paradoxical
impact of reinforcing existing networks such as those built upon famijly ties.
Mitchell and Green’s (2002, p. 19) study is one recent illustration of how
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et i one level the world appears 1o be increasingly globalized,
cliss pender ind logality continue to remain important and influential factors
Wil fndividual actors” lives permeating personal relatjonships’. And on a
o global Jevel, networks are not necessarily experienced as liberating, as
ndivated by Hochschild’s (2001) use of the term “chains’ to describe the
Hiks between carers from poor countries and their rich country destinations.
Lhe challenge, as Hochschild concludes, is to find ways of managing these
networks so that those who currently lose out as a result of their operation
vin joimn the ranks of beneficiaries.

‘The Promotion of Social Networks is an Intellectual Puzzle and a
I'olitical Chatlenge

The promotion of supportive social networks now occupies a prominent place
on the political agenda. Policy-makers’ intercst in fostering ‘social capital’ is
understandable in the context of governments’ reluctance or inability to pursuc
more conventional programmes of redistribution of income and/or community
building (Baron, Field and Schullcr, 2000: Mulgan, 1997, Oppenheim, 1998a;
Pierson and Simnith, 2001). Questions remain, however, about precisely what
it is about social networks that facilitates social inclusion, and about who is
best placed 1o promote them. As Scott (2000, p. 3) has noted, relationships
between people in networks ‘cannot be reduced to the properties of the
individual agents themselves’, and the intellectual puzzle that this presents
1s that of identifying what it js about how people come together that enables
them collectively to make the most of theis individual skills and attributes. This
s directly connected to the political challenge for governments of securing
cmpowerment without resorting to compulsion. The investigation of these
issues reveals a number of dilemmas and paradoxes that are by no means
casy to resolve.

Granovetter’s point that weak ties serve very important fuctions is among
the best-known findings of network analysis. A kcy point that it illustrates is
that *social capital does not boil down to the volume of contacts because not
all contacts have the same value’ (Degenne and Forsé, 1999, p. 117, authors’
emphasis). Its claboration in Putnam’s formulation rclating to bridging and
bonding forms of socia} capital highlights the enormous diversity of the
routes by which such ‘bridges’ are developed, as would be cxpected of what
are primarily informal relationships that are entered into for a whole range
of reasons besides narrowly instrumental ones. Many of these connections
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arise in the course of the mundane interactions that make up everyday life,
where trust is built up gradually as a by-product. There is no ready-made
short-cut to the generation ol trust, as governments have recognized through
their incorporation of the tenet of contemporary community building, that
it should be ‘bottom-up’ rather than ‘top-down’, that is, that it should be
driven by agendas set by grassroots members rather than by officialdom. The
record of government-driven programmes of community development is at
best mixed (Taylor, this volume), and the history of projects failing to meet
people’s expectations has left a legacy of suspicion concerning governments’
motives.

As a result of the rccognition that governments are able to facilitate
the development of social capital through the provision of a favourable
environment for its growth but that they cannot directly supply sociaf
capital, attention has shifled to focus on the key elements of that environment.
Government jnitjatives to make the social environment safer through crime
reduction can be understood to be an important part of this stratcgy (Marlow
and Pitts, 1998), although such developments necessarily take time to work
their way through into tangible results in terms of social capital. [t can also
be noted that planning the housing element of the physical environment has
an important part to play in influencing the levels of social capital found in
particular neighbourhoods. The unintended consequence of post-war urban
redevelopment programmes whereby housing improvement came at the cost
of breaking up the established social networks of residents is now better
appreciated, although the tension between giving priority to meeting the
housing requirements of people most in need and preserving existing social
networks remains a problem, as Foster’s (1999) study of London’s Dockiands
shows.

The growth of interest in social capital on the part of govertunents is the
subject of competing inferpretations. One is that it reflects belated recognition
by policy-makers that top-down approaches are ‘at odds with the dynamic
fiuidity of social and economic life’ (Schuller, Baron and Field, 2000, p. 14).
A rather different and more cynical view is that it is part of a general process
of ‘the state withdrawing from welfare and seeking ways of transferring
responsibility for both delivery and financing of welfare to the market, family,
community and individuals’ (Taylor, 1995, p. 99). Taylor goes on to note that
such cynicism is not wholly justified, but that policy-makers do face a knotty
problem in findings ways of releasing people’s energies without at the same
time exploiting them. Governments continue to have an obligation to provide
a social and ecconomic environment that js favourable to the emergence of
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empowering social netw ol even il'the informal character of (hese networks
means that ey cant e directly ereated through “top-down” initiatives.

Fhin peobdens 0 compounded by ewo further dilemmas, namely ‘How to
renpect S whilst organizing around common interests’, and ‘How
o ik docal wetion relevant beyond the neighbourhood™ (Taylor, 1995,
pie TS Hhe fieet of these issues leads to the recognition that members
ol soctal networks are rarely homogeneous. People brought logether by a
Cosnen caneern to challenge social exclusion will not necessarily be seeking
(he s solution, The social exclusion of people with learning difficulties
i5 not resulved by opening up their labour market opportunitics, {or example
(Haron, Kddell and Wilkinson, 1998). Put another way, social inclusion does
ot have to entail social integration into a set of uniform practices, although
(he more diverse people’s solutions 1o social exclusion are, the more likely it
in that these outcomes will be unequal. The other dilemma is a variation on
this theme, since there is a tension between local action and wider concerns.
Arca-based initiatives have the potential to tap into local community networks
that are informed about the area’s distinctive characteristics and needs, but
the reinforcement of such networks may bring about more ‘bonding’ than
‘bridging’, to use Putnam’s (2000) terms. Area-based policies are thus
accompanied by the risk that the exclusion of ‘outsiders’ is reinforced,
because of the priority that can be attached to the claims of Jocal people, and
the linked danger that people seeking to move on from their Jocalities will
find it harder to do so.

Conclusion

According (o Mulgan and Briscoe (1997, p. 345), the ‘society of networks’ that
we are entering has a completely different character to that of the industrial
ape. In place of ‘organizations defined by their boundaries’, the pattern that
15 emerging is one built around networks and ‘connectedness’. Similar claims
have been imade about a similar transformation taking place in the realm of
social relationships more generally as a result of globalization and related
processes. We might be suspicious of such claims to a major qualitative shift
in social Jife on two main grounds. One is that social networks have long been
recogmised as having vital importance in all areas of socia) and cconomic
life, as Scott’s (2002) survey of the literature reveals. Social networks, in
themselves, are nol new. The other ground for caution is that networks are
not i substitule Tor formal organizations. Castells’s (1996) “network socicty’
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is very much the product of global capitalist organizations, as he notes. Nor
is it the case that social networks have the capacity to replace governments
and their agencies, as altempts 1o operationalize community care as care by
the community have illustrated.

There arc good grounds for treating the attention paid to social networks an.d
social capital in recent years as part of the rediscovery of ‘community’ anq ‘civnl
society’ that has accompanied the reaction to contemporary individualization
and its attendant social problems. This is not to say that nothing has changed.
Social networks are dynamic phenomena, and they have the potential to be
powerful agents for change as well as for the reinforcement of existing patterns
of social cohesion. The impact of family and neighbourhood networks has
not always been conservative, as their roles in facilitating migration and in
challenging governments over welfare provision reveal. New forms of social
networks such as the women’s movement and the disability movement that
are not constrained by family loyalties or neighbourhood ties have at least as
much poiential to bring about change, if not more, and it is no coincidenf:e
that they have been at the forefront of challenging social exclusion. Social
network analysis has the capacity to shed light on this process, and to inform
judgements about jts chances of success.



Chapter 3

Measuring Social Networks and
Assessing their Benefits

James Lubben and Melanie Gironda

reased respect and attention from a large
d practitioners. A grow?ng body of socx'al
science and epidemiological evidence has est.ablished a link betwgir;li(i;?l
relationships and an array of mental and Physwal hc:allh Olil‘tcim]ei‘slidentiﬁei
mortality. As aresuli,a prestigious US national commiftee ot schola

Ppersonal Ties as one of the top ten prion'
could lead to major improvements in
2001).

The upsurge of research o
measurement technigues but u
O’ Reilly (1988) laments thc. ina
lack of attention and reporiing o
<ocial network assessment instrume

Social networks have oained inc
and diverse group of scholars an

ity areas for rescarch investment that
health (National Research Council,

n social networks spawned a profusion of
nfortunately most are not well documented.
dequate clarity of definition and the general
f reliability and validity analyses of most
nts. A common criticism is that many
studies that examine social networks use instruments \)\9/1;;) uréknownhgg
\ ‘ use i y
T} riies (Winemiller et al., 1 . Even
unrcported psychometric prope ( . wh
s'oci:l support network instruments with acceptable Psychometnc‘ propneue;
:lrc used. there are few examples of critical evaluation of these nstrumen
that cou;d suggest further refinements. These measurement dfiﬁcac;\cu;s ;rlz
rmost unfortunate given that the continued development of valid an . rletz)athe
i a
i struments has become even more cruc
social network assessment Jnsit ru .
appropriate practice of geriatrics and study of gerontology (Steiner et al.,
1996; Glass et al., 1997). o .
The present chapter addresses these concerns by first reviewing thedsim 1;131

literature accounting for the association between socngl netwc?rks an f:(a I;
The chapter discusses specific challenges for measuring social net»}\;or bs
then provides an example of a particular social networ'k scale that. as eex;
used in over 100 studies, documenting its psychometric characteristics an

offering a refined version of tha( scale. The analytic plan discussed could be

employed to evaluate and refine other social and behavioural measures.

Measuring Social Networks and Assessing their Benefils 21

Importance of Social Ties to the Health and Well-being of Older Adults

Public heath experts posit that the association between social nctworks and
health is now as strong as the epidemiological evidence linking smoking and
health (House, Landis and Umberson, 1988). More specifically, inadequate
social networks have been associated with both an increase in morbidity and
an increase in mortality (Berkman, 1986; Berkman and Glass, 2000; Berkman
and Syme, 1979, Blazer, 1982; Bosworth and Schaie, 1997; Ell, 1984; House
etal., 1988; Hurwicz and Berkanovic, 1993; Kaplan et al., 1987; Rook, 1994,
Seeman, 2001; Torres, Mcintosh and Kubena, 1992; Zuckerman, Kas! and
Ostfeld, 1984). Social scicatists also report that social isolation is associated
with increased symptoms of psychological distress or Joneliness (Gironda
and Lubben, 2003; Lin, Ye and Epsel, 1999; Mor-Barak, 1997; Thoits, 1995;
Turner and Marino, 1994; Wenger, 1996a; Williams, Ware and Donald, 1983).
Other scholars report an association between limited social integration and poor
overall health and well-being (Chappel), 1991; Chappell and Badger, 1989;
Cutrona and Russell, 1986; Krausc, Herzog and Baker, 1992; Lubben, Weiler
and Chi, 1989; Rook, 1994; Stuck ct al., 1999). Others document a connection
between social networks and adherence to desired health practices (Kelsey,
Earp and Kirkley, 1997; Poftts, Hurwicz and Goldstein, 1992). One rccent
study even suggested that people with fewer social ties are more susceptible
to the common cold (Cohen, 2001; Cohen et al., 1997).

Although much of the social and behavioural science literature recounts
the benefits of strong social networks, there is also cvidence that negative
aspects can be harmful. For example, conflictual interactions between family
members, friends or neighbours may actually increase stress rather than
reduce stress, thereby contributing to worse health (Seeman, 2001). There
are also pivotal times when family members and friends may be too eager
to offer help to an older adult and such support may prove detrimental. In
a study of intergenerational support, Silversicin, Chen and Heller (1996)
found that a threshold of support existed where support from children was
beneficial up to a certain point, but too much support produced an increase
in dependence and a reduction in well-being. Other researchers have found
that some older adults may desire the perceived availability of family and
peer contacts but not necessarily the actual contact (Mullins, Sheppard and
Anderson, 1991).

Anumber of theories have been proposed to explaip the link between social
tics and health. One theory suggests possible direct biological effects of social
tics on human physiology (Sceman et al., 2002). For example, strong social



22 Social Networks and Social Fxclusion

ties may scrve to stimulate the immune system to ward off illnesses morc
cffectively. Similarly a buffering effcet theory suggests that strong social ties
may reduce the susceptibility of an individual to stress-rclated illnesses (Casset,
1976; Cobb, 1976; Krause et al., 1992; Krause and Jay, 1991; Mor-Barak
and Miller, 1991; Thoits, 1982). A third theory suggests that social networks
provide essential support nceded during times of illncss, thereby contributing
to better adaptation and quicker recover time. Finally a fourth theory posits
that social tics are instrumental in adherence to good health practices and the
cessation of bad ones (Kelsey et al., 1997; Potis ¢t al., 1992),

Challenges to Measurement

Duc in part to the complexity of social relationship phenomena, there is a
lack of agreement on definitions and preferred measures for social networks
(Berkman, 1985; Ell, 1984; Heitzman and Kaplan, 1988; House et al., 1988;
Linetal.,, 1999; Lubben and Gironda, 1997; Lubben and Gironda, 2003; Vaux,
1988, Wenger, 1995; Wenger, 1996a). For example, this construct has been
labelled as social bonds, social supports, social networks, social integration,
social ties, meaningful social contacts, confidants, human companionships,
reciprocity, guidance, information given, emotional support, and organizational
involvement (Caplan, 1974; Cobb, 1976; Ell, 1984; Lowenthal and Havcen,
1968; Lubben, 1988; Millcr and Ingham, 1976). Tn one meta-analysis of social
support research, Heitzman and Kaplan identified 23 different techniques for
measuring social networks (1988).

Selecting the specific foci of socjal network assessment is another common
challenge. Social support comes from a variety of sources, including family,
fricnds and ncighbours. It appears that family, friends and neighbours may
serve different functions in older people’s lives (Antonucci, 2001; Chappell,
1991). Having family support, for cxamplc, is often crucial in forestalling
institutionalization (Felton and Berry, 1992; Hooyman and Kiyak, 1999).
Spouses and children, particularly daughters, are often credited as primary
caretakers providing in-bome personal assistance to frail older persons,
enabling them to remain within the community (Stone, Cafferata and Sangl,
J987). Immediate family members are usually the major source of help during
illness and disability. Even within the family domain, variation in type of
support is seen between spouse and child. Without such timely and dependable
social support the likelihood of using cxtensive formal services and the nisk
for institutionalization is higher.
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While family members often provide for most of the critical needs of an
older person, a growing body of literature also testifies to the importance of
having strong friendships in old age. Many scholars have noted how important
friendships are to the psychological well-being of the clderly (Adams, 1986;
Adams, 1987; Antonucci, 2001; Francis, 1991; Hooyman and Kiyak, 1999;
Larson, Mannell and Zuzanek, 1986; Peters and Kaiscr, 1985). Furthermore, in
comparing the effects of satisfaction between family and friends, Crohan and
Antonuccy (1989) suggest that friendships are less likely to have negative effects
on the well-being of mature adults while family relationships, on the other hand,
can trigger negative effects when demands are too high. Carstensen (1992)
followed a group of women and men for 34 years and found that even though
intcraction intensity with friends varied over the years, feelings of emotional
satisfaction and closeness towards friends remained relatively stable.

When it comes 10 the need for immediate assistance, neighbours and
proximal friends may prove to be an especially important source of support
(Ilooyman and Kiyak, 1999). Litwak (1985) suggests that for some tasks, such
as responding quickly during illness or emergencies, friends and peighbours may
be more accessible and readily available than family members who either live
lurther away or who are away at work much of the day. Adams (1986) also notes
ihat neighbours and near-by friends help when it is convenient to them and for
predictable tasks, such as providing transportation, and thus relieve the family of
some burdens in their care of the elderly. As individuals advance further in age,
they become more neighbourhood-bound and neighbours have been shown to
he important links to community services (Regnier, 1980). Also, natural helping
networks in neighbourhoods often provide supportive and mouaitoring functions
to community-dwelling older persons, especially those Jiving alone, and even
delay institutionalization (Balfour and Kaplan, 2002; Pynoos, Hade-Kaplan
and Fleisher, 1984). The importance of friendship and neighbourhood-based
helping networks is likely to increase as the proportion of older persons with
ndult children decreases (Gironda, Lubben and Atchison, 1999).

Social Network Measures

As House (200)) points out, we know that social isolation kills but we still do
not know why and how it does its damage. An essential building block for such
research is good measurement. Solomon (2000) states that geratric assessment
is the ‘heart and soul’ of geriatric practice. Much as for basic research, more
atlention must be given to developing such tools that are suitable for practice
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seitings. Presently there is relatively liftle inquiry regarding social networks
in geriatric assessment protocols. Researchers and practitioners often do not
share the same priorities for assessment tools.

From applied research and clinical perspectives, there is growing pressure
to devclop short and efficient scales. Some elderly populations are unable
to complete long guestionnaires. Time constraints in most clinical practice
settings also necessitate efficient and effective screening tools. Shorter scales
require less time and energy for both the administrator and respondent. Thus
parsimonious and effective screening tools are more acceptable to both clders
as well as health care providers.

For more basic rescarchers, somewhat longer research instruments are
highty desired. Having a larger number of items as well as better clarity of
concepts gencrally contributes o a scale’s reliability. Such instruments facilitate
the appraisal and analyses of subtle differences in social networks. Rather than
attempt to design a singular social network scale that fits al) populations and
all needs, a feat only remotely attainable, it seems more practical to design
measurement instruments for specific populations along with clear intentions
on how the instrument should be used (Mitchel) and Trickett, 1980).

Reviewing the expanding array of social network assessment instruments
is beyond the scope of this chapter. However two recently published
resources should be referenced for those seeking to explore the growing list
of instruments. Levin (2000) provides an updated overview of a wide array of
measures noting their practical application. Cohen, Underwood and Gottlieb
(2000) recently edited a guide to social support measurement and intervention
for health and social scientists.

The description and critique of a commonly used scale provides a
framework for further development and refinement of social network measures.
The scale used for these analyses is the Lubben Social Network Scale (LSNS).
More specifically, the authors examine the psychometric properties of the
original LSNS (Lubben, 1988) and compare them with those from a recently
developed revised version, the LSNS-R (Lubben and Gironda, 2003; Lubben,
Gironda and Lee, 2003). The authors review the guiding principles used for
the refinements incorporated in the LSNS-R.

Brief Description of the Lubben Social Network Scale (LSNS)

The original LSNS was developed as an adaptation of the Berkman-Syme
Social Network index (BSSNI; Berkman and Syme, 1979). Whereas the
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LSNS was developed specifically for use among elderly populations, the
BSSNI was initially developed for a study of an adult population that
purposefully excluded older persons. The LSNS is based on items borrowed
from questionnaires used in the original epidemiological study for which the
BSSNI was constructed. However the LSNS excluded BSSNI items dealing
with secondary social relationships (viz., group and church membership)
because these organizational participation items showed limited variance
when used with older populations, especially those having large numbers of
frail elderly persons (Lubben, 1988). In contrast the LSNS provides au array
of items dealing with the nature of relationships with family and friends, in
response (o the growing body of empirical evidence that the structure and
functions of kinship and friendship networks are particularly salient to the
health and well-being of older persons.

The LSNS has been used in more than 100 studies since it was first
reported (Lubben, 1988). Low scores on the LSNS have becn correlated with
mortality (Ceria ct al., 2001), all-cause hospitalization (Lubben et al., 1989;
Mistry et al., 2001), physical health problems (Hurwicz and Berkanovic,
1993; Mor-Barak and Miller, 1991; Mor-Borak, Miller and Syme 1991),
depression and other mental health problers (Chou and Chi, 1999; Dorfman
et al., 1995; Lubben and Gironda, 1997; Okwumabua et al., 1997) and lack
of adherence to good health practices (Potts et al., 1992). It has been used
in an assortment of other applied settings (Luggen and Rini, 1995; Martire
et al., 1999; Mor-Barak, 1997; Rubenstein, et al., 1994; Rubenstein, Lubben
and Mintzer, 1994). Further, the LSNS has been employed in a variety of
ways, including use as a control variable as well as an outcome variable
in healih and social science studies. It has been used as a screening tool
for health risk appraisals and as a ‘gold’ standard to evaluate other social
network assessment instrumnents (Pourat et al., 1999; Steiner et al., 1996;
Stuck et al., 1999).

Four Guiding Principles used to Refine Original LSNS

The work to refine the LSNS had four guiding principles. One was to better
distinguish between and specify the nature of family and friendship social
networks. A sccond was to replace items in the original LSNS that have
demonstrated limited response variance. A third guiding principle was to
disaggregate ‘double-barrelled’ questions. The fourth was to produce a
parsimonious social support network instrument to encourage and facilitate
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its usc in research and practice scttings where time constraints or other tssues
preclude using longer instruments.

Tn line with the first guiding principle, two questions that assessed the
recipients and sources of respondents’ confidant relationships were recast to
distinguish between confidant rclationships with family members and those
with friends. These changes recognize that confidant relationships with family
members may serve different functions than confidant relationships with
friends (Keith, Hill, Goudy and Power, 1984).

With regard to the sccond guiding principle, it should be noted that social
and behavioural measures are purposely designed to discriminate among groups
for a given construct, and so lack of response variation within a given jtern
limits a scale’s abiljty to detect key underlying differences among respondents
(DeVellis, 1991; Streiner and Norman, 1995). Thus, eliminating items with
limited statistical variance generally increases a scale’s overall sensitivity and
specificity, and that in turn improves its effectiveness in measunng constructs
of interest (DeVellss, 1991; McDowell and Newell, 1987).

Double-barrelled items are those in which two different questions are
contained in one item. Such items often confuse respondents because they
are not sure as to which aspect of the double-barrelled question they should
respond (DeVellis, 1991, Strciner and Norman, 1995). Disaggregating
double-barrelled qucstions not only helps respondents in answering, it allows
researchers to determine the extent to which each part of the original question
helps to define a particular construct.

From applied research and clinical perspectives, there is growing pressure
to develop short and cfficient scales. Some elderly populations are unable to
complete Jong questionnaires, and time constraints in most clinical practice
scttings necessitate use of efficient and effective screening tools. Shorter scales
require less tme and energy of both the administrator and respondent. Thus
parsimonious and effective screening tools are needed that are acceptable to
elders, rescarchers, and health care providers as well.

Description of Refinersent to Specific LSNS Items

Two items from the onginal LSNS scale (‘Helps others with various tasks’
and ‘Living arrangements’) were dropped because they demonstrated limited
response variation among a numbecr of sample groups including the present
one. Furthermore neither of these items helps to distinguish between family
networks and friendship networks.
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The ‘Helps others’ item was originally included in the LSNS in part
because social exchange theory suggests that a reciprocal social relationship
is stronger than one that is unidirectional (Burgess and Huston, 1979;
Jung, 1990). Thus, rather than only capturing what others do for the study
respondent, it is desirable 1o include items that also assess what the older
person does for other people, i.e., items should be inciuded to assess
reciprocity of social support within kinship and friendship networks.
However in past studies the ‘Helps Other’ question generally demonstrated
insufficient response variance with almost ail respondents claiming that
they extensively helped others. Thus this question was a good candidate for
elimination or replacement.

The ‘Living Arrangements’ item has also not performed well over time.
When the original LSNS was constructed, both living arrangements (usually
in the form of ‘lives alone’) and marital status {in the form of ‘not married’,
1.e., widowed, divorced, separated or never married) were common proxics
for limited social support networks. It therefore scemed entirely appropriate at
the time to include an item in the original LSNS that merged the two related
constructs of living arrangements and marital status. However thjs item has
been the worst performing item on the LSNS across different settings. Part of
the problem has been scoring it, which is constrained by the limited number
of response options available as well as by disagreements among scorers in
assigning ordinal weights to specific response options.

Two items in the original LSNS are classic examples of ‘double-barrelled’
questions. One guestion asked, ‘How many relatives do you feel close to?
That is, how many of them do you feel at ease with, can talk to about private
matters, or call on for hclp?’. A companion response set was asked regarding
friends. These questions were each recast. One recasting asks, ‘How many
family members do you feel at ease with such that you can talk to them about
private matters?’ whereas the other half of the original question asks, ‘How
many family mmembers do you feel close to such that you can call on them
for help?’. The *double-barrelled’ question for friends was similarly recast.
The first set of these substitute questions examines somewhat intangible or
expressed support, whereas the other set taps into more tangible support, such
as help with running an errand. Both types of support have becn suggested
as important aspects of social support networks (Litwak, 1985; Sauer and
Coward, 1985).

The Jast refinement in inquiry addressed the two confidant items in the
original LSNS. The jtems were recast to distinguish between confidant
relationships with family members and those with friends. These changes
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recognize that confidant relationships with family members may serve different
functions than confidant relationships with friends (ICeith et al., 1984). Figure
3.1 summarizes these refinements to specific LSNS items.

Oniginal LSNS items;

.1 Family: Number seen or heard from per month

1.2 Family: Frequency of contact with family member most in contact

L3 Family: Number fee] close to, talk about privale matters, call on for help
1.4 Friends: Number feel close to, talk about private matters, call on for help
L.5 Priends: Number seen or heard front per month

L6 Friends: Frequency of contact with friend most in contact

L7 Confidant: Has someone to talk to when have important decision to make
.8 Confidant: Others talk (o respondent when they have important decision to
mnake

L9 lielps others

[.10 Living arrangements

Step 1: Eliminate items with limited variation:
[tems eliminated: 1.9 and L10

Step 2: Uncouple double-barrelled questions:

Items modified: L3 and 14 each split into two separate questions
L3A Family: Number feel at ease with whom you can talk about private
matlers
L3B Family: Number feel close to whom you ean call on for help
L4A Friends: Number feel at ease with whom you can talk about privatc
maltlers
L.4B Fricnds: Number fecl close to whom you can call on for hetp

Step 3: Distinguish target and source of confidant relationships:

liems modified: L7 and L8 each split into separate questions (or family and
fricnds
L7A Family: Respondent functions as confidant to other family members
L7D Friends: Respondent functions as confidant to friends
L8A Family: Respondent has family confidant

I.4B Friends: Respondent has friend who is a confidant

Iigure 3.1  Refinements to LSNS items
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Data Source

The data are from a survey of older white, non-Hispanic Americans in Los
Angeles County, California, conducted between June and November 1993. A
seil~weighting, multistage probabilily sampile was selected from 861 census
tracts in the area in which the white, non-Hispanic population exceeded any
other single racial or ethnic group. This sampling strategy insured a high level
of homogeneity in the sample. The first three sampling stages were: 1) random
selection of tracts; 2) random selection of blocks; and 3) random sclection
of houscholds within selected blocks. Households were then contacted by
telephone to determine the age and ethnicity of household members. All white,
non-Hispanic persons aged 65 or over in each household were thus identified
and then potential participants were randomly selected from this pool.

Of the 265 older persons thus selected, 76 per cent agreed to be interviewed,
resulting in a final sample of 201. The sample included 130 women (65 per
cent) and 71 men (35 per cent) and had a mean age of 75.3. Additional details
on the sample are reported eisewhere (Moon, Lubben and Villa, 1998; Pourat,
et al., 1999; Pourat et al., 2000).

Analytic Approaches

Reliability is a fundamental issue in psychological measurement (Nunnally,
1978). One important type of measurement reliability is internal consistency,
i.e., the extent to which items within a scale relate to the latent variable
being measured (DeVellis, 1991; Streiner and Norman, 1995). Cronbach’s
(1951) coefficient alpha was chasen to examine the intemmal consistency of
the LSNS and modifications designed to improve upon the original version.
The acceptable range of coefficient alpha values employed here was 0.70
to 0.90 (DeVellis, 1991; Nunnally, 1978) because assessment instruments
with rehiability scores higher than 0.90 are likely to suffer from excessive
redundancy, whereas those with alpha less than 0.70 are likely to be unreliable
(Streiner and Norman, 1995). A further test of itern homogeneity used was
the item-total test score correlation (DeVelljis, 1991 Streiner and Norman,
1995). Here acceptable values of the item-total score correlation were 0.20
and greater (Streiner and Norman, 1995).

Principal component analysis looks for underlying (latent) components
that account for most of the variance of a scale (Stevens, 1992). Principal
component analysis with varimax rotation was used here to explore the
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component structure of various versions of the LSNS to see if the modified
versions conformed in actuality 1o the hypothesized structure. Although more
sophisticated methods exist to examine factor or latent variable structures, such
as maximum likelihood factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis, many
scholars contend that principal component analysis is both adequate and yet
more practical than more sophisticated techniques, as principal component
analysis {s mathematically casicr (0 manage, easier to interpret, and yields
results similar to those [rom maximum likelihood factor analysis (Nunnally,
1978, Stevens, 1992). The size of the sample used in the analyscs discussed
below is adequate to conduct principal component analysis according to general
sample size guidelines (Guadagnoli and Velicer, 1988; Stevens, 1992).
Reliability Analyses

The Cronbach alpha valuc for (he vriginal 10-itein LSNS scale administered
to the present sample (o @ 0.66) is slightly lower than those previously
reported (Lubben, 1988; Lubben and Gironda, 1997) and below the desired
standard for internal consistency. As shown in Table 3.1, Cronbach alpha
values increased in cach subsequent step in the analysis, indicating that each
successive modification contributed to improving the final product’s internal
consistency. Although the modification produccd in Step 1 has two items less
than the original LSNS, the alpha value is slightly higher than that for the
original LSNS, suggesting that dropping items L9 and L10 was appropriate.
Further, the greatly improved alpha value obtained (or the variant produced
in Step 2 indicates that disaggregating the iwo ‘double-barrelled’ questions
(items L3 and L4) was quite beneficial. Tn final step changes the confidant items
to distinguish between source and target confidant relationships with family
members and those with friends had further increased internal consistency.
This step demonstrates that the LSNS-R has very good reliability as measured
by the Cronbach alpha and significantly improves upon the original LSNS
in this regard.

Item-total Scale Correlations
Item-total scale correlational analysis yielded coefficients ranging from 0.27

to 0.75, indicating that LSNS-R items are sufficiently homogencous and
without excessive redundancy. All internal reliability coefficients fell within
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Table 3.1  Cronbach’s alpha value by product of each step of item

refinements
Step iu item refinement o
Original LSNS; 10-fiem scale .60
1 Items L9 and L10 dropped; 8-item scale results .67
2 L3 and L4 split; )0-item scale results 73
3 L7 and L8 split; 12-item scale (LSNS-R) resulis 78

the acceptable range suggested by Steiner and Norman (1995). The correlation
coefficient between the original LSNS and the LSNS-R was 0.68.

Factor Analyses

Principal component factor analyses were performed to explore for latent
factors and to determine whether the final modified version has latent structural
components corresponding to both kinship and friendship networks. The
number of factors was determined by considering factors with Eigen values
over one (Kaiser, 1960) and by identifying the elbow in the screen plot tests
(Cattell, 1966). The factor loadings were subjected to varimax rotation.

Table 3.2 shows the rotated factor matrix for the original LSNS administered
to the present sample. Although previous studies have reported three factors
(Lubben, 1988; Lubben and Gironda, 1997), the rotated factor structure for the
LSNS here showed a two-factor solution, with one factor consisting largely
of family-related items and the other consisting primarily of items concerning
friendships. However the family factor also incorporates items concerning
confidant relationships and the ‘helps others’ iter. Both confidant items
clearly load onto the family factor in this step, but the ‘living arrangements’
item cross-loads on both the family and friend factors.

Principal component factor analysis of the LSNS-R (Table 3.3) revealed
a single, clean (amily factor and two fricndship factors. The friendship
confidant items (L7B, L8B) and the frequency of contact with a friend item
(L2) constitute onc of the friendship factors, while the remaining fricndship
items make up a second friendship factor. The item on being able to talk to a
friend about private matters (L4A) loads on both friendship factors.
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Table 3.2 Original 10-item LSNS factor matrix

Family factor Friend factor

.3 Family: discuss private matters/call on for help  .72977 12423
L8 [s confidant 67426 03773
L1 Family: number in contact 66327 —-.0639]
.2 Family: countact frequency with a family member .66292 -.07607
L9 Helps others .57022 —-02692
L7 Has confidant 53911 20467
1.4 Frends: discuss private matters/call on for help  .26056 78075
L5 Friends: number in contact 20716 .75203
L6 Friecnds: contact [requency with a friend 10817 .52249
L.10 Living arrangements -.34899 446)2

Table 3.3 LSNS-R factor matrix

Family Friend  Friend
factor  factor A factorB

L3B Family: call on for help 75997  -.03523 23273
LLRA Family: bas confidant 74025 08476 —.00240
I.7A PFFamily: is confidant 73581 24895  -.03842
L3A Family: discuss private matters 73448  -.02925 23203
L2 lamily: contact frequency with a

family member 71338 05138 -.14382
L1 Family: number in contact 67122 - 15758 15646
L.RB Fnends: has confidant .04871 88000  .12791
LL78 Friends: is confidant 19066 .84875 11396
1.6 Friends: contact frequency with a friend —.14282 54930 18563
L5 Friends: number in contact 09154 .05937 .84670
LLAB Friends: call on for help 08390 27114 76627
L4A Friends: discuss private malters 09222 49201 .60282
Couclusion

This chapter has bricfly reviewed the growing body of evidence regarding
social ties. As gerontologists and geratricians begin to identify the means to
increase active life expectancy, rather than mere life expectancy, it is likely that
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an older person’s social support networks wilt prove 1o be even more essential.
Although there are increasing opportunities to generate new knowledge in
this important research arca, improved social support network measures are
essentia). The present analyses should be viewed as part of an ongoing pursuit
for well-copstructed social integration scales that can be used in variety of
research and practice settings.

The original LSNS was designed specifically for an elderly population.
Although it has proven adaptable to a variety of settings, some deficiencies
have been noted. The present chapter describes the LSNS-R that was designed
to address these measurement problems. The refinements are theory driven
and involved reworking items in the original LSNS so that the revised scale
can better measure the distinct aspects of family and friendship networks
(Lubben and Gironda, 2002).

Two other versijogs of the LSNS have been developed to respond to
particular needs of practitioners and researchers. An abbreviated version
of the LSNS-R has been developed (Lubben and Gironda, 2000). This six-
item scale (the LSNS-6) can be especially suitable in practice settings as a
screening tool for social isolation or for more general use in those research
settings whegre longer social support network scales cannot be accommodated.
For those social and behavioural researchers desiring more extensive inquiry
into the nature of social relationships of the elderly, an 18-item version of
the LSNS has also been developed (Lubben and Gironda, 2003; Pourat, et
al., 1999; Pourat, et al., 2000). The major advantage of the LSNS-18 over
the LSNS-R is that the former distinguishes friendship ties with ncighbours
from those with friends who do not live in close proximity to the respondent.
Such distinctions are desirable for exploring a growing number of social and
behavioural research questions regarding the functioning of social support
networks.

In summary, scale development and validation are cumulative and ongoing
processes. They require testing and retesting of instruments in various research
and practice settings among diverse populations. Social integration scales
must be tested on a variety of levels, using both psychometric and practical
standards to assess their actual clinical usefulness. Future analysis of the scales
should include an assessment of their sensitivity to various differences within
and between groups, for example cultural and socio-demographic differences
or levels of health and functional status that might affect response patterns.
The present analysis offers an instrument that has been examined and refined
over the past decade and this approach could be used to evaluate and refine
other social support network measurement tools. Improved measures of
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social support networks are essential to better understanding the reported
link between social integration and health.

Finally ail health care workers must respond 1o the growing body of
knowledge regarding the centrality of social ties to health and well-being of
older adults. Geriatric practice protocols to regularly monitor social integration
ol older adult clienicle need 1o be adopted. Treaiment plans need to consider
social interventions that could improve the quality of life as well as reduce the
risk of mortalily among older adults. Much as community health nurses are
being urged to screen home health clients as well as assisted living residents
for social isolation (Tremethick, 2001), other health care professionals
should similarly adopt such practice protocols. Valid and reliable abbreviated
instruments such as the LSNS-R can facilitate achieving this objective.

Chapter 4

Social Networks and Social Support in
Later Life

Chris Phillipson

Introduction

The study of social relationships in later life has followed two main traditions.
The first takes as its starting point the view that understanding the lives of
older people requires them to be studied as ‘members of families {and not]
simply as individuals’ (TYownsend, 1957). Early work on this theme focused
on the way in which the rise of the nuclear family might lead to the isolation
of older people within the kinship network. This view was influenced by
functionalist social theory, and in particular the work of Taicott Parsons (1943)
in the USA. The argument here was that the nuclear family had become
‘structurally isolated” and that the individual’s responsibilities in adulthood
were drawn to the family of procrcation first, with those to parents, siblings
and other relatives following behind (Allan and Crow, 2001). However, the
‘rediscovery’ of the extended family by researchers in the 1950s and 1960s
(Litwak, 1960; Young and Willmott, 1957) identified the way in which
family ties werc still providing support or ‘partiat aid’ to use Litwak's term,
to groups such as elderly people. And Jater work exploring the ‘generational’
dimension of famtly life, highlighted the extent to which intergencrational
flows — downwards as well as upwards — had retained their importance in
advanced capitalist societies (Arber and Attias-Donfut, 2000; Bengston and
Achenbaum, 1993).

Family relationships in their nuclear, extended and generational forms have
thus far been the dominant approach to understanding relationships in later
lite. Research has examined the social world of older people as shaped by
families in the first instance, friends and neighbours second, and voluntary and
bureaucratic organizations a distant third (Shanas, 1979). A second approach,
however, has been to take the wider social network, rather than family ties
alone, as the main unit of analysis. In the case of gerontology, two factors
contributed to this interest. First is the view that despite their importance,
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family relations comprise just one clemeot in an increasingly varied range of
relationships experienced by older people (Phillipson et al., 2001). Network
analysis offers a ncw approach to understanding and measuring this diversity.
A luriher influcnee came from those concerned with assessing the actual or
potential support available to alder people at risk. Here, nctwork analysis was
used 1o gain more detailed analysis of the dilferent types of supportive tics
operaling within the community (Wenger, 1996b).

Given the increasing importance of the social network perspective within
perontology, this chapter has three main aims. First, the wider background
1o the interest in social networks is considered, with a review of some of
{he key studies and approaches in this arca. Sccond, the chapter looks at the
application of a network perspective to studies of later life and illustrates
wome of the findings that have emerged. Finally, we examine some of the
problems encountered in the application of different nctwork methods, and
wwme priorities for future research.

Dchning Social Networks

'I'he idca of the social network has a long history within the social sciences, with
its development in social anthropology from the early [950s (Baroes, 1954;
Mitchell, 1969). Subsequently, Bott’s (1957) rescarch on the impact of network
struciure on marjtal relations was important in spreading the influence of this
approach (Bulmer, 1987; Crow and Allan, 1994; Scott, 1991). The application
ol the network idea has been extensive, varying from locality-based studies
(Fischer, [982; Wellman, 1979); research on the personal networks of parents
and their children (Cochran et al., 1990); and studies of old adults (Antonucci
and Akiyama, 1987a; Keating et al., 2003; Kendig, 1986; Knipscheer et al.,
1995; Lang and Carstensen, 1994; Phillipson et al., 2001; Wenger, 1984,
1995). Allan (1996, pp. 126-7) suggests that:

There can be no doubt that the concept of network has come to play a significant
part in the study of informal relationships. Rather than just focusing on one Lype
of tie — say, kinship, or neighbourship, or friendship ~ it provides a framework
for appreciating the interplay of all these different relationships. Moxcover,
this framework js structural. Instead of simply allowing the characteristics of
individual relationships 1o be assessed and compared, it allows for comparisons
to be made between some of the collective properties of the set of relationships
any individual (or family or other social unit) maintains.
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[n Britain, the best-known use of social network analysis within gerontology
has come from Clare Wenger and her colleagues, who in a series of studies have
explored the characteristics of social networks among the old in rural (Wenger,
1984, 2001), as well as urban settings (Wenger, 1995), Bowling (1994) has also
used network methodology in studies of health issues in old age, in relation
to both morbidity and mortatity (see Bowling and Grundy, 1998, for areview
of the latter). Phillipson et al. (2001) examined the social networks of older
people in three urban areas of England, as part of a wider project examining
the nature of family and community change over the postwar period.

As will be examined further below, in the gerontology field a threefold
distinction has been made between socjal, support and care networks. Fast et
al. (forthcoming) summarize this as follows:

Individuals are embedded within webs of socjal relationships (the social
network) ... which are said to have the potential 10 provide support and care
.+« Inurn, supporinetworks are the actualized potential of social networks that
provide emotional and tangible aid ... Care networks arc believed to be a further
subsct of support networks comprising individuais who provide emotional and
mmstrumental assisiance 10 seniors who need it specifically because of their
physical or cogaitive limitations (author’s emphasis).

House and Kahn (1985), in an early review of different measures of
social support, distinguish between the term social network as referring to
the structures existing among a set of relationships (for example, their density,
homogeneity and range); and social support as referring to the functional
content of relationships (i.c. the types of help received by individuals). Bowling
etal. (1991, p. 549) clanify this point with the following distinction:

A social network is defined here as a set of linkages among an identified group
of people, the characteristics of which have some explanatory power over the
social behaviour of the people involved. It is the sel of people with whom onc
maintains contact and has some form of social bond. Social support is defined
as the interactive process in which emotional, instrumental, or financial aid is
obtained from one’s social network.

As a general summary, Antonucci (1985, p. 97) emphasizes the distinction
between social networks as structures and social support as functional
behaviours, noting that the critical research question with regard to both
structure and function is that of: ‘what is their effect on the support exchanged
apd how do they, either directly or indirectly, affect individual well-being?’.
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A varicty of approaches exist for measuring social networks, thesc
reflecting the contribution of disciplines such as anthropology, psychology
and sociology. Measures also vary in terms of whether the sole focus is on
‘egocentric networks’ (the set of direct ties which respondents have with
sienificant others), or {as in many anthropological studies) on the question
of the relationship between these significant others within the individual’s
network. In this review, the emphasis is on the former, this reflecting the bulk
ol'sociological and psychological research to date. Van Sonderen et al. (1990)
have usefully categorized three approaches to defining and measuring social
networks, these labelled the exchange, affeclive and rote-relation approaches.
I'hesc different types will now be reviewed with examples from key research
studics by way of illustration.

I'xchanging Relationships

The exchange model has been used to examine those who perform different
lypes of activities for the respondent, and how, or if, such support is
reciprocated. 1t was originally developed by McCallister and Fischer (1978),
and has been used in general population studies (Fischer, 1982) as well as in
research on older people (Kendig, 1986; Wenger, 1984). The general approach
ol this measure is to ask the respondent to name those with whom they engage
in valued interactions, assessed through questions such as: Who would care
lor your house if you went out of town? Whose advice would you consider
in making an important decision? From whom could or would you borrow
a large sum of money? Wenger (1984) used this methodology to assess the
supporlive potential of older people’s relationships. Her ‘supportive network’
[ocused upon people with whom the individual had close ties or from whom
she/he received regular help. Kendig et al. (1986) also used this approach to
identify people with whom the respondent exchanged specific kinds of support.
(Questions covered the provision or receipt of a wide tange of expressive and
instrumental support, actual as well as potential.

The focus on exchanges between subjects has generated some useful
cmpirical findings. In Claude Fischer’s (1982) classic study 7o Dwel! Among
Iricnds: Personal Networks in Town and City, jusi over 1000 adults in the
San Francisco arca were interviewed. A particular focus of this research
concerned the link between personal networks and systemic and structural
liaclors. Of these, Fischer (1982, p. 251) found that educational level had the
most consistent cffect upon personal networks.
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Other things being equal, the more educational credentials respondents
had, the more socially active they were, the larger their networks, the more
companionship they reported, the more intimate their relations, and the wider
the geographic range of their ties. In general, education by itself meant broader,
deeper, and richer nerworks (author’s emphasis).

Fischer (1982) also found that household income made a sizeable difference
in the networks reported, even with education held constant. People with more
income included more non-kin in their networks, and were more likely to
report adequate amounts of companionship and practical support than were
the poor. A parallel finding in the field of ageing is that older adults who are
relatively healthy tend to have more diversified support networks than those
who are frail (Keating et al., 2002). Both findings would suggest that robust
networks might ofien be least available to those who need them most.

Fischer (1982) also developed some important arguments about the
impact of urban living on personal networks, suggesting that people in the
city tended to ‘disrcgard kin® in a way that was less true of those in rural
areas. His argument was that urbanites had more alternatives — social as well
as institutional -- open to thern when developing relationships. As a result, kin
were less likely 1o feature so prominently in their daily lives. Fischer (1982,
p- 83) concluded:

This explanation is similar to the thesis of family breakdown but differs in
subtle and important ways. [First] I am arguing that kinship involvement
becomes sclective concerning with whom and when people will be involved.
Urban people, no less (than rural people, can call upon kin . .. but they have less
occasion to do so. They can be more selective in deciding when to mobilize for
which specific purposes. As a rural sociologist has put it: “The very structure
of urban society permits the individual to cultivate, with some impunity, the
intcrpersonal relations he [or she] decms most important, whether they be
with kin or friend.’

The study by Fischer also raised issues about the changing social
construction of community, questioning, for example, the relationship between
density and social support. The implication of this study was that: ‘Local ties
need not be superior ties’ and that distant friends could be no less intimate
than local ones (Bridge, 1995, p. 264). However, Fischer (1982) suggested
that for low income households, maintaining what he termed ‘the freight of
distance’ could produce insupportable costs. Thus, proximate contacts do
have their uses: ‘nearby associations are preferred when neamess is critical.
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When proximity is Jess critical — and thesc are often situations involving most
intimacy, sacrifice and faith — there is litlle or no preference for those nearby’
(FFischer, 1982, p. 175; see, also, Phillipson et al., 2001).

Wenger ctal.’s research (1989) on network structure led to the development
ol network typologies and the exploration of associations between network
type and demographic and other outcome variables. Summarizing the results,
Wenger (1996b, p. 289) reports that:

The typologies show clear parallels ranging from close-knit, family-dependent
to diffuse and fragmented. DifTerences between network Lypes tend 1o be the
result of marriage, fertility and migration patterns mediated by personality. The
distribution of petwork types is affected by the patterns of these effects in a
communily or couniry. [The research demonstrates] network type to be related
al the highest level of statistical signiﬁcance to all demographic variables:
morale, loneliness and isolation; patterns of sclf-help and mutual aid; vse of
formal services; and response 10 service intervention.

More recent work has focuscd on comparing the distribution of network
typcs in urban and rural areas. Wenger (1995) reports on a companson betwcen
Liverpool and rural communities in Nogth Wales. The findings indicated the
extent to which cultural, migration and socioeconomic factors interact to affect
the formation of different types of support networks. An important finding
in this study was the observation that, amongst the working class elderly in
Liverpool, supportive networks had remained intact despite the experience of
urban decline. Conversely, elderly residents of rural communities appeared to
have less informal support available to them than their urban counterparts.

Intimate Tics

A sccond approach to studying networks focuscs on the subjective dimension
lo social relations, with questions focusing on those who the respondent
‘fcels close to’ or those with whom they have intimatc ties. In the studies
conducted by Kahn and Antonucci (1980), network structure is measured
through collecting information about people who stand in different degrees of
closeness to the individual (see also Pahl and Spencer in this volume). Data
is collected by presenting the respondent with a diagram of three concentric
circles with a smaller circle in the centre in which the word ‘you’ is written.
Respondents are asked to place in the inncr circle those persons who are ‘so
close and important’ to them that they ‘can’t imagine Jife without them’. Those

Social Networks and Social Support in Later Life 4]

considered less close but still important are listed in the middle and outer
circles. Respondents are then asked about a variety of support functions which
network members provide or which they themselves provide (see Phillipson
et al., 2001, for an application of this method to research on older people).

The approach developed by Kahn and Antonucci (1980) has generated a
number of important research findings. A paper by Antonucci and Akiyama
(1987a) reported on data from a representative US sample of men and women
ranging in age from 50 to 95. The study reported that, compared with the oldest
age groups (75-95), the 50-64 age group was ‘more likely to have network
members who are younger, who have been known a shorter period of time,
who five closer and who are in contact more frequently’. A rather unexpected
result was that there were no significant differences m network size by age
(sce Phillipson et al., 2001, for a similar finding). Additionally, a significant
conclusion from this research was that support reciprocity continued to be
an jmportant feature in the daily lives of older people, this suggesting that
‘reciprocity may play an as yet underestimated role in the well-being of people
of all ages’ (Antonucci and Akiyama, 1987a, p. 526).

Other research using the Kahn and Antonucci method has also clarified
issues relating to the subjective dimension of relationships in old age. Lang and
Cartsensen (1994), for example, found from their German sample that although
overall network size was negatively related to age, the actual number of very
close rclationships did not decline. Indeed, their findings suggested that in
old and very old age, emotional ties are maintained and become increasingly
important as other relationships fall away. Very old (85 -+ 104) and old (70
- 84) subjects also reported comparable levels in the giving of emotional
support. Lang and Carstensen (1994, p. 323) comment:

Thus, [older pcople] continued to invest in their close relationships, not simply
derive benefit from them. Granted the results we report are based on subject’s
self report, not observation, s6 we cannot know whether subjects actually gave
the support they claimed. However, even if they did not, such reports could
be seen as positive illusions ... that allow for the experience of subjective
reciprocity in social relations.

Wellman and Worlley (1989}, using a variation on the subjective approach,
examined issues about the structure of support networks and their linkages
with sociological debates regarding kinship and cosnmunity. On the former,
a crucial finding has been that networks tend to offer specialist rather than
generalized support to individuals. As a consequence, Wellman and Wortley
(1989, p. 274) argue that:
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[ hore 14 no one kind social relationship called ‘social support’. Rather, many
different kinds of supportive resources flow through informal networks. Yet
moal network members provide only specialized aid. This means that the
people at the venter of these networks must obtain various kinds of aid from
difterent network members ... people must search through thejr assortment
ol ties o (ind specific kinds of support.

\1 0 macro-level, this research has also generated a number of hypotheses
Liout changes to community organization and structure. For example, Wellman
(1990 llt'\.'t,"()[)s a model of thinking about communities as structures that
enible people to draw upon different kinds of resources. In developing his
(rumework, he distinguishes between ‘community saved’ and ‘community
liberated" perspectives, In the case of the former - epitomized it is argued in
(he writings of Young and Willmott (1957) and Gans (1962) —~ the vitality of
kinship-based. mutual-aid communities, is emphasized. Such communities
are seen (o provide bufTers against large-scale social forces, filling gaps in
lormal support systems by providing fiexible, low-cost atd. In contrast to this,
Wellman (1990, p. 218-19) supaests that network analysts now highlight the
diverse, sparsely-knit nature of most personal communities (see, for example,
Fischer, 1982). According to this view, communities are not merely havens
from large-scale social forces, but active arrangements by which people and
households reproduce. This ‘Community liberated’ model is seen ‘(o have the
virtue of emphasizing the social ... basis of community and of showing how
networks actively help people to engage with the outside world’ (see, also,
Bulmer, 1987; Crow and Allan, 1994). Weliman (1990, p. 219) concludes,
however, that:

comymunilies are more apt to have mixed compositions and structures than to
be purely Saved or Liberated. Within them, kin form a key cluster efficiently
structured for coynmunicating needs and coordinating support. This Saved
cluster provides a haven from the demands of the outside world and many of the
intcrpersonal bandages for domestic sores. Complementing this involuted group
arc sirong and weak ties with friends, stretching outwards to connect a focal
person (o the diverse resources of other groups. These Liberated ties provide
companionship in many arenas as wel} as entry poinis (o new arenas ... To the
extent (o which both types of ties and structures are usefu) and complementary,
then both are integral parts of a single personal community network.
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Relationships and Roles

A third approach has been to define networks in terms of formal or prescribed
catcgories. The approach here 1s to suggest that: ‘By virtue of specific
relationships with an individual, that is being related to the person or labelled
by the person as a friend or co-worker, one would qualify as a member of his
or her social network’ (Antonucct, 1985, p. 961). The approach of defiming the
network 1n terms of formal role relations has been developed in a number of
sludics. Two such examples arc, first, the rescarch by Cochran ct al. (1990),
which Jooked at social networks among young children and their families;
and second, the work by Knipscheer and colleagues (1995) in their major
study of living arrangements among older people in the Netherlands (see also
Dykstra in this vohume).

In the study by Cochran ct al. (1990) the intervicwer began the interview by
asking the parent (through a series of dircct questions) for a list of individuals
outside the immediate family ‘who are important to you in onc way or the
other’. The word ‘important’ was clarified by a time frame (‘people who
you have contact with from time to time’) and by examples of the kinds
ol exchanges that might characterize the relationship (¢.g. ‘when you need
io borrow something’). The names werc clicited from the parent — by role
and context-related prompts; thus the interview began with ncighbours and
proceeded through rclatives, workmates, school-mates, organizations and
agencies, and other friends. The interview then continued with other questions
rclating to where each person named lived as well as more detailed information
on the content of the relationship.

Knipscheer et al. (1995) used a modified version of the above procedure.
Nctwork members were identified in seven domains of the network: household
members, children and their partners, other relatives, neighbours, persons from
work or classes, members of organizations, and others (e.g. friends). A limit of
R0 was set on the number of names to be mentioned, with information such as
the type of relationship, sex, and contact frequency gathered for all identified
nelwork members. A key feature of this method js that it is possible, through
(he advance Listing of potential network members, to gain a more complete
picture of the older person’s network. The Dutch study found that the 4,059
1espondents who provided network data nominated a total of 54,522 network
members (an average of 13 .4, s.d. = 9.4). Of the relationships in the network
(purtner relationships excluded), 59.4 per cent were with kin. Children were
nonminated the most frequently, followed by sons- and daughters-in-law,
brothers- and sisters-in-law, and siblings. Another important cluster of relations
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comprised cousins, nieces and nephews. Of non-kin relationships, neighbours
were nominated most frequently, foliowed by friends, fellow members of
oroanizations, acquaintances, and ({former) work colleagues.

An important policy finding from the Dutch study was that the supportive
nelwork tended to be less robust in the case of very elderly people. The authors
ubserved that:

From the results emerges a somewhat worrying picture: the elderly who are
more in need of support because they are older, lack a spouse, and experience
more health problems are less likely to receive this support due to the lower
support potential - of their proximate network ... it can be concluded that with
(he decline of important personal resources (age, health status, the presence
of a partner), the proximate network also decreases in size as well as support
potential (Knipscheer et al,, 1995, p. 126).

This is clearly a major finding which needs testing in other social contexts,
wilh clarification as well of the scope for modifying the networks of vulnerable
older peoplie within the community (sce, also, Wenger, 1994).

Social Networks and Social Relationships in Old Age

At one level, the findings from networsk studies reinforce the message from
ramily studies more generally: kin provide the bulk ol intimate ties; primary
or immediate kin are crucial for the provision of support; and older people are
active as donors as well as recipients of aid 1o their network. This themc has
heen reported in a range of empirical work in different countries, for example
Antonucci and Akiyama (USA) (1987a), Bonvalet, Gotman and Grafmeyer
(I'rance) (1999), Keating ct al. (Canada) (2002, 2003), Knipsheer et al.
(Netherlands) (1995), Phillipson et al. (England) (2001), Wellman (Canada)
(1990), and Wenger (Wales) (1992).

Network studies, however, also provide important qualifications to this
general picture. In the first place, the average number of intimate ties reported
by older people (8.4 in Antonucci and Akiyama (1987a); 9.3 in Phillipson et al.
(2001)) should be placed within the context of the small number of very close or
important support providers or recipients (3.5 in Antonucci and Akiyama) and
the significant proportion of older people reporting relatively small personal
networks overall. For example, in the Philiipson et al. (2001) study, 30 per
cent of those interviewed (n = 627) (men 65 and over; women 60 and over)
reported social networks comprising five persons or less. Among respondents
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with very small networks, men appear somewhat more frequently than women:
5 per cent of men have networks of just one person or less, compared with 2
per cent of women. These figures are also confirmed in Canadian research by
Keating et al. (2002, 2003). This reported that in relation to care networks (as
defined above), these are predominantly small in size (in this study 40 per cent
consisted of just one individual), female and kin dominated, mostly young to
middle-aged and living in separate households from the care recipient.

Findings such as these raise issues about the vulnerabitity of networks
lo overload, and the difficulty individuals may face in spreading either the
giving or receiving of care across a wide range of individuals. Moreover,
many of these networks should more properly be viewed as ‘couple’ rather
than “family-centred’. As Jamieson (1998, p. 136) has argued: ‘the historical
shift from the “family” to the “good relationship™ as the site of intimacy is the
growing story of the couple relationship’. Older people (men cspecially) see
their partner both as a confidant and the key provider of sustained help and
support. This is almost certainly not a new development, but one that stands
oul more promincntly in the lives of people studied in the late twentieth and
early twenty-first century.

A second important finding concerns the specialist nature of the support
provided by different network members. The argument here is that while
extended family and gencrational ties are important, they reveal only part of the
picture in respect of the nature of support given and received by older people.
In reality, people place themselves within a complex range of relationships,
using different ties for different purposes, but often with limited overlap among
them. Wellman and Wortley (1990, p. 580) summarize the sociological basis
of this in the following way:

Onc segment of a network is coraposed of immediate kin whose relations are
densely knit and broadly supportive, while other segments contain friends
neighbours and workmates whose relalions are sparsely knit, companionate,
specialised in support, and connected with other social circles...Strong
friendships as well as immediale kin provide much emotional aid and scrvices,
while siblings are often good companions. Yet friends and relatives usually
are members of different clusters of relationships within these networks. The
combination of kith and kin supplics both stable support from ascribed ties
with immediate kin and adaptive support from achieved ties with friends,
ncighbours, co-workers, and other organisational ties.

Finally, network studies have jdentified the importance of non-kin ties in
the lives of older people. Friends, for example, may be especially important
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in the networks of urban couples, in some cases substituting for children or
other relatives (Fischer, 1982; see, also, Pahl and Spencer in this volume).
This appears to be the case with the current cohort of older people and may
become more prominent jn Jater cohorts. Pahl and Spencer (1997) argue that
in some instances friends may even be taking over from families as new
‘lamilies of choice’ (see, also, Adams and Allan, 1998). They suggesi that
as the proportion of marriages that end in divorce increases and as men and
women move geographically, and perhaps socially from their families of
origin, so friends are drawn upon for support and security. Phillipson et al.
(2001) reported that friends were the largest single group listed in respect of
intimate ties among older people, and that in many instances they played a
substantial role in the provision of emotional support. For the never-married,
[riends were listed as important sources of help (one in three would draw upon
a fricnd for help with most areas of support). For those who were married,
fricnds appeared to have a complementary role to partners and children (see,
also, Keating et al., 2002).

Researching Social Networks: Problems and Potential

Despite the rich crop of studies emerging within the social network tradition,
some critical concerns and issues need to be raised. This section will focus
upon three main points: first, recognizing the strengths and weaknesses of
particular approaches; second, developing links between quantitative and
yualitative studies; third, identifying new areas for research.

The first issue is that morc atiention needs to be paid to the merits and/or
difficulties with particular network perspectives, ang these should be discussed
more openly 1n research reports. Often in fact little may be said about network
methodology, or why one method was chosen over others. But all have
drawbacks as well as advantages, particularly in the way in which instruments
include or exclude certain types of relationships. Some examples might be
cited to illustrate this point. In relation to exchange theory, its value appears
fo reside in its ability to identify a spread of network members, together with
i variety of supportive activities. On the other hand, this tells us very little
about the strength of particular relationships (which may be more of an issue
lor somc types of research than others) (Antonucci, 1985). Moreover, some
variants of the exchange method adopt relatively strict criteria for assessing
network characteristics, which may help to influence results. Wenger (1995),
lor example, has compared an urban community with her original rural sample,
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using an instrument comprising eight questions to asscss the individualts
network type. However, with just three of these focusing on community-
wide relationships, there is the likelihood of a bias towards nominating kin
within the network.

In the case of instruments that cxamine neiworks of infimate ties, these
may be especially useful in measuring long-run as opposed to short-term
relationships. Conversely, a disadvantage with this method is that definjtions
of ‘closeness’ and ‘intimacy’ are subject (o wide variation in interpretation
(rcflecting class, ethnic and cujtural differences) which may be difficult to
control in any one study. Antonucci (1985, p. 97) herself makes the point
that:

To some ‘close’ might mean geographically close; to others, important might
mean powerful or influentia). Some respondents might feel that such terms as
close and important should be reserved only for family members and thereby
nominate a socjal network devoid of relatives or fricnds.

The role relation method also has a mix of advantages and disadvantages.
This approach seems highly effective in capturing network diversity and the
different tasks performed by individuals within the network. In addition, the
types of questions used appear less vulnerable to the problems associaled with
the exchange and subjective methods noted above. However, there are at least
two disadvantages that may affect some types of studics more than others.
First, the approach makes a priori assumptions about network membership.
The approach taken presents the respondent with a range of possible contacts,
cach occupying what are taken to be the main role categories in their universe.
This fulfils the criteria of achieving adequate coverage of potential network
members; it may, however, influence the sclection of people chosen as members
of the respondent’s network. Second, as a method of data coliection it is
almost certainly more time-consuming than the other types discussed. This
could present difficulties, (or example, when interviewing people with serious
health problems.

A second point to consider concerns the relationship between quantitative
and qualitative data. Most studies tend to adopt the strategy of collecting either
quantitative (see, for example, Antonucci and Akjyama (1987a), Knipscheer,
(1995), Dykstra in this volume) or qualitative data (Francis, 1984; sec Cattell;
Pah} and Spencer; and Southerton, in this volume). But the value of linking
both approaches is especially strong in the case of network methodology.
Large samples may offer scope for developing meaningful analyses of issues
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relating to network size and density, as well producing typologies of network
characteristics in terms of variables such as social and care support. But in the
absence of qualitative data it may be difficult to establish with any precision the
meaning of the relationships that are identified. Knowing that an individual has
« ‘large’ or ‘small’ network is certainly important. But it is equally impottant
o know something about the strength and quality of the ties involved. Eight
relatively superficial ties may be less helpful than two or even onc endunng
relationship; qualitative data helps shed light on some of these issues. Equally,
qualitative data has its own limitations in terms of ability 10 assess variations in
lhe size and diversity of ties across different groups, as well as questions about
the emotional and instrumenta] activities performed for and by individuals.
These issues may be especially important to tackle for researchers secking 10
cvaluate the care potential of social networks.

Third, new areas for network research might also be explored. Network
analysis has been especially fruitful in mapping issues relating to supportive
ties in the community, and in documenting the wide range of relations in which
older people are embedded. Morc could be done, however, to highlight the
diversity of such relationships, and to move from the continuing preoccupation
with kin (the chapters by Pahl and Spencer, and Cattell, in this volume indicate
the potential for further work). There is also considerablc scope for using
network methods to aid understanding of the lives of minority ethnic groups.
In some cases this may require adaptation of existing methods, particularty
lor non-English speaking groups. But network methods may be especially
helpful for understanding the complexity of relationships among ethnic
nminority groups, especially wherc they maintain transnational relationships
in addition to those maintained within national borders (Ho, 1991; Gardner,
2002). Another important issue concerns the extent to which networks
change over time. Much research assumes that networks are relatively static,
maintaining the same structure and composition for long periods of time.
Yet some groups and individuals, subject to complex transitions associated
with loss of work, ill-health or divorce, may experience significant change to
their networks. From a policy perspective it would be helpful to have more
information about the impact which this has, and 1o understand more about
the precise way in which individuals experience and adapt to changes in their
hciworks.

Finally, network analysis may be especially using in examining questions
relating to social exclusion in old age (see Scharf and Smith in this volume).
Network methods may, for example, provide a better understanding of the
nature of isolation in old age, especially if data collection is extended to

B

Social Networks and Social Support in Later Life 49

measure both the quality of social relationships and the nature of involvement
in activities (political, social and cultural) within the community. Moreover,
there is considerable scope for exploring how networks vary in respect of
qualities such as trust and reciprocity (social capital as broadly defined by
Putmam and others — see Perri 6 in this volume), elements which may be
crucial to sustaining engagement with mainstream institutions. Researching
social networks may thus be vital to the promotion of inclusion in later life,
and the construction of policies to support this objective.

Conclusjon

In the case of research in social gerontology, network analysis is still at a
relatively early phase of development. To date, much work has focused
on trying to improve our understanding of the type of support available o
older people, and its impact on their health and weli-being. This research
has demonstrated, first, that a variety of ties arc maintained well into late
old age. Second, that elderly people contribute as well as receive support
from their social network. Third, that some people may be isolated from
their networks and that this can have major consequences for the quality of
their daily life. These are certainly important themes but further research, on
these and other topics must be carried out. Network analysis certainly has its
limits. As Allan (1996, p. 127) reminds us this approach ‘cannot fully answer
questions about the sense of obligation and commitment we feel towards
particular ties’. Nonetheless, we do need to know more about the wider sct
of relationships out of which the social world of older people is built and
maintained. Developing and refining network technigues and perspectives
will be a valuable aid to this task.



Chapter 5

Networks and Neighbourhoods:
Children’s Accounts of Friendship,
Family and Place'

Virginia Mosrow

3ackground

Children’s and young people’s friendship networks have been relatively under-
cxplored by British sociologists working on social networks and the links with
well-being. This chapter draws on data collected in a school-based study for
(he Health Education Authority (now Health Development Agency) that has
explored the relevance of Putnam’s (1993) concept of ‘social capital’ in relation
1o children and young people’s well-being and health (see Morrow, 1999,
2001a). Putmam’s conceptualization of social capital consists of the following
{eatures: trust, reciprocal support, civic engagement, community identity, and
social networks; and the premise is that levels of social capital in a community
have an important effect on people’s well-being. For Putnam, social networks
consist of informal nerworks, such as friendships and familial networks and
spatial networks (people known in the neighbourhood); voluntary networks,
that consist of activities such as involvement in sports, youth clubs, religious
aclivities etc; and formal community networks linked to local government.
The protective functions of social networks are well documented for
nclults, the argument being that social support improves well-being through
prevention of isolation, being understood, being valued, and obtaining help
and advice when needed, that in turn have an effect on self-esteem, feelings of
worth, and sclf-control (Cohen and Syme, 1985). However, very little research
in the UK has explored this in relation to children. Most UK health-related
research on children’s friendships focuses on peer groups and has tended to
sce peer ‘influence’ in negative terms. The study of children’s friendships has
also been dominated by psychological approaches that tend to emphasize the
importance of friendship for individual development and how this relates to
adult sociability. As Pahl notes, ‘Despite the very large literaturc generated by
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developmental and social psychologists, it does appear ... that friendship has
successfully eluded their grasp’ (Pahl, 2000, p. 142; see also Bemndt, 1996;
Erwin, 1998). Similarly, the literature on the sociology and anthropology of
friendship is somewhat silent about children and young people’s friendships
(see, for cxample, Adams and Allan, 1998; Bell and Coleman, 1999; important
exceptions are Griffiths, 1995; Hey, 1997; James, 1993). This chapter attempts
to fill a gap in the research literature by exploring what a sociological approach
to children’s [riendships might look like.

The research described in this chapter js based upon the paradigm proposed by
the new sociology of childhood (see James and Prout, 1997). This suggests that
we need to move beyond psychologically-based models that construct childhood
as a period of socialization and development. Instead, we need to sec children
as active social agents who, at least at the micro-level, shape the structures
and processes around them and whose social relationships are worthy of study
in their own right. In other words, how do children themselves conceptualize
‘friendship’? What do their descriptions of their social networks tell us about
friendship? And how or why are these networks important for children jn the
here-and-now, rather than for their future? The chapter draws on empirical data
from children, together with some recent sociological writing on friendship, and
suggests that sets of social relationships with peers need to be seen in the context
of wider relationships with family members, and location or neighbourhood.

Research Setting and Sample

Research was conducted in two schools in rclatively deprived wards in
‘Springtown’, a town 1n southeast England, to match a study that had been
conducted by Campbell et al. (1999) on the relationship between health and
social capital in adults. One ward (‘ West Ward’) consisted of ‘suburban sprawl’
on the outskirts of the town, with post-war housing and factories; the second
(‘Hilt Ward’) consisted of a mixture of industrial development, and Victorian,
interwar and postwar housing development. The sample comprised 101 boys
and girls in two age bands: 12—13 year olds (Year 8) and 1415 vear olds (Year
10). The children were drawn from mixed ability tutor groups with the exception
of the Year 10 group in West School, who were in a mixed ability sociology
class. In both schools, a significant proportion of children were from minority
ethnic groups (West School 20 per cent; Hill School 35 per cent) and this was
reflected in the children who participated in the rescarch. In the West School
sample, there were African-Caribbean and South Asian children; the Hill School
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sample included children from families who had originated in Greece, Cyprus,
South Asia (i.e. Pakistan, Bangladesh, India); Jamaica and Turkey.

Mecthods
The rescarch used a variety of qualitative methods:

(a) group discussions exploring the use of and perceptions of neighbourhoods;
how the children would improve their neighbourhoods; and their
community and institytional participation;

(b) written accounts of out-of-school activities; who was important to the
children; definitions of “friend’; social networks; descriptions of where
they felt they belonged; and their future aspirations; one 14-year-old boy
who preferred not to write volunteered to be interviewed;

(¢) visual methods inctluding map drawing and photographs taken by the
participants of places that they defined as important. This generated 17
maps/drawings and 100 photographs.

Children chose their own pseudonyms. Group discussions were taped and
franscribed.?

On the whole, there was a good deal of congruence between the two sites;
where there were differences relating to age, gender, and ethnic background,
these are discussed below. The remainder of this chapter draws on data from
the project to explore the following themes: children’s definitions of friendship,
and the extent to which time, place, gender and ethnicity intersect to enable or
constrain children’s encounters and activitics with their friends. It also explores
ambiguities around friendship and the downside of falling out with friends. It
briefly discusses familial relationships and networks, and describes children’s
aspirations for the future as well as the networks of information about jobs
or further education they might draw upon. It also discusses examples where
children have descrbed their social networks becoming disrupted by moving
house.

What is Friendship?

Children were asked to complete two sentences, ‘What is a friend?’ and *What
are friends for?’ to elicit their definitions of friendship. These definitions were
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intended to provide some insight into children’s beliefs and norms about
friendship. Seventy children answered the questions, and nearly half of those
responses (n=33) contained the word ‘trust’ as ap element of friendship. Other
components included: emotional support, providing a sympathetic ear, respect,
being there, providing advice, help, caring, sharing, recjprocity, someone to
share secrets with, 10 have fun with (see Table 5.1).

Friendship and Time

Children often spend more time with their friends than they do with their
families, especially as they get older. As Veronica, 15, put it: ‘Why are my
friends important? Because | spend nearly all of my time with them.” And
Maria, 14, ‘My friends are also very important to me because | spend so
much of my life with them’. Daily activities were often structured around
encounters with friends: Jody, 15, who lived in the ward bordering West
Ward, described how:

Mondays to Fridays are vsually the same for me, get up and go 1o my best mate
Shellie’s fiouse, then sometimes another one of my good mates Clarc comes
and then we alj watk (0 school ... After school [usually go straight to Shellie’s
house and always find a way to scrounge a lift from someone. Once [ get home
T usually stay at home and do my homework --1f I’m jn the mood — or 1 go
oul and s¢e my mates who live round the comer from me, On Fridays after
school at about 7 0’clock me, Clare, Shellie [and two other girls] usually go
out to meel new people or meet up with old/new friends. They usually end up
staying at mine the night and we usually get in about .30 - 12.00. Saturdays
I usually doss about down town with my matcs. We always find something (o
do ... The kinds of things are dossing, parties, sicepovers, going town, going
1o activity places ctc.

Shannon, 13, described how after school, she plays outside, gocs to her friend’s
house ‘ot up the park with my sister. At the weekends I sometimes sleep over
my friends’. Maria, 14, described how afier school:

| often ring my friends and talk on the phone for quite a while as we]l ... After
cating 1 will either go round a friend’s house, go to a local youth club, the
cinema, or just stay in, My weekends ate usually spent in the town cenire with
different friends. I sometimes go to the cinemna, or bowling or just out.
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Table 5.1 Examples of definitions of friendship

Yenr [0 girls

A lriend: cares, shares, i unny, friends
are for sharing good times and having
{un.

A Iriend is someone who is there for
you ind helps you get through bad
limes, i.¢. family problems, boyfriends.
Friends arc for to have fun with and to
help.

A friend js someone you can trust,
someone who is loyal aud is there
when you need a friend. Friends are for
companionship, support, help, trusting.

Year 8 girls

A best riend to me is someone who we
can share secrets and talk about things
together and go out together.

What is a friend? Help them out; never
arguc; care for; help, do favours; share;
be friendly; someone you can share
seerets with; you can trust,

What is a friend? A fiiend: hangs
around with you; likes you; someone
who looks out for you; sticks up for
yolul,

Year 10 boys

A friend is someone who helps you get
along and someone who helps you out.
Friends are 1o help you out and keep
secrets and (0 trust.

A friend is somcone who listens.
Someone who cares. Friends are for
doing stuff with and talking to.

A friend is someone you can trusi and
will always be there for you. Friends are
for help and trust.

Year 8 boys

What is a friend? Someone to have

fun with, someone who looks after
you, someone who protects you, a dog,
person, dad, mum.

What is a friend: thal plays with you,
that liked you, helps you do things,
animal, person.

What is a friend? Somebody who’s
there for you when you need (hem. A
shoulder to cry op.

A friend is someone who sticks up with
you, plays with you everyday.

Friends were also significant at school throughout the school day. For

cxample, Kerry, 14, described how: ‘In school when I am not in my lessons,
I hang around with my best friend Sally and my friend, T walk o school
with Becky. We normally just walk around having girly chats.” Isabelle, 15,
reported: ‘I have friends in school that are important to me and we talk all
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the time in school.” Teachers and schools have long recognized the centrality
of friendsbip, and usc friendship in various ways: somc schools usc ic
maintenance of friendship groups as a critcria for eligibility on the transition
to secondary schoo!l from primary school; and in some schools, children frf)m
the same cthnic background might be clustered in class as a way of supporting
cach other.

Friendship and Place

As friends were central to many of the activities that children undcrtook
outsidc school, it was not surprising that relationships with fricnds were
depicted in the visual material that children produced. As notx?d, they were
asked to photograph places, not people, but they found ways of incorporating
friendships into these photos:

*  ‘This road is thc most important road because it leads to my friend’s house’
(Tom, 14); _ o

*  ‘My old school: I often play {ootball there with my friends (Bob, 14); s

*  “This is our school playground, we¢ hang around with our friends there
(Wendy, Leila, Chloe); . . ,

+  ‘This is McDonalds. 1 always go there every weck with my friends
(Jennifer); ‘ . A ‘

+ ‘Park. Where I uscd to go as a child and still go with my friends now
(Maggic); _

+  ‘School. Where we sit at lunch time’ (Maria); '

* ‘I took this photo of my friend’s house, because she is my next door
neighbour, and I hang around in and outside her house’ (Gemma),

»  ‘Corner of a street where I meet my friends’ (Mary); )

+ ‘[High Road] area. Lots of my friends live there’ ‘My friend’s house, I’'m
often in there, and there is a park behing the housc’ (Jagu),

In many cases, how children felt about where they lived seemed to depend
on geographical proximity to their friends. As Maggic, 13, put it:

I love my house and my area, because there are three parks near me, the town
is a five minute walk away, the schoo!l is close and [ can visit my fnean
without having to take a bus or walk miles. Most of oy friends live in Hill
Ward, or my area.
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Not having friends living ncarby was scen as a problem, and this seemed
(o bc more marked in West School which was located in a quiet, sprawling,
Sl_lburbun locality with few facilities for young people. It was also mostly
2irls who described this, which could reflect constraints on girls’ mobility.
For example, Olanda, 14, described how:

F’m fairly happy with where I live but would rather live in my old house ... this
is because a lot of my close (riends live up therc. Usually [ walk up there most
days after schoo). It would be a lot less hassle if 1 lived up there near them.

~ Jade, 14, described ‘I've known my best friend for about 10 years ... she
is more like my sister. ... T live in West Ward and have dope so for 10 ycars
and [my best friend] lives across the road from me’. Rebecca, 13, described
how she does not like her neighbourhood:

Is boring, there’s nol many people of my age living round there. Because
my best {riend moved away she only lives 10 minules away, but it's loo much
1o walk cvery day there. I've been besl friends with her all my lifc, and I’ve
never broken up with her once. We do a lot of things together, she’s coming
on heliday with me this year as well, I can’t wait,

Jody, 14, described how: ‘It’s a bit awkward becausce I live two miles away
from the school and my mates live quite far away. At least [ stil} have my old
mates who live ncar me and 1 always make time for them’. In Hill School,
some children did comment that they do not sce their friends as often as they
would like. For example, Tobi, 13, reported: ‘During the week I don’t go out
much becausc all my friends live up in [Hill Ward] and I live down town’; and
Amanda, )3, who lives outside Hill Ward, described how: ‘There is nowhere
around the arca where I live to go jn the evenings, and it is too far to go to my
friend’s house every night. So by the time I get there, I have to go soon after.’
Paris, 13, who lived in Hill Ward, said (in discussion when asked ‘How would
you improve your area?”) ‘Have all my fiiends live next door to me.”’

In a group discussion in Hill School, two boys said how much they tiked
their neighbourhoods. Wassef said:

Yeah, bgt the thing 1s, he )Jives in a good place, in Hill Ward, because he’s
got all his mates there, it’s got a community, and he [the other boy] lives just
off town, he’s got all the mates you can bave, there, he’s like tbe centre of
attention where he lives.
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Ajit, 15, described how:

I don’t like the area [ live in, as many of my fricnds live far away from my
area and [ can’t walk there, I would rather live in [another part of town] as
more of my Indian fiiends live there.

Gender and Friendship

Allan (1989, p. 154) points out that gender differences in friendship m
adulthood are quite well documented, though sometimes overstated, ‘but
in general, women seem mose willing than men to talk through personal
issues with their friends — men’s sociability is framed around activities’. He
notes this is usually explained by ‘socialization and/or dominant notions of
masculinity and femininity®. There were clear gender differences in children’s
definitions, but as Allan suggests for aduits, these should not be exaggerated.
(One difference was that girls tended to give more detail, so arguably we can
find out more from girls about friendship than we can from boys, depending
upon the methods used to elicit the data).

Girls’ Friendships

Girls tended to describe ‘close’ friends, ‘very close friends, ‘oldest friends’,
‘pest friends’, even ‘my most best friend’, rather than groups of friends.
The themes of uncritical support, trust, and ‘being there’ were frequently
mentioned in girls’ accounts of why their friends are important to them. Kellje,
12, described how:

i have known Stacey for two years and she is my most best {riend in the world,
she is caring, 1 like her she is very kind and I can talk to her about my problems
at schoo! or at home.

Carly, 13, described how ‘My best friend Angelina is important to me because |
can tell her some secrets and she wor't tell nabody else’. Isabelle, 15, described
how she has friends she hangs around with who had al ready left school:

They arc really important to me because ) can talk to them about arguments/
things that have upset me in school and they help because they are looking at
the problem from the outside. They aren’t all caught up in the situation.
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Maggie, 15, described how ‘Even though all of my friends are important to
me, some are much more important than others, my very close friends or my
oldest friends are most important because they’ve always been there to help
and support me.” One girl, Dion, 13, wrote: ‘My friends are important ... One
of them js like my sister.’

Girls often use kin terms to describe the closeness of their friendship
relationships — in a previous research study tundertook on children’s definitions
of family (Morrow, 1998), this was very clear. Danielle, 13, described how:

My best (riend, [girl] is important to me as she understands me for who I am
and no matter what [ go through she always sticks by me. She is very caring
and loving to me and through being the only child § always {eel that { have an
older sister because thai is what she's like.

Two other girls described close relationships, comparable to family
relationships, with older female friends. For example, Janine, 13, described
how:

My next door neighbour is importanl to me because 1f' 1 can’t tell my mum
something, 1 can always tell her. Ske is like my second mum. Also ...[she] has
twins, they 're very special 1o me because they are like my brother and sister
/ will never have [emphasis added].

Boys’ Friendships

Boys tended to define friendship fairly briefly, and used notions of fun and
having someone to go around with, though some boys reflected the importance
of having someone fo lhisten to them, who could be trusted, for example: ‘A
friend is a person who you can talk to and listens, and won’t laugh or tell
anyone about it, A friend is 2 person you can rely on’ (Peter, 12). Three boys,
two in West School and one in Hill School, and no girls, used the phrase ‘a
shoulder to cry on’ in their written definitions. Boys were more likely to list
names of fricnds rather than to categorize them as ‘best’ friends, though there
were exceptions to this. The assumption 1s often made that boys’ friendships
fulfil a different function to those of pirls, that of active contributions, like
sticking up for each other, and doing things together, and there were examples
of this, in the descriptions of what they do outside schoot in terms of sport and
other leisure activities. For example James, 14, wrote “if [ didn’t have friends
I wouldn’t be able to do exciting things hike go out to places with them like
swimming etc’.
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1However, as noted, some boys described how their friends are important fin
them becausc they listened, were loyal and could be trusted: some describiod
having known their friends for a long time. Bob, 14, wrote: ‘My lonpesl
known friend is Dave. | have been (riends with bim since nursery schoal, FHe
is a good friend and I value his opinion greatly.” Dave (who was in the sam
class) had written:

My most important things is family, but in and around school, the mosl
important thing to me is my friends. Some of my friends like Bob and Fred |
have known for about nine or ten years ... A friend is someone who s ther
for you, when you need them most. They don’t abandon you in times o} e
Friends are for talking 1o, being there for them, giving them your supporl

Joseph, 15, described how in the mornings, he would:

... call for my friecnd and go to schoo), evenings: go out with my Iriends
party, weckends: get up in the aflcrnoon and then go out with friends. Maostly
parks and down town. My fricnds and family are the most important peapls
in my life. They’re there for me when 1 necd them. I trust them,

To somc extent, boys are using a different language — of sticking up for cach
other, having fun together — but they also used the notion of uncritical suppuit,
in a similar way to girls. This could be partly related to thc methods e
Children were providing freely written responses, and writing is (technicully)
a private matter — would boys have described the emotional significance of
their friends if the question had been asked orally in group discussions, wher
pressures to behave ‘like boys’ might have constrained their responses”

Friendship and Ethnicity

Few children from minority ethnic groups atlempted to complete the sentence
defining friendship. Yet, from observation, and from their written accounts
friends were highly significant. For example, Jamel, 13, described how

[ like to do a few things outside school such as playing basketball with iy
brother and with my friend; also 1 like to play cricket, football, I do thewe
our local community where they have recently built a basketbalt court . o
me 1 would say my family is important and will be lor the rest of my hife |
have a lot of friends who are good to me and I've known mogt of then sinc
junior school and one or two from jnfants ... Fricnds: help you with school
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who will try to keep on a straight path; who you can have a conversation with;
who will listen (o your problems; who you can rely on; who stands by you. |
[eel I belong where [ am now, I have good (riends and a loving family.

ltikhar, (3, described how:

When [ am outside school | go out and play football with my mates or [ stay in and
play computer ... my friends arc important because you hang about with them,
and if you don’t have any friends, no one hangs about with you. | have known
Paris and Fred since Infant school, and Henry since we started High School.

The following extract {rom an interview with Wasef suggests that for
Muslim children, there may be practical constraints on participating in
aclivities with friends: '

I’ve got some friends that are Punjabi ... [’ve got some white fiiends, too,
but the white friends, they’re allowed (0 come to my house more ofien than
['m allowed to theirs. They’re allowed to go the [shopping] centre, and that,
Miss, we have (o get permission and we have 10 be in before like 8 o’clock,
and that’s just the Jucky ones.

I (hen described how his dad is a shopkeeper, with many [riends who were
laxi drivers:

So they kecp an eye out on yoy, so then you can’t do nuffin. So even if you're
going to your friend’s house, that’s all the way at the other end of {long main
road], they’ll say ‘ We saw your son, going all over there, with a group of white
people’, even if they sec one or two whitc people, they’ll exaggerate, and say,
‘Oh, there was about 10—-20 of them!'.

For Wasef, activities centred around friendship also clashed with his
religious commitments:

At the weekend, you have to go 10 Mosque and that lot, and like once you’ve
ruined the moming part of your weekend, you can’t get it back. Now it all starts
in the morning, and if you’rc gonna go and sce your mates, that’s 10 o’clock,
you can’t see them ai ), 2 o’clock. And we have to go Mosque afier school,
and all your mates are going everywhere else first, so it’s going to be quitce
hard for us 1 go oui, because my Mosque finishes at 6, so [ have to go all up
[to where his friends live] and [ have to be back at 8, and ip the wintcrtime
it’s even worse, ‘cos it gets dark .
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Wasef may have been reflecting how he had to negotiate relationships in three
cultures: the context of school, which institutionalizes children in a particulay
way, dividing them by age and gender; in the culture of his family backgrounq;
and in boys’ culture outside school, from which he feels excluded, which is
so different from his parents’ values.

Mixed-gender Friendships

There were a few examples of mixed-gender friendship, and if children Jisted
names of their friends, these usually included both boys” and girls’ names. In
only two cases was a close friendship with an opposite-gender friend explicitly
described. This is Bart, 13:

My friend Helen is important to me because I don’t see any of my friends at
the weekends and 1 cap talk to her about things I don’t have anyone to talk to
about them. [ have known Helen for a long time, for about four ycars. 1 know
her because her mum is fiends with my mum.

Amanda, 13, described how her ‘very good friend Dave’ is immportant to her,
‘he understands me, listens to me. | have known him for eight years’. But
these were exceptions. A (perhaps surprisingly) small number (six girls and
one boy) of the older children mentioned 2 ‘boyfriend’ or ‘girlfriend’.

Ambiguities of Friendship

As we have seen, some children described having known their friends for a
long time. For others, however, friendship networks were dynamic, not stgtic
or fixed. For example, Beth, 13, described how ‘I’ve just started hanging
out with a new group of friends so I will be hanging around with them this
summer holiday, going down town, cinema ...". As Pahl (2000) emphasizes, it
is important to recognise that there are negative features to friendship relations.
The downside of friendship is that when things go wrong, children can be
quite badly hurt, despite school being a place for socializing and being with
close friends, it was also a place where fights break out, and young people get
physically and emotionally hurt. Mary, 12, said: ‘I’m just having problems
at the moment with this girl, she’s getting all these Year 9s to beat us up for
something we didn’{ even do, we didn’t even know her until last year, so not
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all fricnds are nice.” One Pakistani Kashmiri boy wrote about how he had lost
a fricnd, a relationship he had valued highly:

1 had one clo§e friend but he doesn’t want (0 know me now because I never
lr‘eal'ed bim right. He was one in a million. Now he can’t trust me, without
him [ don’t want to have any friends. Life’s a bitch. | treated him as my own

brother now [ feel alone and 1 will be unil he is my best friend the way things
were (Zishan, 15).

Q.n the whole, though, children’s accounts of friendship networks were
positive and inclusive, but even herc there was some ambiguity. Some young
pcople described hicrarchically arranged networks based on ‘popularity’ and
style, which led to exclusionary practices. ‘Being part of the group’ was clearly
crucial, and one discussion with older children focused on peer pressure (one

!aoy used this term and the others clearly related to it). Amy explained what
It mcant:

Amy:» It’s blending in with the rest of the group, if the rest of the group are
weaning Nike trainers, you feel like you’ve gotta have Nike tramers, if (he res(
of the group are smokijng, you feel like you’ve gotta smoke.

Gizmo: Even with Nike trainers, as well, jt’s like oh they're the old model, this

i1s the new model, you must have this, you haven’t really got any free choice
to wear what you want.

Thc.: groups and associations that matter to young pcople may consist of
clear hierarchies. Amy described it thus:

Amyf You get class peer groups, you get like first class, like they’re all popular,
and if like say a third class person walked past ‘em, they’d be jeering. They're
exactly the same age, they know them, but in the street ... you get some people
who are so popular, everyone will be, ofien they’re really horrible people as
well, but everyone’s like ‘Oh, yeah, let’s Join their gang’. Then you get these
other people, that nobody seems to like, and they're really nice people, and
they walk past the other people, and they're like jeering af them. They’ve
done nothing wrong.

Dave: That’s back to clothes, and stuff, again, though, innit?

This. CX&II.lp)C tlustrates the interrelationship between social capital and
symbolic capmfil —belonging to a particular ‘class peer group’ by having access
to the appropriate symbolic markers may provide a sense of belonging that
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relates to well-being, but (paradoxically) may also set up habits (in this case,
smoking) that may be damaging for future health.

And Family ...

Children’s friend relationships need to be seen in the wider context of the
close relationships they have with their families. [t was clear that the quality
of family relationships is very important to children’s sense of well-being
(sce also Morrow, 1998). Sometimes it was hard to disentangle ‘family-and-
friends’, though the following example sets this out quite clearly. Olanda, 14,
described how she went to different people for support, depending on what
the problem was about:

My friends and family are important to me. Without my family | would have
no-one to care for me and without my friends 1 would have nothing to do
when I’'m not at school. They are important o me because [ care about my
friends and family. 1 can talk to my family about some problems, for example
problems at school or with [riends and J can talk (o my friends about things [
can’t tell my parents.

Parents, and especially mothers, were very important to both age groups.
Virtually all the writicn commenis the children made about their familics
(especially their mothers) were positive, and this appeared to be regardless of
family structure. They were not asked a direct question about family structure
but sometimes it was described in a matter-of-facl way:

The most imiportant people to me are my mother and my best mate. My mother
because she always manages to cope with me and can manage to look after
me and my brother on her own. My dad got divorced from my mum 5/6 years
ago. | stili occasionally see him, but not all the time (Jody, 14).

Brenda, 14, described how:

The most important person in my life is my mum, she has brought me up the
way 1 am. My dad hasn’t brought me up because my mum and dad are divorced.
My dad Jeft when | was (wo years of age, | don’{ see him much. The other
important family in my life are my two brothers [aged 23 and 19J. | also have
a little sister ... she is 3 years old, sametimes she pulls your hair out ti)l your
bald, and other times she 1s a littte sweetheart.
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Cameron, 13, wrote: “The most important person ip my life is my mum. She
understands me the most.’ Asa May, 13, wrote:

My mum is very important to mc at the moment because she is due to have a

baby at the start of July ... My dad is important because 1 dop’t live with him
and [ like to sec him as much as 1 can,

Boys again were less expansive on the topic of family members but did
convey the importance of parents. Harry, 13, wrote: ‘My parents are very
unportant to me as if I did not have them 1 would not be able to survive. Its
n.nljust about money, because they care for me and will always stand by my
side.” And Dave, 14, wrote: ‘My most important thing is my family.” Other
conunents included: ‘My family [is important} because they’re always there
for you’ (Shane, 14); ‘My dad, mum and my family, because they love me,
they truse me” (Imran, 15); and ‘My parents [are important to me] because |
love them, if it was not for them 1 would not be here. Family I love them and
lalk to them, play games and have fun with them’ (Rock, 15).

Clearly, then, parents are important to young people’s sense of well-being,
ot least because they are a source of emotional support just by ‘being there’
(sce also Gillies, Ribbens McCarthy and Holland, 2000). However, in many

cases, it was difficult to separate support provided by family members from
that provided by friends.

Kinship Networks

Several children (a third of the sample) mentioned wider kin (usually

prandparents), apd some described a good deal of regular contact. Shenna,
{2, described how:

Atwuekends I do dancing at [a nearby secondary school, in Moss Hills] for 3
howrs, F,v.ery other week on a Sunday I go to my dad’s because my mum and
dod arc divorced. T go to my nan’s every Saturday ...

Similarly, Sonia, 14, reported: ‘My family and friends are important to me,
cspecialty my nephew and cousins, because they Jook up to me and 1 can Jook
after them.” Paris, 13, drew his nan’s house (in a different partl of the same
town) and wroge: ‘At the weckends 1 20 up to my nan’s and [ play with my
friends, football, tennis, cricket.’
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Familial networks appeared to be the main source of close relationships and
support for children of Pakistani Kashmiri origin. This is not surprising, because
the basic tenets of Islam emphasize the importance of family obligations and
interdependence. Wassid, 15, described how ‘In the weekends I go to my
cousins and play with them at the [Park]. My family is most important 1o me
and then my cousins and relatives. Because they’re really close to me and they
understand me.” Sabrina, 13, whose family is from Pakistan, wrote:

The most importani people in my life is my family. Although most of my family
live in Pakistan, 1 still think they’re reatly important to me. For example, 1
can’t remember my gran or grandad, for eight years I haven’t secen them. They
still write letters to me and send me nice things from there.

So for Pakistani-Kashmiri children, family is clearly central, but the fact
that so many white children maintain close ties with their family members,
especially grandparents, contradicts the stereotypical idea than kin ties are no
Jonger as central as they used to be as families have become more dispersed.
Family membeys don’t need to live round the comer to be important. On
the whole, family relationships seem to give young people a context and a
grounding for their lives in the sense of ‘being there’ in the background for
them.

Aspirations and Networks: Family and Neighbourhood

Children were asked if they knew what they wanted to do when they left
school and whether they already knew someone doing this kind of thing.
Familial networks appeared to be the main source of information and guidance
about jobs and future plans for education. Previous research has shown how
(adull) individuals’ economic chances are affected by their membership of
a kin group (Grieco, 1987), and it seems likely that young people’s first or
subsequent jobs may be acquired through informal networks (see Morrow,
1994, on children’s employment).

In West School, of the 39 children who said what they wanted to do, 20
(half of them) know someone who was already doing that kind of job. In 11
cases, these were relatives, or friends of relatives: for example ‘My sister is
a nanny and | want to be that as well® (Kellic, 12); ‘I want (o be a builder,
my dad is a builder” (Stuaart, 12) *When | eave school, 1 hope o do A levels
as this helps get jobs, my brother is at sixth form college, and it is a loCmore
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free than school. After I wish to work with animals, which my cousin does
and is very enjoyable’ (Amy, 14); ‘When I leave school, ] hope 1o work in the
ficld of law, possibly a barrister, My cousin is not a barrister but is a probation
officer’ (Dave, 14). Three children mentioned neighbours or peopie they know
near where they live: “When I leave school I want to go to college for a year
to study Nursery Nursing. Then get a job in a nursery or playgroup. [ know
a lady around the comner from where [ live who is a qualified Nursery Nurse’
(Sandy, 15); ‘1 would like to do computer programming or do something o
do with computers. | know someone who does work with computers and he
lives across the road from us and he is a good friend of ours’ (James, 14).

In Hill School, of the 39 children who said what they wanted to do, 26 (two-
thirds) knew someone already doing this kind of thing. Fourteen mentioned
relatives, or friends of relatives or relatives of friends; Tom, 15, described how
‘L hope Lo be a painter and decorator when ] leave school. My brother-in-law
used to do this so 1 used to help him, that is why I’m interested in this work.’
Ajit, 15, described how he hoped to ‘go to college get an A Level, £0 t0 uni
and get a degree in microelectronics and manage a company. My uncle in
America has a printer chip company.’ fagu wrote:

When Lleave school Thope to go onto College and study A levels, which oncs
don’t know. 1 know quite a fot of people who go to College like my big brother
and bis friends and my friends’ brothers.

Gemma wrote: ‘“When | leave school I want to be a hairdresser. My uncle in
Scotland has his own hairdressing shop up there.”

As in West School, the neighbourhood was already a source of work for
some children. Sabrina, 13, described in group discussion how:

1 just babysit, you know the girl opposite me, her auntic went 10 Pakistan, you
see, and all the family did, apart from her grandad, so I used 1o babysit her
every single day aficr school. That was when she was about three.

She also wrote;

I 'want to be a nurse or 2 lawyer. The girl who I babysit, her mum’s sister is a
nurse. Or a lawyer because my sister’s best friend’s sister is a lawyer and is
always getting certificates from her university. She is so clever.

Sabrina was the only child in Hill School who specifically mentioned someone
in her neighbourhood as a source of information about work, though shared
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religious and cultural background may be the explanatory factor here rather
than neighbourhood.

Disrupting Social Networks: Moving House

Moving house will obviously disrupt the socjal networks of parents and
children, especially if it means a change of school (see also Nettleton et al.,
1999). Mandy, 14, described how she had moved house several times within
the town: ‘I’m really happy where | live now but ] want to move to (West
Ward) so ] can be closer to school, my friends, and my boyfriend’. Amy, 14
described how she lived in West Ward:

... but for 10 years ! lived in [adjacent ward]. In my old area [ had /oads of
(riends, you could just walk outside and there would be five or six people
playing and you could just join in and cveryone was welcome. [ lived in a
close so it was away from cars and so was safe. My old house was about three
minoles away from my [school] so it was totally handy. My street now is not
as fun because its mostly older people living there but in ways that is good,
because it’s nice and quict for homework and relaxing. It is also good because
it is just around the comner from the [local] shops. Thal is brilliant.

Mike, 14, had moved recently to a town a 20-minute drive away, but
continued to attend West School. He explained:

1t’s because at this school, I’'m like really properly with my friends and
everything, if I go to another school, I’'m worried that 1 might not know no-
one. I've gol a good social life here, so Tmight as well keep it.

He explained that he stays in Springtown on Friday and Saturday nights, ‘with
my auntie, she lives where I used to live, so most of my friends live round
that area’. For Tom, 14, moving house had been a positive experience, though
how he felt about it was clearly due to a combination of factors:

[ used to live down town [near Hill Ward] but I never liked the area because
it was noigy and trouble was there. West School is a fairer school than Hill
School. Now that T go to West School, I have more friends and we go out on
bikes, hang out at the local park, go bowling and play snooker. | never get bored
and 1 can get on with my homework at home now because the atmosphere
at home is a lot more belter than when | was living with my stepmother and
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brothers and sisters. That makes li(e easier for me now. My house is very nicc
as it is nice to live in.

Some children described having ‘two homes’ after their parents had
divorced and this meant that had two networks of friends, one in each place.
Sonia, 14, described how she had lived in Moss Hills, but she has “two sets of
(ricnds, because I also have a home in (outskirts of London), with my dad for
nearly six years’, In stark contrast to the negative conclusions that research
has often made about the effects of parental separation on children, this is
not necessarily seen negatively by the children themselves (see also Smart,
Neale and Wade, 2001).

Scnse of Belonging

Given the centrality of family and friendship that ecmerged so clearly from
these data, it was not surprising that a sense of belonging appeared to derive
{from people and relationships. In Hill School, young people were asked to try
to write aboul ‘Where do you feel you belong?’ if they had time. Twenty-five
answered the question. See Table 5.2 for some examples of their responses.
None described themselves as a ‘Springtonian’.

A number of elements of social life appeared to be sources of a sense of
belonging, but home, family and friends were the primary ones. As Rock,
15, put it: ‘T think I belong in a community where 1 am treated right angd a
place that is warm and friendly’. However, as the section on moving house
shows, place and neighbourhood are strong influences on how or whether
young people can access the relationships that are so important to their sense
of belonging,.

Discussion

Thus friendship works in all sorts of ways. It is a complex and diverse
relationship, often ambiguous. From children and young people’s point of
view, it was on the whole, a source of emotional support. Children’s sources
of a sense of belonging and identity appeared to reside in their informal
social networks based on friendship and their kinship networks. ‘Trust’ was
located in these relationships, and not generalizable to the wider community,
and young peopie did not appcear to exhibit a positive ‘community’ or ‘civic’

Children’s Accounts of Friendship, Family and Place 69

Table 5.2 Where do you fcel you belong? (School 2 only)

Boys

[ belong somewhere bigger than
Springtown, with more opportunities.

| feel 1 belong at home, at my friends,
and my family’s houscs.

[ feel T belong with my friends or at
home.

I feel | belong where 1 am now 1 have
good friends and a loving family.

I feel 1 belong at my school.

] think [ belong in a community where
I am trcated right and a place that is
warm and friendly.

I belong at home ... in the back yard ...
in Pakistan.

[ feel | would belong in a school where
there is more Indian or more people my
religion as in this school )’m the only
Hindu boy in Upper School, that is the
reason why I’ve wanted to leave this
school from Year 7.

Girls

| feel most comfortable at home with
my mum and dad becausc | can be
myself and 1 don’t feel like they are
looking at me and judging me.

i feel T belong where [ am. With my
friends and family, al school and at
home.

I feel | belong where | aro. With my
friends and family.

I bclong at home with my mum and my
dad and my brothers and sister and my
family.

[ feel | belong at home with my family
and friends where 1 am now, but most

of my family lives up Lssex and Moss
11ills.

I feel I belong in Cyprus, because most
of my family live in Cyprus, and [
hardly sce them.

I'm not really sure where I belong
--maybe in my roots ([reland) because
I love Ireland ... in all truths I really
don’t know where 1 belong but { intend
to find out sometime in the near (or
distant!) future.

[ feel I belong in London becausc that is
where 1 was born in East London where
somc of my family are.

identity. They ofien seem fo develop their own ‘communities’ in the face of
a strongly-felt hostility from the aduits around them (see Morrow, 2000). Yet
friendship can operate in contradictory ways in terms of health behaviours.
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As medical sociologists like Wilkinson (1996) have noted, it is friends with
whom one shares cigareties, alcohol, drugs and, in the case of these young
people, visits to McDonalds. Simon, 14, wrote: ‘During the night my friends
and 1 go down [main road) and drink alcohol. Us teenagers don’t go into
any buildings, just walking on the street.” Zishan, 15 (quoted eatlier), who
regretted falling out with his friend, wrote ‘1 don’t need friends because they
pass their bad habits to you.”

Thus informal social networks based around friendship were central 1o
children’s everyday lives. Ethnic and religious background, and gender,
mteracted to inhibit or facilitate activitics with friends. Friendship networks
were dynamic, not static or fixed. Familial networks were important as a
source of support and ‘being there’. Wider kin were also important for a
significant proportion of children, regardless of ethnic background, and were
also perceived as a source of information about jobs in the future, as well as
pari-time wotk while at school. From children’s perspectives, moving house
disrupted their social networks, especially if it meant moving school too.
Overall, a sense of belonging derived from relationships with family and
friends, wherever they happened to be.

The neighbourhood may have been an influence on friendship networks, as it
could be a source of friends and people to hang about with, and in a very small
number of cascs a source of information about jobs in the future. In the main,
however, it appeared that young people thrived on tight, strong networks of trust
and reciprocity. From their definitions of friendship, the fink between friendship,
trust and reciprocity were specific to individuals, rather than generalizable to
their neighbourhoods. Formal community networks, so central to Putnam’s
conceptualization of social capital, did not seem to have much relevance
to young people’s daily lives; nor did the elements of trust, reciprocity, and
community and civic engagement, at the neighbourhood level.

Elsewhere, [ have argued that there are various limitations to using Putnam’s
conceptualization of ‘social capital” in relation to the health of children and
young people {Morrow, 2001¢). These can be summarized as follows. First,
there are methodological problems related to trying 1o research some of the
components of social capital. For example, what js meant by the concept
‘community’? What do we roean by trust, and how do you ‘measure’ it? Social
capital is a catch-all category that incorporates a number of features of social
life which may or may not have relevance to young people’s daily experiences.
The data gathered in the research reported in this chapter suggest that a range of
practical, environmental and economic constraints were felt by young people,
s0 it might be more helpful to think in terms of ‘social resources’ rather than
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‘capital’. A second and related problem is that there is a danger that broades
siractural elements of social life are ignored in research that focuses salely oi
local community issues and specific neighbourhoods. A third problem les i

the different ways in which academic researchers and policy. n'mkua.-. une
concept of social capital — the first as a way of exploring social relationships
and the latter as if it is a buildable, measurable ‘thing’. Fowever, 1t 18 nluo

important {o acknowledge that using social capital as a rescarch tool ui
heuristic device has enabled social policy research to focus on Ihvlpl OCORNEN
and practices of people’s everyday lives rather than on ‘oulcmnv:u . ;
At the beginning of his recent book On Friendship, Pahl claims that “In
contemnporary Western society, we chose our friends to form part of our privilk
life’ (2000, p. 13). The examples given in this chapter allow: us (o see liow
choice is constrained for children and young people by the institutians el
structures of their everyday lives, such as their familics, ancll thcl_l qehooly
These influence their friendship patterns. Moreover the ‘privale mlnlnl ol
friendship spills over into the public sphere in school }Vh@ﬂ: children’s .I.u;. -
are not only patterned by the structure of the gchool timetables, bul .ul-.--\ "
their all-important encounters with their friends in the playground :uul.l w0l \: i I.”n
lessons. An analysis of children’s experiences |enfis support to Allans (198 :
suggestion that relationships conventionally depicted as volulrum'v. mlmlm.;l
and personal are in reality highly constrained and cop?cx(‘--hap.ccnn_-. Bt ove :
Pahl’s observation that modetn conceptions of mcndsl.np A CONUEL .']
with fidelity, solidarity and trust seems particularly pertinent o children’s
descriptions of the quality of their friendships. A SOClOll.)glL’;lI approa h to
children’s friendships, then, demonstrates the importance o these relationahips
{or children’s quality of life and well-being in the hf.:re and now rather than
{or their individual development and social relationships. ft demonstrates hm."
[riendship is patterned by social structural factors, an‘d suggests le children's
fricndships need to be seen in the wider context of Q:hcr relationships they
have with family members and with the physical environment.
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Chapter 6

Capturing Personal Communities’

Ray Pahl and Liz Spencer

Changmg patterns of family formation, the supposed break-up of close-knit
com_m.um‘tlcs, the decline of stable full-time craptoyment, and reduced rates
of civic involvement have led some politicians, policy makers and social
commcnt.ato,m (Etzjoni, 1993a; 1996:; Putnam, 1995a) to fear a ‘collapsc of
gzglgsﬁfgy ; W1thb]1?eople bccvox':n.ing' increasingly individualistic, isolated,
" g n public rfssponmb.l[uy.. Rather than subscribing too readily to
e assumption that social cohesion is under threat, however, we believe that
il is klmpo.rtant to take a closc look at the micro-social W(’)rld of personal
;:|ié:)t13nshlps, and fit the nature of informal social tics. Our particular interest
- 1;:210 of friends and friend-like relationships jn providing a form of
y 'l['(llmcre havc. becn many fjlﬁ'ercnt approachcs to mapping the micro-social
ords in which people live out their personal lives. Traditionally, most
socmlggnsts apd social anthropologists focus on kinship, leaving firicnds
a relatively minor role, (with the notablc exception of AI,la.n 1979; 1989;
] 99§; sce also Pahl, 2000). Others bave singled out friends or u’ejghbo,urs fo;
specific analysis b}lt definitional problems often create practical difficulties
(Buhper, 1986; Willmott, 1987). A strong research tradition has focused on
studying social networks, but there is often a confusion between, on the onc
hzlmd, amap of all possible socia) linkages, sometimes runn ing in;o hundreds
of people and an actua) network star, centred on ego, where all or most of the
nmncq ppoplc have some known connection with cach other.

Within a network, sorpe connections will clearly be more significant than
others. Whether one 1s concerned with the cgo-centred star of refationships or
n:;:re complex social networks, some tics will be more cffective or salient than
others. Some parts of a network may be more readily mobilized for specific
purposes and such a grouping has been termed an ‘action sct’ (Mayer, 1966)
Split networks may reoccur when, for example, migrants move from one ::ountr};
or .from one part of a country 10 another. The migrant may have two tightl
knit networks in the two locations with only his or her social link to brin ch
two worlds together. This might happen, typically, with students who gmay
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have a ‘home’ world bascd on family and school friends in one place and a
‘unjversity’ world of {cilow students.

In an attempt to discover the meaning and significance of friends and
friendship in pcoplc’s micro-social worlds, we were wary of using the
established methodologies of those concerned with social networks. This
was partly because, however sophisticated some of these studies appear to
be, they arc frequently concerned with easily measurable attributes such as,
firstly, the structural features of networks, such as their size, the physical
distance between members and the density of their connections. Secondly, they
focus on interactional fecatures such as how frequently people make contact
with each other through visits, letiers, telephone, email and so on. Gathering
such information is time consuming but it docs have the advantage of being
amcnable o statistical and mathematical analysis of considerable subtlety and
rgour (Wellman and Berkowitz, 1988).

It is, perhaps, understandable that the actual content of the relationships
in socjal networks often gets neglected. Therc will evidently be qualitative
differences between particular ties that may be of the greatest significance.
Thus, interactional information about contacts between siblings, for example,
can say nothing about their significance. Siblings can be life-long enemies
bascd on childhood experiences or quarrels about inheritance or they can be
the closest possible soul mates. The fact that an individual has one or more
siblings 1n his or her social network provides very limited social understanding
of the micro-social world in question. Despite its early promise, particularly
in socia) anthropology (Mitchel], 1969), the carly enthusiasm of practitioners
gave way to disappointment and frustration so that Bojssevain (1979, p.

393) somewhat scathingly remarked: ‘Networks are compared with regard
to density, size and even composition, much ig the same way butterfly
collectors compare the colounng, wingspan and number of spots on their
favourite species’.

Our problem 1n attempting to re-think the contemporary salience and
significance of friends and friendship was compounded by the fact that there
was 1o clear agreement on what preciscly the term ‘friend” meant (Davis and
Todd, 1985; Leyton, 1974). Some pcople might refer to their spouse or partner
as their ‘best friend’, whilst others would refer to an oid school fmend, who is
rarely seen, in simjlar terms. Likewise some people would wish to include all
those whom they know well enough to address by their given names {often
over-familiarly used after one fleeting meeting), whereas others might be
more discriminating and refer to a small, selected band of individuals as their

friends. Thus, simply adding up all those persons an individual designates as
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'fricnd’ could be misleading and would not tackle the issuc of the content and
(quality of the relationship.

l‘'or our purposes, in order to understand the social role of frends and
iricnd-like relationships it was vital that we adopted a research method
which would enable us to study the content of fricndship in some detail. For
this reason, we chose a qualitative approach involving a series of in-depth
individual interviews. In addition to this, our interest in friend-like relationships
as well as friendship, more conventionally understood, meant that we needed
to jook at a range of personal ties, not just at thosc designated as friends.
Consequently, we decided to focus on personal communities, that is people’s
‘intimate and active ties with friends, ncighbours and work mates as well as
kin” (Wellman, 1990, p. 195; see also Hirsch, 1981; Wellman, 1988), and to
ground our cxploration of fricndship within this context.

Evolving a Mecthod
Generating Personal Communities

Our initial concern was how to generate these personal communities given
that pcople would probably not think of their everyday social relationships
in such a way. Wc began with the assumption that it might bc possible to
collcct information about an individual’s micro-social world and map the
wholc universe of a person’s social relationships, and then categorise these
in cliscussion wath the participant into meaningful clusters. We considercd,
for cxample, asking people to list the entire contents of their address book,
but our pilot phase happencd to be in the weeks running up to Christmas so
we arranged a few pilot interviews in which we asked people to Jist those to
whoni they sent Christmas cards. Of course, we had no intention of using this
stralegy in the main study, since the sending of Christmas cards is too culturally
specilic, but this simple excrcise provided us with somc interesting Jessons.
Firstly, people recognized that their Christmas card list included contacts who
varicd cnormously in termas of the importance of the relationship and its role
m (heir lives. Secondly, although people found it illuminating to discuss these
hflerent relationships, the exercise was immensely time consuming. Exploring
and comparing systematically the content of up to 100 different relationships
from “very good friends’, to “fricnds at the office’, to various fossilized links
wilh social worlds long since left, together with all familial Tinks bound along
n continuum from love to duty, was daunting and unmanageable within the

Capturing Personal Communities 75

context of a single interview, Thirdly, we [ound that it was difficult to kcep
tabs on who our participants were talking about and we needed some way
of recording and displaying the names of the peoplc being discussed. We
concluded that we necded to: limit the number of relationships to those which
werc considered significant; generate the list in advance so that the interview
could be spent exploring and contrasting different kind of relationships; and
find a way of visually representing people’s personal community.

In order to generate members of a personal community, we considered the
threc main strategies used in network studies: the role relationship approach
in which people arc asked about the people they know in particular contexts;
the social cxchange approach in which pcople are asked to nominate those to
whom they would turn in specified situations; and the affective ties approach
in which pcople include those with whom they feel they have a special or
close relationship (see Phillipson in this volume). In practice, we included all
three strategies. In generating an initial list, we used an afTective approach, but
then subscquently included both an exchange and a modified version of the
role relationship approach to make sure we had not excluded other significant
rclationships.

Having chosen a method for generating personal communities, we then
had to decide how to present the study to our participants. Becausc we were
interested in friend-like relationships as well as friends and were concerned not
(o make people feel they ought to have {riends, we decided not to prejudge the
issuc by asking about friends specifically. [nstead, we asked our participants
to Jist people whom they considercd were ‘important to you now’. We made
it clear that such people ‘could inctude a partner, family, friends, neighbours,
pcople you work with and so on’. We did not emphasize in any way in our
initial approach that we were primarily interested in friends and friendship.
By leaving the participants free to decide those who were important to them at
the time of the interview we were better placed to see the relative significance
of each category. We chose those words carefully, rejecting adjectives such as
‘close’ (cmotionally or gcographically), ‘helpful” and so on.

In order to save time during the interview and to give people a chance to
reflect on their personal cominunity, we decided to ask participants to generate
(heir Jist in advance. A week or so before people were interviewed we sent a
letter and 20 sticky labcls, asking people to list the names of people who were
important to them 2 We made it clear that they should only use the number of
labels they necded, that they were not obliged to use alil the labels, but that if
they wanted to write more than one name on a label they could do so. Qur aim
was for people to use the Jabels as flexibly as possible as we wanted to avoid
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conveying any expectations about how many names people should inctude.
Aparl from the name of the ‘important’ people we also asked participants
to give details of their age and occupation (if appropriate), how far away
(in)niles) they lived, and how the relationship was designated, for example
family member, friend, colleague, neighbour and so on. At the beginning of
the interview we explored the criteria people had used when deciding who
(o include.

The next stage in representing personal communities involved asking
participants to arrange their [abels on a map. This map’ consisted of a large
picce of paper with five concentric rings (see Figure 6.1). We asked participants
(0 imaginc themsclves in the centre, and then to place their labels — again
in ferms of the ‘importance’ of the relationship — in an appropriate place in
relation to the centre. They were encouraged to use only as many of the rings
as they wished, and were also able to place labels straddling across two rings.
We were at pains not to hury participants at this stage, allowing them time
to compare and contrast their relationships, and to reconsider placements,
sometimes rearranging labels as the map began to take shape.

Throughout this process we asked participanis to talk us through their
decisions so that their considerations, justifications and prevarications could
be recorded on tape.

Figure 6.1 ~ A personal community map
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Participants werc ablc to add further names at other stages in the intervicw.
For example, once the map had been drawn up, we asked them whether there
were ‘any other important people’ in their lives who should be added for
the sake of completeness. We also used some exchange-based questions {0
see if other relationships might be mentioned, asking to whom participants
would turn in a range of sjtuations. Finally, although we were interested in
the current composition of people’s communities and had asked about ‘people
who are important to you now’, we were also concerned to discover how the
situation had changed over the life course, since cvidently the social convoy
(see Antonucci, 1985; Antonuccl and Akiyama, 1995) of significant others
can change through marriage, social and geographical mobility, divorce and
so on. Given the constraints of time, we could not conduct long and elaborate
life histories for our participants, however desirable in principle that might be.
fostead, we worked through significant periods of their lives such as school/
college, employment before marriage or cohabitation, the period with pre-
school children, other work experiences, after divorce, on retirement and so
on. For each phase we asked who were the most important people in their
lives at that time and, if they did not alrcady appear or were not subscquently
mncluded on the personal community map, on what grounds these people had
been excluded. This enabled us to cxplore faded, forgotten, and fossilized
relationships, as well as thosc that had been consciously dumped.

Having generated and mapped personal communities in this way, there
was one further aspect of their structure we wished to explore, namcly the
extent to which members of a community were linked. We thercfore asked
participants to draw a line between those on the map who already knew cach
other, and those who were friends with each other, and in this way mini-social
networks appeared.

Exploring Content

Our aims, however, were not simply to describe the structure of people’s
personal communities, we also wished to explore the content of relationships,
particularly friendships, in considerablc detail. The nature of different ties
was explored in a nurober of ways throughout the intcrview. Firstly, when
participants explamed why they had included certain people, and why they had
placed them in particular positions on the map, they were making comparisons
i terms of the quality of a relationship and the nature of the tie. Then, once
participants were happy with the map of their personal community, we went
on to explore the nature of their friendships. We asked what the participant
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meant by the term ‘friend’, ‘best friend’ and any other term that had been
introduced when describing different relationships. Having established what
people understood by these tesms at a general, abstract Yevel, we then went
on to look at actual friendships. However, we knew that we would not be
able o examine every relationship where participants had included a large
number of friends, and we therefore adopted three complementary strategies.
I"irst, using an exchange approach we posed a number of situations, such as
wanting to have fun, looking for a job, being in financia} difficulty, falhing i1,
being bereaved, and experiencing difficulties in a personat relationship, and
asked to whom participants would turn in such a situation. This enabled us to
sce how people distingnished between friends in terms of the kind of help and
support they might provide; it also enabled us to see the extent to which family
members and friends were seen to play distinctive or overlapping rotes. This
approach has been used in many studies, but we wanted to go much further.
So we adopted a second strategy which was to select names from each of the
vips, chosen to represent different kinds of friendship, and ask participants
to elaborate on the nature of the social relationships concemed and how they
differed from those in other rings. Again, the subtlety of judgements was
reveated: participants were often operating in 2 complex, multi-dimensional
way and their placing of people involved many kinds of ‘importance’, as we
discuss in detai} below. Finally, we asked participants ‘Is there anything you
pet from friends that you don’t get from family?’ and conversely, ‘Is there
anything you get from family that you don’t get from friends?’, inviting them
to illustrate their views by comparing particular relationships.

Cnpturing Personal Communities in Practice: The Method Reviewed

Having described our method in some detail, we now report on our experience
ol using it in a smajl-scale, quatitative study.

Design and Conduct of the Study

Retween May 1999 and fune 2000 we conducted in-depth face-to-face
interviews in Lwo separate phases, analyzing the first round interviews before
proceeding Lo the second stage. We were anxjous to avoid a “home counties’
bias, which would certainly have been more convenient from our base at
the University of Essex. Locations included North West England — focused
tarpely in Cireater Manchester but stretching down as far as the Potteries
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~mid-Wales, Inner London and East Angtia. An initial purposive sample was
drawn up fo includc as broad a cross scction of participants as was possible
within our financial constraints. Participants wexc chosen taking into account
age (from 18-75), sex, social-ecconomic background, stage in the life course,
marital status, geograpbical mobility, ethnic background, and geographical
location. This initial sample was contacted using the services of a professional
recruilment agency. In the second stage, a range of sampling strategies was
used. lterative sampling was employed to identHy and recruit under-represented
groups such as unemployed people, people in manual occupations, and people
who were livinig alone, as well as to ensure that our sample included people
with non-heterosexual scxual orieptations. We also snowballed from the snitial
saraple according to types of friendship. Finally, cxtreme case sampling was
used tn order to explore and itlustrate certain experiences in depth: we selected
young care leavers and people with mental health problems who might be
at risk of exclusion and who might have restricted friendsbip repertoires. In
all, a tota) of 60 in-depth interviews were conducted ranging in length from
onc-and-a-half {o three hours.

All interviews werc tape-recorded and transcribed. These transcripts
were then indexed thematically, using a structured framework drawn up
using themes identitied through a preliminary reading of the transcripts and
categories from our own conceptual model of the issues we wanted to explore
more systematically, Once all the transcripts had been indexed, the material
was summarized, retaining the ‘feel’ of the participants’ own language, and
displayed in matrix form i a serics of thematic charts. These thematic charts
contained summaries of all participants’ views on each key issue or concept
{scc Ritchie and Spencer, 1994; Ritchie, Spencer and O’Connel}, 2003).
IHowever, we also produced individual charts for cach participant’s personal
communily on which were logged a)l the factual information about each
mcmber, such as age, occupation, and length of the relationship, as well as
detaits of the relationship such as its development over time, the nature of
the interaction, and frequency of contact. Exemplary quotations were cither
logged or transferred to relevant charts.

All the transcripts were freated in the same way. This is an important point.
Very often gualitative studies are criticized for spattering cases or quotations
through the text to support the author’s argument. The reader has httle means
of judging how these cases or quotations relate to the body of data as a whote.
[ave particularly apposite quotations been chosen highly sclectively to back
up the authar’s position? Are they used to add a little “local colour™? Or do they
represent a perspective or position which has emerged from careful analysis ol
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Table 6.1  Profile of the sample

Menr Women Total

Age vange

. c o2
o . 5 T
3 10 7 17

Marital status/children
Single, never marricd, no children

Married, living as married, no children 2 3 5
Married, living as married, children at home 7 9 16
Lone parents, chifdren at home 2 3 5
Manied, living as married, children lefi home 8 8 L6
Single, divorced, scparated, widowed, chitdren loft home 4 3 7
Social class

Unskilled manual 4 7 [
Skilled manual 7 5 12
Intermediate 8 15 23
Professional managerial 9 5 14
Lthnic backgroynd

White British

White Irish 2? 2? 52
Black British (Caribbean) ] 4 5
Black British (African) ( | 2
Black British (Centrat American) 1 0 (
Sexual orientation

Heteroscxual 24 30 54
Non-heterosexual 4 2 6

thc'data, chosen from a number of possible cases. By seeing all the material on a
series of .charrs, reflecting the complete sample, itis much less casy to be swayed
b}f a particularly memorable turn of phrase, which may reflect a position at odds
with what a more balanced appraisal of all the material would suggest.

Lvaluation of the Method

P}lthough we had deliberately avoided instructions as to the number of
‘important people’ who should be included, one of our initial concerns
was that,. by issuing 20 labels we had implicitly suggested that personal
comrmunities should be of a certain size, or that we wanted participants to
restrict themselves to a maximum of 20 people. In practice, we feel that the
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flexibility we encouraged, stressing that people should use no more fabels than
they wished, and that they could put more than one name on each label, worked
very well, as evidenced by the wide range in the number of labels used and in
the size of personal communities. At one cxtreme, just five labels were used,
one for each persom; at the other extreme 41 names were included by making
multiple entries on many of the 20 labeJs. Nevertheless, there were people
(three out of 60 in our study) who claimed they would have liked more labels.
Interestingly, however, only one of these added more than two or three names
during the course of the interview. In some cases, participants initially included
only a few friends as they had used most of their labels for family members,
but during the course of the interview asked to add as many as 13 friends. On
the other hand, there were those (two in our study), who confessed that they
had ‘scraped the barrel’, including some names simply because they felt they
should use most of the labels. Because this was a qualitative study, however,
we were able to accommodate additional members of a personal community
and (o identify cases where names had been added as ‘fillers’.

We werc also keen to evaluale the way in which people interpreted the
instruction to include ‘people who are important to you now’, Jt was clear
when participants chose who to include on their list and where to place them
on thc map, they were involved in a complex balancing of different criteria,
and that this was possibly the first time that they had considered their personal
community in such detail. We found that ‘importance’ was being interpreted
according to three rather different kinds of criteria (see Table 6.2). Furthermore,
we found that these criteria were not necessarily applied in the same way to
family as they were to friends.

When deciding who was important to them, one of the first things people
considered was whether or not there was a family connection. [n the case
of ‘close family’ there was generally a strong emotional attachment and no
equivocation about whether or not to include them, examples being spouse or
partner, children, grandchildren, parents, a favourite sibling and so on. In rare
cases in our study, however, people chose to exclude their parents, particular
siblings, and even some of their own children or grandchildren because of
difficulties in the relationship, estrangement after an acrimonious divorce,
a feeling of being let down, or simply a sense that they were not important
in the other’s life. Whether or not extended family members were included
varied enosmously. Whilst some participants excluded these kin unless there
was a special relationship, others included aunts, uncles, nephews and njeces
and various in-laws because of strong normatjve or cultural pressures that

‘family should be important’.
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Table 6.2  Criteria for determining ‘importance’
Categorical criteria ~ Whether family or not

Inirinsic criteria the qualities of the relationship:
the strength of the emotional tje
the extent of dependability and support
the degree of trust and confiding
— the sense of being known and accepted
Extrinsic criteria the context of the relationship:
— the duration of the tic and sense of continuity
— the frequency of contact
— the sense of involvement or presence
— the sense of ‘having things in common’

i

The second major factor people took into account when deciding who
is important in their lives was, not surprisingly, the intrinsic quality of thc
relationship. This was particularly the case with friends. Those who were
liked or loved, and thosc who could be trusied and relied upon for practical
help and support were likely to be given a more central place. Interestingly,
dependability and helpfulness were more often used to distinguish berween
friendships, rather than as an invariable criterion for inclusion in a personaf
community; some unreliable but fun friends could still be considered
sufficiently important to be placed on the map, albeit not in the centre. Friends
werc also not necessarily cxcluded because of a tack of intimacy but close
confidants were consistently secn as the more imporiant relationships and
given a more central place on the map. Finally, being known and accepted
“for who you are’ was another indicator of importance and a highly valued
aspect of friendship: ‘They’ve seen the very worst side of you and like you
in spite of it ....You don’t have to put up with any pretence at all, they know
you as you truly are.” As discussed above, however, loving and liking are not
always applied to family, some of whom can gain a place on the map simply
because they are family.

There were also extrinsic factors which helped to determine the importance
of, mainly, non-kin relationships. Frequency of contact, for example, which
rmay bring a detailed familiarity with the day-to-day content of the other’s life,
was a key element of some relationships. In other cases, however, it was the
duration of the friendship which was valued; a sense of continuity had deepened
and strengthened the tie so that it was possible to ‘pick up where you left off”,
desptte minimal contact. Unsurprisingly people were also included if they had
things in common, shared values or felt they were on the same wavelength.
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However, whilst this was considered almost a sine qua non of friendship, it
was seen as an unexpected bonus in family relationships.

Our exploration of the criteria people used to determine ‘importance’
suggests to us thal people’s personal community maps represent something
more complex and multi-faceted than some kind of social distance scale.
[For example, where siblings or parents were placed some distance from the
centre, this could mean that participants felt less affectionate towards or less
compatible with these kin, but not that they felt Jess socially close. Where
(riends were placed in outer circles, this often reflecied the fact that these were
more light-hearted or companionable rather than confiding friendships, but
again did not necessarily imply greater social distance.

The Diversity of Personal Communities

IHaving reviewed the efficacy of our method, we now tum to some of our
main findings. One of the first things which struck us was the sheer diversity
of personal communities among the 60 people included in our study. For
cxample, in terms of structural features, these communities varied in size, in
(he balance between friends and family, and in the centrality of friends and
family on the map. As we discussed earlier, participants nominated from just
live to more than 40 people who were considered ‘important to them now’.
"I'he number of family members ranged from two to 32, with larger family
contingents comprising three generations or a wide range of extended family;
ihe number of friends ranged from just one to 24, with large friendship groups
partly boosted by the inclusion of more casual, non-intimate friendships. At
one extreme, there were personal communities which contained four times as
many family members as friends; at the other extreme, there were cases where
Iviends outnumbered family by as much as ten 1o one. While some personal
community maps containcd only family members in the first two rings, others
pave friends a central place alongside ijmmediate family. We consider the
centrality given to friends in some personal communities, even by those who
are very close 1o their family, an important justification for our study.

In order to make sense of this diversity, however, we need to look at the
onfent of relationships as well as the structure of personal communities.
i3ccause of our interest in friends and friend-like relationships, we concentrated
our analysis on the articulation of friend and family ties. Partners played an
nnportant role in all types of personal community, but were particularty crucial
in one type. Neighbours and work colleagues, on the other hand, unless they
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were also designated friends, were usually placed in the outer rings of people’s
maps and played only a minor role.

Table 6.3  Types of personal community
Type of personal community Key characteristics

Friend-like Friends included in the central ring
Friends outnumber family and play wide range of
roles
Importance of friends reflected on map
Strong feeling of choice of relationships combined
with sense of responsibitity towards those
considered important — both faroily and friends
Friend-dependent Family ooly in the central ring, or in first 2 rings
Friendships outnumber family
Friends play wide range of rales
Strong nommative importance of family displaces
the true importance of {riends
Family-dependent Family only in the central ring, or in first 2 rings
Family ontmumber friends
Broad range of family relationships, some
ambivalent
Friends play specialized companionable, fun role
Map reflects major importance of family
Family-like Same as above except that friendships split
belween ‘close’ core and then more casual ties
Strong normative importance of family means
importance of core friends not reflected on map
Partner-dependent Partner and family only in centre of roap
Heavy reliance on partmer for most forms of
support
Friends play specialized companionable, fun role
Map reflects centrality of partner and specialized
role of friends

We found five main patterns in the way in which friends and family
relationships were mapped (see Table 6.3). Each of these personal communities
varicd in terms of the emphasis placed on fricndship and family, and the degrec to
which the map reflected the quality of different relationships. People with friend-
like personal communities nominated more friends than family as ‘important’,
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had a wide rangc of different types of foends, and placed heavy emphasis on the
importance of fricndship. This was directly reflected in the way they mapped their
personal community, with long-term, coufiding and multi-faceted fricndships
being placed in the central ring, and morc light-hearted or casual friendships
further from the centre. Only ‘close’ immediate family were given a central place;
other family members were placed further out or excluded altogether. There
was a strong element of choice in both family and friend-based relationships,
combined with a sense of commitment to those considered important.

I mean with them it’s about sort of unconditional acceptance, isn’t it, really?
... they get on your nerves, don’t they, but you know, it doesn’t change the
way you feel. You don't wake up one morning and think: ‘I don’t love (hem
any more’.

These personal communitics most closely resembic the ‘families of choice”
described by Weeks, Heaphy and Donovan (2001), and were found among
men and women in our study who had moved geographically, and were from
profcssional or intermediate service backgrounds. Figure 6.2 shows an
cxample of a friend-like personal community.

Pcoplc with friend-dependent personal communities also nominated more
friends than family, had a broad repertoire of types of friend, and relied
on {riends for a wide range of social support. Howcever, they also placed a
heavy emphasis on the importance of family, and this strong scnse of family
influenced the way they constructed their map. Friends, even very closc ties,
were not placed in the central ring which was reserved for family members,
usually a partncr and children. Again, this kind of personal commupity
was found among men and women who were geographically mobile from
professional, managerial or service backgrounds. Figurc 6.3 shows an cxample
of a friend-dependent personal community.

In family-dependent personal communities, family rather than friends are
in the majority and are relied on tor a wide range of social support. Friends,
by contrast, play a highly specialized role, usually confined to sociability
and fun, and are placed in the outer circles of the map. Family relationships
vary a great deal, but ncvertheless kin arc given a central position on the map
—regardless of the closeness of the tie — because famify relationships are seen
as thc most important. Figure 6.4 shows an example of tius type of personal
community.

Family-like personal communitics are also characterized by a strong
emphasis on family, and family members also outnumber friends in the
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7 fun fricnds.
live locally

Grandmother

Stepsister,

normative

Sister, close

Neighbour

2 stepbrothers;

normanve

Workmate

Examplc of a family-dcpendent personal community

Figure 6.4
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personal community. People with this kind of personal commuaity tend to
have a small core of confiding or supportive friends who play a key role in
social support, and then sometimes a broader group of more light-hearted
friendships. This distinction betwecen core and more casual friends, however,
is not reflected in the map because family ties are seen as most important and
lake a central place, regardless of how close or supportive they arc.

Your farly come first ... because i1's your blood, your family, you know,
who better can you trust more than your family? ... those friends tbhat ['ve
written down there believe it or not [ could trust those friends with my life ...
but they’ve stil) got to be out there [on the map]. And 1 think if they were to
be standing here tonight they would be happy to be there. Because they know
they’re not the immediate family and the cousins, they konow they’re in the
next iine which is friends.

There were two quite diffcrent profiles for people in our study with this
kind of pcrsonal community. Either they had lived for most of their lives in the
same Jocal community and came [rom traditional working-class backgrounds,
or they came from professional and managerial backgrounds but belonged to
particular religious or ethnic groups which stressed the importance of family
life. One participant felt that a strong scnsc of family came from a number
of culturat influences:

Mother was Nigerian, Ghanaian and Irish ... father was Syrian ... I think this
family thing is a Ghanaian, Nigerian and a Syrian thing ... all three — even
though Syria is in a different part of the world, they seem o have a lot in
common as far as the family unit is concerned.

Figurc 6.5 shows an cxample of this kind of personal community.

Finally, we identified a kind of personal coramunity which was partner-
dependent. Although family members were given a cenfral place on the map,
rclationships were not necessarily close and partners provided most of the
social support. As with family-dependent personal communities, friends
played a specialized, sociable role. Figure 6.6 shows an example of a partner-
dependent personal community.

Of course, this classification of personal communities relates to the present
- who is irnportant to you now. But, following Antonucci (1985), we were also
interested in the way an individual’s significant others may change through
the life course, with the role of kin and friends altering at different stages, and
consequently adopted her concept of a social convoy. Personal communities
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ieflect, as it were, slices of social convoys, but because we asked participants

\bout important relationships in the past, and our sample enabled us to compare
personal communities of people at very different stages in the life course, we
have been able to gain some insight into the way 1n which persopal communities
can change over time.> From our own research we could not identify any clear
patterns of change in the overall structure of personal communities in terms of
(he balance between friends and family or the centrality of friends and family
on the map, but it is important to point out that we did not interview anyone
below the age of 18, 50 that our research was not able to pick up key changes
which take placc throughout childhood and adolescence. Nevertheless, we did
find patteros ol change within this overall structure, in terms of which kin and
friends are important and in the addition of new types of family and friends.
In the case of family, for exampie, young single people in our study tended to
placc their imimcdiate family of parents and siblings in the centre of the map
unless there had been some major breakdown of relations, as had been the
case with the young people brought up in care. Unsurprisingly, when people
moved away from their family of origin and established their own family,
these new members took over the central position while some siblings, and
somelimes parents, were situated in the second circle, to be joined by in-laws,
and later possibly by step-family members. On the other hand, we found that
parents themselves continued to place their children in the centre of the map,
ogether with any grandchildren.

In the case of friends, we found a rapge of different patterns in terms of the
cxlent Lo which fricnds made in childhood and early adulthood remain within a
personat commumity. In one pattern these friendships are retained throughout the
lifc course and few new friendships are made through work or family formation.
At the other extreme, there can be complete changeover of friends at each major
stage as new friends who ‘are in the same boar’ are added and old ones fade.
[Finally, we found a mixed pattern where some new friendships werc made at
cach stage, some older friendships were retained but others were gradually
lost, so that there was a blend of stability and change. Of course, the amount
of time and attention people can give to friends varies greatly during the life
course. When people are young and single, socializing with friends is a major
focus in their lives, and we found in our study that frequency of contact was
very important at this stage. Keeping up with friends, however, can be difficult
if people are busy rasing children and bwlding thetr careers. This is a key time
when carlier friendships may be lost. Once children have Jeft home or during
the early years of retirement, there can be a friendship renaissance during which
people may make new friends or pick up again with old established ones.
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Finally, in addition to the composition and nature of relationships within
personal communities, we were also interested in the degree 1o which ‘mini-
social networks’ were contained within them. As Table 6.4 shows, we identified
a wide range of patterns jn terms of the extent to which friends werc known
1o each other and to members of the participant’s immediate family. At one
extreme, there were very dense personal communities with a strong network
of friends and family; at the other were more disparate patterns with few
connections between members of a personal community. The most common
pattern in our own study was for distinct clusters of friends to know each
other, and for some friends to be known to family members.

Table 6.4 Patferns of density in personal communities

Most friends Some fricnds Few friends

are known are known are known
to immediate to immediate to immediate
family family family

Most [riends know and arc

{tiends with each other Dense

Most friends know but are

not fricnds with each other

Clusters of friends know

cach other and are friends

Few friends know each other Disparate

Where at least some family and friends know each other, this can be in a
vatjety of contexts, most commonly where the people live in the same area.
The pattern, however, appears to vary at different stages in the life course. For
cxample, among some of the young single peopie in our study, long-standing
friends were known to parents and siblings because they had lived in the same
neighbourhood and the friends had visited each other’s houses as children.
Parents and their children may be friendly with other families as ‘family friends’
so that different generations know each other. Finally, where people treat some
of their friends as quasi family, or alternatively treat some family members as
[riends, they include both family and friends in social ‘ger togethers’.

There's none of these people in this whole thing that haven’t eaten in my house,
or slayed here ... the others ... all except Rose because she lives so far away,
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have certainly been bere at any type of function (hat we’ve had ... They all
know each other, yes ... so they all ccrtainly, for instance, have been invited
to my 40th last year.

By contrast, where few if any fricnds arc known to family members, this tends
to occur when there has been social or geographical mobility, where childhood
friends have fallen away or when close family members have died or distanced
themselves on account of previous feuds or disagreements.

This diversity in clustering and links between friends, and between (riends
and family, adds substance to our contention that personal communities are
emphatically not the same as social networks, even though nctworks (certainly
in most cases for the family) are, generally, an important part of them.

Conclusions

In this chapter we have described a method through which maps of personal
communities may be constructed. We have also proposed a preliminary
typology of personal communities, based on the balance between friends and
family and the extent to which they play distinct or overlapping roles.

We are making no claim that personal communities are a peculiarly
modern or late-modern phenomenon, which replace the communities of
fate of ‘traditional’ society (Giddens, 1991). It would be slightly Tudicrous
Lo 1magine that at some hypothetical benchmark in the past personal
communities did not exist. Such detailed historical evidence as is available
(largely based on diaries) for the seventeenth and cighteenth centuries
provides clear examples of personal communities at that time (Macfarlane,
1970; Tadmor, 2001). It would be hard to imagine a (ime in recorded history
when people did not live in structured micro-social worlds. It is, of course,
hikely that there was a greater congruence in the past between geographical,
occupational and personal communities. But whether or not that was so is
1ol our Concern.

Of greater importance for us is (o consider the implications of what may
or may not have always been there for current sociological and public policy
concerns. Our elucidation of our participants® personal communities helped
them (o recognize something they already ‘knew’, but to sce il in a different
way: they become conscious of the processes of which they formed a part.
In particular, they became aware of the roles played by (riends and family in
providing different kinds of social support. However, the recognition of the
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salience and significance of personal communities experienced by individual
participants also has wider implications.

As we suggested in our opening paragraph, there are many commentators
and opinion formers who voice concern about the growth of individualization
(Beck and Beck-Gernsheim, 2001), the collapse of ‘community’ — often very
loosely defined, it at all — and the so-called ‘decline’ of the family (Abbott

and Wallace, 1992; Berger and Berger, 1983; Davies, 1993; Dennis and Erdus,

1992; Etzioni, 1993b). Sometimes the debate becomes highty moralistic (e.g.
Bellah et al., 1985) and there is a fear that society 1s now less cohesive, stable
or in a vague scnse ‘good’. Part of the reason for this somewhat depressing
perspective, which admittedly has been common amongst sociologists since
Durkheim and Simmel, if not also amongst the political economists of the
vighteenth century (Pahl, 1991) is that commentators have been focusing on the
wrong indicators. Those concerned with a loss of community find it hard not to
focus on specific geographical milieux, documenting, for cxample, declining
communal activities in urban neighbourhoods. Others have documented the
decline in membership of certain local clubs and institutions, as well as other
indicators such as a decline in rades union or political parly membership (Hall,
1999; Putnam, 1995a). [t may be that an overall decline does involve some
loss of civic responsibility. People may find it more rewarding to join choral
societies or angling clubs or they may use the Intemnet to unite them with like-
minded people. This is not Lthe place to discuss in any detail the debates on
*social capital’. Suffice to say that counting differing or declining membership
fipures reveals nothing about the nature of interacfions in people’s micro-
social worlds. Another indicator, frcquently used in large-scale social surveys,
nltempts to docurnent changing pattems of interaction by focusing typically
on [requency of contact. Thus, for example, less frequent contact with parents
by adult offspring is often taken to imply a weakening of family tics.

The important policy implication of our study is that many of the problems
deseribed by commentators using inappropriate indicators may look very
dilTerent when viewed through the Jens of personal communities. Thus, we
fonnd that people have widely different personal communities which offer
virying levels of support, some supplied by family, some by friends, some by
professional agencies and some in which it is shared. We suggest that personal
communities at least allow us to consider the nature of people’s micro-social
worlds without leaping 10 gloomy conclusions as those looking through other
fenses seem so prone to do. Through our recognition of the amount of suffusion
between friends and familics in different kinds of personal communities and
(he degree 10 which they play a range of overlapping roles, we can describe
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d.eg.rces of robustness in personal communities that those with a more
limited f.o.cus miss. If subsequent research confirms our view that personal
cormmunities are, indeed, communities and not simply, crude resources for a
self-centred individualisn, then the implications for public policy could be
greal. As we develop our ideas we hope we may do something to dispel the
gloom generated by some of the more voeal Jeremiahs by helping 1o change

the perspfactivc within which the somewhat hackneyed topics of ‘community’
and ‘famnily life’ are viewed.

Notes

1 E or Sa more extended account of the issues raised in this chapter, sce the forthcoming book
Y Spencer and Pahl on personal communitics, This rescarch was funded b
. the E

Grant No. R000 23 7836. v the ESRC

2 We were guidgd by the experience of Tischer (1982) who provided eimpirical support for
choosing the limit of up to 20 people.

3 TAhls mapping method has been used by a number of rescarchers, including those working on
historical records (Macfarlane, 1970). For a rocent cxample see Phillipson et al., 2001.

4 Pressure of space does not allow us to explore these patterns further. See our forthcoming
book on personal communijtics,

S 'Dlsentanglin‘gf:ohort from life course eflects is a perennial problerm; something we discuss
in more detail in our forthcoming book.

Chapter 7

Cultural Capital, Social Networks and
Social Contexts: Cultural Orientations
Toward Spare Time Practices in
a New Town

Dale Southerton

Introduction

Social networks are important. They are a resource thal olter svurces ol
mformation (about education, jobs, ctc), access to places or social groups,
ind provide materiaf and emotional support (Portes, [998). Networks are often
regarded to be ¢lass-based in the sense that people tend to socialize and come
into contact most with people of a similar class position (Allan, 1989), This 1u
not 1o say that those in the middle classes do not have contact with the work g
class (or vice versa), but to say that class has a bearing on the formation of
networks. Given that social networks are a resource, it follows that they mipht
play an important role in the reproduction of social class. This is the position
1aken by theorists such as Bourdieu (1984), who describes networks s one ol
(hrec critical resources, metaphorically described as ‘capital’, which represent
and reproduce class differences. These three forms of capital are ccononiic
(wealth), culturaf (knowledge and education) and social (networks). However,
theories which address the impacts of processes like globalization, cconois
restructuring and the centrality of market modes of provisioning bring info
question the continued sigpificance of class as a basis for shaping the life-styles,
identities, practices and values of social agents (sec for example, Baumun
1988; Beck, 1991; Featherstone, 1991; Giddens, 1991).

This chapter examines the role that social networks played in shaping th
cultural orientations, as represented in spare time practices, of workmy unil
professional middle class people living in a New Town. [ demonstrates that
respondents, grouped according to volumes of economic and cultural capital,
differed systematically in their orientations toward spare {imc practices, |hi
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lends support to theories that an individual’s amount of cultural capital, and
therefore their class, has significant impact on their cultural orientations.
However, intra-group variations in the types and significance of practices
engaged 1n, casts doubt on the degree to which cultural capital alone
shapes orientations toward cultural practices. This js because jmpressions
of ‘competent conduct’ in the particular contexts that certain practices
took place were central to the significance attached to those practices and,
more mmportantly, whether specific types of practices were preferred in the
first place. Crucially, interpretations of ‘competence’ were influenced by
type of networks (friends, family or acquaintances) engaged in and their
shared understandings of the practice itself. Ln conclusion, it is argued that
cuitural capital and social networks are resources that together shape cultural
orientations and reproduce class-based differentiation. Cultural capital
influenced the practices and types of networks that respondents engaged in,
while networks acted to legitimate particular modes of engagement in different
contexts of interaction by generating normative understandings of competent
conduct in those practices.

Consumption, Capital and Networks

Bourdieu (1984) identifies three important resources that constrain and
structure dispositions toward consumption. Such dispositions are reproduced
to constitute differential tastes which emanate from the pursujt of the conduct
of a Jife which is subjectively acceptable in the context of objectively given
circumstances (Harvey et al., 2001). These objective constraints are found in the
volumes of economic, cultural and social capital possessed by individuals.

Economic capital refers to flows of money and material wealth, can be
measured according to indices of affluence, and can be converted into cultural
capital through its capacity 10 provide access to cultural goods and services.
This is because cultural capital is a resource of knowledge which has direct
implications for tastes and cultural preferences, and is embodied in demeanour.
Much of its analytic use has referred to the knowledge that individuals have
of particular practices of consumption, hence levels of educational attainment
have become the proxy for high or low volumes of this resource. It can be
converted into economic capital by exchanging cultural knowledge for material
advantage.

Bourdieu’s definition of social capital makes this resource the most difficult
lo conceptualize: ‘the sum of resources, actual or virtual, thal accrue to an
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individual or group by virtue of possessing a durable network of more or
[ess institutionalized relatiouships of mutual acquaintance and recognition.’
(Bourdieu and Wacquant, 1992, p. 119) In this definition, social capital is
presented as a resource deployed for personal advantage in a variety of contexts
(Warde and Tampubolon, 2002}, although what this personal advantage might
actually be is left rather vague. Conversions of social capital into economic gain
are most obvious in relation to favour, for example in the job market, a private
monetary loan between friends and the informal provision of services.

Insight into how social capital might be converted into cultural capital
cun be found in some studics which look at these capitals in isolation from
one anothet. The first explanation treats social networks as valuable sources
ol information about cultural practices. The starting point is Granovetter’s
(1973) ‘strength of weak ties’ argument, in which having weak connections
within many networks was more advantageous for (inding employment than
having ‘strong connections’ within a few. A similar distinction is also found
i Putnam’s (2000) analysis of ‘bridging’ (weak ties) and ‘bonding’ (strong
fics) capital, the former being a resource which increases the potential for
information transmission within inclusive neiworks, the latter referring to
dense and exclusive networks which offer high degrees of trust, solidarity and
reciprocity between network members. Approaching ‘social capital’ in terms
ol the strength of network ties presents the possibility that many ‘weak ties’
might convert into cultural capital through the sharing of diverse knowledge
about cultural practices, or that strong ties increase depth of knowledge in
specifie practices.

Peterson and Kern’s (1996) account of ‘omnivorousness’ presents a possible
explanation of how cultural capital could be converted into social capital. The
omnivore thesis suggests that high cultural capital relates more to a broad range
ol knowledge about many cultural practices and less to significant depths of
knowledge about a few. If those with high cultural capital are ‘omnivorous’,
it seems reasonable to speculate that participation in a diversity of cultural
practices increases the potential breadth ol an individval’s networks and
subsequently generates more ‘weak ties’. Such a claim 1s partially supported
Hy Bellah et al. (1985) and Fischer (1982). Both accounts of American urban
networks emphasize the principle of ‘homophily’ (a general tendency for
people to ‘seek out’ and prefer the company of those ‘like themselves®) in their
¢laims that individuals develop ties within ‘life-style enclaves’ centred around
patlicular cultural practices. Speculatively, omnivorousness might therefore
generate network multiplicity (having specific networks for specific cultural
practices), meaning that those with high cultural capital should exhibit both
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diversity of cultural orientations and network ties. The latter would provide
a rich source of information about ‘other’ cultural activities because network
contacts would also hold omnivorous orientations.

None of these explanations take sufficient account of the processes
through which networks are formed and how interpersonal refationships,
such as friendships, develop. While networks are likely to be influenced by
pre-existing cultural orientations through the principle of homophily, they
may also present an opportunity to challenge and change such orientations.
In relation to friendships, Allan (1989, p. 60) explains how: ‘throughout
social life, friends are important jn reinforcing, moulding, and, on occasion,
challenging each other’s identities, no matter how conventional or esoteric
their content’. Allan identifies humour as an essential mechanism in this
process, along with the basic premise that friendships are equal and contain
po material gain for either side, only sociable reciprocity. Lamont (1992)
focuses on social and geographical mobility to explain how the formation of
new ‘friendships’ challenged her respondents’ *assumptions’ about various
cultural orientations and forced them to ‘learn’ new modes of engagement in
a wider variety of social contexts. In this way, the formation of networks has
the potential {0 increase stocks of cultural capital by broadening and deepening
cultural knowlcdge.

Taking a cue from such studies, this chapter examines the impact that social
networks had on respondents’ cultural orientations toward spare time practices,
in order to explore how networks affect the accumulation and deployment of
cultural capital in daily life. After describing the methods used in this study,
the chapter describes the orientations toward sociable spare time practices
of those interviewed for this research. This is followed by a discussion of
respondents’ narratives of network formation and their interpretation of
who constituted ‘friends’. Together, this analysis demonstrates how cultural
capital shaped cultural orientations toward spare time practices and, because of
homophily, affected the types of social networks formed. This was important
because different types of networks not only generated different interpersonal
relationships within networks but also generated particular forms of contextual
competence necessary for participation in many spare time practices. Networks
and the contexts in which they interacted had a direct bearing on the process
through which cultural capital shaped cultural orientations and illustrates how
volumes of cultural capital are reproduced. Before tackling spare time and
social networks, it is first necessary to introduce the town of study.
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The Place of Study and the Research Sample

‘I'he research was conducted in a New Town called Yate, located on the fringe
ol a large city in Southern England. Being a New Town, Yate’s population
prew rapidly from 3,000 in 1961 to recach 35,000 by 1991 (the majority of
iiew houses were built in the 1970s and 1980s), and as a result many residents
have experienced geographical mobility away from their natal localitics. Like
many New Towns, Yate also has high levels of home ownership (88 per cent
ol'all households). These two features present a town with core mechanisms
identified by theories of privatism — a process whereby residential immigration
and high levels of home ownership replace household participation in collective
practices with privatised homne and family centred orientations toward everyday
social life (Pahl, 1984; Saunders, 1990).

Two further features of Yate are worth noting, On the one hand, the socto-
demographic profile of its residents is one of homogeneity. Not only were the
majority home owners, only 1 per cent were classified as ethnic minorities,
50 per cent of the population aged above 16 were married, and 38 per cent of
households had dependants (Census, 1991). On the other hand, socioeconomic
status divided the town according 1o area of residency — north Yate being the
most expensive area, In 1991, 32 per cent of north Yate heads of household
were classified as professional or managerial and 27 per cent were manual
workers. This compares with 17 per cent of south Yaie heads of households
being classified as professiopal or managerial and 45 per cent manual workers
(Census, 1991).

Employing a ‘conversational approach’ (Douglas, 1985), in-depth semi-
structured interviews were themed around perceptions of neighbourhood, spare
linie Interests, social networks, and consumption of Kitchens. Interviews were
conducted with men, women and couples from 35 households, 15 from south
and 20 from north Yate.! All respondents were white, owner occupiers, ltving
us married, and aged between 23 and 68. Respondents varied systematicaily in
their volumes of economic and cultural capital, producing three groups who,
in aJmost all cases, comprised residents from three neighbourhood areas.

Living in two south Yate streets were Bowland Road respondents. They
had low economic and cultural capital and most heads of households were
semi-skilled and skilled manual wortkers. Having moved to Yate during its first
phase of development, all but two had lived in south Yate for over 15 years.
Cartmel Street in north Yate housed the second group. They had fow cultural
hui marginally higher ecopomic capital than the Bowland group. All heads
ol households were skilled manual workers and all had moved to the Town
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within the previous five years. Lonsdale Avenue respondents, who lived in the
two most prestigious streets in north Yate, formed the third group. All were
professionals and had high levels of economic and cultural capital. This group
could be further divided between ‘cstabfished’ and ‘newcomers’ according 10
length of residence within the Town (above or beJow five vears).

Sociable Spare Time Practices in a New Town

To avoid potentially restrictive interpretations of leisure — ‘an actively
pursued recreational activity’ (Rojek, 1995) — the term ‘spare time’ was used.
Respondents described spare time as being that outside of paid and domestic
labour. For the purposes of this chapter, discussion centres on those interests
in which the potential for forming networks through sociability was strongest:
entertaining at home; eating ou(; and membership of clubs, associations and

societies. The data address both personal inlerests and those shared between
couples.

Entertaining at Home

Bowland respondents did not entertain others at home, except for ‘special
occasions’ involving the extended family. This was in stark con(rast (o
Lonsdale and Cartmel respondents, although the frequency and contexts
of sociability were discussed in very diffcrent ways. Cartmel respondents
described ‘conventional” dinner parties involving one other couple: ‘It’s very
rare that we have more than one couple over at any one dinner party. Mind
you, that’s probably because I’m not sure some of them would get on so well
with some of the others’ (Stephanie). Such dinner parties also followed rather
conventional formats. Angela explained how: ‘I always do [cook] something
which I wouldn’t normally and we get out the best glasses, cutlery and that
... I’s always bring a bottle, that sort of thing ... it’s the same for whocver
we invite.’

Lounsdale respondents, by contrast, tisted a diversity of home-based
sociability, ranging from regular coffec momings to eating-in cvents. While
the conventjonal two couple, ‘bring a boitle of wine’ (Sylvia), dinner party
was frequent, this did not always involve ‘best glasses’ and ‘cutlery’ or
cooking ‘special® meals. judith explained how: ‘Sometimes we go the whole
hog. other times we slap in a pizza, get an expensive bottle of plonk and
eat off our laps. Depends who's coming and what mood we’re all in.” Other
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Jining arrangements included the very popular ‘safari parties’ e.njoyec.i by
five respondents. Initiated afler the Genery link (a twin-town pl’OJCCt. with a
(ihanaian Town), ‘safari parties’ were street based events held appropmately
anee a month. They involved street members cooking one ‘exolic’ dish, non-
{reet participants provided the drinks, and the group {ravelled between each
athers” houses sampling the dishes.

lor both Cartmel and Lonsdale respondents, the home was a space of
Lociability within partners” mutual networks. While Cartmel re.spondepts
lncked Lonsdale’s diversity of practices and frequency of network interaction
within homes, they nevertheless presented favoured home-based intere§ts that
involved a variety of othey people. Bowland respondents did not describe the
home as a space of sociability but one of personal relaxation.

lating and Drinking Out

‘I'aling out’ divisions followed the same pattern as did ‘eating in’. Bowland
respondents enjoyed cating out but the activity was infrequent and largely
resiricted to special family occasions. By contrast, five Cartmel parlner§ named
cating out as their favourite spare time activity, favoured b.ccau§e.1t was a
joint interest. Most ate out on average once a month and, again, this mvol\{ed
the company of one other couple (but not always the same coup]e).‘ Eating
out, as opposed to ‘in’, was preferred because restauran?s offered ‘neutral
lerritory” (Patricia) and required ‘less effort’ (Anthony) with regards to food
preparation and cleaning dishes. This contrasted with Lonsdale 1’espon.den.ts
who described the importance of both cating in and out. For them, eating in
offered a more ‘intimate’ (Charlotte) context in which to potcntial]y. form
closer bonds within networks, while eating out served as an opportgmty for
new culinary experiences and the chance to ‘get out’ (Barbara) with other
couples. Like eating in, eating out was not restricted to the company of one
other couple at cach event.

Ten Bowland respondents described regular visits (once a week or morc) to
the pub as a favoured spare time practice, two being women who accompanied
their parter. This contrasted with only one man from the Cartmel group and
fonr men from Lonsdale. Others did visit pubs but not with any regularity. It
wiis not just the number of people who regularly visited pubs b.uL the form of
weiability that took place which differentiated the groups. Neither Bowland
nor Cartmel respondents described pub visits as artanged in order to mect
wilh others, although regular visits to the same pub resulted in ‘recognized
laces® (Jack) and ‘genera) chatting’ (Pairick). By contrast, the four Lonsdale
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respondents explaincd how pub visits were always pre-arranged: ‘Actually it
all started when they [his wife and her friend] suggested we went for a drink
after a curry at our house one Friday night, and we go most Fridays now’
(James). In this case, four women had established friendships through coffee
mornings which quickly expanded to an eating-in event and then to regular
Friday evening visits to a pub by their husbands. As Tracey explained, ‘It
helps if they [the husbands] get on, otherwise only the women get to know
each other’. While each of the other three cases presented different stories

of how pub visits became regular, all cases fcatured pre-arranged visits with
the same person(s).

Clubs, Associations and Societies (CAS)

Membership of CAS presented the most significant difference between the
groups. Table 7.1 shows how both the number and type of CAS membership
reported by at least one adult in each household varied between the
groups. ‘Clubs’ referred to a sport or recreational activity in which forma)
membership and payment of fees was required. ‘Associations’ referred to
voluntary organizations which required regutar involvement and commitment
rather than monetary exchange for access. Finally, ‘societies’ also did not
require membership fees but did involve strict selection criteria, whether by
application, election or nomiration from existing members.

Table 7.1  Number of households that reported at least one
membership of a club, association or society

Bowland Cartmel Lonsdale
No. of households 13 8 14
Clubs 4 1 7
Associations 0 2 12
Socicties 0 0 6

Bowland respondents only mentioned membership of a club, and only one
(Robert, a skitiles player) participated with any regularity. As for drinking
out, the activity was regarded as a personal practice not dependant on the
presence of specified others. Martin, a local Ramblers club member described
his participation as: ‘I just go along when 1’ve the time and when 1 feel Jike
it.” Consequently, network interaction was limited: ‘I might chat to ‘em and
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ay hello if T see ‘em in the sireel, but like, not all of us go for the social side
iy il were.” Martin’s case 1s interesting because he highlighted an instrumental
orientation toward club membership, the benefit for him being organized walks
which ‘motivate me to go places 1 wouldn’t go on my own’. Bob was equally
mstromental in his cricket club membership: ‘I joined to get a reduced ticket
(o hear lan Botham at an after-diner speech.’

CAS membership as a means to pursuing a spare time interest rather than
(o purposefully develop network ties was also apparent in Cartrnel parratives.
Andrew, amember of a ‘cheap’ local golf club, reported no contact with other
members: ‘I just use the facilities and that’s it. In and out, no fuss. I bet the
repulars would never even recognise me in the street.” On occasion he would
mvite others to play golf with him — ‘When my brother’s down we might
liave a round and 1 gave Justin from work a game once’ — but he stated: ‘On
(he whole I like playing on my own, [’m not competitive and 1 like getting
on with it, T don’t need someone to hold my hand.’

The other two Cartmel respondents were members of associations. John
described his school governor role as a means of finding out what happens at
his son’s school and qualified that: ‘[t takes up little time, one hour a month at
most ... | have nothing to do with the others outside the meetings.” Margaret,
on the other hand, felt her membership to the Women'’s Institute might have
begun as ‘something constructive to fill my time’ but had become ‘my main
contact with the outside world’. For her, association membership was largely
motivated by sociability even though ‘I don’t see the others outside of the W]
except for if I bump into them at the shops’.

Table 7.2 provides an indication of the volume and range of Lonsdale CAS
memberships, with onlty one couple abstaining from any form of membership.
'I'he number and frequency of engagement within these activities, in addition
1o their various eating events, demonstrated the extent of these respondents’
network interactions. Unlike the other two groups, Lonsdale respondents joined
("AS with the specific intention of initiating network contact. Barbara, who at
the time of interview had recently moved to Yate, explained such a network
initiation strategy:

Once we'd settled in the house we got that blue book out, you know the one
that comes through the door, and trailed it for groups to join. I fancied the
tree planting group so joined and Alex joined the swimming club ... You
have to make the effort in 2 new place because you can’( expecl others to do
it for you.
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Like other forms of sociable activity, Lonsdale respondents presented
rcgular and pre-arranged interaction within specified networks, using CAS
as mechanisms for meeting people and developing network tics, This was
important because CAS membership often led respondents to join other
(‘AS as a conscquence of forming new network contacts. Beatrice explained:
‘Obviously the Genery link camce from the Rotary Club but it’s all the same
people, you know, we got into the Rotary Club through Jenny and John who
we met at the church group'. Indeed, all respondents described how some of
those invited to sharc cating events were initially met at a CAS.

Local cavironmental group;

music group
Cancer support; Rotary and

Societies

Amateur dramatics
‘Piggies’

Music group
Music group
Morris dancing

Summary

| .onsdale respondents nairated the greatest diversity of spare time practices and
described network formation and sociability as critical components of those
activities. By contrast, Bowland and, to a lesser exient, Cartmel respondents
described privatised orientations toward spare time practices, the formation
of networks through such practices being viewed as a by-product of the
nctivity rather than as a purpose for engaging in that activity. This indicates a
~imilarity in orientation that might result from the comparatively low volumes
of cultural capital held by the respondents in these two groups. On these terms,
cultural capital could be regarded as patterning orientations and, in doing so,
impacts on the type of networks formed and shapes the normative modes
ol interaction within the contexts that practices were conducted. However,
intra-group variations were apparent. For example, Carimel, like Lonsdale,
respondents used their homes to entertain others whereas Bowland respondents
rarely entertained at home.

Given the relatively low expense of cntertaining at home, it seems unlikely
that marginal differences in the volume of economic capital between the
3owland and Cartmel groups explain this diffcrence. An alternative explanation
highlights the impacts of geographical mobility on the type of spare time
practices engaged in. Like Lonsdale newcomers, Cartmel respondents had
recently moved to Yate from distant {ocalities. Consequently, such respondents
had less time in which to develop extensive networks, and this might have
affected their orientations toward spare time practices. Partial support for
such a claim is found in the tendency for Cartmel and Lonsdale respondents
(o socialize as couples, which contrasts with Bowland descriptions of largely
individual participation in sociable spare time practices (Bowland couples
had many shared interests but they centred around private activities such
as television watching, gardening and walking the dog). Lack of network

Genety link; Salzenberg link; church group;

raothers’ group
Genery link; Salzenberg; mothers' group;

Parent governor; tradc association;
Mothers’ group; baby-sitting circle
Mothers’ group; baby-sitting circle
baby-sitting circle

Mothers’ group; baby-sitting circle

mothers’ group
Church group; Genery link

Associations

Church group; Genery link
Church group

Trade association

Church group; play-schemes

Golf; cricket; hockey  Genery link

Ramblers
Swimming

Hockey

Football; hockey
Hockey; swimming
Fitness club
Hockey

Regular involvement and significant engagement within clubs, associations and societies for all
Clubs

Lonsdale respondents interviewed

Peter and Elizabeth

Tracey
James and Michelle

Tom and Sylvia
Alex and Barbara
Bcatrice

Danny and Linda

Charlotte
Mark and Rose

Table 7.2
Respondent/s
Cohn

Judith

Juliet
Katherine

Anne
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integration as a result of recent geographical mobility might, therefore, shed
light on the intra-group differences between those who shared volumes of
cultural capital and held similar orientations toward spare time practices but
engaged in different activities.

Spare Time Practices, Networks and Contexts of Interaction

To turther examine whether cultural capital and/or geographical mobility explain
the group-based differences of spare time practices, it is necessary to look in
greater detail at the type of networks formed, the modes of network interaction,
and the contexts within which shared understandings of competent conduct
in spare time practices were developed. This is because the potential affect of
reographical mobility on cultural orientations is a line of enquiry based on the
impact that social networks have on participation in spare lime practices.

‘Keeping Themselves to Themselves'— Bowland Networks

Bowland respondents narrated two types of networks — ascribed kinship and
acquaintances. Family members were regarded as close ties, largely because
they represented a reliable source of material and emotional support: ‘We’d
always go to our brothers or sisters first if we needed any help or anything
... We're always there for one another even if we're not getting on at that
particular time” (Susan). Consequently, family members were named as their
most significant social contacts, even if they did not particularly like them:
‘Yeah, we see ‘em quite a bit. Saying that 1 don’t like my brother much but 1
tolerate him for Sandy’s sake ... 1 would say they’re friends though’ (Claire).
Describing family as ‘friends”’ illustrated that for this group friends were ‘given’
rather than jnterpersonal ties that required purposive cultivation. Friendship
was not described as something (hat could be acquired, and this was the reason
given when reporting no sociability with work colleagues: ‘I work with them
but I could work with anyone, it doesn’t mean we’re friends’ (Simon).
Neighbours and acquaintances formed through sociable spare time practices
were also not described as friends because these network ties reflected co-
presence rather than sociability: ‘Our ncighbours are our neighbours, we’re
friendly in as much as we’ll help each other out in trouble butl we’re not
riends’” (Wendy). Even when respondents described regular and committed
practices the networks formed were not counted as friendships. Arthur and
Joan, who went dancing every Saturday night, were a typical case: ‘We’re
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our own people, when we go out we like to go out what time we like, to come
away when we’re ready because if you start going with people and arranging
when to pick ‘em up, and you’ve gotia stay.” (Arthur)

Neighbours, acquaintances, and possibly work colleagues increased their
(otal number of network members but engagement within such networks
was a case of ‘chance’ rather than arrangement. Given this, and Bowland
orientations toward independent engagement in spare time practices, it was
not surprising that the networks formed were characterized as ‘weak ties’. It
was not the case that Bowland respondents were ‘unsoctable’, more that they
held orientations which separated network formation from practices pursued
lur personal interest. Tndeed, distinguishing acquaintances formed through
spare time practices from ‘friendship’ acted as a source of competent conduct.
As Robert explained:

It’s a case of whoever turns up plays, it’s never the same team. Saying that, T
go because its better than just propping-up the bar and there’s always the same
old faces even if their not playing ... it’s not cliquey or anything, just a bunch
of blokes having a few drinks and some of ‘emn playing skittles.

Sheila shared this sentiment and described her interest in line dancing as
a means of mantaining fitness, and admitted: ‘We all get on and that but [
wouldn’t say any are friends, they’re a good laugh and all that but no, we just
do the dancing’. For Bow]and respondents, competent conduct in the contexts
of spare time praclices was captured by the statement: ‘People keep themselves
to themselves® (Vera). As an examplc of homophily, networks formed through
shared practices appeared to share the same normative understandings of
competent conduct, which amounted to avoidance of complicated interpersonal
rclationships.

The Scripted Interactions of Cartmel Nerworks

Cartmel respondents also described brothers and sisters as ‘friends’. Sarah
was a typical case: ‘I speak to my sister regularly, at least once a fortnight
and she’s come down now and then ... she’d always be there though. You
know, blood’s thicker than water.’ Not all Cartme) respondents shared Sarah’s
degree of family connection and for others family was mostly described as a
dependable source of practical support. Similarity with Bowland respondents
was also clear in attitudes toward work-based networks, all stating that they
did not socialize with work colieagues.
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Neighbours were described as ‘friendly rather than friends’ (Nicola),
although interaction was more frequent than in Bowland Road: ‘We’ll always
say hello and occasionally stop and chat’ (Margaret). Angela described her
next-door neighbour as a regular point of contact: ‘Yeah we’ll chat over the
fence and at Christmas maybe they’ll come round for a drink.” Recognizing
neighbours as acquaintances was significant, particularly as the other couples
with whom Cartmel respondents socialized were afforded the same status.
Stephanie stated: ‘We have lots of people who might come for a meal or
whatever but true friends 1 think I’ve got about five, who [ would at anytime
of day or night phone, who I would do anything for and they would me.’
This perception of ‘friends’ as those who shared a deep-rooted personal bond
generated clear distinctions between their network ties. In all cases, “friends’
were those left behind when they had moved to Yate and whom they no longer
had significant face-lo-face contact.

The term acquaintance best captures those networks formed after respondents
had moved to Yate. Children and mothers ptayed a critical rote in the formation
of such networks. Stephanie explained: ‘Most come from the school gates, you
gel chatting and then you might see them in the shops or park and it goes from
there’. Anthony described a similar process: ‘A few of us played rounders over
the green last Sunday ... just a few kids and their Dads ... You never know, we
might be going for a mea) with some of them in a few months.’

Initiating contact through shared circumstances (such as having young
children), rather than shared cultural orientations, helps explain why Cartme)
respondents described dinner guests as acquaintances rather than friends with
whom shared orientations were known. As Anthony hinted, meals were the
favoured mode of developing initial contact into sociability. This is significant
because much network interaction took place in restaurants, which present
participants with a formal script regarding contextual practices (Finkelstein,
1989). Such ‘scripts’ were also employed when entertaining at home. Angela,
for whom use of best cutlery and china at dinner parties was important, outlined
the etiquette:

We’d expect them to bring a half decent bottle of wine, not the cheap stuff ...
and yeah, to dress smart, not in jcans or anything like that ... and like I will
tell them what is on the menu, if you like, and try and give them a choijce,
like for starter.

Despite different practices, the formal reciprocity (of wine exchanges)
and scripted contextual norms held similar implications for engagement in
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lvpes of social networks as did the privatised orientations toward interaction
ol Bowland respondents. The network ties remained weak not simply because
mieraction with the same people was infrequent, but also because by following
seripted conlexiual norms, the chances of not ‘fitting-in’ were reduced.
(onsequently, as for Bowland respondents, interpersonal relationships did
not develop beyond the notion of acquaintance because interaction remained
relatively impersonal. This was hinted at by Stephanic’s stalement regarding
dinner guests not being ‘true friends’. John was more forthright: ‘Yeah, we
pet o know them but it’s more like polite conversation than, you know, like
openly talking ... Well, 1 don’t mean like guarded or anything but just, you
just don’treally know each other that well.” Such networks neither challenged
respondents’ existing cultural orientations nor did they provide new cultural
experiences that might increase volumes of cultural capital because the
conlexts and modes of interaction remained resiricted and predictable.

Ihe ‘Contextual Competence’ of Lonsdule Networks

(iiven the comparatively diverse range of cultural practices engaged in by
l.onsdale respondents, it was not surptising that they described a range of
network types — including acquaintances, friends and close friends. For this
proup, friendship was not associated with interpersonal ties that revolved
around obligation. Tom was one ol six Lonsdale respondents to declare: “You
can choose your friends, not your family’, although some did name family
members as “friends’ due to shared cultural oricntations. As this suggests,
‘lriends’ were regarded as thosc who shared cultural orientations and co-
participated in the same spare time practices. ‘Friend’ was not used in the same
sense that Bowland and Cartmel respondents applied the term acquaintance to
describe their nctworks. Lonsdale respondents also used the term acquaintance
with reference to those who co-participated in spare time practices but with
whom no interaction 100k place beyond that practice. Friendships, by contrast,
were cultivated through interactions that took place in a variety of contexts,
whether through participation in CAS, eating events or neighbourhood
activities. Barbara and Alex, who werc newcomers to the area, explained:

Barbara: This sireet is brilliant ... When we’re at home in the daytime we will
meet up at least once a week for coffce.

Alex: We’re also all determined to work at it, we’rc al] determined to say ‘Well
let’s get into the routine of going to the pub once a month or something like
that and make the effort, do something different.
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Jt was Barbara who previously stated that joining CAS was also partially
motivated by aftiempts at initiating network contact, and Alex’s intent to
forge closer interpersonal ties within newly formed networks demonstrated
how Lonsdale respondents actively sought to develop acquaintances into
friendships. For ‘established’ residents, this process had already occurred.
James and Michelle outlined the process:

James: Actually you knew ‘um first, and we saw them once in Tesco’s and
said we were going for a drink after ... And they said ‘We’ll see you in there’
and it went on {rom there.

Michelle: Yeah. § knew Sue (rom netball. But we hit it ofl didn’t we? Like
you say, 1l’s never a problem over who gets the drinks in, it’s just sort of
automatic ...

James: That's right ... We're of similar interests and mind and we both respect
cach other’s views. And oddly cnough, they aren’t much different. ! mean not
Just politics or the royal family and that. But like, we like the same things when
we go out, like [or a meal we all like three courses, you know spread over the
night with cheese and that, port, after. We just like the same things ... going
to the same sorli of places.

James and Michelle illustrate the process whereby similar spare time practices
can, in time, move an acquaintanceship toward a ‘close friendship’. However,
common practice was not enough to develop such an interpersonal bond.
Rather, this process required that a number of criteria regarding tacitly sharcd
cultural orientations were negotiated during the course of interaction. This was
illustrated by shared interests being qualified by specific ‘ways of engaging’
those interests that were mutual to all parties within the friendship.
Lonsdale newcomers had yet to develop such ‘close friendships’. They
uscd the term ‘close friend’ but, in a similar way to how Cartmel respondents
employed the torm ‘friend’, to describe interpersonal relationships with people
living in their previous residential Jocality and with whom they had limited
social contact. Instead, Lonsdale newcomers described local friends through

an emphasis on shared competence in formal contextual norms. Mark stated
that:

The Hockey Club doesn’t have so many set rules, but there are expected ways
of behaviour, no standing on top of tables or things like that. And T don’t like
the kind of people who don’t respect such expectations and rules of behaviour.
Nor do any of my friends there, which is why it doesn’t ever happen.
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Umphasis on formal contextual norms of conduct shares a certain similarity
with the scripted modes of interaction that Cartmel respondents used to
deseribe their acquaintance networks. The critical difference between these
(wo newcomer groups was that Lonsdale respondents described friends as those
who shared an interest in producing ‘ friendships’, in addition to acquaintances
who simply shared spare time interests and followed scripted rules of conduct.
(iiven the range of practices in which Lonsdale newcomers participated, they
were in a better position (than Cartmel respondents) to find others with whom
1acitly shared cultural orientations could be found and developed.

Despite the differences between the types of network tics {ormed through
participation in spare time practices, all Lonsdale respondents placed significant
cmphasis on developing strong ties from weak network connections. To sorne
cxtent, this could represent a form of insttumentalism in network engagement.
llowever, seeking ‘stronger ties’ in the form of ‘friends’ and ‘close friends’
was presented largely as an end in itself — to generate forms of sociability
dependant on close interpersonal bonds. Yet, such networks did provide
1.onsdale respondents with the resource of access to information regarding a
diversity of cultural activities and, more importantty, nuanced understandings
ol competent modes of conduct in a range of contexts in which such practices
took place.

Summary

As the discussion of their sociable spare time practices indicated, Lonsdale
respondents engaged in a wider range of cultural activities than did low
cultural capital respondents, and did so with the intention of developing
(riendships. On the one hand, by opening more avenues of network contact,
high cultural capital increased the range of weak nctwork ties that could be
lormed. Moreover, cultural capital, by shaping orientations toward competent
conduct of practices and jnterpretations of the importance of different network
types (family, friends, neighbours, acquaintances), also played a role in whether
interpersonal refationships developed from weak to strong ties. In this sense,
high cultural capital and the resulting cultural orientations toward a diversity
of practices were converted into social capital.

On the other hand, variety of network types and modes of interaction can
he regarded as crucial mechanisms in the reproduction of cultural capital. In
(he case of established respondents, “strong ties” brought with them a confident
grasp of ‘nuanced’ coniextual codes of conduct and generated competence
in the pursuit of practices that affirmed their sense of ‘refined’ cultural



114 Social Networks and Social Exclusion

tasies, while weak ties (acguainiances) provided mformation and access to
other cultural practices. Lonsdale newcomers had yct 1o develop the strong
network tes exhibited by their established counterparts, and as such talked
aboul friendship ties in ways not dissimilar from how Cartme] respondents
described acquaintances. The difference between these two newcomer groups
was largely one of diversity in cultural practices and an emphasis among
Lonsdale newcomers upon shared orientations (such as Mark’s account of
behaviour in public spaces) rather than upon shared circumstance (such as
Cartmel accounts of networks emerging around children). In this way, Lonsdale
ncwcomers’ greater emphasis on establishing ‘stronger’ ties (developing
acquaintanceships into friendships) placed them in a better position from
which to utilize diverse forms of cultural knowledge and competent conduct
in different practices that a variety of network types offer.

Conclusion: Cultural Capital, Social Networks and Orientations
toward Spare Time Practices

Respondents’ volumes of economic and cultural capital had a significant
effect on their orientations toward practices. Those with Jow cultural capital
engaged in a relatively smalt number of spare time practices, held privatised
orientations towards their conduct and, in the case of Bowland respondents,
preferred to participate independently from others or, in the cage of Carime)
respondents, to socialize with a small number of acquaintances in private
spaces. Significantly, for these respondents it was the practice itself which
attracted participation rather than the opportunity to forge ties within networks.
This was clearest in Bowland descriptions of CAS membership, but also
found in Cartmel accounts of eating events where the formal scripting of
practices appeared more important than did the company. By contrast, those
with high cultural capital engaged in a broad range of cultural interests from
which various forms of social interaction within a variety of neiworks ook
place. They used private and public space with equal enthusiasm and forged
networks that had both weak and strong ties. For these respondents, practices
were conducted for the intrinsic properties of the activity as well as to initiate
and generate network connections.

The relationship between cultural capital and spare time orientations
was, however, not static nor a one-dimensional process. If it were, the small
differences between those with similar volumes of cultural capital would
amount to little more than arbitrary variation. Rather, intra-capital group
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variations were patterned according to respondents’ length of residence in
the town, For example, the Bowland and Cartmel groups might have shared a
comparatively narrow range of interests that were characlerized by privatised
forms of engagement and the production of ‘weak’ network ties, but the groups
did differ with respect to the types of interaction within those networks and
this affected the relative weight of significance attached to specific practices.
In both cases, practices described as being of greatest personal interest were
those that involved interaction with others, despite enjoyment of the practice
noi depending on the participation of specific others. In the Bowland case,
preference was for engaging with others by ‘chance’ and led to a favouring of
‘recreational activities® in public space, safe in the knowledge that within such
conlexts ‘there’s aJways someone to chat to’ (Arthur). For Cartmel respondents,
being relative newcomers to the town limited the range of ‘acquaintance’
nctworks from which to draw, and made them more receptive to forging new
nequaintances. As a result, they favoured spare time practices that facilitated
the best conditions upon which to engage and produce weak network ties
namely formally scripted eating events.

All Lonsdale respondents described a broad range of similar spare time
mterests. In this respect, their cultural orientations exhibited many features
ol omnivorousness through their emphasis on diverse knowledge of, and
participation in, cultural practices. However, established respondents drew
(rom their ‘strong’ network ties to reveal nuanced understandings of competent
conduct in such practices and, in doing so, their cultural orientations moved
beyond a little knowledge of many cultural practices to a little knowledge
about many and significant ‘know how’ in a specified few.

Cultural orientations toward spare time practices might reflect differential
volumes of cultural capital (as measured through education as a source of
cultural knowledge) but social networks play a significant role in the process
through which culwral capital shapes orientations, because networks are a
resource that impact on normative understandings of cultural practices. In
other words, cultural capital might impact on ‘knowledge’ regarding a diversity
ol practices, but social networks impact on ‘know how’ and understandings
of competent conduct in the pursujt of those practjces. In this way, social
nelworks are a resource that could be equated with the concept of social capital
mi Lhat they offer sources of tacit understandings about ‘how to’ competently
participate in cultura) activities. In this process, volumes of cultural capital
are reproduced because social networks act to constrain orientations toward
practices. At one level, this was demonstrated by the relationship between
volumes of cultural capital and orientations towards the formation of new
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networks (whether acquaintances or friends). More significantly, the principle
of homophily indicates that by forming network ties within particular practices
and according to shared normative understandings of competent conduct, the
type of networks formed are likely to reproduce simiar orientations toward
that practice. Social networks do, however, offer the potential (or increasing
volumes of cultural capital through the provision of knowledge regarding other
cultural activities and ‘know how’ regarding appropriate conduct in a variety
of contexts. In this research, only those who already had high cultural capital
inadvertently utilized their networks in such a way. Their cultural ortentations
toward participating in a diversity of spare time practices and toward initiating
new network contacts exposed them, and offered access, to new practices and
different norms of conduct within them. In sum, social networks reproduce
cultural capital by legitimating orientations, but also act as a resource that, in
particular circumstances, can increase individual volumes of cultura) capital
through the accumulation of knowledge and ‘know how’. In Yate, those with
high cultural capital and established within “friendship’ networks were best
placed to utilize this resource.

Notes

1 laterviews were conducted with 13 couples, 12 women alone and ten men alone. The
distribution of couples, men and women was representative across the three groups.

2 Economic capital was measured according to household income, number of cars and house
valuc at the time of interview. Culwral capital was measured according to educational
attainment, high cultural capital referring (o those with a university degree.

Chapter 8

Diversity in Partnership Histories:
Implications for Older Adults’ Social
Integration’

Pearl A. Dykstra

Studies of changes in the life course show a trend, beginning in the late 1960s
and carly 1970s, toward increasing diversity in people’s lives (Buchmann,
1989; Liefbroer and Dykstra, 2000; McLaughlin ct al., 1988; Modell, 1989;
Ravanera, 1998). There is less and less uniformity in the ages at which major
life transitions are made and in the sequences jn which they oceur. There is also
preater variation in the range of familial and occupational roles. Family roles
and obligations, in particular, are increasingly detached from chronological
ape (Held, 1986). The process of decreasing uniformity is a reversal ol an
carlier trend toward increasing standardization (Kohli, 1986; Kohli and Rein,
1991; Kuijsten, 1999).

The studies reporting increasing diversity in people’s lives have focused on
the early stages of the life course, looking at trends in home-leaving, labour
market entry, first union formation, the birth of children, and so forth. Little
work has been donc on the later stages of the life course (George, 1996). Old
(e is a ‘soclally unstructured’ period of life (Hagestad and Neugarten, 1985),
meaning there are few social expectations about the roles for older adults to
fulfil, and (ew institutionalized mechanistms that impose order in life. This may
be one of the reasons why there have been few studies of late-life transitions.
Nevertheless, old age is definitely not ‘uneventful’, as attested by experiences
such as becoming a grandparent or a greatgrandparent, losing a spouse, losing a
child, outliving friends and siblings, remarrying, adult children returning to the
parental home, moving house, entering a residential care facility, re-entering
ihe educational system, taking on a new paid job, and so forth.,

With its focus on old age, this chapter addresses a phase in life that has been
ncglected in life course research. As yet, there is little knowledge about the
deuree of diversity in older people’s lives (Dannefer, 1996). I will be examining
the diversity in older adults’ marital and relationship histories, considering
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two questions. Firstly, how much diversity in past and curreat partnerships
is there? Is there evidence, for example, that serial monogamy is replacing
marriage-for-life or that older adults are engaging in forms of partnership other
than marriage? Secondly, what are the implications of diversity in partnership
histories for older adults’ social cmbeddedness? Marriage has been seen (from
Durkheim onwards) as an avenue toward social integration. An open question
1s whether this is equally the case {or second marriages or for so-called ‘new?
lorms of partnership.

Historical Change

One might wonder about the relevance of looking at the diversity in the marital
and relationship histories of current older adults, arguing that litile diversity
is to be expected. Current cohorts of older adults grew up at a time when life
options were narrowly defined. Reasonably clear-cut expectations existed
about the ‘normal expectable’ life course (Hagestad and Neugarten, 19835;
Hareven, 1981; Neugarten, 1969). Marriage and launching a family were part
of the shared expectations, as was a gender-based division of tasks in marriage
with wives devoting themselves to homemaking and husbands investing in
paid jobs so they could maintain their famities. Marriage was a bond for
life, and unmarried cohabitation — whether with a partner of the same or of
the opposite sex — was virtually unthinkable. In line with this consideration,
previous research shows that the early life marriage and childbearing patterns
of current cohorts of older adults are characterized by the greatest uniformity
ever (Cherlin, 1980; Liefbroer and Dykstra, 2000; Uhlenberg, 1993). The
men and women in these cohorts have the highest marriage rates, the lowest
mean age at marriage, and the lowest rates of childlessness in history. The
rise in unmarried cohabitation, non-marital childbearing, childlessness, and
divorce occurred affer they reached middle age.

The changes in demographic patterns of the last decades in western society
arc manifestations of both structural economic and autonomous ideational
change (Lesthaeghe and Surkeyn, 1986). The risc in the standard of living
and the expansion of the welfare state have enabled and encouraged people
to organize their lives with a degree of financial and social independence
that did not exist previously. The increases in economic securily have
been accompanied by an ideational shift. A more fatalistic view of life was
characteristic of the time when current older adults were young: life events
‘happened’ or were delermined by the needs and preferences of other family
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members (Hareven, 1977). This more fatalistic view has been replaced by
the notion that what transpircs in life is largely of one’s own making. Recent
decades have witnessed a growing emphasis on individualism, with the notion
of being captain of one’s biography: people are expected to take their lives into
their own hands (Beck and Beck-Gernsheim, 1996). In the private domain,
people can (and as Beck and Beck-Gemnsheim argue, ‘must’) choose the living
arrangement that suits them best: to live alone, with friends, ‘apart together’
as a couple, in a consensual union or in marriage. As Allan, Hawker and Crow
(2001) write: ‘marriage and the standard nuclear model of family structure and
domestic organization become less a matter of routine, constrained practice
and more a matter of lifestyle choice’ (p. 825).

In this chapter, T use life history data from Dutch older adults born between
1900 and 1940. Tt goes without saying that cvidence that their marital and
relationship patterns were affected by the ideational changes of the last few
decades can emerge only for the middle and later parts of their lives,

Source of Data

This chapter is based on data from the 1992 Dutch survey titled ‘Living
Arrangements and Social Networks of Older Adults’ (NESTOR-LSN).
Interviews were held with 4,494 mep and women aged 55-89 (birth cohorts
1903-37). Respondents were obtained by drawing samples from the population
registers of 11 municipalitics in three regions of the Nctherlands: the city of
Amsterdam and two rural communities in the western part of the country, onc
city and four rural communities in the northeastern part, and one city and two
rural communities in the south. The regions and municipalities were sclected (o
make the sample as representative as possible for the Dutch population above
the age of 55. To facilitate comparisons across age groups and between males
and females, the sample was stratified according to sex and year of birth, and
approximately cqual numbers of men and women within each five-year cohort
from 55 to 89 were drawn from the population registers. Older adults in private
households as well as mstitutions were included in the sample. The overal)
responsc rate was 61.7 per cent, which is comparable to responsc rates for the
general population in the Netherlands in surveys conducted by the Dutch Central
Bureau of Statistics (de Heer, 1992). More detailed information on data collection
and non-respouse can be found in Broese van Groenou ct al. (1995).
Respondents were interviewed in their homes using CAPI (computer
assisted personal interviewing) techniques. On average, the interviews
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lasted an hour and 37 minutes. Questions were posed on a wide variety
of topics, including lifc histories, social networks, supportive exchanges,
organizational memberships, and physical and psychological well-being.
The analyses are based on the 4,076 respondents for whom full partnership
history data are available.

In the NESTOR-1.SN survey, information was collected on the start
and cnd of each marital or non-marital relationship insofar it involved an
intimate partner with whom the respondent had ever or currently was sharing a
household. In addition, among those who were not Jiving with a partner at the
time of the interview, questjons were asked about the possible existence of an
intimate partner who was residing elsewhere — a so-called ‘LAT-relationship’
(living apart together).

Partnership History

Results underscore the dominance of marriage in the cohorts under
investigation: 93.4 per cent of the sample had ever married.? At the time of
the interview, men were more likcly be ever married than women, 94.3 per
cent versus 92.7 per cent. Living with an intimate partner outside of marriage
(consensual union) had occurred sporadically. An analysis of partnership
histories before the age of 30 shows that 0.5 per cent of the sample had lived
with their partner before marriage. Those who lived in a consensual union
at any point in life without ever marrying amounted to 1.0 per cent of the
sample; men and women living with a same-sex partner are included in this
figure. Clearly, unmarried cohabitation in early adulthood was not an option
for those born between 1900 and 1940, Taking both marriage and consensual
unjons together shows that 5.4 per cent of the sample had never lived with an
intimate partner at any point in life, either inside or outside of marriage. Few
respondents reposted homosexual unions: 0.4 per cent had either lived with a
same-sex partner in the past or had a same-sex pariner (consensual union or
LAT-relationship) at the time of the interview.

What happened to the marriages? Results show that 10.0 per cent of the
ever-married had cver divorced; some for a second or third time. As regards
the years in which the divorces occurred, two clusters are visible: one around
the years 1947-50, and a bigger one around 1972-74. The first indicates higher
rates of divorce after the Second World War, Marriages that had remained
intact throughout the war were nevertheless dissolved a few years afterwards,
a patiern described previously by the Netherlands Central Bureau of Statistics
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(NCBS, 1976). The second reflects the liberalized divorce laws. In 1971 the
proccdures for obtaining a divorce were simplified, resulting, along with other
factors such as changing attitudes toward marriage and the declining role of
the church (NCBS, 1994), in an increase in the number of dissolved marriages.
One should note that the mean duration of marriage before divorce in the
NESTOR-LSN sample was close to 20 ycars. The majority of the marriages
(hat ended in divorce did so after a relatively lengthy period of time. In the
divorce patterns we have evidence that older adulis’ lives were touched by the
changing normative climate of the late 1960s and the early 1970s in which
marriage became a negotiable relationship rather than a contract for life.
Concomitant chauges in legislatjon facilitated the termination of unhappy
arriages.

At the time of the interview, widowhood was not (yet) a collective
experience: 25.3 per cent of the ever-married had lost one or mote spouse
by death. Women (36.3 per cent) were more likely to ever have lost 2 spouse
than men (12.1 per cent). This finding does not come as a surprise given that
men tend to have shorter lives than women (Vaupel, 1997), and that they
tend to marry women who are younger than they are (Bozon, 1991; Smeenk,
1998). For the majority (62.] per cent), widowhood had come rclatively early,
defined as before the age of 70 for men, and before the age of 65 for women.
The relatively low age at widowhood is of course typical for the sample under
investigation with its $5-89 age-range. Most (66.5 per cent of the ever-married)
were still in their first marriage, ageing with their spouse. Widowhood becomes
amore common experience at highly advanced ages.

The majority of the widowed had remained single: only 15.8 per cent had
remarried and 5.1 per cent had started living with a partner outside of marriage.
Serial monogamy was more characteristic of the divorced: 38.9 per cent had
remarried and 8.6 per cent had started living with a partner outside of marriage.
Of course the second partnerships were not necessarily still intact at the time
of the interview. The higher likelihood of repartnering following divorce than
following widowhood is strongly linked to the age at which people became
single. Divorce tends to occur carlier in the life course than widowhood.
Research has consjstently shown that the likelisood of remarriage declines with
age (Uhlenberg and Chew, 1986; van Hoom et al, 2001). Analyses of Dutch
data show, however, that age does not fully account for the higher propensity
to remarry following divorce than following widowhood (van Hoom, et al.,
2001). Uhlenberg and Chew (1986), citing Glick and Norton (1977), also
note that, controlling for age, remarriage rates have always been higher for
the divorced than the widowed in the United States.
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In the NESTOR-LSN sample, men were more likely to repartner than
worcn, a pattern that is consistently observed in the literature (Uhlenberg
and Chew, 1986; van Hoom et al., 2001). Whereas 44.9 per cent of divorced
men had remarried and 11.6 per cent had entered consensual untons, 34.0
per cent of divorced women had remarried and 7.8 per cent had entered
consensual unions. Among widowers, 29.2 per cent remarried and 10.9 per
cent entered consensual unions. Among widows, the figures are 9.5 per cent
and 3.0 per cent respectively. Note again, that the second partnerships were
not necessarily intact at the time of the interview. One explanation for men’s
higher propensity to repartner is that they can draw upon a larger pool of
potential mates. There are more single women than single men (particularly
al older ages), and whereas it is socially acceptable for men to choose younger
partners, women’s choices are generally restricted to men who are sentor in
years. A more social psychological explanation is that men are more motjvated
to remarry given that marriage tends to be more beneficial to men than women
(Antonucci, 1994; Bernard, 1972; Gove, Style and Hughes, 1990; Thompson
and Walker, 1989).

Current Partnerships

To what extent do older adulls’ current parinerships show evidence of ‘new’
arrangements, which arc govemed less by social convention and presumably
more by choice and mutual reward? Table 8.1 provides an indication of the
extent to which the NESTOR-LSN sample members were involved in ‘new’
{orms of partnership, such as consensual unions and LAT-re)ationships at the
time of the interview. [t provides a breakdown of the respondents’ legal marital
status by their partner status. Five partner status categories are distinguished:
(a) sharing a household with one’s spouse; (b) living in a separate household
[rom one’s spouse; (c) living with one’s non-marital pariner (consensual
union); (d) living in a separate household {rom one’s non-marital partner
(LAT-relationship), and (&) not involved in a partner relationship (single).
Among those who were legally never-married (6.6 per cent of the sample),
[ 1.8 per cent were partnered. ‘Parinered” means they were either in a consensual
union or a LAT-relationshup. A higher percentage of never-married men than of
never-married women were partnered: 13.7 per cent versus 9.0 per cent. Among
those who were legally divorced (6.2 per cent of the sample), 29.6 per cent
were partnered, while this was the case for 7.2 per cent of the legally widowed
(who coustitute 21.4 per cent of the sample). Here again, the findings show
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Table 8.1 Older adults’ marital status by partner status (percentages

weighted)
Spouse Spouse  Consensual  Living Single
in outside of union apart
household  bouschold together

Men (n = 1999)

Never-marmied - - 9.8 3.9 36.3
Divorced - - 19.1 27.6 533
Widowed ~ 17.3 12.0 76.7
Martied 08.5 1.5 - - —
Women (n = 2077)

Never-married ~ - 5.4 3.6 91.0
Imvorced ~ - 8.2 8.8 83.0
Widowed - ~ 1.5 2.4 96.1
Married 97.8 22 - - -

(hat unmarricd men were more likely to be involved in a partner relationship
than their female counterparts: 47.6 per cent of divorced men versus 17.0 per
cent of divorced women, and 23.3 per cent of widowers versus 17.0 per cent
of widows were partnered. As regards the Jegally married (65.8 per cent of the
sample), Table 8.1 shows that not all were living with their spouse. Reasons
were that cither the spouse or the respondent had entered residential care or
that the spouses had separated without legally going through a divorce. Among
the married, 1.8 per cent were not living with thejr spouses; this was less ofien
<0 for married men (1.5 per cent) than for married women (2.2 per cent).

The data in Table 8.1 illustrate that older adults’ partoer status is more
complex than their legal marital status suggests. Those who are unmarried
are not always single, partners who live together are not always married,
and partners can belong to different households even il they are married.
Keilman’s (1988) observation that people’s legal marital status s no longer an
accurate indicator of their actual living arrangement can be extended to older
cohorts. Nevertheless, if one looks at the group of older adults as a whole, the
percentage with experience in ‘new’ arrangements s quite small. At the time
ol the interview, 1.5 per cent of the respondents were in a consensual union
twith a partner of the same or opposite sex), and 2.2 per cent were engaged
i a LAT-relationship. The percentages would be somewhat higher if those
who previously were in a consensuaf union or LAT-relationship but were not
al the time of the interview were also considered.
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lmplications

The partnership data clearly show that diversity in life styles is not restricted
(o younger cohorts: a pattem of divorce and remarriage is also seen among
older adults, as are forms of intimate relationships other than marriage. Now
this fact has been established, the question arises: What are the implications?
I ask this question because ‘marriage matiers’, to adopt Waite’s (1995)
terminology. Research has consistently shown thal the married enjoy better
health, live longer, have more and better sex, arc better integrated socially,
have greater wealth and better outcomes for children than the unmarried. We
do not know, however, whether the benefits of marriage extend to secopd and
third marriages. Neither do we know what is happening to older adults innon-
marital re)ationships such as consensual unions and LAT-relationships. Most
research tends to bunch first and subsequent marriages together (Karney and
Bradbury, 1995), while older adults’ involvement in ‘new’ partnerships has
generally been ignored (Cooney and Dunne, 2001; de Jong Gierveld, 2000).
Moreover, research has tended to focus on current marital status, thereby
overlooking important events in older adults’ pasts (Cooney and Dunne, 2001;
Wister and Dykstra, 2000). To understand older adults’ well-being, not only
their current partnership status but also their partnership histories should be
considered (Peters and Liefbroer, 1997).

In what follows I examine jmplications of increasing partnership diversity
for older adults’ social integration. In particular, I explore the links between
older adults’ partnership history and loneliness. Loneliness is distinct from
social isolation, which is the absence or iack of enduring ties with others.
Loneliness is a subjective state, involving the way in which people perceive
and experience their circumstances. Feelings of loneliness arise when there
is an unwanted discrepancy between the relationships a person has and the
relationships he or she wants (de Jong Gierveld, 1998). The discrepancy can
pertain 10 the number of relationships (having fewer ties than desired) or the
quality (existing relationships do not reach the desired level of closeness).
By lookjng at diffcrent types of partnerships (first and subsequent marriages,
consensual unions, LAT-relationships) and marital histories (never married,
ever divorced, ever widowed, remarried), this analysis elaborates on previous
research which has tended to look only at the presence versus the absence of
partner relationships.
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Type of Partnership

There are several reasons why marriage generally provides protection against
loneliness. One pertains to the exclusivity of the bond. In marriage - if it is
a happy relationship — needs for intimate attachment are fulfilled (Weiss,
1973). The spouse serves as confidant, companion, personal coach, sex partner
and helpmate. Another is the embedment in a wider social circle (Stueve
and Gerson, 1977). Many social cngagements are organized on a couple-
companionate basis, and being a member of a couple facilitates participation
in social activities. Marriage also provides access to a wider pool of associates:
not only in-laws, but also the friends and acquaintances of the spouse. Marriage
often marks the start of one’s own family. Children, in turn, often serve as
bridges to contacts in the neighborhood, schools and clubs.

Many of the provisions of marriage also pertain to non-formalized
partnerships. Given that consensual unions and L AT-refationships provide
emotional gratification, sexual satisfaction and companionship, they should
also serve to protect against Joneliness. Nevertheless, there are reasons to
believe there might be differences in loneliness by partnership type. Consensual
unions and LAT-relationships are not publicly affirmed and socially sanctioned
in the way marriage is. Marriage js marked by a ritual ceremony which is ofien
celebrated in the church, and involves the respective networks of the couple and
their families. The act of marrying serves (o integrate the couple into a wider
social group. Comparable celebrations do not exist for consensual unions and
LAT-relationships, and for that reason people in these types of relationships
might be more prone to social isolation. Of course this observation is valid
primarily for the integration in family, church and community circles. Those
in consensual unions and LAT-relationships might place greater emphasis on
self-selected ties such as friends, and not be socially isolated at all.

Consensual unions and LAT-relationships are not as ‘inevitably binding’
(to use the terminology of Allan et al., 2001) as marriage is. The absence of
a legal framework means there are fewer barriers to leave the relationship.
Not surprisingly, research shows that consensual unions are more prone to
dissolution than marriages (Manting, 1994; Teachman, Thomas and Paasch,
1991). Note, however, that these findings are based on younger adulis. Relevant
to the current discussion is that ‘new’ partnerships might be more selective
than marriage, with a lower proportion of individuals who feel trapped in their
relationships. Assuming that the feeling of being caught in an unhappy situation
leads to oneliness, we should find, at the aggregate level, higher levels of
loneliness among the married than among those in ‘new’ partnerships.
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In marriage, women are said to do most of the refationship work. Wives
tend to be more open to their husband’s affective needs than vice versa
(Antonucci and Akiyama, 1987b; Lowenthal and Haven, 1968; Rubin, 1983)
and wives often function as the social secretarics, organizing and managing
the social agenda of the couple (Rosenthal, 1985). Presumably then, men
arc more likely (o find emotional fulfifment in marriage than are women. In
‘new’ partnerships there is less gender asymmeiry than in marriage. Partners
in consensual unions have a more egalitarian division of tasks (Batalova and
Cohen, 2002; Blumstein and Schwartz, 1983). They strive to be economically
independent from one anrother and emphasize nontraditional family roles
(Clarkberg, Stolzenberg and Waite, 1995; Lesthaeghe and Moors, 2002),
characteristics which apply to partners in LAT-relationships as well (de Jong
Gierveld, 2000). These considerations suggest that one is more likely to find
gender differences in loneliness among the married, with men being less lonely
than women, than among those in ‘new’ partnerships.

So far, in discussing differences between marriages and ‘new’ partnerships,
I have not taken into consideration that virtually all of the ‘new’ partnerships of
the older adults under investigation were formed afier the dissolution of their
first marriage. Neither have I considered differences between first and second
mariages. A second partnership tends to be a more complex transition than
marrying for the first time. Viewed from the perspective of the individual’s life
history, more emotional baggage is carried to the relationship — the feelings, both
positive and negative, surrounding the loss of a loved one or the disruption of an
intimate relationship. From a social network perspective, a second partnership
means that previously separate family networks are brought together, resulting
in an expansion of ties requiring the negotiation of respective loyalties,
responsibilities and obligations. Whether a second partnership provides the same
kind of protection against loneliness as the first remains an open question. The
lives of older adults in second partnerships may not be as tightly enmeshed as
they are in first partnerships, perhaps resulting jn lower levels of commitment.
Their shared life gencrally has a shorter history, and is more likely to be troubled
by conflicting obligations — to children from the respective first marriages in
particular. Interestingly, one of the reasons put forward by older adults for
preferring a LAT-relationship over marriage, is that it better enables them to
continue to have close relationships with their children {de Jong Gierveld, 2000).
They do not wish their children to feel obligated to the new pariner, and not
marrying is perceived as a safeguard against imposing on the children.

What do the previous considerations tell us about possible differences
in loneliness between older adults in first and subsequent marriages? Under
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he assumption that the provisions of second marriages, such as emotional
vratification, companionship and sexual satisfaction, are similar to those in first
marriages, there should be no differences in loneliness. However, remarriage
is likely to result in an expansion of the social network, and thus provide
preater opportunities for socializing, the exchange of support, and developing
1 sense of belonging. On the basis of this consideration, one would expect
(o Aind higher Jevels of loncliness among those in first marriages than among
(he remarried. Alternatively, the complex of biological and stepfamily ties
mity be the source of insccurity about allegiances and conflicting loyalties,
resulting in a sense of detachment. On the basis of this consideration, one
would expect to find lower levels of loneliness among those in first marriages
(han among the remarried.

As the previous discussion reveals, straightforward predictions about
Jdifferences in loneliness by partnership type cannot be made. Some
characteristics of ‘new’ partnerships, such as the lack of ritual ceremony to
publicly celebrate the relationship, suggest they provide poorer protcction
apainst loneliness than marriage. Other characleristics, such as the lower
likelihood of feeling trapped due to the absence of legal barriers against
lecaving unhappy relationships, suggest they provide greater protection against
loneliness. There are also competing predictions for differences in loneliness
hetween those in first marriages and subsequent martiages. The notion of
iemarriage resulting in an expansion of the social network suggests lower
levels of lonelincss among the remarried than among those in first marriages.
I lowever, the notion of remarriage producing conflicting loyalties suggests
higher levels of loneliness among the remarried compared to those in first
marriages. The possibility of no differences in loneliness by partnership type
also exists. The underlying assumption is that the emotional gratification
derived from partnerships is not affected by the form the relationships take
or the context in which they are maintained. Table 8.2 provides a summary
ol the mechanisms that have been suggested, and describes the differences in
loneliness associated with them.

Marital History

In addition to the type of partnership, older adults® marital history should
he considered to gain a better understanding of conditions contributing to
loncliness.> A focus on marital history draws atlention lo stability (never
marrying, still in the first marriage) versus change (divorce, widowhood,
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Table 8.2 Predicted differences in loneliness by type of partnership
and marital history

Mechanism Level of lonchiness

Type of partnership
Emotional gratification Marriage - ‘new’ partnership

First marriage = subsequent marriage
Marriage < ‘new’ partnership
Marriage > ‘new’ partnership

In ‘new’ partnership: men = women
In marriage: men < women
Lxpansion social network First marriage > subsequent mariage
Contfticting loyalties First marriage < subsequent marriage
Gender socialization Outside marriage: men > women

Ritual and ceremony
Legal framework
Gender asymmetry

Marital history

Stability Never-married, first marriage < divorced, widowed
Nature of loss Divorced < widowed

Disruption social network Divorced > widowed

Normal expectable life Divorced > widowed

remarriage). In taking older adults’ marital history into account, on¢ can
address the question of whether undergoing a transition in marital status is
more consequential for well-being than the mere presence or absence of a
spouse (Chipperfield and Havens, 2001; Peters and Liefbroer, 1997).

Among those without a partner, the marital history tells us why they are
single. Have they never married? Are they widowed or divorced? The lives
of the never-married are characterized by greater stabilify than are the lives
of those who experienced divorce or widowhood. They are long accustomed
Lo being on their own and to fending for themselves. Research findings
consistently show that never-married older adults tend to be less lonely than
formexly married singles (Dykstra, 1995; Essex and Nam, )987; Peters and
Liefbroer, 1997). One explanation is that they have had fewer experiences of
grief, anger, disappointment and desolation (Gubrium, 1974). Another is that
in the course of their lives, the never-married have become highly self-reliant
(de Jong Gierveld, 1969).Yet another is that the never-married have developed
mote intensive relationships with siblings, friends and colleagues (Dykstra,
1993). Men and women in first marriages have also known greater stability
in their marital carcer than have those who experienced a marita) disruption.
For that reason one should find fower levels of loneliness among the former
than among the latter.
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The loss of partner support (s common to divorce and widowhood. In
that sense, both transitions contribute to a higher likelihood of psychological
problems (Gove and Shin, 1989). However, there are also differences between
(he two transitions as regards the nature of the Josses suffered. Divorce marks
the end of a relationship that po longer brings pieasure and is the source of
conflict. Widowhood often means the end of a Jongstanding relatjonship that
was characterized by feelings of affection and warmth. It is not unlikely that
the loss is felt more deeply in the latter case. For that reason, widowhood
might be associated with higher levels of loneliness than divorce,

However, there are also reasons for predicting higher levels of loneliness
after divorce than after widowhood. Problems of blame and failure often come
into play in the event of divorce. Whereas in the event of bereavement friends
and family actively join forces — at least during the period of mourning - to
help, comfort and assist the person who has suffered the loss (Stevens, 1989),
in the event of a marital break up they feel pressured to take sides for one of the
partners (Broese van Groenou, 1991; Milardo, 1987; Rands, 1988). That is why
divorce leads to greater disruptions in the social network than does widowhaood.
Another reason why divorce may be more consequential than widowhood
pertains to socially-shared expectations about the life course. Divoree is not
part of the ‘normal expectable’ life script (Neugarten, 1969); widowhood — at
least in late life — is. People who enter into an exclusive partnership do not
expect it to be dissolved by divorce, whereas with advancing age, the loss of
the partner by death becomes part of the expectations for the further course of
life. Deviations from the normal expectable life script tend to have negative
consequences (de Jong Gierveld and Dykstra, 1994). Those experiencing
unexpected transitions are in a deviant position relative to peers, a situation
accompanied by feelings of marginalization and social exclusion.

1n summary (see Table 8.2), the prediction is for lower levels of loneliness
among the never-mammied and those in first marriages compared to the formerly
married because the lives of the former are characterized by greater stability,
not having experienced the upsets in their social networks and the emotional
pain that comes with the break up of a marriage. There are competing
predictions regarding differences in loneliness among the formerly married.
Under the assumption that the loss of the intimate attachment is more severely
(elt among the widowed than among the divorced, the prediction is for higher
levels of loneliness among the former than among the Jatter. The opposite
prediction follows from the notion that divorce leads to greater disruptions
in the social network and requires a greater reorganization of one’s life than
widowhood does.
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Previous research has shown that men tend to be poorer equipped relationally
lo living on their own, and to be more devastated by the foss of the spouse
than women (Stevens, 1995). Presumably, men’s socialization brings them
to rely heavily on an exclusive partner relationship for the fulfilment of their
emotional and social needs, while women’s socialization brings them to seck
fulfilment in a wider circle of relationships (Chodorow, 1978; Gilligan, 1982).
Outside of marriage, men are expected to be more vulnerable to loneliness
than women. This pattern should be observed across all groups of singles,
regardless of marital history.

Method
Measures

Loneliness Jn the NESTOR-LSN survey, loneliness was measured by means
ol the scale developed by de Jong Gierveld and Kamphuis (1985). This
instrument consists of six negatively formulated items and five positively
formulated items, none of which uses the word ‘loneliness’. Examples of scale
items are: ‘I often feel rejected’, and ‘There are plenty of people [ can lean
on when I bave problems’. The answer categories are ‘no’ (score 1), “‘more or
less’ (score 2) and “yes’ (score 3). The scores on the positive items have been
reversed. The loneliness score is the sum of the item scores, and ranges from
Il (no loneliness) 10 33 (severe loneliness).

Ivpe of partnership and marital history Five categories of partnered
respondents were djstinguished: in a first marriage, remarried afler diverce,
remarried after widowhood, tn a consensual union and in 2 LAT-relationship.
Those who were unpartnered were distinguished on the basis of their
partnership history: never in a union (whether in or outside of marriage),
single after divoree (including the separation of a consensuval union), and
single after widowhood (including the loss of a cohabitant). The most recent
Lype of union dissolution was used to categorize respondents who expenenced
boih divorce and widowhood. Given their small number (n=16), respondents
who were or had been in 2 homosexual relationship were excluded from the
analyses. The same goes for the 46 married respondents who were not residing

with their spouses at the time of the interview (e.g. because the respondent
or fhe spouse had been admitted to a nursing home or a residential facility
for the clderly).
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Social relationships As described earlier, differences in loneliness by
partnership type and marital history can possibly be traced to differences in
the number, range and quality of social refationships. Several measures of
social relationships were introduced in the analyses. The first is network size.
Members of the social network were identificd through a so-calied ‘domain
contact approach’ (see van Tilburg, 1995, for details). Seven relationship
domains were specified: household members; children and their partners;
other kin; neighbours; colleagucs; organizational contacts; and ‘others’. For
cach domain, the respondent was reguested to specify the names of those with
whom they were ‘in touch regularly’ and who were ‘important’ to them. The
definitions of ‘regular contact’ and ‘important’ were lefl to the respondents. Only
people above the age of 18 were eligible as network members. The partner was
excluded from the computation of network size to increase the comparability
between singles and respondents with a partner. The size of the social networks
ranges from zero 1o 71. A second measure assesses the quality of the social
network: it is the mean of the emotional support received and given across
all the relationships in the social network (i.e. sharing peysonal experiences
and feelings) and of the insttumental support received and given across all
the relationships in the social network (i.e. helping with daily chores in and
around the house, such as meal preparation, house cleaning, transportation,
small repairs and filling in forms). Scores range from zero (no support) to
three (high mean support). A third measure assesses the quality of the partner
relationship. It is the ;nean of the emotional support and instrumental support
exchanged with the partner, with scores ranging from zero (no support) to
three (high mean support). Men and women without a partner were assigned
the mean score obtained for their partnered counterparts. A measure assessing
the frequency of contact with children was also included. It is a dichotomous
variable contrasting those who had weekly contact with at least one child with
those who interacted with their children less often. Older adults without living
children were identified via a separaie varjable. Finally, several measures
for community involvement were used: the active membership of voluntary
organizations (no/yes), active participation in volunteer work (no/yes) and
weekly attendance at religious services (no/yes).

Controls Age, health and socioeconomic status served as control variables.
The analyses included three assessments of health. The first is an indicator of
functional capacity: the sum-score of the responses to {our items enquiring into
difficulties in performing personal activities of daily living (ADL) (walking
up and down stairs, walking for five minutes without resting, getting up from
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and sitting down in a chair, dressing and undressing). Scale scores range from
four (no ADL-capacity) to 20 (full ADL-capacity). The second is an indicator
of vision: the ability o read and the ability to see at a distance, taking into
account the possible use of glasses. Scores range from two (poor vision) to eight
(good vision). The thitd is an indicator of the ability to hear the other person
in a private conversation, taking into account the possible use of a hearing
aid, with scores ranging from one (not at all) to four (good hearing). The first
indicator of socioeconomic status is educational aitainment, as measured by
the number of years to attain a certain level of schooling, ranging from five
(incomplete elementary education) to 18 (university education). The second
is monthly net household income. Income categories were converted into an
interval scale by assigning the median income value for each income category
Lo individuals in that grouping. In order to make the household incomes of those
who live alone comparable to those of older adults co-residing with a spouse,
a family equivalence factor was used. The monthly incomes of the married
were multiplied by a factor of 0.7 in accordance with research conducted by
Schiepers (1988). One should note that these data provide only an approximation
of differences in household income. The missing cases for household income
were recoded using mean substitution for the sex/marital history groups.

Descriptive information on the explanatory variables incorporated in the
analyses is provided in Table 8.3.

Differences in Loneliness

Table 8.4 shows differences in loneliress for the various groups of partnered
and unparmered older aduits, Not surprisingly, the results show lower levels
of loneliness, on average, for the partnered as opposed to the unpartnered.
Among partnered men and women, differences by type of partner relationship
emerge. Remarried men and women, and those in consensual unions and
1.AT-relationships tend to be more fonely than those in ficst marriages. There
are no gender differences in loneliness among those in first marriages. The
same holds for those who remarried after divorce and those in consensual
unions. Widowed men who remarried tend to be less lonely than their female
counterparts, whereas men in LAT-relationships tend to be more lonely than
their female counterparts. Among single men, there are no differences in
loneliness by marital history. Whether men are formerly married or never
married seems to make no difference for their level of loneliness. A different
picture emerges among single women, where the relatively low levels of the
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Table 8.3 Descriptive characteristics of the men (n = 1894) and
women (n = 1983) in the sample (unweighted data)

Men Women 4
Age (54-89) 72.6 71.8 2.5 i**
Functional capacity (4-20) 18.9 18.4 6.1 -
Vision (2-8) 7.6 7.4 74 ~
flearing (1-4) 3.7 3.8 -3.6 -
Education (5—18 years) 9.3 79 13.6 .
Income (€510-2610) 913 818 8.1
Network size (0-71) 12.7 13.0 -0.9 -
Mean network support (0-3) 1.0 ].]_ -4.5 o
Mean partner support (0—3) 2.6 23 -3.5
Weckly contact children (no/yes) 7535 76.9 -1.0 .
Childless (no/yes) 12.9 15.7 -2.0
Active member voluntary association (no/yes)  53.3 50.5 1.8 en
‘Works as volunteer (no/yes) 30.2 227 5.4 -
Weekly church attendance (vo/yes) 35.0 41.0 -3.5*

*p <.05; ¥* p<.01; ¥** p < .001.

Table 8.4 Mean loncliness scores of partnered and unpartriered older
adults by marital history

Men Womep t
n M n M

Partnered
First marriage 1,279 134 381 3.4 A
Remarried after divorce 59 15.3 27 15.4 —1
Remarried after widowhood 65 13.5 21 16.1 24 %
Consensual unon 46 14.9 19 14.5 3
LAT-relationship 48 15.4 27 13.3 2.1 *

F 8.7 ¥*¢ 4.0 **
Unpartnered
Neser-marricd 91 17.1 116 14.4 4] *Ax
Divorced 46 17.6 101 16.4 1.1
Widowed 260 17.6 791 16.2 3.9 #**

F 3 5.8 ¥*

*p <.05; %% p <.0]; *** p <.00].
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never-married stand out. On average, never married men are more lonely than
never married women, and widowers are more lonely than widows. However,
there are no gender differences in loneliness among the divorced.

A step-wise regresston analysis was carried out () to disentangle the effects
of type of partner relationship and marital history, and (b) to find out to what
extent they might be attributable to differences in network characteristics,
quality of the partner relationship, relationships with children and community
involvement. The analysis was carried out separately for men and women.
Not only do men’s and women’s marilal histories differ (with men being
less likely to lose a spouse to death than women, and formerly married men
more likely to enter a new partnership than their female counterpasts), but
the determinanis might also differ by gender. In Model 1, the type of partner
relationship was entered into the regression analysis, distinguishing those
in first marriages from those who have remarried, arc in consensual unions,
are in LAT-relationships or are single. Model 2 incorporated marital history
characteristics, distinguishing those with stable marital statuses over the course
of their lives (the never-married and those in first marriages) from those who
experienced either divorce or widowhood. Model 3 introduced characteristics
of older adults’ social relationships. Controls for age, health and socjoeconomic
status were incorporated at cach step.

The Model 1 results show (sec Table 8.5) that the loneliness of remarried
men does not differ from that of men in first marriages. Among women,
the patiern js different: the remarried tend to be more lonely than those in
first marriages. A separate analysis revealed that the gender and remarriage
inleraction effect js significant at the .10 level. The Model 1 results also show
that men in consensual unions or LAT-relationships tend to be more lonely than
men In first marriages. Again, the findings for women are not consistent with
those for men: there are no differences in loneliness between women in first
marriages and those in consensual unions or LAT-relationships. A separate test
revealed a significant effect for the gender and LAT-relationship interaction
(p <.10), but not for the gender and consensual union interaction. Singlehood
is the strongesi predictor of loneliness: among both men and women, the
unpartnered tend to be more lonely than those in first marriages. A test of the
gender*singlehood interaction revealed that singlehood is a bester predictor
of men’s loneliness than of women’s (p <.01).

The introduction of marital history characteristics in Model 2 resulis
in smaller reductions in the magnitude of the regression coefficients for
partnership type among men than among women. Among men, living in
a consensual union is no Jonger a significant predictor of loneliness, but

o

—

e
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Table 8.5 Determinants of loncliness (standardized regression
cocfficients)
Men (V= 1894) Women (V= 1983)
1 2 3 1 2 3
Type of partnership '
Remarried .04 .01 -.02 07 ¥* .02 -.02
Consensual ugion 05* .03 —.00 *¥** 02 ¥*+ 00 -.03
LAT-relationship 07**  06* .0l .00 -.02 -.041
Single 3] wxs 30 wEk Jowkk 23 x| ** 05
(vs in first marriage)
Marital history
Ever divorced 06 * 08 ¥ .08 z* .08 :**
Ever widowed -.00 02 13 20
{vs no change)
Social relationships -
Network size .19 Fx* —}(9) -
Mean network support et ~—.07 -
Mean partner support -.06 ** —.23 o
Weekly contact children —.08 ** —.]3 -
No living children ~.01 -
Active in voluntary o
associations 03 A01
Active in volunteer work -.01 —Aot) -
Chwroh attendance —07 ** -
Controls
/\ZC JOE*E 12¥** 05* -06*% -.06 * —. 14 Ex
Functional capacity  —.11 ¥¥% — 10 #¥* —07 ** |5 ®k |5 oREE 14 ¥R
Eyesight Q7R — 07 ¥% .07 ¥* - .08** 08+ 07 **
Hcaring -.02 -.03 -02 10 ®EE (O *E 10 FHX
Education -.00 -.00 .03 -03 -.03 -.02
Income -.04 -.04 -.03 -.02 -.02 -.00 .
R? (adjusted) g HwE QR DGR | ERE D ¥ D)
R?-change g EHE Q) R 07 F%F QL ¥ 01 10 #E*

*p < 05; %% p <.01; ¥** p<.001.

involvement in a LAT-relationship and singlehood continue to be siMcant
predictors. Among women, the diflerence in lonclincss bctw‘cen women mn first
and subsequent marriages disappears once marital dissolutions are taken into
account, whereas the difference betwecn the first married and those whq ar.c
single is considerably reduced. It appcars then that the type of partnership 1s
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morc focal to the explapation of differences in loneliness among men, whereas
marital history tells us more about differences in loneliness among wormen.
The Model 2 results show furtherraore that a previous divorce contributes
to higher levels of loneliness independcently of the typc of partnership. This
paﬁtern is observed among both men and women. Given the type of partnership,
widowhood does not account for additional differcnces in Joneliness among
men. It does among women, however. Women who have lost a spousc by death
tend to be more lonely, regardlcss of their current partner status.

The third step of the analysis examines the extent to which differenccs in
¥0uelmcss by type of partnership and marital history are attributable to differences
n petwork characteristics, quality of the partner relationship, relationships with
children gnd community involvement. As the Modet 3 resulis show, once these
chara;tenstics are taken into account, the differcnce in loneliness between
men in LAT-reJationships and men in first marnages is no longer significant.
An additiona] analysis revealed that of all the characteristics considered, the
Supportsveness of the partner relationship is the one that accounts for the LAT-
relationship effect, The findings suggest that men in LAT-relationships are more
!omzl)f than men in first marriages because there are fewer supportive exchanges
in their partnerships. The consideration in Model 3 of social relationships leads
Io a considerable reductjon of the magnitude of the coefficient for singlehood.
The cocfficient remains significan{ among men but not among women.
Addi.tional analyses revealed that two scts of factors account for differences in
lonelmcs§ between single men and women and those in first marnages: network
characteristics and contacts with children. Single men and women tend to have
smaller nctworks and to have lower levels of supportivc exchanges with their
netwqu raembers, and for that reason arc more vulnerable to lonelincss than
those in first marriages. Moreover, single parents are less Iikely to have frequent
contacts with their children (to be in touch with one of them at Jeast once a
wcck.). Frequent interactions with childeen hel p alleviate or prevent feelings of
loncliness. This is less strongly so for men than for women (p < .01).

Note that, among men, childlessness is unrelated to loneliness. Among
women, childicssness is associated with lower levels of loneliness. Childless
women tend to be less Jonely than those who do not interact with their children
frequently. The Model 3 results also show that weekly church attendance helps
combat feelings of Joneliness, while the active involvernent in voluntcer work
?cmd voluntary associations is unrelated to loncliness. This pattern of results
1s observed for both men and women. The loneliness-alleviating effect of

weekly church attendance is independent of the effects of partnership type
and marital history.
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The cocfficients for divorce remain virtually unchanged after introducing
charactenstics of social relationships in Model 3. The experience of divorce
makes men more and women more prone to lopeliness, but this finding cannot
be explained in terms of the social relationships in which they are involved.
Interestingly, in Model 3 widowhood becomes an even stronger predictor of
loneliness among women. Apparently, there is something about widowhood,
other than the imphcations it has for their social rclationships, that makes
women more pronc to loncliness.

Conclusion

‘New’ partnerships such as consensual unions and LAT-relationships do not
surface in civic statistics, which have people’s official marital status as their
basis. Furthermore the focus on current marital status means no distinctions
are made between (irst and subsequent marriages. Should we consider the
absence of information on ‘new’ partnerships and pcople’s marijtal pasts an
omission? To answer this question, it helps to have an indication, firstly, of
prevalence. How many people are we talking about? How much diversity
in partnerships is there? Secondly, it helps to have an indication of the
implications of partnership diversity.

Findings prcsented in this chapter show that diversity in partnership
historics is not restricted to younger cohorts. Nevertheless, the pumbers of
older adults with a bistory of serjal partnerships or with expericnce in intimate
relationships other than marriage are quitc small. A pattern of divorce and
repartnering is characteristic of slightly less than 5 per cent of the sample,
whereas slightly less than 3 per cent of the sample were involved in ‘new’
relationships at the time of the interview. Note that therc 1s overlap between
the two categories: approximately 51 per cent of the older adults in consensual
unions or LAT-rclationships had previously divorced. In assessing the data,
it is important to take in mind that there 1s only a restricted set of cligibles
for ‘new’ partnerships, namely thc formerly marricd and perhaps also the
never marricd (though those who have always been single are unlikely to
enter into first parinerships in old age). At the time of the inlcrview, almost
(wo-thirds of the sample were still in their first marriage. Note also that only
the form of the relatiouship, the living arangement, has been considered
here — not the content. We might find greater cvidence of individualism
in relationships if we cxamine how marriage partners spend time together
apd interact with one another. Tt is also important to consider future trends.
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Though relatively few older adults were involved in ‘new’ partnerships in
1992, their numbers are expected to grow in the future. More and more older
adulis will have histories involving consensual unions, marital break-ups
and non-coresidential partnerships as the cohorts who grew up in the 1960s
and 1970s enter the old age population (Cooney and Dunne, 2001; de Jong
Gierveld, 2000).

To reach an understanding of the implications of partnership diversity, 1
examincd (a) whether different types of partnerships provide the same kind of
protection against loneliness, and (b) whether knowledge about older adults’
marital pasts provides a better explanation of loneliness than taking only the
current partnership into consideration. The findings indicate that different
types of partnerships provide differential protection against loneliness, and
that the pattern varies by gender.

Men and women in first marriages tend to be least lonely of all. Among
those in first marriages, there are no differences in loneliness by gender.
This finding is contrary to what is often suggested, namely that men are
more likely to find emotional fulfilmenl in marriage (han are women
because wives do more of the relationship work. For first marriages the
data do not suggest that men and women derive asymmetric gratifications
from being in that relationship. For second or third marriages, the story is
different. Whereas the mean level of loncliness of remarried men is similar
to that of men in first marriages, remarried women iend to be lonclier than
women in first marriages. Remarried men tend to be Jess lonely than their
female counterparts. Findings from a multivariate analysis suggest that the
prior experience of divorce or widowhood accounts for the higher level
of loneliness in women’s second or third relationship. There appears to
be a lingering ‘shadow of the past” which contributes 1o feelings of social
isolation among remarried women. The idealization of the late first husband

(Lopata, 1979) might be one of the reasons wby women who remarried after .

widowhood are rclatively lonely. Presumably, the second husband can never
meet the qualities of the first.

One of the predictions was that conflicting foyalties to children from the
first marriage, ex-in-laws and old friends would contribute to higher levels of
loneliness among the remarried. For that reason, indicators for the quality of
the relationships with network members and relationships with children had
been incorporated in the analysis. These characteristics in and of themselves
show clear links with loneliness. However they do not mediate the association
between the experience of divorce and widowhood and women’s loneliness.
An alternative prediction was that remarried men and women would be less
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lonely than those in first marriages, given the acquisition of new [ricnds and
family members that comes with a new marriage. This expansion ol (he social
network prediction was not supported by the data.

Among men, the findings show higher levels of loneliness for those in
consensual unions and LAT-relationships compared to those in first marriages.
Such differences are not observed among women. The level of loneliness ol
women in ‘new’ partnerships is simjfar to that of women in first marriagcs.
Gender differences in loneliness emerge for those in LAT-relationships,
with higher levels of foneliness for men than for women, but not for those
in consensual unions. The relatively low level of supportive exchanges in
men’s ‘new’ relationships rather than marital history, characteristics of the
social network or community involvement account for the elevated toneliness
levels among men in these relationships. The findings provide no indication
that consensual unions and LAT-relationships form a positive selection of
partnerships. On the contrary: men seem to derive lower than average levels
of emotional gratification from these relationships, while for women the Jevel
of emotional gratification in consensual unions and I, AT-relationships scems to
be roughly the same as in a first marriage. In other words, there is no support
for the idea that only the ‘good’ consensual unions and LAT-relationships
continue (o exist, given the absence of legal barriers to leaving the relationship.
Neither are there any indications that people jn ‘new’ partnerships have more
restricted social networks or are more involved in the community. The absence
ol ritual and ceremony to publicly mark the start of the relationships had been
the basis for this prediction.

Though different types of partner relationships appear to provide differential
protection against loneliness, it is important to kecp in mind that by far the
highest levels of loncliness are observed among the unpartnered. Single men
fend to be lonelier than single women, a finding that is consistent with the
notion that men’s socialization makes it more difficult for them 10 live outside
a partner relationship. Morcover, there are no diflerences in loneliness between
men who have always been single and those previously married. Among
single women, differences in marital history are relevant: never married single
women are Jeast vulnerable to loneliness. These results confirm a pattern that
has been observed before: never-married women tend to fare better in life
than their male counterparts. This difference is generally explained in terms
of differential selcction into marriage. Women tend to marry ‘upward’, that
is, find marriage partners with a social status greater than thejr own, while
men tend to mairy ‘downward’ (Bernard, 1972). Those who remain unmarcried
tend to be high-resource females and low-resource males.
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The findings do not provide a clear answer to the guestion of which
experience makes olJder adults more vulnerable to loneliness: divorce or
widowhood. Divorcees, both men and women, tend to be relatively lonely.
However, their relatively high level of loneliness cannot be atiributed to
differences in the nymber and quality of network ties, contacts with children
or community involvement. It appears then that current feelings of loneliness,
both within and outside marriage, continue to be triggered by an emotionally
hectic experience from the past. The findings seem to come closest to
supporting the notion that divorce, as a deviation from the normal expectable
life script, contributes to feelings of marginalization and social exclusion.
Widowhood, like divorce, contributes to feelings of loncliness. The way it
does, however, seems to differ between mep and women. For men, the fact
of being single, appears to be loneliness-inducing. For women, the findings
provide no explanation for the higher levels of loneliness among the widowed.
In other words, differences exist even after taking the (ype of partnership,
network characteristics, contacts with children, and community involvement
into account. Perhaps. the explanation should be sought in dispositional
factors, such as the uncertainty of future prospects, feclings of helplessness,
and feelings of abandonment.

Characteristics of older adults’ social networks, contacts with children,
and community involvement were introduced 1n the analyses to help gain an
understanding of diflerences in loneliness by partnership type and marital
history. However, the majority of the characteristics also independently
contributed to the explanation of lonelincss. The findings show that older adults
with Jarger and more supportive networks tend to be less lonely. The findings
also show that frequent contacts with children help to alleviate or to prevent
feelings of loneliness. Childlessness of iiself is unrelated to loneliness among
men, and — contrary to popular belief — inversely associated with loneliness
among women. Apparently, the absence of children does not contribute to
loneliness in older adults. Having children but not interacting with them
frequently is what makes older adults more prone to loneliness. Finally the
findings indicate that whereas voluntary organizations and volunteer work do
not appear to be jmportant avenues to social integration, the church is. Older
adults who attend church services on a weekly basis are less lonely than those
who go to church less frequently or never attend church services. There are
several reasons why church attendance might help alleviate loneliness. The
first concerns the role of the spiritual leader (minister, priest, imam, rabbi) as
a confidant, or as a bridge to a larger social group. Religiosity in and of itself
might also help combat feelings of loneliness. A personal refationship with
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God can serve as a source of inner peace, confidence and happiness. Thirdly,
the church provides a context for socializing with others, not only on days of
worship, but also through other activities such as bible study, choir practice,
volunteer work, and home visits.

Findings reported in this chapter show that in order (o understand the
antecedents of loneliness it helps to have details about the type of partnership
in which older adults are involved and about their marital pasts. The results
also show, however, that the differences in Joneliness by marital history arc
not as pronounced among men as they are among wornen. Among men, the
presence or absence of a parmer scems to be more decisive. Among women,
additional references to disruption in the marital career provide greater insight.
Given these findings, I feel that analyses of gender should be focal in any
future study of the implications of diversity in partnership histories for older
advlts’ social integration.

Notes

1 This study is based on data collected in the context of ‘Living Arrangements and Social
Networks of Older Adults’ (NESTOR-L.SN), a rescarch programme conducted at the
department of Sociology and Social Gerontology of the Vrije Universiteil in Amsterdam
and the Netherlands Interdiseiplinary Demographic Instiwte (NIDI) in Den Haag, The
program was funded by NESTOR, the Netherlands Program for Research on Ageing, with
subsidies from the Ministry of Health, Weifare and Sports and the Ministry of Education,
Culture and Sciences.

2 All percentages are based on weighted data. The data were weighted 1o correct (or
the overrcpresentation of older cohorts, and older males in particular. The data can be
considered {o be representative for the Duich population over the age of 55 in 1992.

3 The hypotheses presented in this section are drawn from Dykstra and de Jong Gierveld
(2002),



Chapter 9

Social Networks as Mediators Between
the Harsh Circumstances of People’s
Lives, and their Lived Experience of

Health and Well-being'

Vicky Caittell

This chapter looks at the dynamic relationship between poverty and exclusion,
neighbourhood, and health and well-being by considering the role of social
networks and social capital in the social processes involved. Based on
qualitative research in East London, it argucs that social networks are key
mediators between the harsh circumstances of people’s lives and their lived
experience of health and well-being.

Despite a substantial literature on the relationship between deprivation
and reduced health chances (Acheson, 1998: Porling, 1997; Graham, 2000;
Townsend and Davidson, 1982) and on the protective influence of social
networks on health (Berkman and Breslaw, 1983: Blaxter, 1990; Stansfeld,
1999), the relationship between them remains uncertain. Qualitative studies
of'poverty have however provided some clues as to the mechanisms involved.
Thesc include stress, loss of self-esteemn or control, sligma, powerlessness, lack
of hope, and fatalism (Cohen et al., 1992; Faith, 1985), some of which have
also been linked to negative health outcomes in the health literature (Brown
and Harris, 1978; Graham, 1993; North et al., 1993; Wheaton, 1980).

Poverty and Exclusion

Research and policy focus are as much now on poor places as on poor people.
The neighbourhood has become a setting for policy approaches aimed at
.combatting social exclusion (Social Exclusion Unit, 2001) and reducing health
mequalities (Department of Health, 2001; Secretary of State for Health, 1998).
Discussion over whether health in poor areas can be explained wholly by the
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socio-economic characteristics of residents, or whether fcatures connected
with context can play an independent role (Mcintyre et al., 1993; Sloggett
and Joshi, 1994), arc paralleled by wider questiops in the poverty literature
concerning the impact of social exclusion and concentrated poverty on life
chances. Social exclusion embraces a view of poverly concerned with multiple
aspects of deprivation, with the role of neighbourhood and with process and
dynamics over time (Oppenheim, 1998b; Hills, Le Grand and Piachaud, 2002).
Concentrated poverty areas arc scen not only as places where deprivation is
particularly acutc, but also as places providing a fertile eavironment for the
mushrooming of social problems. Approaches focus on agency, i.e. on the
behaviour and values of the poor (Massey ct al., 1994; Murray, 1994), and
on structure, particularly exclusion from the ‘social, economic, politica) and
cultural systems which determine the social integration of a person in society’
(Walker, 1997, p. 8; Wilson, 1987). Both social exclusion and concentrated
poverty imply somc form of impoverished social networks.

Social Networks and Social Capital

Solid evidence links formal} and informal social networks with better health
chances (Berkman and Breslaw, 1983; Rogers, 1996; Wolf and Bruhn, 1993).
Approaches to explaining these relationships focus on network functions (such
as social integration) or benefits associated with network membership. Social
tics can provide social support, are a source of sociability, and can confer self-
esteemn, identity, 4 sense of belonging and perceptions of control (Brown and
Harris 1978; Cohen and Syme 1985; Stansfeld, 1999; Allan, 1996). Social
networks can help individuals cope with poverty and adversity, and may
generatce social capital (Wellman and Wortley, 1990), a resource produced when
people cooperate. Social capital has been defined by Putnam (1995b, p. 664), one
of its major exponents, as ‘featurcs of social life - networks, norms [including
reciprocity] and trust—that enable participants to act together more effectively’.
For Jacobs (1962), an earlier writer on social capital, it refers to networks which
provide a basis for trust, co-operation and perceptions of safety. Ditferent forms
of social capital have becn specified and include obligations and cxpectations
of support, information potential, informal social control {Coleman, 1990), and
civic engagement (Putnam, 2000; Putnam et al., 1993).

Despite the concept having undergone vigorous critiques (Blaxter, 2002;
Folcy and Edwards, 1998; Lynch et al., 2000 ; Portes, 1998; Schuller, Baron and
Field, 2000), ‘social capital® has generated a great deal of intcrest and rescarch
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activity amongst epidemiologists. It is considered 10 be a key mechanism for
example in the relationship between poverty and ill health. First, it is suggested
thal growing income inequalitics exert a negative influence on health through the
reduction of social capital in poor areas (Kawachi et al., 1997). 1t is also argued
(hat inegalitarian socjeties are less socially cobesive, with high crime rates and
populations disconnected from pubtic life (Wilkinson 1996). A difficulty here
is that problems conceming place, the scale of analysis and the influence of
context are not made explicit. For example, not all deprived neighbourhoods
suller from a lack of social cohesion or a depleted store of soeial capital (Cattell
and Evans, 1999; Silburn et al., 1999). Sccond, it is suggested that social capital
can explain processes by which relative deprivation— particularly perceptions of
income inequality —impacts on health (Kawachi and Kennedy, 1997; Wilkinson,
1996). Yet strong perceptions of inequality could co-exist with the mutual aid
and solidarity the one a form and the other a source of social capital —cvident
in some traditional working class communities (see, for example, Frankenberg,
1966). Could different processes be operating here?

An additional problem with work which seeks to link social capital to
health is that it is not clear which kinds of networks strong or weak ties,
homogeneous or heclerogeneous contacts — arc most effective. Durkheim’s
(1933) distinction between the mechanical solidarity of traditional communities
and the organijc solidarity of modern times involving cooperation between
unlike individuals and groups is paralleled by work on social capital which
distinguishes between ‘thick’ and “thin’ forms of trust {see, for example,
Newton, 1997). Work in network analysis has shown that strong and weak
ties can have different effects and different benefits (Cattell, 1995; Hirsch
et al,, 1990). Explanations incJude those which suggest that relationships
involving similar persons [oster undersiandings and support, whereas those
between dissimilar persons in loose networks of weak ties provide wider
access to diverse resources (Granovetter, 1973; Wellrnan and Wortley, 1990). 1f
perceptions of inequality are detrimental to health, then perceived homogeneity
might be crucial. Merton (1957) suggested that the extent to which individuals
see themselves as deprived varies according to the reference group selected
for comparison. A critique of traditional working class communities was that
their dense supportive networks could also be characterized by exclusion
and by suspicion of outsiders (Lockwood, 1966). In today’s heterogeneous
neighbourhoods we may need to identify conditions which make for more
inclusive social networks. Although Marxist sociologists like Westergaard
(1975) have argued that the narrow and constraining concems of neighbourhood
are nat conducive to the growth of solidarity and universalistic identification,
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participation in local groups and initiatives could be expected to have some
potential for inclusion and solidarity. .

The questions to be addressed in this chapter include: do social networks
mediate between poverty/exclusion and health; between place and health; and
between structures and agency? And do different kinds of networks mediate
these factors in different ways? The research sought to identify contextual
and other influences on social network characteristics and their inclusivity/
exclusivity; to explore implications of different patterns of social networks
and associated forms of social capital for health, well-being and quality of
life, and to give particular consideration to variation in the social processes
involved. These processes embody four dimensions: psychosocial pathways;
norms and values; action and behaviour, and perceptions.

Methodology

A comparative approach based on localities was adopted to explore contextual
effects, using intensive qualitative research to explore complexity and process.
As Crow (2000) argues, community studies based on gualitative research
can iltustrate the meaning of macro-level trends for people’s lives. The case
study areas were located in East London, an area which contains some of the
most multiply deprived boroughs and wards in England (Cattell, 1997). Two
neighbourhoods were selected: ‘Dock Lane’ and ‘Bridge Street’ e§tates.2 in
each neighbourhood interviews were conducted with 35 to 37 residents and
with approximately 15 people whose work took them into the neighbourhood.
Selection was via participatory observation, through key contacts, and
snowballing. As well as aiming to reflect the demographic make-up of the
neighbourhood, efforts were made to include less active, less .conﬁdent
individuals, as wel] as those who were more participatory. Interviews were
informal and conversational. The approach was holistic: interviews explored
everyday lives and changing experiences; perceptions of neighbourhgod;
social networks; reciprocal aid; participation; perceptions of self and political
efficacy; attitudes to mixing with others; and perceptions of the wider saciety
and the future. Health was explored from a ‘quality of life’ and ‘well-being’
perspective (Bowling 1991), and treated as part of ordinary, everyday life
(Cornwell, 1984). . .
Narratjves were used (o help explore the relationship between: (1)
neighbourhood, social networks and social capital; and (ii) individuals’ social
networks, sociat capital and well-being. Utilizing grounded theory methodology
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(Strauss and Corbin, 1990), theme analysis was adopted for the neighbourhood
data, and typologies consuucted from the personal data. I wanted fo adopt a
means of exploring complexity, accessing inter-relationships and retaining
individuals in their time and place whilst faci)itating comparison. The typologies
were developed in stages, reflecting structural, then cultural elements; analysis
progressed to assess their explanatory value and incorporate conceptual links.

The Neighbourhoods

Communities, in the sense of neighbourhoods but also in terms of the social
interactions which take place there and residents’ perceptions, exist in space,
time and social and economic structure. These to some extent shape community
life (Bulmer, 1986; Giddens, 1984). The Dock Lane Lstate is located in
Canning Town, Newham. Housing is mixed: solid postwar terraces, low-rise
maisonettes and flats, and Jess popular towers. Until the mid-1970s, il was
a dockside community. Described as ‘a whole way of life’ by people living
and working there, the docks and the dockside factories were the backbone
of the area. The once plentiful demand for manual labour has now ceased.
Despite similarities in the profile of residents in terms of poverty, deprivation,
unemployment, and a high proportion of single parents, Bridge Street, in
Waltham Forest, differs from Dock Lane in certain respects. It has a history
of sustained community development work and voluntary sector activity, and
was undergoing radical redevelopment as a Housing Action Trust (HAT) estate
at the time of the research. The (preregenerated) housing included elongated
low-rise blocks with endless concrete walkways. Both estatcs have a history
of stigmatization, but on Bridge Street it is a stigma which appears io have
been internalized by some residents. The cstate’s decline and poor reputation
were reportedly derived from badly designed and poorly maintained housing,
allegedly from an influx of families with problems in the 1980s, and from high
crime levels. Each estate had potential for the creation of social capital: Dock
Lane was a relatively stable working class community; and Bridge Street had
numcrous opportunities for involvement in initiatives and organizations.

Neighbourhood Inftuences on Social Networks and Social Capital

The neighbourhood context, its social and employment history, its services,
facilities, housing, opportunities for casual meeting and for participation in
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associations, as well as each area’s reputation, were all found o influence social
networks and the social capital generated. Housing design for cxample could
encourage neighbourliness and perceptions of safety, facilitate cooperative
child-carce practices, or limit opportunities for interaction with neighbours;
while housing allocation and rclocation polices impacted on population
stabihity and network density. Dwindling resources and facilitics like socjal
clubs, local shops and small trades meant that there were now fewer casual
meeting places than there once were. Those remaining however continued to
have significance for the weak ties necessary for a vibrant community life and
which contribute to a sense ol well-being: ‘If ’'m feeling fed up I take myself
down to the market, where [ sce lots of people. You hear some good gossip,
you keep in touch with what’s going on.” Strangers can be included in this street
life if the opporiunities to stop and chat are there: ‘Even people lining up at
the bakers, although they don’t know you, will tell you wonderfu] stories.’
Despite recent economic and demographic change, the Dock Lane estate
largely remains a traditional working class neighbourhood, wherc residents
have strong community loyaltics, a strong sense of place, and a shared sense
of history. One said: ‘People round here are proud to be working class, they
tell you that Dad was a docker, and Grandfather was a docker.” Work also gave
people experience of organizing socially and collectively. As one explained:
‘I was 30 years in Knights soap (actory, and my husband worked in the docks
... They still have social evenings and outings now, the ex-workers organize
them.’ Today, despite the closure of the docks, neighbourly support and
intergenerational continuity are still strong features of parts of the estate. The
traditional norm of reciprocity and the expectations and obligations of mutual
aid which it engendecrs, though certainly not as strong, have to some extent
survived changed conditions, particularly in areas where the housing facilitates
it. It is however an insular neighbourhood; newcomers can fee) excluded.
On Bridge Street, in contrast to Dock Lane, there is hittle sense of pride
in the area, little sense of history. Alienating housing design, anti-social
behaviour and high population turnover have made it difficult to develop
and sustain local social networks, and undermined any sense of community.
Residents were critical of the design of the housing for example, where fJats
with entrances on the same walkway would lead to upper and lower decks:
“You can’t really talk about neighbourliness in the low-rise because its difficult
to know who your neighbours are.” In Dock Lane, positive perceptions of
fellow residents are a mayor source of commitment and stability, but in Bridge
Street, narratives indicated that rather than neighbourliness and trust there
was distrust between residents, family dispersal and strain rather than a local
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supportive extended family, anomie rather than strong local culture and values,
and alicnation rather than attachment to the community. A resident said: ‘Therc
is no community spirit at all ... There’s a lot of mistrust, you worry who you
talk Lo.” ‘Keeping voursell to yourself” attitudes were prevalent. Residents
suguesied that a deprived and hostile environment also acted to damage closer
rclationships, while concerns about the estate’s reputation for muggings and
drups discouraged family visits.

Yet there are many very positive aspects to life on the cstate. Plentiful
opportunitics for involvement in projects, self-help groups, tenants’ groups as
well as courses, toy librarics and so on mean that there is a thriving resilient
community which co-exists with the demoralized community. Scrvices and
initiatives like educational visiting and a women’s project help peoplc not
only to cope with problems but also to increase their social ties. Residents’
aclion led to redevelopment as a HAT estate. The socjal capital produced by
scif-interested groups can frequently be limited to that group, yet on Bridge
Street, bridging ties, seen as essential for generating wider social trust (Putnam,
1995b), were being developed. An active resident reported:

They (tenants, child care, elderly, Korean, Somalh Women, and West Indian
groups] used to all keep themselves to themselves, bul (bere’s been a lot of
groundwork done to bring the groups together. The Summer Festival, for
example, had a really good feel about it.

Values could change, as she explained: “We’re all here working in the same
community ... and that’s somcthing a Jot of us have learnt, tolerance.’
Inlernational links with tenants® groups had also been established.

Community has to be actively created on Bridge Street. The majority,
however, on both estales, do not join activitics and organzations. Constraints
include poverty, attendant feelings of defeatism, and the neighbourhood’s
image. As a Bridge Street woman explained: “Why join anything, or go on
courscs? People round here think that no-one oo this cstate ever gets anywhere,
so why bother?’. Putnam (1995b) has suggested that social trust and civic
cngagement are highly correlated. On Dock Lane, however, resistance to
becoming involved comes not from lack of trast. The expectation that ‘you
look after your own’ is both cvidence of social capital — of the ‘thick trust’
kind — and a block to wider socjal trust.
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The Social Network Typologies

Tust as it would be an ‘ecological fallacy’ to assumc that we can infer
individual-level relationships with health from those obscrved from
aggregate data (Macintyre and Ellaway, 2000), so it would be mistaken to
cxpect social network characteristics which typify a specific spatial con}ext to
bave generalized local applicability. A deterministic approach would ignore
variation in human experience and obscure the role played by hursan agency
in nctwork formation. Network typologics - ‘networks of experience’ —were
developed from residents’ narratives, An early emergent pattern related.to
groups in an individual’s network and other key themes. The typolog{cs
developed referred injtially to the degree of homogeneity or heterogencity
in a network, estimated with reference to the range of ‘membership groups’
included (Bott, 1957). It has been suggcsted that valucs, as well as ways »of
coping with stress, can be leamt from one’s membership groups (Pcarhip,
1989). The membership groups identified from residents’ accounts included:
family, ethnic group, neighbours in the street/block, people in the wider
community, school friends, and pcople connected with present and past wo_rk,
clubs, churches, voluntary organizations and Jocal jeitiatives. The typologies
also refer (o interviewees® positive ot negative reference groups — locals, East
Enders, social class, ethnicity, rich/poor, and older/younger people - used
1o explore values, attitudes, and identity. Working closely with individuals’
narratives, the typologics were furthcr developed in a way which reflected
cultural issues. By developing typologies based on networks and associated
norms and values, 1 was documenting some of the influences of social and
economic change and continuity on pcople’s lives. The distinction between
the ‘parochial’ and “traditional” network type on Dock Lane (sec below) for
example, captures temporal effects; the apparent paucity of residents on Bndge
Street with ‘parochial’ networks is a reflection of neighbourhood effects.

Residents’ networks on cach estate corresponded broadly to five models:
socially excluded, parochial; traditional; pluralistic; and solidaristic. Table
9.1 outlines their structural elements; their cultural components arc described
below. However on Bridge Street there were some residents whose networks
werc entirely individualistic and innovative. An example is the relocaling
network found amongst some resourceful Bridge Strect residents. Pat (or
example responds to the stigmatized reputation of the estate by disassociating
herself from it and becoming involved in local life in an Essex village.

The #raditional network is that most closely associated with a traditional
working class community and culture (Lockwood, 1966; Young and Willmott,
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Table 9.1  The East London network typology: structural
characteristics

Socially excluded network A small number of membership groups, limited in
size. Examples of residents with these networks
include newcomers, unemployed people, women in
difficult relationships, isotated older people, single
parents without jocal families (on Bridge Street),
carers, a refugee, 2 woman who immigrated on
marriage.

PParochial network A small number of membership groups, but may
be exfensive contacts within them. Comprised of
a local extended family, ptus a smaller number of
local friends or neighbours. Denge, homogeneous
structure. Examples include single parents,
unemployed people.

Traditional network Made up of family, neighbours, ex workmates,
old school, social/sports clubs friends. Tight knit
structure. Examples are mainly long term residents,
predominantly older people, and a smalter number
of younger people who worked locally, involved in
unions or clubs.

Pluralistic network An open network consisting of a relatively large
number of membership groups; dissimilar people
in terms of age, etbnicity, interests, employment
status or occupation, and place of residence.
Generally loose knit. Principal examples are people
active in voluniary organizations, frequently not
born locally.

Solidaristic network A wide range of membership groups, made up of
both similar and dissimilar people; structure both
dense and loose; wide range of positive reference
groups. Networks share some characteristics of
both the waditional and the pluralistic models,
strong Jocal ties plus looser contacts.

1957). For the parochial network, local ties, particularly family ties, remain
strong as they do for the traditional group, but its members do not have
experience of local work or clubs. In a sense it is more parochial than the
traditional community, with attitudes tending to be insular. For example: ‘)’m
hot one for friends, my family are my friends’ said one resident. The socially
excluded model incorporates a wide range of people who, temporarily or
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long-term, have truncated social networks. Both the pluralistic and solidaristic
models reflect wide networks and participation in organizations, but the latter
are also integrated into the local community and share some of its traditional
aftributes. In addition, these residents perceive shared interests with unlike
groups. Tolerant attitudes are also more likely to be found here.

Traditional patterns of social networks reflect Dock Lane’s traditional
characteristics and, along with the parochial, are typical of the estate.
Reciprocity is a dominant norm and ‘looking after your own’, a common
expectation. Pensioners in the traditional group are active in social clubs, their
present activity is rooted in their experience of work and youth or sports clubs
in the past. Traditional network models are found on both estates, but in Bridge
Street, which has not been a work-based community and where attachment to
place is weakened, they exist in a slightly paler form. On both estates social
and economic change, out migration, and residents’ perceptions of changing
valucs and behaviours — such as cooperation and collective activity — suggest
that residents in the fraditional category are a diminishing group, more typical
of the older generation. On Dock Lane the parochial group appears to be
laking their place. On Bridge Street, the picture is more fragmented. The
parochial model of strong, homogeneous, local — especially family — ties is
perhaps associated with a traditional community which has lost some of its
essential features, but which has nevertheless managed to remain reasonably
resilient.

For many residents interviewed on Bridge Street, the locality is much less
dominant an aspect of their social networks. Residents involved in tenants’
groups and voluntary organizations are an exception; as on Dock Lane their
networks can be loosely grouped as pluralistic ot solidaristic. For many of the
remainder, social ties are either restricted, or dispersed. A higher proportion
of Bridge Street interviewees had networks which currently or jn the past
corresponded to the socially excluded model. Although, as on Dock Lane,
personal circumstances were contributory factors, here neighbourhood factors
such as a fear of crime and a lack of trust deterred residents from making
contacts. A young woman said:

Jt would be nice to be able to ask a neighbour in for a cup of tea, or help
somcone financially ... Or we could babysit for cach other. They don’t do any
of this on this floor ... People don’t trust each other.
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Networks of Experience and Health and Well-being

A feature of the network typologies was that certain health protecting or
damaging attributes and attitudes — such as hope, fatalism, pessimism, sclf-
esteem and perceptions of control — were refated to network type. Those with
the more restrictcd nctworks, for example, were more Jikely to express feclings
associated with negative health outcomes. Here the isolation associated with
being a newcomer was easiest to overcome. It was those residents not simply
unable temporarily to participate in the life of their communities but socially
cxcluded in a wider or deeper sensec who werc more at risk. For example, some
of the Dock Lane women with socially excluded networks linked a violent
partner with their isolation, damaged sclf-csteem, feelings of lack of control
and poor physical and mental health. Single parents on Bridge Street were
less likely to have family and neighbourly support than their counterparts on
Dock Lanc; low scl{-estcem and depression were common.

Additional attributes shared by scveral of those in the sociafly excluded
group included feelings of fatalism and hopelessness. An unemployed Dock
Lane man with a number of health problems said: ‘What future? Therc’s no
future’. His account of his earlier life illustrates the long-term nature of sacial
exclusion as well as his individual trajcctory:

I"'m unemptoyed. I can’t read or write. I did labouring years ago. I've been on
courses but nothing ever happens, it’s always the man next to you what ge(s
the job, the man with qualifications. I ncver went to school when T was young,
I bunked it, my family didn’t care. Dad chucked me out when T was 11.

His problems were exaccrbated howcver by his present circumstances. An
income and accommodation totally inadequatc for the needs of his family
were, he reported, causing him and his wifc considerable stress.

Fatalism, relating to onc’s own life and health and the way society works in
general, and political cynicism were linked in some cases. Yet health-damaging
attributes did not always go hand in hand with either political cynicism or
insular attitudes. An unemployed Bridge Strect resident in the excluded
catcgory for cxample, who took an interest in politics, described his feelings
of demoralization. He belicved the effects of his situation were in themselves
direct obstacles to his becoming involved locally:

1 don’t have the power to siraighten out my own life so how can I do other
things [like joining the Tenanis’ group]. | feel helpless, ... 1 want to Jead a
pormal life, and look afier my family. But it’s not under my control. When you
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can't do it the depression and the illness creeps in. [ fecl tired, very lethargic,
dizzy, and 1 have pains. [ hate living on benefits, | try to sign on at a tirme when
no-one will see me.

Social exclusion for this man was a result of his material but also social
deprivation — he had few contacts outside his nuclear family. It was exacerbated
by living in a tower block with high resident tarnover and a neighbourhood
depleted of everyday social capital.

In contrast, for those involved in local activities, participation could have
health promoting qualities. A Bridge Street resident involved in a local credit
union for example reported:

They come in herc for a chat, make friends, become more confident and
assertive. We had a few people who joined feeling a bit low, when they come
in ... it picks them up a bit. People are financiaily happier too.

The more highly active residents in tenants’ groups or campaigns tended to fee]
in control of their lives, their self-esteem was high, and they were more likely to
express hope for the future — for themselves, their families and their coramunity.
Yet the processes might be more direct. Feeling happy, healthy, hopeful and in
control may predispose participation. However there were some residents on
both estates who described how becoming involved had changed their lives.
Their friendship networks had grown, they were enjoying life, and for many,
their sense of well-being also improved. A Dock Lane woman said:

1 felt terribly isolatcd, and had little confidence then ... | was on Valium ...
That part of my health has improved over the Jast few years, since I've been
on my own and involved in the Tenants Association. I fecl in control of my
life now, 1 didn’t before.

These observations on the relationship between network model and well-
being are, perhaps not surprisingly, related to the size of the network, especially
at the extremes. But when we look at the benefits bestowed by different
networks, and the forms of social capital associated with them, the picture
is more complex. Some Dock Lane residenis for example had numerically
extensive social ties which were very good at providing practical support or
conferring identity. However they may be limited in other ways. A further
way of understanding the relationships and processes involved indicated by
the interview data suggests another link in the chain: the coping resources and
mechanisms afforded by, or associated with, different network types.
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Coping with Poverty and Life’s Difficulties

People with more restricted models — the socially excluded or narrower end
of the parochial group — understandably find it difficult to cope. They lack
resources and social capital. Problems may be so overwhelming that they give
up trying. For others, life has always been an uphill struggle. Jennifer, a Dock
Lane resident in her 40s, expressed it as ‘never having had a chance to enjoy
life’, and added ‘Lifc has always been hard ... Thad my family young, so didn’t
see much of life, I couldn’t go out clubbing it and pubbing it’. Jennifer and
her husband are unemployed. In order to manage she buys from catalogues,
but it is coping at a cost: ‘worrying how to cope, who to borrow off now’. In
some cases, residents’ social contacts may be too low in resources themselves
10 be able to help. Mulki is a widowed refugee. One of her few contacts on
Bridge Street is a fellow countrywoman, but Mulk: is reluctant to approach
her for help, because she too is widowed, has poor health and six children of
her own to bring up.

Frequently, parochial networks, through mutual aid and norms of ‘bounded

reciprocity’, can work very effectively. Michelle, for example, a black East
Ender, lives with her husband and four children. Her main contacts are her
large local extended family. They supply most of each other’s needs, be it
cmotional, financial or help with the children. The coping resources accessed
by the parochial group are clearly bencficial, bul sometimes they are not
enough to meet needs, and at times there may be family conflict. Some of the
single parents on Dock Lane were unaware of sources of advice on benefit
entitlement. Additionally, the tight-knit structure of the networks, itlustrated by
coinments such as “The kids know my friends, everyone | know they know’,
means that network members may provide little relief when negative life events
strike. Family members may be too invoived themselves. As Anne put it: ‘I
lost my Mum last year ... ] can’t talk to my two brothers about her, they just
break down. I’ve had a whole year of stress, kidney and stomach trouble’. In
contrast, a (solidaristicy widow described how her looser contacis helped her
overcome bercavement: ‘The family were a bit too close, we were al) hurt ...
Work was my safety valve, a lifeline. They treat you normally, you can have
a laugh and a joke with them.’

Those in the traditional model cope, like those with parochial networks,
through mutual aid. This is particularly clear in old age, One older resident
oflered a nice definition of friendship: ‘When 1 make a bread pudding, [ always
try to make one for Jim too.” Families were a prime source of support, but people
in the traditional group were better able to cope successfully partly because
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their lives reflected a history of coping with poverty cooperatively, but also
because they had other membership groups {o balance their lives. The contacts
they made at work, the social skills learnt, the esteem derived, the support given
and received, as well as the experience of organizing collectively, appeared to
sustain them across the Jife course. Mavis, for example, now in her eighties,
met most of her friends in the factory. She continues to visit them on the estate,
talk over old times in the pensioners’ club, and shop for the more infirm. Their
experiences and the building-up of resources —social capita) — help this group
to cope. Benefits included enjoying fife. Carol’s comments were typical: ‘I
worked in a factory when ] was 15, 1 loved it, being part of things, and we all
stuck up for each other ... For all their problems they enjoyed being there.’

The duality of coping was also evident in these narratives. The traditional
group laid great stress or the norm of coping in adversity, ‘getting on with it’,
taking what life throws at you, being in control, managing on your income
and not getting into debt. As a younger woman on Bridge Street said: ‘Living
here ... has not affected my health. You can say yes, it is depressing and get
depressed, or you can make the best of it.” An emphasis on coping is reflected
in attitudes to both ill health and negative life events; there is a tendency not
10 seek help from extemal sources, especially amongst older residents. Not
admitting to worrying is seen as a virtue: ‘My [bad] health has never prevented
me from doing anything ... I don’t think it’s right to waste the doctor’s time
if you can get the tablets to do it yourself.’

Those in the pluralistic group cope actively; they are well informed and
are able to access a range of resources. Just as they believe that they can take
an active part in improving neighbourhood Jife, so they recognise that they
have a role to play in protecting their health. Members are able to access the
‘information potentia)’ form of sociat capital most effectively: ‘T know what
I’m entitled to’ as one respondent receiving benefits said emphatically. Another
resident was able to use her loose ties to find out about health care for her
mother. Residents in this group may however miss out on the kind of support
associated with dense ties. On Dock Lane for example, a retative newcomer
to East London said:

When I've had a Lot of pressure connected with meetings, and the children have
been playing up, it's then that 1 feel jsolated. I wish someone would knock on
the door and say ‘[’]l have your kids for an hour’.

She felt strongly that a culture of “you look after your own’ was instrumental
in her exclusion from supportive networks.
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Residents whose networks correspond 10 the solidaristic model cope
mleractively. Like the pluralistic group, they have the advantages that activity
in organizations can bring, but can also access the support of close personal
or neighbourhood ties. They are better able to withstand a certain amount of
siress associated with events such as break-ins and bereavement, not by ‘getting
on with it* like ‘#raditionals’, but because they have both homogeneous and
heterogencous ties. They have built up social capital of both thick and thin
trust forms. June, for example, a young mother on benefits in Dock Lane, can
ask anyone —neighbours, local friends and family — for help if she is ill, short
of money or needs help with the children. She also has contacts made through
the tenants’ association which keep her well informed. She has gained in other
ways from participation: ‘It makes you more aware of people’s problems, and
your own problems do not seem so big ... It gives you a good feeling, a sense
of achievernent, that you have helped’.

One might suppose that those networks which were most health promoting
would maintain a balance between altruism and egoism (Durkheim, 1951). A
minority of residents in the so/idaristic group reported that at times they did
too much for others, felt overloaded, and out of control. Where reciprocity was
an associational norm however, the balance could be more readily achieved.
Participation in self-help groups, such as an association for West African
women and their children which encouraged cooperation and mutual support
via a wide range of activities, seemed to be particularly beneficial to the quality
of life of a number of residents.

Perceptions of Inequality

As well as perceptions of inequality adversely affecting health (Wilkinson,
1996), the reverse also appeared to be happening. Some of the residents active
in local initiatives and groups were motivated by their perceptions of inequality
and hatred of the poverty they saw around them. For example: ‘I’ve seen such
wealth, and such poverty, such inequality. The children round here are so poor
... 1 can do something to help.’ The research indicates that both the nature of
the response to perceptions of deprivation and how the structure of inequality
i1s perceived have relevance for the inclusivity of social networks, for the social
capital created, and, by extension, for health and well-being.

Those with a narrow range of positive reference groups on the estates tend
to sec themselves in competition with people who they perceive as different
(rom themselves, but who on many counts are little different. Residents were
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critical of people getting higher social security benefits than themselves, of
the person in the post office queue getting a better pension, of someone with
a bigger council house or of someone who managed to get a job. These are
poor people too, but they are perceived to be less deserving. Sometimes race
is an issue, or age, or being a ncwcomey. Conversely, those generally tolerant
individuals with a broader range of positive reference groups do not see such
narrow lines of division. Frequently motivated by political or religious beliefs,
they tend to see inequalities between rich and poor and between social classes
as the important ones. They are willing to mix with and recogpise interests
in common with a relatively broad range of groups and are more likely to be
active in organizations. On both estates residents with solidaristic networks
are committed to their community, but for them the community is wider and
much more inclusive than it is for other residents. For example ‘The more
ethnic groups you have in a society, the richer it will be’; and ‘Round here it’s
“You ook after your own, don’t let others take liberties”. Now, 1 look further
afield. I don’t judge people.’

Conclusiouns and Discussion

The social network typologies identified — socially excluded; parochial,
traditional; pluralistic; and solidaristic — reflect spatial and temporal contexts
in which social networks are developed and sustained. These ‘networks of
experience’ capture structural constraints and opportunities, but also aspects of
human agency, like values and responses, all factors which help shape networks
and their inclusivity. Social networks can be seen to perform a dual role in
processes involved in health inequalities. They provide a link between macro
and micro factors, what Mills (1970) described as the relation of personal
troubles of milieu to public issues of social structure, but at the same time they
can be part of the process of coping with or resisting structural inequality.
Neighbourhood context emerged as a key influence on the genesis of social
networks and social capital; local resources and neighbourhood reputation
are both dimensions to consider when exploring area effects. The research
provides little evidence however to support notions of a contagion or miasma
effect evident in discourses on ‘concentrated poverty’ in the development of
values and behaviour associated with social exclusion (or indeed with social
capital). Rather than the concentration of the poor being the problem, it was
the stigmatized reputation of an area and its people together with an alienating
physical environment which contributed to isolating residents from each other,
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resiricled the flow of information and acted as a block to the development
of trust or a local cooperative culiure. Local characteristics contributed to
differences in patterns of social networks between the neighbourhoods, but
there were also commonalities. In exploring diverse influences it would
be mistaken 1o neglect wider contexts. Dominant political ideologies, f{or
cxample, could be cxpected to have some influence on noms and attitudes
which motivate the active creation of social networks. As suggested elsewhere,
normative change in relation to individualism/collectivism as well as decline
in local resources can play a role in gencrational variation in social capital
{Cattell and Herring, 2002a, 2002b).

The research confimns the importance of social networks to health and
well-being. But it is the link they facilitate between multiple, complex and
changing influences on people’s lives with different benefits or disbenefits
which, the research suggests, makes the jdentification of different network
lypologies a useful heuristic tool. The distribution of supporiive resources, as
well as factors associated with health and well-being - perceptions of esteem
and control, hope and enjoyment — vary with network characteristics. Different
nctwark types, made up of dense or weak, homogeneous or heterogeneous
ties, involving ‘thick’ or ‘thin® forms of trust, ali contribute to the quality
of life. The more varied the range of membership groups, the greater the
range of coping resources accessible and the greater the potential benefits
for health.

Although the direction of relationships can sometimes be inferred from
(he data — for example, involvement produces higher perceptions of esteem
and control and widens networks, with both promoting active coping —routes
are not generally unilinear. Relationships between psychosocial pathways,
norms and values, and coping mechanisims and resources appeared cssentially
dynamic. Can social capital theory illuminate these relationships? A pivotal
component for Coleman (1990) is that the norms involved inhere in the structure
of social relations. To some extent the research did confirm this embededness
and the fragility of social capital for individuals. But social capital theory
is limited as an explanatory 1ool for uncovering the connections between
wider structures and networks or norms, or for establishing the direction
of relationships between norms and networks. The critique of social capital
lor its circularity (Portes, 1998) is persuasive. What is important perhaps is
that these relationships are recognized as sometimes recursive. Hope could
be gained through action, for example, but for some active residents hope
lor a better future was an integral part of their political or religious outiook.
Similarly values like tolerance and social consciousness were involved in
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a dual relationship with the structural characteristics of individuals’ social
networks. Network types might aiso be seen as reflecting and being reflected
by individualistic, intra-group or collective responses to deprivation and day-
to-day problems. The ‘networks of experience’ approach introduced here
informed by notions of the duality of structure/action of structuration theory
_ structures make social action possible, at the same time, social action creates
those structures (Giddens, 1984) - may have potential for further conceptyal
development of social networks and for their heuristic value in illuminating
the social processes involved in health inequalities. »
The focus on reciprocity and participation should not detract from u.nderlymg
poverty issues. Evidence confirms that even if networks can ameliorate the
harsher health effects of poverty and deprivation, they are nevertheless no
substitutc for a more equitable distribution of resources nationally. Sgcml
exclusion impeded access to social capital, but there were also more direct
pathways evident between exclusiop and mechanisms imp]icath in health
effects. Additionally it could be argued that the processes within network
typologies described here are simply a reflection of the class structure and that
by focusing on an array of coping and other resourccs, they arc encapsulating
some of the ways in which class-based health inequalities are created and
structured, Middle class people generally have wider, looser and more
resourceful social networks; working class people have fewer opportunities
to broaden theirs (Pearlin, 1985; Willmott, 1987). Almost all interviewees
were from semi-skitled and unskilled backgrounds, yet network models could
perhaps be seen to bear some relation to nuances of and changes in the class
structure. Of more interest are those aspects of class which embrace human
agency — identity, class consciousness and solidaristic action. Perceptions of
inequality and deprivation can be both a source of hopelessness and a source
of social action, effects to some extent contingent on social consciousness and
on ways in which residents perceive the structure of inequality. ]
Questions remain abour the satience of neighbourhood as a source of
wider solidarity. Involvement in local activities could help broaden networks
and develop tolerance, but participation may equally embody self-interest
and bounded solidarity (Cattell and Evans, 1999; Portes, 1998; Stolle and
Rochon, 1998). Participation does, in any case, involve only a minority Aof
Rast London residents. Nevertheless, I propose that the local arena, with
certain prerequisites, can be a source of wider solidarity. Westerga‘ard .(l 975)
argued that vision was necessary to extend the boundaries of solidarity and
that its sources lay in the wider society. There are many constraints on }the
growth of alternative values and utopian idcas, not least prevailing political
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ideologies, but their impact is not universal. Individuals with ‘solidaristic’
nctworks for example embraced a vision of a more egalitarian society.
Influences were diverse and not confined to local ties and local experience.
However an additional factor which characterized their attitudes was tolerance
which co-existed with a willingness to cooperate with dissimilar others. If
the contribution made by tolerance to solidarity is a significant one, then
the saliency of the neighbourhood context, with jts potential for supporting
integrative social ties, becomes apparent. For Jacobs (1962), it was the loose
tics inade up of the interactions of a wide range of different people which made
aneighbourhood thrive, and its facilities, resources and streets the facilitators
of'casual interaction. The plentiful meeting places which once dotted the East
L.ondon landscape have dwindled, but remaining opportunities — like schools
and markcts — are valued by residents.

The integration and cohesion of diverse neighbourhoods are likely to
be key policy concerns for Britain in the twenty-first century. If weak ties
are prerequisites for socjal cohesion (Granovetter, 1973) and inclusion,
then appropriate policy interventions can be suggested: first, mixed use
developments with plentifu] sites for interaction; second, opportunities for
structural links berween associations of the kind found on Bridge Street; and
third, regenerated local employment. 1f work was a source of thick trust in
the homogeneous neighbourhood of the past, could rejuvenated locat labour
markets in today’s heterogencous neighbourhoods encourage the social
cxchanges which would help foster tolerance and integration? Similarly could
work-based collective activity promote wider solidarity and more inclusive
social networks? A likely benefit would be a reduction in inequalities in health
both by widening access to productive and empowering social networks and by
combating the poverty and social exclusion which disproportionately continue
to affect Britain’s old industrial and manufacturing areas.
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Chapter 10

Older People in Urban Neighbourhoods:
Addressing the Risk of Social Exclusion
in Later Life'

Thomas Schar{ and Allison E. Smith

Introduction

Addressing the causes and consequences of social exclusion represents a key
theme in contemporary social policy. This reflects a growing awareness of the
social costs that can arise when individuals, families and communities become
cul off from wider socjety. While the concept of social exclusion has appealed
to politicians and social scientists alike on the grounds of its breadth and
clasticity (Silver, 1994, p. 536), when it comes to the policy-making process
there 1s growing evidence of a narrowing down of the target groups for public
intervention. In Britain, the current social exclusion agenda focuses strongly on
(he needs of children, young adults and those of employment age (for example,
Opportunity for All, 2002). Within this context, important questions arise
concerning the position of people who have permanently withdrawn from the
labour market. In particular, emphasis on the social integration of potentialty
marginalized groups through paid employment neglccts the situation of older
people, the majority of whom have retired. The absence of adequate data on
fhe nature of poverty and cxclusion experienced by older people (Howarth
ct al., 1999) merely confirms the marginal position of this group in debates
about social exclusion (Scharf et al., 2001).

In this chapter, we scek to develop a broader understanding of ways in
which debates about social exclusion might be applied (o the situation of
older people. This invoives the need to reach beyond established discourses
on social exclusion that, in Levitas’s (1998, p. 27) terms, ‘posit paid work
as a major factor in social integration’.!Our emphasis will be on exploring
social jnclusion in the context of relationships and resources that exist beyond
{paid) employment. A particular focus is upon the sitvation of older people
who live in socially deprived urban neighbourhoods. Such neighbourhoods
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have been the target of considerable social policy intervention in recent years,
as governments seck to reduce the geographic divide between Britajn’s most
deprived areas and the mainstream of society (Social Exclusion Unit, 2001).
In this respect, the chapter sceks to examine the degree to which residence in
an area ol concentrated poverty might compound the impact on older people
of other forms of social exclusion.

The chapter is divided into three parts. First, we develop a conceptual
understanding of social exclusion in relation to the situation of older people.
In emphasizing the multidimensional nature of exclusion, we identify several
difficultics associated with application of the concept to the circumstances of
older people. Second, we seek to develop a new approach 1o examining social
exclusion of older people. Using data drawn [rom an empirical study conducted
in socially deprived neighbourhoods in threc cities, we provide evidence of
the multjple risks of exclusion faccd by many older people in urban areas of
England. Finally, we examine some of the implications of this analysis for an
understanding of social networks and for public policy.

Conceptualizing Social Exclusion of Older People

Early debates about social exclusion tended to emphasise the distinction
between the distriburional dimension of poverty and the relational focus of
social exclusion (see, for example, Room, 1995; Townsend, 1987), However,
as Bhalla and Lapeyre (1997, p. 417) note, poverty and exclusion are closely
inter-related: ‘adequate levels of income are a necessary though not sufficient
means of ensuring access of people to basic human needs’. As a result,
attempts 10 conceive of social exclusion in terms of both its distributional and
relational elements are increasingly common (Russell Barter, McCafferty and
Woodhouse, 1999, p. 85). Such approaches highlight the multidimensionality
of exclusion, suggesting that pcople can becomc excluded when particular
institutional systems break down (Atkinson and Davoudi, 2000).{For example,
Berghman (1997, p. 19) disaggregates the idea of exclusion, conceiving social
exclusion in terms of the non-realization of citizenship rights within four key
societal institutions — the democratic and fegal system, the labour market, the
welfare system, and the family and community system.

Of growing relevance in discussions of social exclusion are approaches that
link exclusion to residence in particular types of neighbourhood (Glennerster
et al., 1999; Power, 2002). The i}npgl_’[ance of the geographical dimension is
emphasized by Madanipour et al. (1998, p. 22) who suggest that the different
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components of social exclusion, as ouilined by Berghman and others, can
combine 10 ‘create acute farms of exclusion that find a spatial manifestation
in particular neighbourhoods’. The envirommnental dimension of exclusion is
particularly jmportant given the way in which neighbourhoods contribute to
shaping the identities of those who reside in them. In this respect, Marcuse
(1996, pp. 201-2) comments that: ‘Ncighbourhood has become more than a
source of sccurity, the base of a supportive network, as it has long been: it
has become a source of identity, a definition of who a person is and where he
or she belongs in society’.

| Emphasis on the multidimensionality of social exclusion has influenced
several attempts to operationalize the concept within research. For example,
I3urchardt, _Le. Grand and Piachaud (1999) identify five domains of social
exclusion that relate to the individual’s ability to participate in what might be
perceived as ‘normal’ social activities: consumption activity (the abjlity to
consume up to a minimum level the goods and services considered normal for
society); savings activity (the accamulation of savings, pension entitlements,
ot property ownership); production activity (engagement in an economically
or socially vajued activity); political activity (engagement in some collective
effort to improve or protect the immediate or wider social or physical
environment); and social activity (engagement in significant social interaction
with family or friends, and tdentifying with a cultural group or community).

Gordon et al. (2000) adopt a similar approach when developing a measure

of exclusion with four dimensions: impoverishment; non-participation in the
labour market; lack of access to basic services; and exclusion from a range of
social relations. This latter component is further subdivided into elements such
as individuals’ non-patticipation in common social activities, social isolation,
a perceived lack of support in times of need, lack of civic > engagement and an
inability to ‘get out and about’ (Bradshaw et al., 2000). _

[ There are at least three difficulties arising from curtent exclusion debates
in terms of the situation of older people.| T hese are also reflected in attempts
to operationaljze the concept in reseatch. The first difficulty concerns the,

centrality of labour market participation as an indicator of social inclusion_

(Levitas, 1998). The focus of exclusion debates on work and employment leaves
unclear the posijtion of older people who have permanently withdrawn from
their occupational roles. For examiple, in their production dornain of exclusion,
Burchardt et al, (1999) judge as ‘included’ and ‘engaged in a socially valued
activity’ those who have reached state retirement age and are retired. This runs
counter to research in social gerontology that highlighis the exclusionary impact
of retirement on many older people (Phillipson, 1998). In terms of the broad
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speetrum of social roles adopted by older people that reach beyond labour
market participation, it is particularly uscful to consider their involvement jn
aspects of community life, their links within and beyond the local community,
ias well as their informal social relationships. This focus can be conceived of in
icrms of the degree of access that older people have to different forms of social
capital (Smith, Phillipson and Schar[, 2002). Emphasis is placed on involvement
in civic activities, the nature of social (support) networks, and the way in which
social relationships are characterized by mutuality and reciprocity.

A second difficulty arises from an emphasis in exclusion discourse on the
dynamic nature of social exclusion_(Byrne, 1999). Houschold panel studies
show how people move in and out of poverty/exclusion as their circumstances
change (Burchardt, 2000; Leisering and Walker, 1998). The evidence from
such studies leads to the cgpclusion that, as Perri 6 (1997, p. 3) asserts, ‘most
people get out of poverty’ (This gives rise to the impression that the boundaries
of exclusion are essentiatly fluid rather than rigid. However the situation of
older people is likely 10 be rather different. For those prone to exclusion, the
cxperience of being excluded may be more permanent than would be the
case for other groups. [Thus while exclusion from political activity or social
interaction might represent an episodic characteristic of younger people’s lives,
older people may face additional difficulties in seeking to escape the enduring
impact of such situations. Equally, older people who lack adequate material
resources are unlikely to be able to ‘gel out of poverty’ without considerable
additional financial support from the state.

- A third problem concerns the neighbourhood dimension of exclusion,
and its impact on older people’s sense of identity {Scharf et al., 2002a).
For a variety of reasons, jthe local residential environment may represent a
much more important aspect of ¢xclusion for older people thap for other age
groups. On the one hand, older people tend to spend more time than younger
people in their immediate neighbourhood. On the other, many older people
have spent a substantial period of their lives in a particular neighbourhood,
deriving a strong sense of emotional investment both in their home and in the
swrrounding communi_t_y\f(Phillipson et al., 2000; Young and Willmott, 1957).
Indeed, Rowles (1978, p. 200) suggests that what he refers to as a ‘selective
intensification of feelings about spaces’ might represent ‘a universal strategy
employed by older people to facilitate maintaining a scnse of identity within
a changing environment’. This idea is reinforced by Rowles and Ravdal
(2002, p. 87) who argue that the ‘selective and repeated mental reconstruction
and maintenance of these places in consciousness ... provides a sense of
reinforcement of the self”.



166 Social Networks and Social Exclusion

Discussion of potential environmental impacts on self-identity raises
particular concems in terms of the situation of older people in deprived
urban neighbourhoods. In their study of residents living on iwo estates in
East London, Cattell and Evans (1999) comment that older people derived
an important part of their identity from their similarity with one another. This
desire for similarity is understandable: at one fevel it is about feeling protected
by those with similar attributes; at another, it js about being surrounded by
people with a similar history. ln most urban areas, however, the desire for
‘samencss’ may be difficult to realize. This applies in particular to so-called
‘zones of transition’ which thrive on a rapid tumover of peopfe and buildings.
A similar situation may arise for older people living in what Power (2000,
p. 12) describes as ‘nonviable’ estates — those unpopular urban neighbourhoods
characterized by low housing demand and subsequent abandonment of housing
by all but the very poorest or least mobile residents. Part of the problem here
may be that the advantages of the inner city for some (services for minority
groups, relatively cheap housing) also translate into disadvantages for others
(falling house prices in some cases; destruction of familiar landscapes in
others). It is also clear that older people can be highly selective in how they
view the consequences of profound urban change, and this translates into ofien
negatively charged perceptions about those around them. A significant result
of the rapid change experienced in some urban neighbourhoods would be an
undermining of older people’s sense of identification with the local community,
and the expression of dissatisfaction with the neighbourhood.

Operationalizing Social Exclusion of Older People

Arising from this discussion, there js a need to consider ways in which the
idea of social exclusion as a multidimensional concept can be developed to
reflect the particular circumstances and needs of older people. To explore more
fully the issues raised, we draw upon data from a survey of 600 older people
living in nine deprived neighbourhoods in three English cities. Liverpool,
Manchester and Newham (London) were ranked as England’s most deprived
local authorities in the 1998 Index of Local Deprivation (DETR, 1998). To
account for the substantial varation that exists within each city in relation to the
intensity of deprivation, the research was concentrated on each city’s three most
deprived electoral wards (Scharf et al., 2002b). While the selected study areas
vary in relation to their proximity to the respective city centre, socioeconomic
structure and population profile, they share a range of characteristics associated
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with intense urban deprivation..'_’fhis includes, for example, above-averagc
rates of unemployment, relatively poor housing conditions, a steady loss of
iervices such as shops and banks, and a high incidence ofcrime_iPower, 2002;
nocial Exclusion Unit, 1998).

Jace-to-face interviews were conducted with 600 people aged 60 and
over using a standardized questionnaire. In designing the questionnaire, we
were able to draw upon the recently completed survey of Poverty and Social
Fxelusion (Gordon et al., 2000), and upon other major social surveys (such
as the General Household Survey and the British Household Panel Survey).
In addition, a number of questions and measures were included that were
resarded as especially relevant to the situation of older people.

Conceptually the approach to operationalize social exclusion adopted here
displays deliberate overlaps with that of Burchardt et al. (1 999) and especially
of Gordon et al. (2000). However in its detail we seek to take account of
some of the limitations of existing approaches in relation to the particular
situation of older pcople. We conceive of social exclusion as encompassing
five distinct dimensions: exclusion from material resources; exclusion from
social relations; exclusion from civic activities; exclusion from basic sc'r'vi_cEs';
and neighbourhood cxclusion/For analytic purposes, it is necessary to treat the
domains as being independent of one another. However, as outlined previously,
we recognise that the domains of exclusion are likely to be interconnected and
we explore some of the relationships between them belowf\As a first step it is
necessary to develop appropriate indicators of the different domains and show
how in each casc these might be summarized in terms of a single measure.

lixclusion from Material Resources

. Two indicators of individuals’ exclusjon from material resources were used

in this study. The first is a poverty measure, the second a measure of multiple
deprivationlIn relation to poverty, we fo)lowed researchers such as Mack and
I ansley (1985) and more recently Gordon ct al, (2000) in measuring poverty by
identifying those of our respondents who say they lack and are unable to afford
what the majority of British people view as basic necessities. Our research
draws on the results of a national survey of the adult population that highlighted
arange of items and social activities regarded by 50 per cent or more of peopte
as being necessities of daily living (Gordon et al., 2000)._ﬁn our survey, we
presented people with a similar Jist of ‘socially perceived necessities’ (Scharf
clal., 2002b). From the list of 26 necessities, which encompasses 19 material
ilems and seven common social activities, respondents were asked to identify
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iterns that they did not have or activities that they did not do. They were then
asked to state whether they lacked the items because they did not want them or
could not afford them, Following the approach of the national sarvey, people
lacking two or more of the items because they could not afford them were
Judged to be in poverty. {This technique identified 45 per cent of respondents
as poor. Some older people lacked and could not afford a substantia) number
of necessities, suggesting an intense degree of poverty. For 7 per cent of
respondents, this meant going without and not being able to atford 11 or more
of the items and activities on the list. Just taking the 19 material items from
the list of necessities, and adopting the same threshold of Jacking two or more
items on the grounds of lack of affordability,&d.entiﬁes 41 per cent of people
as living in material poverty (Table 10.1).

The second indicator of exclusion from material resources is a deprivation
measure. Here we developed the work of Evandrou (2000) whose index of
multiple deprivation comprises seven items considered of particular importance
to older people (for example, central heating, use of a telephone, access to
a car) (see Figure 10.1). This measure categorizes people according to the
degree of deprivation faced, ranging from no deprivation (where a person
is not disadvantaged on any of the seven characteristics) to high deprivation
(disadvantaged on at least five characteristics). Very few respondents (three
per cent) in the study reported here were not disadvantaged on any of the

45
6]
20
16
17
47
24
14
10
10
8
44

% of respondents ‘socially
excluded’ on indicator

Indicator of exclusion

A person scores 1 for cach of the following characteristics:
lives in a household without central hcating '
lives in a household without a phone
lives in a household without a car
lives in local authority or housing association rented accommadation
lives in a household with more than one person per room
lives in a houschold where the head of the household reecives income support
individual has no formal qualifications

Never aticnds mcetings of religious or community organizations

In poverty (lacks 2 or more socially perecived necessities on
Has cut back on usc of at least 3 basic services

grounds of affordability)

Multiple deprivation (deprived on 3 or morc characleristics)
Social isolation (isolated on 2 or more characteristics)
Loneliness (scvercly or very severely lonely)

Not used 2 or more key services beyond the home
Expresses negative views about the neighbourhood

Unable to participate in 2 or morc common activities
Regards self as being different from local residents
Would feel very unsafe when out alonc afier dark

Non participation in civic activities

No deprivation: score 0, not disadvantaged on any of these characteristics.

| Low deprivation: score -2, disadvantaged on one or two characteristics only.
Medium deprivation: score 3—4, disadvantaged on three or four characteristics.
LHi gh deprivation: score 5 or more, disadvantaged on at least five characteristics. |

S .
Figure 10.1 Index of multiple deprivation

Table 10.1  Proportion of older people excluded on different domains

Domain of social exclusion
Exclusion from roatenal resources
Exclusion from social relations
Fxclusion from civic activities
Ncighbourhood exclusion

Service exclusion

Source: adapted {rom Evandrou (2000).
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characteristics of deprivation. Almost two-fifths (37 per cent) experienced
low levels of deprivation. By contrast,:60 per cent experienced medium to high
levels of deprivation (deprived on at least three characteristics). .

The chosen indicator of exciusion from material resources combines the two
measures outlined above. We count as materially excluded those who are both
in material poverty and experiencing medium to high levels of deprivation.
This applied to 31 per cent of older people in our study (Table 10,2).___'

% of respondents
excluded on domain
31
4)
15
24
2]

Exclusion from Social Relations

The survey collected a range of data on aspects of older pcople’s participation
in informal social relations. Three key indicators were chosen to reflect
different forms of exclusion from such relations: social isolation; loneliness;
and non-participation in common social activities, -

Not all older people maintain or are able to maintain frequent contacts with
family, friends and neighbours. The risk of social isolation is thus greater for
those who have no children or other relatives, or who have infrequent contacts
with family members, friends or neighbours. A social isolation measure,
based on the combination of three variables, was generated that sought to
take account of these factors (Figure 10.2). According to this measurce, 44 per
cent of respondents were not 1s0lated on any of the individual items included
in the index, and 36 per cent cxperienced isolation on just one indicator. Put
another way, 80 per cent of older people in deprived areas maintained regular
contacts with family, friends or neighbours./Respondents isolated on at least
two of the three indicators were classed as socially isolated. This applied to
one-fifth (20 per cent) of people in our survey.

Composite indicator of exclusion
Expresses ncgative views aboul the neighbourhood and fecls very

Has cut back on usc of basic services or has not uscd key services
unsafe when out slone after dark

Non-participation in civic activities and ncver altends
beyond the home

Sacially isolated or {very) severely loncly or unable to
meetings of religious or commupitly organizations

In material poverty and multiply deprived
participate common social aclivitics

| A person scores | for cach of the following characteristics:

has no relatves or children or secs a child or other relative less than once a
week

has no (riends in neighbourhood or has a chat or does something with a friend
Jess than once a week

has a chat or does something with a ncighbour less than once a week

No isolation: score 0, not isolated on any of these characteristics.
Low isolation; score 1, isolated on one charactcristic onty.
Medium isolation: score 2, isolated on two characteristics.

High 1solation: score 3 isolated on all three characteristics.

Extent of exclusion on different domains

Figure 10.2 Index of social isolation

Domain of social exclusion
Exclusion from material resources
Exclusion rom social rclations
Exclusion [rom civic activities
Service exclusion

Neighbourhood cxclusion

Table 10.2
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Loneliness like social exclusion represents a multidimensional phenomenon.
lts most salient element has been perceived as a ‘deprivation’ component that
relates o ‘the feelings associated with the absence of an intimate attachment,
teelings of emptiness or abandonment’ (de Jong Gierveld, 1998, p. 74). In this
study, loneliness was measured using the De Jong Gierveld Loneliness Scale (de
Jong Gierveld and Kamphuis, 1985). This measure is based on the categorization
of responses to 11 guestions that reflect different aspects of lonelineséAdopting
the categories suggested by the scale’s authors as our measure of the intensity
of loneliness (de Jong Giervetd and van Tilburg, 1999), two-fifths of the sample
(40 per cent) were found to be not lonely (lonely on fewer than three of the 11
scale—itfems)‘ Just over two-fifths (44 per cent) could be described as moderately
lonely.iSixteen per cent of respondents experienced either severe or very severe
loneliness (that is were lonely on 9 or more scale-items).

Non-participation in common social activities is an indicator derived from
the poverty measure outlined above, which includes seven activities that are
perceived as social necessities by a majority of the population (Gordon et
al,, 2000).The indicator encompasses activities such as being able to visit
friends or family in hospital, celebrate special occasions such as birthdays,
or engage in a hobby or leisure activity, Around two-thirds of respondents
(65 per cent) were not excluded from any of these activities on the grounds
of lack of affordability, and 18 per cent were excluded from just one activity.
Fowever 17 per cent lacked and could not afford to participate in two or more
of the common activities.

The summary indicator of exclusion from social relations adopted in this
research draws upon the three measures described above. Respondents were
judged to be excluded under this domain if they experienced medium or high
levels of social isolation, were severely or very severely lonely, or were unable
(o participate in two or more copunon activities on the grounds of lack of
income. This applied to just over two-fifths (41 per cent) of respondents.

Ixclusion from Civic Activities

Parlicipation in civic activities, by engaging with community organizations
or becoming involved in the democratic system, represents an important
clement in debates about social inclusion and exclusion. The emphasis
can be conceived in terms of the ability of individuals to realize fully their
cilizenship rights (Berghman, 1997).@\/6 used two measures to assess the
devree o which older people were engaged in forms of civic life. First, at
a less formal tevel, respondents were asked whether they attended religious

BRI
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meetings or meetings of community groups. Over two-fifths (42 per cent)
attended religious meetings at least on occasion, while one-third (33 per cent)
uttended meetings of commuanity groups. Almost half of respondents (47 per
cent) never attended either type of meeting.

Second, we presented respondents with a list of 11, more formal, civic
aclivities, and asked whether they bad undertaken these in the previous three
years, The most commonly undertaken activity was voting, with 68 pet cent
having voted in the previous general election and 66 per cent in the last local
clection. While just over three~quarters (76 per cent) of older people had
undertaken at least one type of civic activity in the stated period, around
one quarter (24 per cent) had not participated in any of the listed activities,
including voting.

The summary indicator of exclusion from civic activities adopted in thjs
study combines the two elements outlined above. Those who did not participate
in meetings of religious or community groups and who were fully disengaged
[rom the democratic process (did not take parl in any type of civic activity
in the three years leading up to interview) could be termed excluded on this
dimension. In this research, the overwhelming majonty of respondents (85 per
cent) were ‘included’ on this indicator. However 15 per cent of older people
were found to be excluded.

lxclusion from Basic Services

Access to arange of basic services becomes increasingly important in fater life,
especially for people with mobility problems or poor health. 1o our research,
we sought information about older people’s access to and use of a range of
scervices both within and outside the home.

In the home, the overwhelming majority of older people had access to
the basic utilities (gas, clectricity and water). However, § per cent lacked a
tclephone (five per cent on the grounds of Tack of affordability; 3 per cent did
1ol want a telephone). While coverage by basic services was generally good,
24 significant minority of older people cat back on using these services as a
means of making ends meet. Older people were asked whether in the previous
live years they had nsed less water, gas or electricity or had used the telephone
less often tn order to save money. Around three-quarters (76 per cent) had
not cut back on any of the services. Fourteen per cent had used less of three
or lour of these basic services.

Beyond the home, a difTerent type of indicalor ol service exclusion was
adopted. This was based an (he non-usage in (he previous year of three key
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services selected from a longer list of services and amenities. These were a
post office, a chemist, and a bus service. While 72 per cent of respondents
had used all of these services at least once in the previous year and a further
}8 per cent had failed to use just one of the services, 10 per cent had not used
two or more of these services in the given time period.

In subsequent analysis, exclusion (rom basic services is summarized in
a single indicator that takes account of respondents’ access to services both
within and beyond the home. Interestingly, there was relatively littlc overlap
between these separate indicators. Those who cut back on domestic utilitics
were not the same people as those failing to use essential services beyond the
home. Respondents who had used less of three or four services in the home
or who had not used two or more services outside the home were judged to
be service excluded. This applied to 24 per cent of respondents.

Neighbourhood Exclusion

The neighbourhood dimension of social exclusion seeks to develop an
understanding of the distinctive ways in which environmental factors can
contribute to exclusion. In this respect, we are interested in examining the
degree to which people [eel attached to their local area, and in this sense
provide an indirect measure of the neighbourhood’s impact on respondents’
self-identities. Neighbourhood exclusion is reflected in individuals’ expression
of views about their immediate environment, and about the degree 10 which
they feel safe in the neighbourhood.

In separate questions, respondents were asked whether there was anything
that they liked or disliked about their neighbourhood. Just under one-fifth
(18 per cent) expressed only dislikes about the neighbourhood. In a separate
question, we asked people how satisfied they were with their neighbourhood.
One in ten respondents was very dissatisfied with thejr neighbourhood.
Thirteen per cent of respondents strongly disagreed with the staiement ‘this
neighbourhood is a good place to grow old in’. Taking responses to thesc
items together, 10 per cent of the sample expressed negative vicws about their
neighbourhood on at least two of the three questions.

The manner in which forms of spatial segregation impact upon individuals’
sense o[ identity can, in part, be addressed through perceptions of space. In
relation to deprived urban neighbourhoods, and particularly the views of older
people, an important feature of such perceptions is the degree to which people
feel secure when leaving the home. ‘Those who regard their neighbourhood
to be unsafe or as a place where they might be vulnerable to crime may be
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restricted in their ability to participate in a varicty of social roles. We asked
people: ‘How safe would you fecl il you had to go out alone after dark?’. Very
few respondents (seven per cent) suggested that they would feel very safe in
thix situation, and 44 per cent reported that they would feet very unsafe. These
lindings should be interpreted within the context of the heightened incidence
ol'crime experienced by older people in this rescarch (Scharf et al., 2002b).

The composite indicator chosen to represent neighbourhood exclusion
locuses on people’s perceptions of the area immediately around their home.
We judged as excluded on this domain individuals who expressed negative
vicws about the neighbourhood in relation 1o at least two of the three questions
outlined above, and who also reported that they would feel very unsafe in their
neighbourhood after dark. It was felt that this group would be most likely to
experience difficulty in maintaining a sense of identity within the context
ol rapidly changing urban neighbourhoods. According to this approach,
21 per cent of respondents were judged excluded on the neighbourhood
dimension.

The Experience of Multiple Exelusion

Our research suggests that significant numbers of older people in deprived
urban areas appear to be prone to some form of social excluston. In this study,
exclusion from socia) relations was the most common of the five types of
exclusion identified, affecting around two-fifths of older people. A significant
minority, amounting to just under one-third, experienced exclusion from
material resources. Nearly one quarter were excluded from basic services,
and just over a fifth experienced neighbourhood exclusion. By contrast, fewer
than one-in-seven older people were cxcluded from participation in a range
of civic activities.

Drawing these findings together, a considerable proportion of older people
were found 1o experience sacial exclusion in at least one of its different guises.
In this respect, the study population divides into three broad categories (Table
10.3). The first group, comprising 30 per cent of respondents, were nol excluded
on any of the five domains. The sccond group, representing 31 per cent of
the sample, experienced exclusion on a single domain. The final group was
numerically the largest. It comprised almost two-{ifths of respondents (39 per
cent) who were prone to the cunulative impact of multiple forms of exclusion.
A small minority (4 per cent) could be regarded as especially vulnerable, tn
that they were excluded on four or even al] five dimensions.
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Table 10.3 Older people experiencing multiple forms of exclusion

Percent (n)
Not excluded 30 179
Excluded on one domain 31 189
Excluded on two or more domains 39 232
Total 100 600

Who are the socially cxcluded? The experience of multiple exclusion was
as likely to be a characteristic of the lives of older men as of women and did
not vary according to individuals’ marital status. However social exclusion
was linked to age. People aged 75 and over were significantly more likely to be
multiply excluded than those aged 60- 74 years. Whilc 33 per cent of younger
respondents were not exciuded on any of the individual domains, this applied
to yust 23 per cent of the oldest respondents. Forty-three per cent of people
aged 75 and over experienced exclusion on (wo or more domains, compared
with 36 per cent of those aged 60 to 74. An even stronger relationship existed
between the experience of exclusion and an individual’s ethnic background.
In this research, people with Indian and Black Caribbean backgrounds were
significantly less likely to be socially excluded on any of the domains than
thosc belonging to other groups. The experience of multiple exclusion was
most pronounced for Somali and Pakistani older people. Four out of five older
Somali respondents (80 per cent) and just over half of Pakistani respondents
(52 per cent) experienced exclusion on Iwo or more domains, compared with
24 per cent of Indian, 35 per cent of Black Caribbean and 36 per cent of white
respondents.

Some of the complexity of social exclusion and the potential for overlaps
between its component domains is illustrated in Table 10.4. Examination
of the interplay between different dimensions of exclusion, expressed in
terms of statistical significance, reveals a number of interesting features. For
example, of older people who were excluded on the material dimension, 58
per cent were also excluded on the domain of social rclations, 20 per cent
on that of civie activities, and 33 per cent in relation to access to services.
These findings underline the important role of poverty and deprivation in
limiting older people’s ability to participate in key social roles. No clear
statistical relationship existed between exclusion from material resources
and neighbourhood exclusion. This suggests that those who have dilliculty
maintaining a sense of identity in deprived ncighbourhoods are as likely to
be malerially disadvantaged as relatively comfortably off. By contrast, in
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Tahle 10.4 The relationship between different dimensions of social
exclusion

%o of respondents excluded on:

Matcerial  Social Civic Services Neighbour-
resources relations  activities hood
%% alsv excluded on
Muterial resources - 43 ** 42 43 ¥* 33
Social relations S§ #* - 49 58 ** 55 *#
Uivie activites 20%* 18 — 20 15
Services 33 % 34 ** 32 - 24
Neighbourhood 22 28 ** 21 21 -

¥ p>0.05; ** p>0.005

addition to its link with the material domain, exclusion from social relations
was closely related to exclusion from basic services and the neighbourhood
measure. in this regard, there is evidence of a neighbourhood impact on
individuals’ ability to engage in social roles. Qlder people who are (mentally)
cul off from their swroundings are more likely to experience limitations in
(heir informal social relationships than those who perceive their neighbourhood
more favourably. Exclusion from civic activitics and neighbourhood exclusion
were most likely to be independent of other [orms of exclusion. While the
lormer was reJated only to exclusion Trom material resources, the latter was
only linked to exclusion from social relations. Such analysis confirms the
need to disaggregate the notion of social exclusion in research and raiscs a
number of issues for policy.

Conclusion: Implications for Research and Policy

I'rom the conceptual discussion and the range of data presented, it is possible
to make a number of observations about the nature of social exclusion and
(he way in which it affects older people in deprived areas of England. Most
importantly we have been able to demonstrate that older people in deprived
arcas face muitiple risks of exclusion. Using a measure that reflects the
muliidimensionality of social exclusion in relation to the situation of older
people, it was established that seven out of ten respondents could be classed as
cxcluded in relation to at least one aspect of their lives. For almost two-fifths,
the experience of exclusion in one area was compounded by vulnerability to
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additional types of exclusion. The risk of being affected by mufitiple forms
of social exclusion was greatest for those in the oldest age group (75 and
over) and for those belonging to some minority ethnic groups. Our research
also points (o the existence of connections between the different domains of
exclusion. In particular, there was a strong relationship between exclusion
from social relations and exclusion from material resources, confirming the
way in which poverty and deprivation can combine to restrict participation
in a range of informal social relationships.

When examining the social roles that older people engage in (beyond
the labour market), our research cruphasizes the fundamental importance of
informal relationships with family, friends and neighbours. While the majority
of older people maintain varied and active relationships with members of
thejr social networks, a significant minority appear prone to exclusion from
social relationships. One-fifth of older people taking part in this study could
be described as being socially isolated, and one in seven were severely lonely.
The existence of a link between neighbourhood exclusion and exclusion from
social relations suggests that older people’s ability (o sustain informal social
relations is subject to environmential influences. In deprived areas, older
people’s social networks are vulnerable to the negative influcice of perceived
risks associated with the Yocal neighbourhood. In particular, concern about
becoming a victim of crime limits the involvement of some older people in a
range of social relationships.

Our research also raises a number of issues for policy and practice. First,
it is important to emphasize the importance of informal social relationships in
older people’s daily lives, and to develop policies in ways that can facilitate and
sustain such retationships. In this respect, it is necessary to consider the physical
and psychological barriers that inhibit the maintenance and development of
highly valued low-level social interactions in deprived neighbourhoods (such
as being able to chat to people 1n the sireet, or visit them in their homes).
This encompasses a need to design and plan urban areas in ways which are
conducive to the development of social relationships. Housing schemes with
pleasant and secure public spaces, shopping areas that provide places to sit,
and community centres are important in this context. Whilc urban regeneration
programmes typically invest large sums in altering the physical environment
of deprived areas, resources should also be devoted to measures that foster
informal socia) networks. One way of achieving this goal would be to develop
the role of community workers in inner cities, Such workers could assist older
people in making contact with others in the neighbourhood and cooperate with
existing community organizations to develop opportunities [or older people
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to meet. Measures that succeed in reducing neighbourhood crime are likely
lo-have a positive impact on older people’s social integration by removing
e of the psychological barriers that prevent people from participating in
1 range of outdoor activities.

Sceond, in relation to integration within formal spheres of community
hie, participation in civic activities can often be of great personal benefit for
retired older people. Community engagement not only represents a route by
which individuals can remain valued and effective, but also has been shown
(o rebound on older people’s mental and physical health. Most older people
(1 deprived areas displayed a commitment to public involvement to the extent
that around (wo-thirds of respondents in our survey participated in different
(ypes of clection, and a significant minority engaged in other civic activitics.
Only 15 per cent of older people were not involved in any type of civic
activity. This suggests that that there is likely to be potential for increasing
e level of involvement of older people living in deprived urban areas. Tn this
respect, it would be useful to develop further research that examines the ceasons
why some older people are more likely to participate than others. Material
msccurity, low levels of literacy, language barriers, lack of self-confidence,
percerved vulnerability to crime, and an absence of opportunities to become
mvolved are likely 1o prevent some people from engaging with such formal
napects of community life.

Iinally, this research highlights the enduring importance to older people in
deprived areas of such basic services as Jocal post offices, chemists and public
transport. It 18 important that public policy recognizes the need to maintain
aceess to a good service infrastructure in deprived urban neighbourhoods.
buch areas are especially vulnerable to the withdrawal of both public and
vommercial services. Older people who are already disadvantaged in terms
vl poverty or il health are disproportionately affceted by the loss of services
uch as a local post office or shops. As a result, consideration should be given
atan carly stage to the likely impact on older people of decisions to withdraw
crvices from deprived neighbourhoods.

Nole

I Iheauibors wish to acknowledge the financial support of the Economic and Social Research
Council’s Growing Older Programme (Grant No. L480254022). We are a)so grateful 1o
Chris Phillipson and Paul Kingston for their considerable contribution 1o the research
duseribed in this chapter.



Chapter 11

Can Government Influence our
Friendships? The Range and Limits of
Tools for Trying to Shape Solidarities’

Perri 6

Introduction

Governments unavoidably have enormous influence over the patterns of
social ties in their populations over which they exercise jurisdiction. They
do so in their routine operations as well as in specific programmes, whether
deliberately or unintentionally. Housing design, slum clearance, and transport
policy bring some people together or apart and make it easier or harder for
them to reach each other; education famously creates ties between students
that can sometimes last for a Jifetime; personal social services, health care and
training, whether provided individually or in groups, can all have sigmficant
impacts upon friendship and acquaintance.

All of this matters, because social networks are significant causal contributors
to many outcomes that policy-makers are expected to care about. A vast body of
research scattered across every academic discipline that studies human beings
has concluded that friends and acquaintances, and the practical resources and
the emotional support they o{(er, measurably increase our chances of thriving
(sec 6, 2002). This seems (o be true in every respect from labour market
arlainment and upward social mobility to resistance to infectious disease, from
postponement of frailty in old age through to avoidance of the pathways into
delinquency. The patterns of social ties also make a quantifiable contribution
to collective outcomes such as national competitiveness and the chances of
community cohesion, These are facts of considerable significance for public
policy. The presence of certain configurations of social networks clearly greatly
enhances the chances of certain policies being pursued effectively.

1f government unavoidably influences social networks which in turn affect
crucial outcomes, then how far can public policy feasibly be used deliberarely
to influence those patterns of social ties of friendship and acquaintance??
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\nother prior question is: What might it mean to intervene ‘effectively’?
I e rescarch on the causal impact of social networks upon all those desirable
imdividual and collective outcomes about which policy-makers tightly care

(ppests that very different configurations of ties contribute to different goals.
I'or example the configuration of weak ties with littte redundancy reaching
o diverse cliques that Granovetter (1973, 1995a) found so important
lor labour market attainment — a finding broadly, but with qualifications,
conhirmed by the subsequent research (Burt, 1992, 1997, 2001; Granovetter,
952, 1995b) — do not appear to be particularly beneficial and may actually
undermine thriving in later life (Wenger, 1997a, 1997b, 1997¢). Again while
community activists in disadvantaged estates might serve their communities
well by having some weak ties outside that comrmunity with which to leverage
tesources (Douglass, Ard-am and Kim, 2002; Gilchrist, 2000), neighbourhood
community development depends heavily on dense patterns of enduring ties
of medium strength within those communities (Crow and Allan, 1994); such
patterns look very different from those which might most effectively counter
unemployment in the very same disadvantaged areas.

This suggests very strongly that all good things do not go together. Policy-
imakers most at least sometimes strike settlements between incompatible goods
und choose policies that might promote certain network forms, realizing that
they are thereby foregoing other goods that other network forms might
conduce to. (I speak of ‘settlements’, for ‘trade offs’ would suggest smooth
und contimuous curves and the possibility of making finely-grained policy for
exactly calibrated mcremental shifts, but this ts of course not the real world
ol social policy-making.)

This chapter first sets out a conceptual framework for thinking about the
hasic varjeties of forms of social network available in any society that, at Jeast
in principle, policy interventions might seek to promote or undermine, and
for thinking about the range of tools of public policy availabje for secking
(0 do so. The main body of the argument of the chapter is concerned with a
bricl review of the literature on several major fields of public policy (taken
from a much longer treatment in 6, forthcoming). It provides an analysis of
the repertoire of uses of tools that have been described in the literature, an
assessment of how direct these toojs might be in their effects, and a preliminary
ussessment of which kinds of solidarity might typically be promoted by their
use in programmes that have been studied. Some suggestions are made
about what emerges from the literature about the ‘effectiveness’ of these
inlcrventions, at least considered in their own terms in so far as they have been
used to influence social structure. These remarks must of course be heavily
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qualified by the nature of the evidence afforded by the cvaluative and public
poficy literature. This is followed by a short discussion of the implementation
challenges inhcrent in programmes deliberately designed to use public policy
to shape social structure.

Conceptual Framework

There are a modest number of distinct forms of personal social networks that
can be identified in almost any society. For the present purposcs, it will suffice
to work with the four basic types shown in Figure 11.1. The figure shows the
network ‘signatures’ which arc idcal typical forms of empirically observable
networks. These exhibit the work of quite distinct underlying institutional
structures which can be regarded as basic social solidanties. This taxogomy
is derived from the nco-Durkheimian institutional theory first developed by
Douglas (1970, 1982a, 1982b, 1986, 1992) using Durkheim’s basic dimensions
of social organization in Suicide (1951) and in Moral Education (1961), and
refined by Douglas and Ney (1998), Thompson, Ellis and Wildavsky (1990),
Thompson, Grendstad and Selle (1999), Thompson (1996), Schwarz and
Thompson (1990), Gross and Rayner (1985), Fardon (1999), Rayner (1988),
Mars (1982, 1999), Wildavsky (1998), Schmutzer and Bandler (1980),
Coyle and Ellis (1993); Ellis and Thompson (1997); cf. also Fiske, (1991).
The Durkheimian explanatory theory on which the classification rests 1s
institutionalist in that it proposes that bringing about change in network
forms, at least of a sustainable kind, will over the medium term have to rest
on bringing about change at the underlying level of micro-instilutions and
informal jnstitutions which produce the network ‘signatures’.

Each of these forms has certain strengths and certain weaknesses from the
point of view of different outcomes that policy-makers care about. Hybrids
between two or more of them are also found. However, in any given programme
of policy, even attempting to promotc hybrids involves making hard choices
between them to some degrec.

If this account specifies the rapge of ideal-typical variation in the most
clementary forms, then the next question is what tools are available to
government so as to influence how networks might change within this bounded
range? Drawing on the taxonomics developed by Hood (1983), Salamon with
Lund (1989), 6 (1997b), 6 et al. (2002), and Bemelmans-Videc, Rist and
Vedung (1998) we can distinguish the categories of tools shown in Table 11.1;
the tools are ranked by degree of coercion within each cell. Some tools have
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Social regulation
A
d
‘ .
: . '\ )
\ i‘_} \ -7

Isolate Hierarchy

. Acquainted with each other,

share gencral sentiment Weaker, sparser bilateral
> s

Strong tie: Kin, close or ties among subaltemns

old friend ete, Denser, stronger
multilateral tics between
high status individuals
>

Social integration

Act togcther

Act logether: coalitions

of the wilhing Q Boundary of general
- - Know each othor scnnmejm, o9opcrahon and
shared identity

Individualism Enclave
e bilateral des € low ongoing mutual dependence for material resources and
4 mowe mululateral tics support
= high ongoing mutual dependence for material resources and
support

Flgwre H1.1 - Network signatures of the basic institutional forms of
social organization

witirce (his figare is significantly adapted from Figure 2 in Mars, 1999,
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more direct influence than others, although directness is not straightforward
to measure. Some tools affect ability to form and sustain ties, while others
affect willingness; some combinations may affect both. .

Using these tools will often have unintended consequences. Somctl.mes
people respond in the manner hoped for, and sometimes not, and sometimes
quite otherwise. Tools must be understood contexu_lal]y: tbey.do not have
predictable effects, irrespective of the prior formation of social networks,
institutional context or field of public policy (Peters and van Nispen, 1998).
Moreover, their effects must be understood as flowing from the whale set
used; analysis of the use of an individual tool 3s of limited value.

Some Interventions Compared.

A review of the literature was undertaken in the fields of housing, education,
micro-economic development, services for unemployed people, services
for people with mental health difficulties, services for people w'%th learning
disabjlities, services for older people, interventions targeted 1o divert young
people from definquency and itlicit drug use, coupununity developmcnt practice
and design strategies for the urban built environment. There Is not space
here to present an analysis of the literature or even a listing of all thc texts
examined (see 6, forthcoming). The aim of the review was to identify just
how large the repertoire of specific tools by which policy-makers can hOp‘C
to affect the social networks of citizens actually is, to gather together what is
known of their consequences and effectiveness, and to determine just which
solidarities these tools are used to promote or reinforce. There is space here
only to present a summary of the findings and not the detailed analysis of the
literature undertaken.

The Repertoire

Table 11.2 presents a summary of the conclusions on the first question abox.it
the extent of the repertoire. Perhaps the most important point to note in
considering the table as a whole is the comparative sparseness with which its
cells are populated with entrics. While some of this sparseness may be duc to
the incompleteness of the research on which the present review is based, and
the limitations of the literature available in English, there are few rcasous o
believe that a more extensive search would identify many more distinct forms
of jntervention. Moreover it is clear from the review of the fields considered
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hore that very few of these interventions have been subjected to cxtensive

dnhon, using sociometric analytical methods, for their impact upon social
nelworks cithee for individual service users or indecd for geographically-
Lotinded communities or communities of interest. Therefore what is known
ihout the clficacy of such interventions remaing provisional, based on small
nititives which may not be straightforwardly scalable.

It seems to be the case that in the west today, the informal social ties
tlit ure most important for many peoplc are those associated with family
i houscelold and those gained through or associated with work. Tor these
e the ties closest to the jnstitutional forces that hold the most powerful
wconntabilitics. By contrast, ties assoctated with residential neighbourhood or
ven community of interest are gencrally of less importance, even for people
i lonper within the 1abour mayket. However most of the really powerful
interventions currently available to contemporary welfare states arc geared
1o tackling issues of housing, fand usc planning, residential management and
Comunity development. By contrast, most of the interventions available to
deal with family and houschold are not really designed to influence tics, but
i hices (c.g. health visiting), or else are blunt instruments for emergencies
(¢ 1. tuking children into care). Morcover we lack well-developed strategies
tu address informal routes into employment and through careers. Similarly our
(v pertoire of interventions around criminal peer association remains inadequate,
just ns policy-makers’ aspirations for network-level intcrventions in the built
ivironment and jo shaping ties between people in adjacent residentia) zones
cuntinue to outrun actual achievements.

It would however be unduly pessimistic to conclude (rom the sparseness
il Table 11.2 and from these limitations that govermments can do little thay
i ellective to shape the social networks of their citizens. For the table shows
(liut there is a range of tools, and differcnt combinations can be experimented
vith, Morcover most of the tools have been developed relatively recently.
Many were unknown before the 1960s, and some are very recent indeed.
fublic services have grown in capabilities to shape the social networks of
their target groups or at least their actual clientéles, even if onc consequence

ol this is — and rightly should be — ap increase in the level of concern about
the potential for intrusion and abusc of such powers.

literventions and Solidarities

[l 1 nmportant to note that by and large interventions have been much
hotter developed that cffectively or deliberately create (or re-enforce)
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enclave structures than cither informally hierarchical oncs or weakly-tied
individualistic ones between people relevantly dissimilar, for the weltare state
has long been understood as a sct of responses to risk and need. The fiscal
impcrative to achicve economics of seale, the political imperatives to respond
to pre-existing solidarities among client groups and the hicrarchical practice
of bringing together those of similar status have (ogether meant that those
with similar needs, or experiencing similar risk, or presenting similar risks
{o other citizens, tcnd to be provided with services that reinforce their social
networks with others classified as similar to themselves. So, for example,
the allocation of social rented housing, in creating lunch clubs or job clubs
or circles of support, buddying schernes and the like, the priority has been to
develop groups on the basis of shared problems and shared identitics.

These approaches are reasonably well-understood by social workers,
advisors, community development workers, educators and other practitioners
for they are taught as part of mainstrcam professional education and training.
This means that the capacities for implementing such approachces are more
rcadily available and better distributed than for other kinds of intervention,
Morcover enclave interventions have the appearance of being causally direct,
whereas most of the interventions that might support more individualistic
styles have the appearance of being causally somewhat oblique and thereby of
carrying lower probabilities of success. For cxample, the creation of physical
spaccs in pedesirianized city centres or café zones along marinas in which
people might or might not mingle is a strategy that is hardly guarantecd to
bring about mingling between strangers or the formation of ties of acquaintance
between peopie who consider cach other dissimilar by class, cthnjcity, interests
or lifestyle,

Apart from the creation of formal organizations to shape or even discipline
the social networks of their target groups though membership, informal
hierarchical intcrventions are deployed mainly in coercive services, such as the
rehabilitation of offenders, ‘designing out crime’ in the creation of defensible
spaces and the blocking of escape routes from high risk areas, and, to a lesser
cxtent, the enforcement of schooling against truants. Most cvaluations of the
introduction of formal organizations have also neglected to examine closely
the social network dimensions of their cfficacy. Whatever their efficacy in
achieving other goals of community development, such cvidence as we have
about the effects of introducing voluntary organizations and about the dynamics
by which resistance follows upon the introduction of formal organization
does not suggest that there are straightforward routes for influeacing social
ties in the way policy-makers want. Nevertheless, established practices of
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community development work, built environment design for situational crime
prevention and cducational welfare work would generally suffice to provide
it prolessional infrastructure that would enable the implementation of more
ambitious lierarchicaf ways of drawing upon and shaping social networks for
policy goals. However those ambitions must, the findings suggest, be tempered
with realism about the dynamics of resistance and evasion that such assertions
ol hicrarchy can elicit.

Itis clear that most of the enclave and the few individualistic interventions
are desigoed to work at the network level of social structure, while some of
the hierarchical ones are designed to work at the institutional level to the
extent that their architectural and organizational achievements do in fact
become entrenched and institutionalized features of the envijronments in
which the targeted groups live and work. Howcever, few operate principalty
il the institutional level.

Table 11.3 shows the distribution of the initiatives identified by the kinds
ol solidarity that they might have promoted if they were effective, to the
extent that they can work both at the network and the institutional levels of
wcial structure. Those interventions that are marked with an asterisk are ones
which the evidence that we currently possess suggests have not been effective
i promoting the kinds of social nctwork structures that policy-makers have
hoped from thera — at least in the context of the western world, with its relative
nppregate weighting toward greater individualism than either of the strongly
wctally integrated solidarities. Interventions that scem incffective in these
contexts might be more cfficacious when used in social contexts which are
initially more communitarian in their institutions. Those beside which a double
daggcer appears in the matnix are ones where the evidence about their cfficacy
i changing social networks in Western countries, to the extent that we have
been able to interpret it, is equivocal. This may be cither because the cffects
miy be modest, because the effects do not last, or because the intervention
Mmay provoke sigaificant counter-organization toward other solidarities. Thosc
which appear with a question mark arc ones which may or may not in practice
vonduce to that solidarity.

OFf course, it is far from ideal only to consider the efficacy of these
inlcrventions singly, although it is understandable that most of the evaluative
hierature does so. The interventions are often combined, at least to the extent
that they are de facto administered concurrently upon specific clientéles and
upon whole populations, and so there must be interaction effects. We know
rather little from empirical rescarch about these interaction effects. Ideally, for
policy purposes, we should like to know about the relative weight of at least
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Table 11.3 Interventions by solidarities they are designed to promote

Social regulation
Isolate Hierarchy
1 Segregation of individual ? Counselling
offenders within institutions ? Life skills training

1 ? School exclusion without Mentoring
re-admission to anotber school Funding voluntary
organizalion Circles of support
Designing out crime, e.g.,
closing streets to block
criminals’ cscape routes
1 ?City centre
pedestrianization; zoning
for street cafés and clubs
School exclusion into

FEACRN

specialist units >
Individualism Enclave Social
? Life skills training Segregated allocation of social integration
Entrepreneurs’ networks rented housing
Business borrowers clubs ¥ Buddying schemes
* Comprehensive schooling Befriending schemes
* Mixed tenare schemes i Funding voluntary
organizations
Drop-in centres
7 Job clubs

Communal spaces for residents

in defined small areas

1 ?City centre
pedestrianization; zoning
for street cafés and clubs

7 Creating local nonprofit

orgapizations

two Kinds of interaction effects. First, we should like to know more about the
degree to which interventions targeted upon the same or closely overlapping
clientles typically reinforce each other to promote the same solidarity — that
i3, positive feedback cffects (on feedback effects in systems theoretic modcls,
see Jervis, 1997). Sccondly, we should like to know more about the extent to
which the distnbution of interventions as a whole, across all the fields of public
policy, serves to check these positive feedback tendencies, and to promote a
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varicly or even some kind of balance between the four solidarities ~ that 1s,
nevative feedback effects.

I'ie real significance of showing this analysis of cffectors by solidaritics
promoted is that it enables us to provide a richer and much more specific
account of the contextual character of the efficacy of the tools of government
than conventional approaches have donc. What is key for the efficacy of tools
s the dovetailing of effectors with appropriate detectors that can enable policy-
makers to leam about the balance of forces within the mechanical solidarities
In the social structure of the target communities.

The review of the literature does not suggest that the skills and the
design capabilities for the sclection of detectors, and for the dovetailing of
detectors and effectors required, are particularly woll developed in any of
the ficlds of public policy under examination. It is perhaps remarkable that
115 in services for people who are often most marginal to the larger pattern
ol social structure, namely those with learning disabilities, where the use of
detectors at the individual level of mapping social networks are beginning
(o be developed (Mclntosh and Whittaker, 1998, 2000; Werthcimer, 1995),
However in the field of services to older people, there arc also important
iitiatives to provide social workers and those commissioning care witl
practical tools for network mapping. The work of Wenger and her collaborators
has taken on some international importance in this regard (sce espccially
Wenger, 1997b and Wenger and Tucker, 2000). Yet cven in these ficlds, the
major innovations have been in the development of detectors that enable
the mapping of relational structure more than institutional structure and, in
particular, for the measurement of the degree of social integration more than
lor the degree of social regulation. In this way, even though many of these
Approaches may not use the concept of ‘social capital® or appeal to Putnam’s
(1000) or Coleman’s (1990) theorics, they are working within the same broad
paradigm that stresses the importance of social integration more than of social
tepulation. In cducation, the importance of Coleman’s arguments has led to
«ome development of interest in kinship structure in facilitating discipline,
ind tools for the mapping of this plays some role in education welfare work
(0 prevent or correct truancy. There s also some interest in network mapping
ol peer groups, but this tends to be of 2 more research and academic nature
than a practical one for school-based pastoral work. Moreover the focus of
mamsiream education on the administration of curriculum means that the
institutional support for these capabilities is relatively limited.

Howcever what is most important for the present argument js that even the
nebwork mapping tools offered to practitioners in some of these fields are still
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not adequately grounded in and integrated with tools for the measurement
of the dynamics. Social structure is still seen insufficiently in process terms.
This is another disappointing example of the ways in which practice has
lagged behind theory, for anthropologists had developed ways of showing
the processual and dynamic character of the institutions underlying social
structure some forty years ago; within the Durkheimian tradition, this was
shown powerfully in the work of Turner (1995).

Directness and Obliqueness

The distinction between direct and oblique strategies is not, as has been
noted already, an absolute one. At best it can only constitute a spectrum or a
dimension along which strategies and interventions can be roughly but hardly
exactly arranged. Al the most direct end of the spectrum lie straightforward
prohibitions of association between individuals — for example, between
delinquent schoolchiidren in the contexi ol a school or between prisoners
found to have conspired together. Indeed it is hardly a coincidence that the
clearest examples of the most direct interventions are to be found in the most
coercive institations, and that their aims are typically to enforce for punitive
purposes more or less isolate forms ol organization. Also relatively direct are
those interventions that effectively force people together, and again these are
easiest 1o administer in the context of coercion. The duty on parents to ensure
that their children attend school gives an opportunity to public authorities
to require certain associations which will typically take a limited number
of forms. The duty on unemployed claimants of benefits 1o accept certain
kinds of work, authorized training or other preparation for work also directly
infiuences the pattern of social ties. Slightly less direct but stil} toward the more
direct end of the spectrum are those interventions in which the service user’s
participation is voluntary, but where public bodies put pressures of incentive
or sanction around compliance. These include encouragement for people in
certain categories to use drop-in centres, befriending schemes and the like, or
the provision of a mentor or a ‘buddy’. Next we can identify those schemes in
which imvolvement is purely voluntary, such as networks of entrepreneurs in
local micro-economic development initiatives. In ail of these direct initiatives,
some use is made of the “artificial friend’ — individuals whose time is provided
by the service to act as a surrogate [riend or acquaintance in order to sustain
informal as well as role-based relationships with the intended bencficiary.
Moderately oblique are life skills or friendship skills training i which
capabilities for forming and sustaining ties are explicitly provided but actual

The Range and Limits of Tools for Trying to Shape Solidarities 195

fles are nol. More oblique interventions are those which create spaces in
which people who are nstitutionally classified as different from one another
are brought together in the hope that they will form some social ties, without

kills or ties being explicitly provided. Comprehensive schools are supposed
fomix children from different social classes (although they do not necessarily
duso in practice). So oo people from different tenures are placed together in
deliberately mixed tenure schemes with the (as it turns out, vain) hope that they
will develop informal social tjes. The most oblique or least direct initiatives
e those which create opportunities for forming or sustaining ties or which
block off only a few opportunities, such as city centre pedestrianization or
¢losing streets to minimize criminals’ escapc routes.

Table 11.4 reorganizes the findings to show both this (admittedly crude)

relative ranking of directness alongside the findings of the review of the
literature about their efficacy. The table reveals one important point, even i
that point is not altogether surprising. Essentially the better chances of efficacy
cem 1o be found to be assocjated with those interventions located roughly in
the middle of the table. This may be regarded as unsurprising to the extent that
the very inditect interventions are probably 700 indirectly causally related to
the outcomes of social network change, while the most direct are most likely
fo run into resistance for their instrumental treatment of people’s fricndships,
save in those special contexts of anthorized coercion in which thai resistance
can be overridden.

The lable also makes it clear that there are sharp limits to the acceptability
ol'interventions which are both explicit and coercive in character; in general
those limits are just the limits of appropriate coercion in a liberal democratic
sociely.

Implementation Challenges and Capabilities

I'here are many questions about public authorities’ abilities to implement
tralegies using thesc interventions acceptably and effectively. Still more
importantly, there are major questions about whether public authoritics
possess sufficient understanding of the institutional dynamics by which the
tour dilferent kinds of solidarities identified in this paper interact with one

another, let alone of the ways in which they might think about the relative

weight and balance of the solidaritics that they might seek to promote or
protect. Yet without that understanding, it is almost impossible to design
sirategies and interventions that will be legitimate yet not vulnerable (o a
variety ol unintended consequences.
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Some of the ymplementation problcms are essentially simple in character
— not necessarily simple to solve, but at least straightforward to understand.
For example, many of thesc interventions require profcssionals to have very
specific skills which are scarcec and expensive to provide through training.
Moreover while somc new skills may have been developed in recent years,
it Is also possible that some of the skills required to address the social
nctwork dimensions of the kinds of problems which concern public services
have actually been Jost. For example the discipline of probation work has
changed hugely since the carty 1980s. During the postwar decades in the
UK and many other counirics, probation was taught and indeed generally
concceived as within the general orbit of social work. Much of the daily effort
of probation officers was focused on social work practices of rchabilitation,
advice, support, including assisting ex-offenders to find work sometimes
through the usc of informal nctworks and the development of new kinds of
informal networks beyond their criminal associates. Indeed in the carly years
of the profession, a common slogan was ‘advise, assist and befiiend’. Since
the 1980s, however, the profession has been completely repositioned. Today
probation work is finnly part of law enforcement. The daily work of probation
officers is concerned with surveillance, the administration of tagging and the
conduct of corrcctive programmes. Most rehabilitation work undertaken now
is designed on a cognitive-behavioural basis, working with psychological
modcls of jndividual change (Raynor and Vanstone, 2002).

Social work too has changed hugely since the 1980s. Although the
techniques of group work and of community-based ‘patch’ work are still
taught to social work students, much of the daily work of social workers is now
devoted to such matiers as the pusrchasing of material forms of care services
for frail elderly pcople or people with disabilities. Similarly social workers
involved i family interventions are now more likely to be case managers,
coordinating intcrventions of a therapeutic naturc with the availability of
benefits advice and educational support. There remains morc scopc for social
network based approaches in certain areas of work with children, but even herc
the political pressures to focus on interventions to curb or prevent sexual abuse,
violence or neglect typically take priority over more developmental work.

Community policing has always been a minority sport within that
profession. The rising fear of crime, taken together with the technologjes that
have enabled more data-intensive ‘intelligence-led’ policing, have resulled in
community policing now being conducted mainly through inter-agency and
interprofessional structures such as Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships.
Few police officers would see these areas of work as ones that offer major
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opportunities for promotion. Although in such inter-agency structures there
(v some scope for work that is sensitive to the social network dynamics that
play a part in the genesis of criminality, even here much more attention is
piven to detection and individual-level corrective interventions. Similarly the
Inereasing pressure on teachers to focus their efforts on the administration of
i centrally specified curriculum and on discipline has left rather less time for
the kinds of ‘pastoral” work that might have provided the basis for educational
interventions of a network-sensitive character.

I'he point here is certainly not to look back wistfully 10 a lost golden age
ol post-war public services as if they were peculiarly equipped (o address
the social network level dynamics of the problems for which taxpayers were
willing (o support them. Clearjy that would seriously misrepresent the history
ol the post-war welfare state, which was widely criticized from both left and
nphtfor its ‘one-size-fits-all’, patemalistic, inscnsitive and often very limited
ipproach to service delivery and intervention. Indeed, many of the intellectual
developments in understanding social network dynamics post-date by a decade
or more the decline of post-war models of probation, social work, policing and
cilucation. However in any assessment of the implerentation capabilities for
new approaches that give greater weight to the social network structures and
processes, it is important to recognize that the weaknesses in the contemporary

kil base do reflect quite conscious decisions made in the last quarter of the
fwentieth century. These reflect a move toward more cognitive-behavioural
(pproaches, to more material care and to more content-rich rather than process-
tich approaches in education.

Nevertheless, there are also some more encouraging trends in the
development of new skills. One example is the recent renaissance of
community development work, moved from its post-war organizational base
1 social services into economic development and regeneration functions and
io ‘neighbourhood renewal’ partnerships (Social Exclusion Unit, 1999). Tt
remains the case that much of this work 1s concened with the development of
lormal community-based non-profit organizations rather than the cultivation
ind development of informal ties. Moreover there are powerlul criticisms to
be made of the ways in which some of this work may actually have contributed
tu the stigmatization of poor communities, reinforcing their enclaving for
the wider society (Taylor, 2002). The plethora of such initiatives may have

hausted the capacity of the relatively few individualist brokers who can
cnercise leadership in disadvantaged areas (Forrest and Kearns, 1999).
levertheless (he growing recognition of the importance of networks of
iformal des between small businesses for suceessful entreprencurship has
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induced a commitment to the development of skills in understanding and
developing such ties.

Inmany fields of loca) govemance too there has developed great interest and
some investment in skills in practices of conflict management, mediation and
resolution, which are based at least in parl on the recognition of the importance
of informal social ties between people with conflicting interests. Community
visioning and planning exercises, multiple stakehoider conferences held to
conciliate in disputes over the siting of controversial facilities, and the use
of local citizens’ jurics before which a wide range of intetests are brought
as ways of conducting deliberation, have all proliferated in many countries
during thc 1990s. The use of internet-based conferencing and consultation
has also grown, becoming important foci of debate about the changing nature
ol democratic governance (Lowndes et al., 1998; Stewart, 1995; Stewart,
Kendall and Coote, 1994). Tt is possible — but it would be unwise to make any
stronger claim — that the institutionalization in at least some public authorities
of the skills for conducting such exercises may bring about a practice that
could have some impact on the wider citizenry. It may bring people together
who might then sustain at least acquaintanceship in ways that might conduce
to the achievement of goals other than the immediate goals of consultation,
conciliation, development of consensus or civic pride. However it is important
to be cautious, for the history of experiments in inducing public participation
in state-led exercises of this kind is not entirely happy. Typically after an initial
surge of interest only the already well-connected and active remain involved.
Moreover there is a real danger that initiatives may be undertaken more to be
seen (o be consulting than genuinely to elicit participation; initiatives of which
this true will hardly elicit much social connecledness either (Blaug, 2002).

Meeting many of the implemcntation challenges will require quite new
ways of working for prolessionals; they require attention to be shified from the
kinds of material, environmental, cognitive-behavioural and other non-social
or at least non-structural factors that form their normal daily concerns. Since
no one has suggested that these other issues should be neglected in favour
of focusing on socia) network issues, adequate attention to the development
of these interventions will require additional resources if they arc not to
represent still more unwelcome trade-offs of priorities and resources. These are
nevertheless only (!) questions of the adequacy of resources. Other challenges
are interorganizational in nature. For example any intervention which seeks
even to achieve fairly straightforward goals about social ties, such as combating
jsolation for older people or developing weak ties to increase labour force
participation, requires coordination betwcen many different agencies. One
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I optimistic (6 et al., 2002) or pessimistic (Challis et al., 1988) about

i capabilities of agencies making local policy decisions and providing public

(vives Tor this coordination. However, at the very least, some very specific

uul perhaps elaborate institutional arrangements are required for this to be
i liieved sustainably.

In this particular field, a major practical and moral problem for
inplementation must be the collection of data with which to monitor what is
whieved by way of impact upon friendship and acquaintance. The practical
piuhlems of designing instruments by which to measure patterns in social
(elutions and social sgructure are not insuperable and there is a huge body
ol social network research methodology on which to draw. However using
Jita of this kingd as the basis for assessing performance of interventions is
extremely problematic. Not only are there many influences upon friendship and
acquaintance that lie far beyond the influence of public service interventions,
(here are also many difficulties in identifying lines of causation. This would
crente major problems of faimess in the use of social network data for
mensuring performance (Bennett, 2002). More fundamental is the problem
ol trying to work out what the behavioural conscquences would be. All use
ol trend data as indicators for performance management and aundit creates
incentives for organizations to behave strategically (Carter, Klein and Day,
1993} and very ofien it is almost impossible to predict in advance just how
behaviour might actually change.

Other implementation challenges, however, may be still more fundamenal
i character. [t is a long-established saw in the academic lore of mplementation
itudies that a policy cannot be expected to be implemented successfully if
it is based upon a suspect hypothesis about the relationship between cause
and eflect (Bardach, 1977; Pressman and Wildavsky, 1973). It is far from
clear that the body of understanding that we possess about how and how
li policy action and service interventions can shape social networks meets
(he conventional political scientist’s test. [t is scattercd across a plethora of
dilferent professional disciplines, weakly integrated and poorly grounded in
sociological and anthropological theory.

Moreover the same corpus of work descending from Pressman and
Wildavsky and from Bardach’s writings in the 1970s on policy implementation
also bequeaths us the maxims that the less direct the causal links between
inlervention and outcome, and the greater the number of intervening variables,
the more complex the relationships of cooperation and dependency involved
(for example in inter-professional coordination). So too, the greater the
plurality of values between settlements which must be struck, the Jower the
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probabilily of successful implementation (Hjll and Hupe, 2002). Applying
these tests to what we know about the relationships might well lead one to
doubt that much can be achicved.

But before concluding that policy action to shape social networks is one
of those things thal can only be done when it is not intended, that is as an
incidental by-product of pursuing other goals (Lindblom and Cohen, 1979),
it is worth rcflecting that even if the conditions for successful implementation
are not met, the public administration research does not suggest that literally
nothing can or will be done. Implementation 18 not something that cither
happens successfully (in the sense of replicating in administrative reality
the hopes of the policy formulators) or else does not happen at all. In the
absence of the conditions for success, what can be done, as Lindblom (1959;
1979) argued many years ago, is likely to be a dcal of muddling through,
of patchy and incremental change, of experimentation from which learning
will be fragmentary and only spasmodically diffused, all characterized by far
weaker efficacy than one might like. But that may still be worth doing if the
results are better (considered against some prevailing settlement between the
multiple values and goals that plural societies must bring to political judgment
about the impact of policy upon social relations and institutions) than those
that can be expected from allowing the activities of civil government to have
the vast impacts that they will have in any case upon these things.

Conclusion

The range of capabilities that have been developed by which public authorities
can deliberately influence social network forms reflect the much greater priority
attached to this in social policy than economic policy, at least until relatively
recently. For even micro-economic regeneration programmes have tended Lo be
dominated by physical infrastructure programmes rather than programmes to
cultivate the social structures that might sustain economic vibrancy. Moreover
within social policy the majority of interventions have been developed in order
to influence the social networks of the poor and disadvantaged. For those
who insist that social policy interventions should always be targetcd on the
basis of need, and for whom the needs of the poor and disadvantaged extend
to what are seen as deficits in their patterns of friendship and acquaintance,
this will seem to stand in need of no further justification. For those who
recognize that the rclative closure of the social networks of the better-off is
itself a constitutive element of structural advantage, the present distribution
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ol capabilities raises policy issues of equity in relation to goals as well as of
¢llcctiveness in their achievement.

Even within the range of tools available to governments to influence the
network situations of the poor and disadvantaged, it is clear that most of the
clfort has gone into developing interventions at the level of the individual
client’s personal network, rather than, say, the geographical community.
Moreover, even at this level, a surprisingly high proportion of the effort
pocs into the deployment of more or less direct interventions, including the
provision of ‘artificial friends’.

Yet the analysis offered in this chapter does not suggest that such direct
mterventions explicitly concerned with social networks are particularly
cllective, save in very limited contexts. They may be all that can be done in
particular setlings, and these settings may indeed be the ones that, for example,
some unemployed people or some people with mental health problems actually
hve in. Even so it would be dangerously complacent to assume that these
interventions will be effective for all those experiencing such difficulties.

Moreover the community development literature as well as some mental
health studies suggest that in addition to promoting whatever solidarity is
intended by policy-makers, these interventions typically elicit negative
fcedback in the form of the counter-development of other solidarities. Jn
response to the development of formal organization some people will peel off
into more enclaved groups, some will prefer to plough their own furrows and
some will retreat into passivity and civic privatism. The well-known existence
ol cycles in community action (Hirschman, 1982) provides good evidence of
Ihe risks. Indeed the syndrome is a more general one, as neo-Durkheimian
institutional theory predicts (Thompson, 1992). The enclave responses of
many of the service user movements jn public services have arisen partly in
response to the hierarchical forms of service provision — asylums, paternalistic
housing management, clinically dominated health care provision, legalistic
disregard of victims interests in the criminal justice system, and so on, The
rustrations that the ‘lowerarchy’ can come to feel in such hierarchica) systems
have also contributed to this. Probably, if we had better longitudinal data
ind evaluation studies on the social network consequences of each of the
intcrventions reviewed above we should see the same dynamics at work.

The priority then must be to design a whole mix of different interventions
which reflect understandings of how various policies can affect social networks.
Social science can contribute something to the more intelligent design of policy
and interventions here, although empirical evaluative research on the effects
of public policy interventions upon the social networks of citizens is in its
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infancy. However, perhaps the key contribution of social scientists will be to
point out that all good things do not go together, that we have to care about
the complete variety of institutional forms of social sotidarity, that the network
forms we promote are rooted in institutions and not the other way around,
and that political judgment in this field must consist in the astute cultivation
of forms of setticment between all four of the basic solidarities.

Notes

] This chapter is taken from parts of several chapters of 6 (forthcoming). I am grateful (o
Chris Phillipson and Graham Allan for encouraging me to write this chapter, and for thcir
comments and suggestions. ,

2 Ideally, the question ought not to be asked quitc so baldly. A critical prior gucstion is Whether
government should be in the business of trying lo influence their citizens’ friendships and
acquaintance. There is no space here to deal with this question of Jegitimacy, and so |
must ask the reader to assume for the sake of present argument that a set of goals and a set
of side~consiraints can be specified for which and under which it might be legitimate for
public authorities to use at least their existing services and capacities to &ry to influence

those patiems of ties.

Chapter 12

Community Issues and Social Networks'

Marilyn Taylor

I'he past decade has seen a revival of ideas about community, mutual aid
and social c.apital in pubtic policy and academic debate. The)se ideas are
seen as .pamcu]ar]y strong weapons in the fight against the fragmentation
unc%-xjtamty and potential unsustainability of contemporary life whcré
traditional institutions are felt to be breaking down and where 100 :;Lrong a
dependence, first on the state and then the market, is seen to have eroded the
sense of collective responsibility on which social cohesion, good govermance
und cconomic prosperity depends. While these are ideas which are promoted
11m?ughout society, they are seen as particularly potent weapons in the battle
.I;'(IIII’ISI. social exclusion, especially in the most disadvantaged neighbourhoods
which have become cut off from economic prosperity, from politicaf life and)
n lh‘e eyes _of some, from the moral consensus on which society depends. )

IFor policy-makers, as 1 have argued elsewhere (Tayfor, 2002, 2003)
the values of moral cohesion, responsibility, reciprocity, consensils trus;
am!. safety that are implicit within the concepts of community and ;ocial
capital have the potentia) to address a number of overlapping concerns in the
twenty-first century: a rapidly increasing demand for welfare, partly due to
||n.'1‘case-d. life expectancy; a perceived moral crisis; a breakdown) of democrac
md pol‘ltlcal legitimacy as voting figures in the UK and elsewhere plungc}',
mcreasing concern about sustainability and the legacy we are leaving fo;
luture gonerations.

ALfommumty is not a new idea. The ‘lost community’ mantra has been
|n.'|lc<.1 at [requent intervals over the centuries, along with the belief that ‘we
are being cast adrift in a world in which the previous rules of social interaction
..n.i(l s.oc.ia] integration no longer apply’ (Forrest and Kearns, 2001, p. 2126)
Mor s it as straightforwardly positive as it sounds. Both comm’unity and.
wicial capital are contested concepts, with a ‘dark’ as well as a ‘good’ side
and both are full ol tensions and contradictions. There are particular issucs to
be addressed when applying such concepts to neighbourhoods and population
proups that are defined by their exclusion and dislocation from mainstream
uciety. Harking back to a mythical and romantic idea of community can be a
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particuiarly savage irony when applied to places and groups whose networks
and traditiona} institutions have been destroyed by economic change, whose
members are isolated by poverly and who are further excluded by the operation
ol market choices, insensitive allocatjons policies and media stereolyping:
‘Poverty is isolating. You do not want anyone to know what you are feeling,
what you need because of the indignity of the situation, so you put on a brave
face and do not et anyone into your private life> (UK Coalition Against Poverty,
1998, p. 4). In this chapter, after bricfly revisiting some of the flaws jn the
communitarian heaven, especially as applied to excluded communities, J shati
consider the ways in which ideas of community, social capital and networks
can realistically be used to redress the imbalance of power which is at the
heart of social exclusion.

The Importance of Community

The story of human evolution is commonly characterized as the survival of
the fittest. But a closer reading suggests that it is mutuality and reciprocity
that are at its core:

When struggle is replaced by co-operation, that substitution results in the
development of inteilectua) and moral faculties which secure to the species
the best conditions for survival ... The fittest are not the physjcally strongest,
nor the cunningest, but those who leamn to combine so as to mutually support
cach other, strong and weak alike, for the welfare of the community (Charles
Darwin, cited in Kropotkin, 1904, p. 2).

Forrest and Kearns (2001) describe ‘residentially based networks’ as
‘the basic building blocks of social cohesion, through which we learn
tolerance, cooperation and acquire a sense of social order and belonging’.
But the importance of nctworks goes much wider. Danny Burns and his
colleagues (Bumns, Williams and Windebank, forthcoming) describe how even
economists, usually stereotyped as promoting competition and individualism,
use models based on trust and reciprocity to explain human behaviour —in the
development, for example, of game theory and the example of the prisoner’s
dilerama (Axelrod, 1984). Networks and social capital have been linked with
economic prosperity, fower crime, higher educational attainment, health and
quality of life (Performance and Innovation Unit, 2002). Thus, countries with
high level of social connectiveness suffer less economic damage in times of
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recession than others and are also able to respond more effectively to economic
opportunities as they arise (Chaney, 2000).

Particular links have been made with health. Gilchrist (2001), summarizing
some of the growing body of research on social capital and heaith reports
how relationships and regular interaction with others appear to create some
kind of protection against disease and mental distress. Individuals with robust
and diverse networks, she reports, lead healthier and happier lives than those
who are more isolated or whose networks are comparatively homogenous
(Argyle, 1989; 1996; Yen and Syme, 1999), Burns, Williams and Windebank
(forthcoming) suggest that social capital provides a physiological triggering
mechanism, stimulating people’s immune systems to (ight disease and buffer
SIress.

Community and a range of ideas associated with it — social capital,
nclworks, partnership - are words which are suflused by positive assumptions

of consensus, trust, accessibility and engagement. Community can be
exclusive, defined as much by who is outside as who is in; the moral certainties
pencrated by community can be oppressive instead of secure; and too much
(rust can lead Lo corruption and abuse, The ‘old boy network” has plenty of
social capital as does the Mafia, but these do not benefit the community at large.
Social capital can support unhealthy lifestyles (smoking and excessive alcohol
use, for example) (see Morrow in this volume). It also underpins ‘deviant’
moralities — Hoggett (1997) cites gang Jaw and drugs cartels as examples — the
influence of criminal minorities is a pervasive feature of the exclusion and
[car that many people experience in excluded communities.

ldeas of community also contain within them contradictions that are missing
[rom much of the community and social capital discourse: the tensions between
diversity and cohesion that government is currently struggling with, tensions
between the particular interests that prompt people to join together and the
common good, teusions between the individual and the collective and, as we
have already seen, between inclusion and exclusjon. All these tensions are
reproduced within neighbourhoods, networks and population groups, the more
s0, the more valuc is attached to belonging.

Community and Social Exclusion
Implicit in much of the rhetoric of communjty and socta) capital is an

assumption that what really separates the successful from the unsuccessful
neighbourhood is the degree to which there is social cohesion and a sense of
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community (Forrest and Kearns, 2001). Rebuilding the networks that have
been damaged by welfare dependency and economic change would seem to
make a lot of sense. But as | have argued elsewhere (Taylor, 2003), there are
particular anomalies in prescribing ‘community’ to the poor. The first of these
is that, for the most excluded, poverty and the struggle for survival leaves little
room for developing social networks, participating in collective activities or
discharging their communitarian responsibilities. Despite considerable interest
in new forms of mutual and community exchange as a resource for excluded
communities, Williams and Windebank (2000) suggest that poor communities
engage in less of this activity than the relatively affiuent. Another recent study
(Prime, Zimmeck, and Zurawan, 2002) found that people from the higher
socioeconomic groups were twice as likely to engage in formal volunteering
activity as those in the lowest. The correlation was slightly weaker when it
came o informal activity, but still present.

A second anomaly in prescribjng community to those excluded by
the market and economic restructuring is that this restructuring has itself
undernmned the foundations on which communities are built as industries have
withdrawn or relocated and the institutions built around them have suffered.
Gilchrist (2003) argues that, whilc evidence of an apparent decline in social
capital in industrialized countries is often blamed on various cultural factors,
it can cqually be attributed to the negative impact of social and economic
policies which erode collective solidarity. A third anomaly is the way in which
exclusion jtself breeds exclusion. The stereotypes that are imposed on excluded
communities by the media, professionals and most other outsiders are often
displaced onto newcomers or people whose faces do not fit, as the rise of the
British National Party in some nosthern cities illustrates.

In 1972, Suttles argued that two of the most important considerations when
choosing a neighbourhood to live in were status and safety. He argued that
there were two main ways in which people could satisty these requirements:
one was to buy into an area where the characicr of fellow residents is assured
by the costs of living there; the other was to cultivate onc’s neighbours, People
in the most excluded areas do not have the former choice and the reputation
that 1s attached to many neighbourhoods makes it feel unsafe to cultivate the
neighbours. Too often, therefore, communily becomes the site of fear and
dislocation rather than the sale haven painted by much of the community
rhetoric, let alone the breeding ground that Forrest and Kcams suggested for
habits of tolerance and cooperation.
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Unpacking Community

Atkinson (2000) reminds us that excluded spaces are not homogeneous.
(‘ommunity has not always been lost. Some neighbourhoods may indeed be
fragmented, with highly transicnt populations; some have been abandoned.
But others may have relatively stable populations with strong and long-term
nctworks and it is unwisc to assume that people who live in excluded areas
have fewer local ties than those who live elsewhere. Indeed, self-help and
multual support can be powerful tools for survival in a hostile environmeni.
However, they are not enough. More and more people are suggesting that the
supposed tight-knit communities of the past, with a clear moral order, are not
what is needed in society today. Successful communities are characterized
as much by weak as strong ties, both within the neighbourhood and across
their boundaries. People need many overlapping networks which give them
choices within and beyond their locality.

YThis has been captured in the distinction that is increasingly being made
between different types of social capital (Performance and Innovation Unit,
2002):

*+ bonding social capital: strong relationships and networks within
communities (social glue);

+  bridging social capital: weaker relationships and networks across social
groups and communities (social oil);

* networks and connections between communities and institutions (linking
social capital).

As Forrest and Kearns (2001) argue, bonding social capital may help people
im vxcluded communities to cope, but it will not help them to overcome their
problems. Likewise, Gilchrist (2003) argues that networks which are closed
and homogeneous do little to challenge existing power structures or ‘received
wizdom’. In his study of social movements, Tarrow (1994, p. 60) argued that
‘the ties of homogenous groups are inimical to broader mobilization. Weak
lies among social networks that were not unified were much stronger than
the strongest ties of workbench or family’, What excluded communities often
luck are the weaker ties and overlapping networks which are integral to most
ol our lives today — bridging and linking social capital — that expose us to
dilferent points of view and expand our opportunities.

T'he different forms of social capital may play different roles for different
population groups. Perri 6 (1997) has suggested that bonding social capital
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may be more imporlant for young people as they define their identity and for
oldér people who are less mobile and need care. Forrest and Kearns (1999)
report that entrepreneurs from minority ethnic communitics in oue city they
studied tapped into wider social networks across the city and were Jess likely
to want 10 leave the neighbourhood they lived in than were others, because
they had access to these wider networks. Differcnt types ol social capital may
also be required for different purposes. Key early texts on ‘weak ties’ focused
on employment opportunities, for example (see Granovetter, 1973), while
work outside the sociat capital tradition has distinguished between the roles
played by kin, friends and neighbours (see, for example, the work of Phitip
Abrams summarized in Bulmer, 1986) and what can be expected of each. While
we rieed to know much more about the significance of community networks
and different types of social capital across different generations, cultures and
gender and what purposes they serve, community policies need 1o pay more
attention to the importance of developing ties beyond the neighbourhood or
community of interest.

Reconnecting the Rich

Ironically, the tack of bridging social capital may not only be a characteristic
of the disadvaniaged. 1t could be argued that it is a characteristic too of the
very rich, as they lock themselves away in ‘gated communities’. The answer to
exclusion might be not so much to focus attention on the necd for community
among the poor, but to reconnect the rich.

In the nineteenth century, Benjamin Disraeli alerted society 1o the danger of
the emerging gulf between rich and poor in his references to “two nations’. The
language of social exclusion is rooted in the republican tradition of solidarity
in France. It focuses our attention on the relationship between the excluded
and the wider society, and the processes through which exclusion occurs. We
therefore need to understand community in relation both to the public sphere
and in the context of the power relations that define and structure the way
community is defined.

It is possible to argue that if networks and social capital are to empower
the excluded they need to opcrate within a concept of the public sphere which
can encourage debate between different conceptions of the public good and
promote solidarity. However, Bauman (1999) deplores the loss in today’s
society of the agora, a space which is the provinee of neither the public nor
the privale, but is ‘the place where private problems meet in a meaningful
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way’, where private troubles can be reforged inlo public issues and which
can thus provide collective levers for the alleviation of private misery and
uncertainty. The advance of the market has commodified the public arena and
croded public space in ways which sever social ties, threaten the security from
which trust is derved and reduce the likelihood of the chance encounters on
which famjliarity and nerworks are built. In excluded communities, Forrest
nnd Kearns (1999) argue, the erosion and stigmatization of public services has
had a negative effect, meaning that there is less public presence than there used
lo be, and adding to the sense of insecurity. Community js invoked to rebuild
some sense of commonality, but is prey, as we have seen, {0 fragmentation
and particularism. It may be that new and different kinds of public space are
being created, through the internet, through forms of deliberative democracy,
through the smedia, and through ncw issue-bascd social movements. If this is
(he case, there may be gains as well as losses. But it remains to be seen how
lur these different spaces will foster the kinds of solidarity and social capital
thal can address cxclusion.

The promotion of networks and community has been separated from ideas
ol'the public sphere. It has also been divorced from understandiags of power.
Networks and social capital can, as we shall see later in this chapter, give people
iccess to power. But they are also structured by existing power relationships.
Social capital is as unevenly distributed as any other form of capital and can be
used o prop up power elites  Bourdicu’s analysis (1986) implies that social
capital is likely to reproduce socioeconomic class distinctions and inequalities.
I'he strong normative element to later conceptualizations of social capital
has been heavily criticized (Foley and Edwards, 1999). The communitarian
ipenda sought to promote community as a way of creating a shared morality to
arens which had become divorced from the wides society. But the assumption
was that this would be the existing moral order and existing hegemonies.
Power privileges certain ways of knowing and understanding over others.
I include the excluded, it is necessary to challenge those ways of knowing
nd nunderstanding and allow different narratives to come to the fore. “The
very constitution of the public sphere’, argues Flyvbjerg (1998, p. 206, citing
Ihrschman) derives ‘not solely from rational discourse and consensus bui

trom a freld of conflict, contested meanings and exclusion™.

I'he Role of Networks in Addressing Social Exelusion

“o farin this chapter, I bave been critical of the language of community and
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socia) capital in addressing exclusion. I have suggested that these are concepts
which mask a wealth of contradictions, especially when applied to excluded
communities. | have suggested also that policics to promote community neglect
both power issues and the erosion of the public sphere within society. But it
does not follow that we should abandon these ideas. The increasing prevalence
of this discourse is a considerable advance on previous preoccupations with the
relative benefits of state and market. Its use brings into focus a huge territory of
relationships which have been jgnored for too long in political and economic
debate. However, the foregoing discussion suggests that it needs to be used
in a way which engages with concepts of power and the public.

Even at a very basic level, networks empower. People who have been
excluded and isolated are casily stripped of any sense of power and agency.
They internalize their experiences and blame themselves for their exclusion.
Networks can create new spaces where they can share this experience and
reforge private troubles into public issues, as Bauman (1999) suggests. Society’s
dominant cultural narratives tend to exclude or stereotype the least powerful
in society, but when people meet in networks and sharc their stories, they can
create a new, shared narrative. Instead of blaming themselves or accepting the
jabels of personal inadequacy that are typically imposed by the outside world,
they can begin to frame what Woliver (1996) calls ‘narratives of resistance’.

The challenge for change agents, therefore, is to ‘activate the web of
networks submerged in everyday life’, along with the alternative ‘frameworks
of sense’ that they generate (Melucci, 1988, p. 248). This is often done through
encouraging small-scale activities and giving people opportunities to engage
at many different Jevels. Informal networks are casiest to access; they [eel
more natural to people. They allow people to opt in and out, and this can be
particularly important for people in stressful situations.

Effective informal networks can be encouraged simply through providing
spaces and opportunities to meet casually. Shorl-term activities, such as
social and arts events, community festivals or more formal urban design and
‘planning for real” exercises act as recruiting mechanisms for both informal
networks and more formal organizations — a kind of social glue. Networks can
also be encouraged by making the spaces that already exist safer and more
attractive. Gilchrist (2003) defines the task of the community worker as the
stewardship of social capital, constantly monitoring the holes and breaches in
the web of local networks, moving to plug gaps and mend severed ties. She
acknowledges, however, that this it is difficult and someumes risky work,
often requiring considerable ingenuity to find a connection or to step into
unfamiliar cultural or organizational territory.
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Change and inclusion will require not only bonding social capital bui
bridging and linking social capital. Firstly, bridging social capital — a wide range
ol overlapping activities and networks — will provide opportunities for people
with different identities, allegiances and interests to work together without
losing those identities and interests. Informal contacts and networks need thus
to be a crucial element of government’s community cohesion agenda. 1t will
bhe particularly important to build informal tinks between neighbourhoods and
communities of interest both to increase understanding across these divides
und to ensure that the most excluded within neighbourhoods both benefit from
und contribute to area-based initiatives. Isolated and fragmented communities
are easily ‘outflanked’ (Clegg, 1989) and their divisions can be exploited by
thosc who resist the empowerment and inclusion agenda.

Secondly, Jinking social capital needs to be built between communities and
the institutions that affect their lives. Gilchrist (2001) argues that neiworking
ncross these boundaries contributes to empowerment by reconfiguring power
rclations and mobilizing a “critical mass of strategic allies’. At the very least,
the development of trusting networks across these boundaries allows power
to become more transparent and creates more pathways through which power
can be accessed. More radically, Carley and Smith (2001) argue that, in the
fuce of dynamic, complex and interconnected problems, ‘action’ networks
(hat span sectors and localities are capable of rapid learning, tap a wide range
ol ’knowledge and can thus gencrate power. Both bridging and linking social
capital require change agents who can act as ‘connectors’, ‘catalysts’ (Gilchrist,
2000) or ‘social relays’ (Ohlemacher, 1992) and make the connections between
different communities — people who encourage people to share ideas and
resources across real or perceived boundaries, to coordinate their activities
and io identify and exploit opportunities for change.

("hange requires formal as well as informal ties. But in his analysis of social
movements, Tarrow (1994) counsels against relying solely on networks as a
way lorward. The power of unincorporated organizations, he argues, is limited.
II'communities are to become active agents, they need 1o channel the energy
ihat can be generated through the myriad potential networks within them and
tuke more formal action. If networks are to be the foundation for fonger-term
cnpagement, they need to be embedded in sustainable organizations and
mstirutions. Formal activities allow peopte to takc more sustained action and
to achieve Jonger-term goals.

Nonetheless, informal links within and across communities apnd
organizations will still be important:
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Informal jnteraction associated with meetings, training and other joint events
will encourage the development of mutual understanding and respect, making
it easier to explore and resolve conflicts, to reach consensus and compromise
where necessary and to clarify aims and objectives as these ... change over
time (Gilchris(, 2003).

Finding ways of making face-to-face contact on neutral territory can increase
mutual understanding, help defuse potential tensions and provide the ‘social
oil’ (Performance and Innovation Unit, 2002) to make formal cooperation
work more effectively. Informal links also ensure that communication is not
pushed solely through the botttenecks of formal meetings and partnerships.
They help to ensure that these more formal structures are embedded in and
accountable Lo the communities they serve.

Maximising Network Opportunities

Developing policies that can maximize the opportunities created by networks
requires from policy makers and those who implement their policies a much
more acute understanding of the conditions which encourage their development
than has been evident in the policy debate so far. Firstly, it requires a much
niore rigorous assessment of the capacily of loosc informal networks to
move into the spaces implied by the current emphasis on community and an
understanding of their limits as well as their potential. Mulgan and Landry
(1995) argue that to see mutual help as a general solution to the problems
caused by dependence on large corporate and government systems is to ignore
its ephemeral nature and the limitations of time and resource that characterize
involvement in such activity. We need to know much more about how networks
operate within communities and how they link into more formal activities, if
their contribution is to be maximized.

Second, policies that seek to build on community networks need o
understand the different driving forces that underpin informal networks and
formal systems. Hoch and Hemmens (1987) argue against the asswnption
of a ‘seamless web’ between mutuality and formal systems, suggesting,
for example, that attempts to co-opt informal care can endanger its social
integrity. They claim that professionals fail to recognise the different logics
of formal and informal systems, the first instrumental, the second expressive.
While informal care depends on reciprocity and the character of personal
relationships, for example, professional systems are expected to be detached
(Burns and Taylor, 1998).
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Thirdly, despite their centrality in government rhetoric, ‘community’
and social capital are only one narrative in current policy. There are other
sirong narratives and theories of change, some of which are compatible with
community, some less so. The latter have the potential to damage social capital
and to limit the potential of networks. Earlier in this chapter reference was
made to the impact of wider economic trends on communities — the closure
ol a major employer can undo years of renewal injtiatives in a stroke. But
there are other contradictions. The more networks are expected to take on
soctetal responsibilities, for example, the more they will attract scrutiny.
Instead of being based on trust, they become subject to regulation and lose
their distinctive character:

Thus, a woman may decide 1o look afier some of her friends’ children as
a way of making a little money. For her friends, this frces them to work or
get involved in other activities, But she runs the Tisk of being regarded as in
breach of regulation — ¢ven if she docs it for nothing. A group may decide to
sel up a [local exchange trading system}. But they may find that a benefits
officer regards them as being unavailable for work, that busincss complaing
of unfair (untaxed) compelitiop or that the Inland Revenue are watching their
devclopment closely, because the system sees what they are doing as untaxed
exchange (Burns and Taylor, 1998, p. 25).

These arguments suggest that if governmen( and other players wish
v promote ‘community’ in the sense of supportive networks, which give
people a sense of identity and [oster reciprocity, policy makers need to find
wirys of creating an environment in which community networks can flourish
and provide a foundation for more formal engagement without becoming
formalized themselves. This requires a delicate balancing act and is most
likely to be articulated through an arm’s length or indirect approach, which
supports community development and intermediary organizations, whicl can
develop a more flexible approach than is possible with government (Burns
and Taylor, 1998).

Promoting informal networks as the basis for tackling exclusion also
Iequires new approaches to risk which allow flexibility to govern the interface
between the informal and the formal. There is a tension at the heart of this
povernment’s policies, which undermines its intention to promote community
andl social capital. Jts commitment to decentralize services and devolve
responsibilities sits uncomfortably with its tendency to maintain control at
(he centre through standardized performance management and audit systems.
I'he focus on the measurable and short-term gains that pervades government
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policy erodes the time and development needed to create social capital and
gives little value to the more intangible aspects of community buiiding that
are needed if the hard outputs are to be achieved. As { have argued elsewhere,
the rules and regulations attached to partnerships seem expressly designed to
replace trust rather than to foster it {Taylor, 2003).

[t is not only the state which seeks to formalize informality. The market has
turned many services that have traditionally been exchanged without cost into
commodities with a price attached. The best example of this is in developing
countrics, where herbs which have been used for centuries as traditional
medicines are now bought up by companies or where the purchase of water
rights places traditional springs out of bounds to indigenous communities.
This either strips networks of the currencies and knowledge that make them
work or turns their members into criminals.

Another tension within current policy is the tension between leadership
and participation. The very centrality of partnership in policy can destroy its
potential, with the pace and complexity of partnership working divorcing
people from their communities, eroding their networks and overcrowding
the agendas of allies within government. Jt is all too easy to criticize the
‘usual suspects’, many of whom put an immense amount of effort into their
communitics and find themsclves in the unenviable position of being pig
in the middie between partners who question their representativeness and
communitiecs who are frusirated at the lack of progress. But il is equally true
that community leaders can lose touch with the people whose interests they
are expected to reflect or represent. As a respondent in my own research
suggested:

Omne of the most difficult things about doing an enabling job is 10 get other
people to learn how 1o enable. Once you’ve empowered somebody, to get them
lo empower other people is quite difficult. Power sticks 10 people and then the
whole system gets clogged up.

Policy and practice needs to ensure that expectations of community leaders
and rcpresentatives are realjstic, that support is provided to make sure that
leaders remain embedded in and accountable to their communities, and that
a foundation of more widespread community engagement is built at an early
stage as the basis for engagement in policy initiatives and partnerships. in
order to ensurc this, we need to know far more than we do about what makes
for effective leadership. Most of the research on community involvement
has focused on the interface belween communities and institutional partners.
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lelatively little addresses community leadership and the sources of power
ind uccountabiljty that back this up or how partmership affects the networks
ol those involved (but see Purdue et al., 2000).

Afinal tension that needs to be addressed if policies are to promote renewal
and partnership is the competitive nature of special funding initiatives. In the
pust, this competition has had the perverse effect of asking communities or

ub-communities to parade their disadvantage in an inverse form of ‘place
muarketing’, competing with other to show how disadvantaged they are
ind feeding the stercotypes they experience at the same time as they seck
(0 cseape from them. More recent policies have placed less emphasis on
vompetition between localities, and tackled this by spreading programmes
like the Neighbourhood Renewal Fund more widely. Some form of selection
It ncvitable, but poses two difficult challenges for those who seek to build
networks that bind rather than divide. One is that only slightly less disadvantaged
neiphbourhoods outside the boundaries of those neighbourhoods which are
elected for new initiatives become resentful; another is that, within such
initiatives, groups may still find themselves competing for money in ways
that divide and fragment.

(‘'onclusions

Danny Burns and J have argued elsewhere (Burns and Taylor, 1998) that, while
the uctivities of community networks may seem small-scale, taken as a whole
they corabine to provide a huge web of social and economic activities which
can be said to form the bedrock of our society, Networks are the foundation
on which more formal activities both within communities and in partnership
with them must be built if they are to be sustainable. In fact, the evidence is
that many excluded communitics have plenty of social capital. But it may
not be the kind of social capital that they need if they are to reconnect to
the mainstream. This chapter (ollows others in distinguishing between the
strong ties of close and closed communities and the weaker ties which fuel
the networks of the twenty-first century. Inherent in the notion of exclusion
i the loss of ties between excluded communities and the wider society of
which they are a part.

The task of the change agent is therefore to reconnect at all levels, embedding
lormal partmerships in informal ties and vsing formal partnerships to strengthen
und make sustainable informal links. Policy needs also to promote weak ties
iand bridging social capital rather than harking back to the traditional, imagined
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ways of life that are not ‘the way we Jive now’. It needs to encourage informal
networking across communities in ways which respect diversity as well as
promoting common interests and to encourage informal linking social capital
across institutional boundaries alongside more formal partnership working.
But networks can be an elusive and frustrating resource to work with and too
heavy a touch risks distorting or incorporating them. Nowhere is this more so
than in the most excluded communities, where networks are easily damaged
and may operate, in an increasingly regulated and commodified society, on
the edges of legality.

This means that building networks and social capital will require a better
understanding of the ties that do exist within and across excluded communities,
rather than either overromantic or apocalyptic assumptions. It will require
a long-term investment in the skills that foster dialogue and build bridges
— skills which are needed both in excluded communities and among those who
work with them. Jt will require policies which focus attention not only within
excluded communities but on the inks between thern and the wider society of
which they are a part. And it will require an awareness of the ambiguities and
challenges within current policy, which can destroy the integrity of informal
networks at the same time as seeking to promote them.

Finally, this chapter has argued that, if there is a decline in community,
this is not something that is confined to the most marginalized and excluded
communities. The exclusion of sjgnificant parts of the population from the
benefits of cconomic and social change is the responsibility of the whole of
society and not just those who are at the sharp end of change or who work in
the increasingly threadbare public services which act as a safety net for them.
As commitment to the public sphere and public service declines, it is perhaps
not surprising if people withdraw and become ‘apathetic’, focusing on their
own struggle for survival. In thesc circumstances the social capital that is
supposed to draw people out of poverty is likely to be as unfairly distributed
in society as any other capital. The welcome focus on the needs of the most
disadvantaged communities needs to be matched by reconnecting the rich, by
rebuilding and revaluing the public sphere and by acknowledging the need to
confront issues of power within communities and across their boundaries.

Note

| This chapter draws on M. Taylor (2003), Public Policy in the Community, London:
Palgrave.

Chapter 13

Public Policy and Social Networks: Just
How ‘Socially Aware’ is the
Policy-making Process?

Vicki Nash

As the foregoing chapters have made clear, social networks can have a
significant impact on the achievement or non-achievement of key public
policy goals such as social integration, or the reduction of unemployment and
poverty. It should also be obvious that the process operates in both directions,
-nd that public policy decisions can play a significant role in shaping personal
social networks. Whilst this may seem like a straightforward enongh claim,
it is not clear that policy-makers take enough account of these effects and
mechanisms. The government’s Strategy Unit may have produced a report
on policy options for building social capital, but there is, as yet, very littie
cvidence of a more consistent approach to thinking about the social network
clfects of policy (Strategy Unit, 2002). This chapter asks why this should be
(he case and how closer integration between research into social networks and
public policy could be achieved. [tis suggested that despite the current focus on
ncighbourhoods and communities, British policy-making fails to consistently
take account of social as well as economic considerations, and in particular, it
lails to take sufficient account of the effect of policy on social networks.

A Promising Start — Where Policy is Already ‘Socially Aware’

Given the plethora of high-quality research being undertaken in the field of
social network theory, it could be hoped that much of this will find its way
imto the policy process to inform decision-making. Most of the political
debates about the valuc of social science research funding have focused
precisely on the usefulness of resultant findings (King, 1998). The ESRC
1s itself explicitly committed to this ideal, stating on its websitc: ‘We are
committed to communicating ... research as widely as possible, ensuring it has



220 Social Networks and Social Exclusion

the maximum possible influence on policy-makers, in government, l?usincss
and on the general public’ (ESRC, 2002). Several mcchanjsms. are in p.lace
to help support this aim, including the running of monthly mcdla campaigns
and the existence of a public affairs and parliamentary relations programme.
However, it is not clear that even this is sufficient to ensure casy filtering (?f
social research findings into the policy process. Whether we 109k at the rhetoric
of policy announcements, at the structure of policy eva]uatfon processes or
simply decisions themselves, there is a distinct lack of clarity and focus on
social as opposed 10 economic factors.

1t is first important to clarify what we mean when we ask whether the
UK policy-making process is sufficiently sensitive to concerns about soc}a]
relationships. Most obviously, nearly all governments are copcemed with
matters such as crime or social care, and these are clearly ‘social’ as wel as
economic issues. Secondly, it could simply be argued that the ideological
distinction between Right and Left has traditionally been mar.kegl py a
respective focus, on the one hand, on matters of thf: free ma.rke.t and de.lwdua]
liberty, and on the other, social equality and solidamity. On.thls view, w1lhngness
to consider social factors when making policy would simply be reflective of
a government’s ideological position.

This is not quite the point however. Labour governments may ha.vc
traditionally been more concerned with matters of soc.ial equallty'an.d solidarity,
but as they have been pursued, these ideals arc primarily economic ideats, a fact
which perhaps owes much to the legacy of Kar) Marx. The L_eﬁ has .becn no
more concerned with the general quality and character of social rel.atlonshlps
in day-lo-day life than have parties to the Right. It. is rather that in the UK,
partics on both sides of the spectrum have, at least in rccent years, appea.rfﬁd
far more at easc discussing economic benefits and processes rather than social
benefits and processes. Where parties such as ‘New Labour’ ha\./c exprcs.sed
a commitment to SUpporting community, or more recenily, social cqhesmn,
there has been a distinct lack of clarity as to what sort of social re!auon§ are
sought. In some cases this lack of clarity may even have .resulf:ed in policies
misgnidedly seeking to support certain sorts of social relationship not actually
beneficial for the individuals concerned (sce, for example, Taylor, 2002; and
in this volume). Except for the thetoric of community (and perhaps also.that
of parenting, caring and the family), the terminology of econormics springs
far more easily to politicians’ lips than the language of sgonology.

The complaint then is that British govcmmerjts this century havc not
shown great receptivity to the findings of social rese.arch wh.1ch offer
information about the effect of policy on social relationships and vice versa.

Just How ‘Socially Aware’is the Policy-making Process? 22)

i1 would obviously be unfair to claim that British public policy displays no
nnderstanding of social factors and their implications for policy-making, and
there are signs that matlers are improving. Some policy fields have proved
more receptive than others. Little attention, for example, has been devoted to
(he social (actors underlying crime such as peer-group effects and socialization.
I'he move towards comprehensive education, on the other hand, was at least
i part underpinned by British sociojogical research into the implications
ol the grammar school system. More recently, several policy reports and
iiliatives, especially those in regeneration, show an admirable awareness
of (he inter-relation beiween policy, policy goals and key social factors such
as social networks, social capital and peer-group effects. Whilst much more
integration between policy and research is still needed, it is worth discussing
some of these areas in order to illustrate the (limited) extent 1o which such an
understanding is starting (o translate into political action.

Social Exclusion and Neighbourhood Renewal

I'he establishiment of the Social Exclusion Unit in 1997 marked a political
determination on behalf of the newly elected Labour government to understand
and address the social and geographic determinanis of poverty. The Unit,
quickly established a range of policy action teams (PATs) to investigate and
report on particular aspects of social exclusion with a view to constructing
an overall strategy. These PATs brought together experienced civil servants
with academics and practitioners in the field. The resulting reports, based
heavily on case studies and examples, were largely successful in presenting
a fairly subtle account of the various social, economic and environmental
factors which compound to exacerbate the many facets of social exclusion.
PAT 9 on community self-help displayed particularly detailed understanding
ol'the importance of local social relationships for quality of life, and began by
stating that ‘networks which link Jocal residents to each other are essential to
the effective functioning of communities and thus of society at large’ (Social
I’xclusion Unit, 1999, p. 1). The report goes on to list the various goods which
such networks help 1o provide, although it also lauds the benefits of ‘strong
communities’ which from a more academic perspective, is not a particularly
coherent (or attractive) ideal. Several of the other reports, such as thase on
anti-social behaviour and education, also noted the role that personal social
nctworks can play in reducing or increasing exclusion.
Similarly, the later development of the National Strategy for Neighbourhood
Renewal could itself be seen as a positive move. By expljcitly focusing on the
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amelioration of neighbourhood welfare rather than just individual hardship,
policy-makers were driven to consider the nature and effects of relationships
between residents Jiving in deprived areas. The resultant initiatives supporting
capacity-building and a participative approach to regeneration could be argued
to reflect a genuinely well-meaning attempt to improve the quality and use of
these ties (Cabinet Office, 2001). It is worth noting that this is not nccessarily
a new approach; more than any other policy area perhaps, regeneration policy
has, spasmodically, adopted a sociologically-informed approach. The 1970s
Cormmmunity Development Project, for examnple, was similarly concemed with
supporting local social networks and empowering residents by developing
skills and confidence (see Lees and Smith, 1975; Loney, 1983).

Housing

Given the current emphasis placed on the principle of tenure mix it might
be thought that housing policy at least has been designed with a view to
engincering the development of certain sorts of social networks, in particular,
helping people on Jower incomes develop social ties with members of more
affluent groups. There are encowraging signs {rom some of the PAT reports that
policy-makers were at least aware of the possible benefits of social networks
arising between different income groups even if no explicit references are
made to Granovetter-style research in the ‘unpopular housing’ report (Social
Exclusion Unit, 1999b). The Housing Green Paper also refers to the importance
of supporting ‘sustainable communities’ via a ‘better mix of housing types’
(DETR, 2000a), and this principle is now enshrined in policy and planning
guidance notes (DETR, 2000b). Despite these references, it is not clear that
there has been any serious attempt to determine what might qualify as ‘balanced
and sustainable communities’ and the main driver for mixed tenure housing
seems to be a concern that, unlike sink estates, neighbourhoods should prove
cconomically sustainable.

Transport and Public Space

Recent developments in transport policy are amongst the most encouraging
from the perspective of initiatives which might be driven by a concem to
improve the quality of local social relationships. The piloting of continental-
style Home Zones and the more recent expansion of the scheme are driven
by a twofold determination to improve road safety in residential areas and to
encourage interaction amongst residents and their children. Initial evaluations
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upgest that this is proving successful (Biddulph, 2001). The current policy
tocus on the public realm is also encouraging — a reassurance that after years
vl cutting maintenance budgets there is some awareness of the role that public
pace plays in stimulating social interaction. The Home Zone initiative js so
far the most positive move, with little exira funding having been released by
centrat government for improving the quality of the public reaim despite a
lecent cross-cutling spending review in this area. There are, however, signs
that Jocal government may act to improve matters, being encouraged to do so

by the introduction of new responsibilities and indicators (Local Government
Act, 2000).

IWhy is this not Good Enough?

Il could be argued that there is one very good reason why governments
lend not to concemn themselves with the conjunction between policy and
social relationships, namely that our relationships with others are private
matters, beyond the legitimate reach of the state. Liberal political theory has
traditionally drawn a sharp djstinction between the public and private realm
on the basis that interference with individual liberty can only be justified when
others’ liberty is threatened (Mill, 1859; Rawls, 1971, 1996). In the public
cve, deliberate intervention by policy-makers to support certain sorts of social
lies or nomms thus runs the risk of being seen simply as rather sinister ‘social
cngineering’.

Perri 6 (2002, and this volume) has previously discussed these normative
reasons why politics should not be concerned with the ‘governance of friends
ind acquaintances’. There he quite successfully counters these arguments by
highlighting one crucial point: if government cannot help but affect our social
relationships why should it not ensure that at least if does no harm. Normative
arpuments for non-intervention secem to be rather less weighty when some
clieet on social networks and relationships is inevitable. To use the examples
which Marilyn Taylor has previously raised (Taylor, 2002), if policy js to have
the effect of encouraging certain sorts of social ties to develop in deprived
arcas, then should we not at least ensure that those relationships do not work
to the detriment of the area’s fortunes?

Fhe first reason, then, why more integration between policy and social
rescarch might be needed is because there are plenty of examples where the
nchievement of a policy goal is actually undermined by an initiative designed 10
help deliver that goal. Such perverse effects can be observed to occur as a result
ol policies shaping people’s social relationships. It is, for example, widely
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recognized that, especially for the young, prison can serve as an effective way
of building criminal nctworks and skills and exposing vulncrable individuals
to negative peer-group cffccts. Previous housing policy similarly worked to
reinforce the effects of poverty by ensuring that low-income families in social
housing were in the past exposed ooly to other low-income families on mono-
tenure estatcs. A more detailed understanding of social networks and other
social rescarch could have helped to identify initiatives with such potentially
perverse cffects.

The second reason why it matters is because there are certain policy goals
which cannot be fully attained unless some attention js paid to underlying
social relationships. Equality of opportunity is one such goal. Aoy government
that aspires to promote equality of opportunity may devote significant efforts
to cosuring that the standards of state-provided education are raised and that
overt discrimination of various forms is stamped out. But so long as social
networks prove effective means of gaining information and opportunities,
true equality of opportunity will be foiled by any system that secs certain
income or social groups dominating good schools or unjversities. As Perri 6
(2001) has noted, middle class families can become very effective at “hoarding
privilege’ in this way, but unfortunately it is difficult to identify any mcasures
which might counter this phenomenon that would not also be seen as quite
repressive. Other policy goals may even more naturally require such attention
to social networks for their fulfillment, with care for the clderly and eradication
of child poverty being two of the most obvious candidates.

In other cases, particular policy goals may not so obviously demand
attention to underlying social relationships and networks, but they may
nonctheless benefit from such a focus. The rather loose concept of social
capital has at least proved an cffective means of communicating this message
to the policy community. Academically, Putnam’s work may raise as many
questions as it answers, but politically, it is no great surprise that he has advised
both Bill Clinton and Gordon Brown. Putnar’s most recent attempt to collate
and present some of the research relating to the impact of ‘social capital’ on
key policy issues such as crime, health, education and economic prosperity
1s arguably most valuable for its communication of thec message that social
as well as econormic infrastructure affects a nation’s welfare (Putnam, 2001).
This is a message which the UK government has started to react to, with the
Strategy Unit reporting on possible policy options that could build social
capital and the Office for National Statistics researching ways of measuring
it (Strategy Unit, 2002; ONS, 2001). Health officials can pride themsclves
on being rather ahead of the game, with the Health Development Agency
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(previously the Health Education Authority) commissioning a programme of
research into the effects of social support and social capital on healih in 1996
(see, for example, Cooper et al., 1999).

The third and final reason why government should takc more account of
social relationships and their implications for policy is because at the end
of the day our quality of life can be significantly affected by (he paticrn and
character of social relationships we find ourselves immersed in, This meins
ihat how we relate to others can jtself become a political issuc when those
relationships break down. Figures from the most recent British crime survey
depict the strange situation of a populace becoming ever morc afraid ol crime,
believing it to be rising dramatically, even as most categories of olfcnce show
a gradual reduction in reported incidences (Home Office, 2002). This has now
become an important political issue, with the Policing White Paper proposing,
new ways of raising the numbers of policemen out on the streets and creating
opportunities for members of the public (o patrol their own neighbourhoods
as Community Support Officers (Home Office, 2001a).

An even more authoritative political response was demanded when
apparently race-rejated rioting broke out in three northern English towns in
the summey 0f2001. The stark vision of what looked like complete community
breakdown resulted in the immediate commissioning of inquiry reports and
the eventual establishment of the Community Cohesion Unit (Home Otlice,
2001b, 200]c). Whilst the factors that sparked these riots arc undoubiedly
complex, it seems clear that entrenched problems such as poverty and racism
played a significant role. What was rather more shocking though, was (he
cxtent to which different ethnic groups were portrayed as living ‘lives in
paralle]’ that never crossed, and the role that policy decisions had potentially
played in this (Home Office, 2001b). It is worth noting that this should not
have come as a surprise; sociological studies carried out in Birmingham in
the 1960s had warned what might happen in that city if housing and other
policies were not changed (Rex and Moore, 1967). Twenty years later, after no
such change, severe rioting broke out, and yet, as Marshail (1990) points out,
still sociological research is not seen as relevant to real social and economic
problems. The challenge now faced by the Cormamunity Cohesion Unit is not
simply to ensure that other communities never face the misery and violence
that community breakdown can bring, but to determine exactly what is meant
by cohesion and how that might be achieved, which must involve working
closely with academics engaged in relevant social research.

In all the cases laid out above, the argument is that there are very good
policy reasons why government should embrace a more subtle understanding of



226 Social Networks and Social Exclusion

the interaction between policy and social relations. Government cannot avoid
having an effect on how we relate to others, nor can it ignore the jmpact that
social factors exert on desired policy outcomes or individual welfare. It is not
that government must do all it can to promote certain sorts of social networks
or rclationships, only that there arc good policy reasons for govemments to
avoid inhibiting the devclopment of potentially valuable networks or causjng
harm Lo those that already exisl. In order to do this, we clearly need to know
as much as possible about the sorts of relationships and networks which are
valuable to individuals in particular situations. But we also need to know morte
about the ways that policy impacts on such factors, and in many cases this
may be a highly uncertain process. Social investment is rather more difficult
than economic Iinvestment in that you cannot simply pour new social ties or
norms such as trust into a community in the same way that you can invest
money. The role of government has to be as facilitator not manager, but even
this requires a very sensitive understanding of socjal dynamics.

What are the Barriers to a More Sociologically-informed Approach?

The research reported in the first scction of this book makes it clear that
there is a great deal that policy-makers could leamn from current sociological
rescarch into social networks. Frustrating though it might seem, the prospects
of this research being absorbed are rather poor. Even if normative objections
to ‘social engineering’ can be overcome, there just does not scem o be the
same hunger in UK government for socjal research as there is for economic or
scientific rescarch. The value of social science research may well have been
accepled by the policy community, but all too often ‘social science’ simply
means economics. Policy-makers have economic advisers, not social adviscrs,
and governments are judged on how they run the economy and public services
rather than on their impact on civil society. It conld even be argued that UK
governments have been uncomfortable thinking about the interaction between
policy and social factors such as networks, relationships and norms.

The days when social research by figures such as Michael Young and the
Institute of Community Studies was lapped up by policy makers now seem
a long time gone. Jt is not clear why such a change of heart occurred. Has
sociology lost its communicative power as the discipline has become more
academically respectable? Does economics offer policy-makers a simpler
range of choices and a clearer set of excuses? There are several reasons
why sociological research Joses out in the policy-making process angd if
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closer integration between policy and research is 1o be achicved, it is worth
considering how each of these might be addressed.

Do They Even Speak the Right Language?

he economic cffects of a policy can be communicated to policy-makers
or the public with relative ease, using the Janguage of jobs losi or gained‘
changes in inflation or net value in pounds and pence. Even if this mcssage’
I8 inevitably a simplified version, it is a message hat is easily understood
I'he metrics that arc used — jobs, money, points on the inflation rate — are ali
quantifiable measures that people can, without specialist training, appreciate
and interpret for themselves. It is not clear that there are any such commonly-
understood metrics which would effectively describe the social effects of a
policy decision. We might say that a particular policy destroyed trust between
residents of a certain area, or that it failed 1o help elderly singlc people build
;~a~rslonal support networks, but as these examples should show, the effecis are
fol immediately quantifiable, and even if under certain methodologies they
are, (hey are not quantifiable in a way easily understood by the layman.

As well as the lack of any common metrics by which social cffects and
vhanges can be communicated, another problem concerns the language itself.
Both economics and sociology are potentially as jargon-faden as each other.
but at least the basic vocabulary of economics falls within most pcople’s,
lexicons. It is not obvious that the same is true of sociology. In the context of
the research discussed in this book, even the basic premise of a social network
or of different types of social tie might have to be explained before it would
be clearly understood by someone not trained in sociology. As for discussion
ihout nodes, structural holes and sociometric analysis, this js unlikely to
become mainstream in the forcseeable future.

There is one further reason why the language of much social research is not
well-suited to the demands of the policy process. That is the use of different
(ering in different disciplines which either do not precisely equate or which fail
(i correspond precisely to issues which are current policy concerns. In social
prychology, for example, social identity theorists examine the extent to which

well -c.\‘l.eem’ is supported by a basic psychological process of categorizing and
romparing oneself'to others (Tyler et al., 1997). Sociologists of class structure
i -‘.imliﬁcation have studied how ‘self-direction’ at work affects individual
welfare such as health outcomes (Kohn and Schooler, | 983; Kohn and
N mAw/.ycinski, 1990), whilst other sociologists address simj)ar issues under
the litle of *self-efficacy’ (Gekas, 1989). In all three cases, policy-makers might
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be interested in research which shows how class, social group or employment
position impact on an individual’s sense of self-respect and consequent well-
being, bul the use of different terms means that the implications of different
research projects from different disciplines are much harder to collate. Other
terms are interpreted in different ways by different researchers. The concept
of social capital is one which has been interpreted in subtly different ways by
theorists within a discipline, such that the concept introduced by Bourdicu
does not quite equate with that introduced by Coleman, which again, is used
slightly diffcrently 1o Putnam’s own interpretation (Bourdieu, 1988, 1991;
Coleman, 1990; Putnam, 1993; see Baron, Field and Schuller, 2001 for a
discussion). All of these subtle differences of terminology, meaning or focus
make it much harder for the findings of sociology and other fields of social
research to be filtered through into the policy-making process.

[ow Certain are We?

A second reason why it 1s difficult to integrate the findings of social research
into policy-making is that on many occasions such rescarch will not offer
the certainty or predictability of an economic approach. Modern mainstream
economics, grounded on assumptions of methodological individualism and
increasingly sophisticated core principles, 1s well-placed {o provide axioms
and models which deliver precise predictions. It is hard to imagine social
research ever producing similarly cfficient macro-level models.

Whilst it should be relatively easy to argue that this need ot matter, there
are bigger concerns. First, it is clear that we still do not know nearly enough
{o understand, for example, all the effects a particular policy will exert on the
social networks of different sections of the population. Secondly, from what
we do know, it is clear that the social network effects of a particular policy
may help some groups and hinder others. It is therefore very hard for social
research in this area at least to offer policy-makers anything like the certainty
they might need in designing new initiatives. It is worth bricfly examining
each of these problems in tum.

Social network theory has undoubtedly come a long way since its early
sociometric origins (Scott, 199)). The rescarch discussed in this book shows
just how subtle and detailed an account can now be offered of the inter-relation
between social networks and various exiernal forces. But this is not yet enough.
Consider, for example, all that would need to be known in order to fully

understand the likely social impact of a policy that reduces the maintenance of

public spaces such as parks or streets. Not only would we need to know which
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rroups currently use thosc spaces, we would need to know whal they do there
do mo.thers make contact watching their children in the sandpit or do ¢hildren
make fn.ends playing football in the street? We would also need (0 know what
lype of interaction might start to occur if the maintenance is reduced — will
c!calcrs start selling drugs in a now unlit park, or will children be enrolled in
football clubs and leisure centres If their street becomes unsafe? Fﬂr—%i hled
Planners such as Jane Jacobs may well have understood broad social pritn:;gi les
well enough 10 predict some of the consequences of such policy aecisi,;ns
(Jacobs, 1962), but can researchers yet ofter anything more? More cruciall
should we expect them 107 It is not clear that social research should hav(e 1}:)’
offer the degree of predictability that economics purports to provide, bul if it
can’t offer this, how are its findings to be politically useful? ) |
Qulte apart from the ‘usefulness’ of less nomothetic resecarch, rather
“rucially such research exposes decision-makers to risk. Those v:/ho are
.';Aupposedly accountable for new initiatives or decisions could well shy away
[rom rescarch that cannot provide a clear and persuasive case for acli)rlm on}e
way rather than another. I{ is easy, and oflen appropriate, for decision—mikers
lo seek refuge jn the ‘evidence’ that Justifies their position; social research
even when heavily quantitative, may nol offer any such san;mary. ,
the second sense in which social research such as social network theo
cannot offer policy-makers certanty consists in the likelihood that any or:Z
"‘.”'CY may be good for some people’s social networks but bad for others Perri
0 his chapter raises the possibility of tragic outcomes for policy inicrven.tions
whereby no matter which option is adopted, one group will suffer — the id :
that “all good things do not go together’. There is no need (o say much o
on llhlS topic, except {0 notc that this is an eternal policy problem. Most nﬁfc
pol rcy.decisions involve trade-offs, either between different polic.y goalsp(L;ucl}?
8 cquity and efficiency) or between the welfare of different groups. That social
rescarch such as that presented in this volume highlights oocasior;s on which
lr.'ndc.-offs will occur is a strength not a weakness. and in many cases .
]‘1‘()Vld'6 the more subtle account of potential winners’ and losers than econonr;aiz
analysis alone. Quite how these considerations will be built into traditional
nethods of cost-beneft analysis is another, more challenging questidn "

Whar Do We Wt to Achieve?

rI hul-xﬁnal reason why it might be hard for govermnments to take on board the
m(‘ Imgs of social research such as social network theory is that it remains rather
\nclear what they should promote. Is there a particular pattern of ‘healthy*



social relations which public policy should supportorare mdividual needs and
networks so complex hat no single overall “pattern’ can be recommended?

In the casc of particular social groups where there is a history ol rescarch

consensus, it is definitely possible to generalize and claim that certain lypes off
social nelwork with certain sorts of normas are more helpfuf than others. We can
broadly say, for example, that elderly pcoplc are likely to bepefit from close
supportive social ties to family and (riends that will help to provide physical
and emotional help. Those who are looking for jobs would, on the other hand,
benefit from a broader circle of contacts who might provide new information
about cmployment opportunities. Unfortunately, even this gets comp licated.
Somebody who is unemployed is not just i need of a job, but may also be a
teenager undergoing a difficult crotiona) transition which requircs support
from family and friends. We cannot even say for any ope individual that a
particular set of social ties is ideal. If this is truc, how can we possibly hope
to arrive at such an ideal for the UK as a whole?

Arguably such a universal ideal is not necessary. There are however two
types of scenario in which some model of beneficial social networks would be
helpful, namely those where policy is designed to belp a particular group of
people, and those where policy will shape interaction in particular focalities. In
the first scenasio, it may be possible to recommend one type of social nctwork
over another; in the second casc this is not possible, but nonetheless some sort
of guidance is necded, if policy-makers are to become at least nctwork-aware
in their thinking.

Some policies are targeled at individuals who, by dcfinition, share a
common status or identity. Thus for example, uncmployment policy, such
as the New Deal, is directed at thosc without jobs. In this policy context it
would appear to make sense for inifiatives to be designed in such a way as to
at least not harm the sorts of social network associated with success in finding
ajob, and possibly even to support them. Other policies which affect the same
individuals may seek to support different types of social network. Thus the
Connexions service aims to provide young people with the support and advice
they will need to get through the transition from childhood to maturity and
independence. 1t is not evident that there is any conflict between thesc two
aims, and as such a particular policy may seck to promote certain types of ties
for a particular group. In other words, a blueprint is possible.

The second scenasio in which a limited normative account of social
relationships is needed concerns policics which will bave an impact on
intcraction in a particular area. Although many people now find some of

their closcst or most meaningful ties outside their neighbourhood or even

Just How

thed [n.\\n. the quality and character of Tocal social relationships can impact
dramatically on residents’ quality of Tife, partly as aresult ol the n;‘l\.\-'m'l\'-\"{;\'ll
are supported. Policy decisions across o \-Vi(IcAv:u‘icty ol issuey .wiII mcvi.luhi
have some ellect on the character of local social relations, whether this be bz
illectimg who lives next (o whom, who can travel casily w,here or what‘epaces
nre n.m(lc avaijable for people to interact in. As has been argued e-lse—whcre
in this book, given that policy must inevijtably have such effect, il makes
SEnse Lo ensure that at least the effect is a benign one. Unforrunatc’ly it is not
imnicdiately clear what sorts of social relationships policy-makers shouid be
.-tu|nf:erned to protect or promote. Individuals Jiving in the area will have such
different needs and expericnces, it 1s hard to imagine how we could generali}e
cnough L:o offer a preferred ‘model’ of local social relations. Yet without suc_h
i h!t‘)(‘,p[‘m[, how can we help policy-makers to minimize network harm?
‘ [he current government talks in terms of supporting ‘community’ and
xlrcggthenmg commupities’. Whilst this might have rhetorical appcal
cv‘ok.mg nostalgic memories of supportive close-knit working class towns>
ihis interpretation of ‘community’ has some very negative counotations’
s Tayk?r (2002) has pointed out. As such, ‘strong communities’ are not ar;
appropriate policy goal. There 1s an alternative. Whether or not we usc the
term comrr{unity, it is possible 1o describe a Jess exclusionary vision of local
social relations which policy should support. At minimum, most people want
n(?L to fear their neighbours. Beyond that, individuals may ;med very Sinerem
things from the people they live near. Some may desire complete anonymity
others support and friendship, others still just the name of a good pll.lmbeli
or school. Here the safest principle to adopt could simply be to hedge bets
and opt for courses of action likely to support a wide range of social ties. A
recent [PPR publication argued that on this basis, policy-makers have a dilty
(0 ensure that overall they support such a diversity of social ties (Nash, 2003)
Chis means supporting the provision of many opportunities for intc)raction.
(especially between different social groups), and ensuring that neighbourhoods
and public spaces feel reassuring enough that people will want to use them
I may also mean avoiding obvious damage to existing tics between grou s.
as might be caused by the removal of transport links. i
Such an account of the sorts of social relations which national and local
government could support is unavoidably vague. There is room for social
research to inform and develop this model, especially where a predominance
of c;rtam groups makes particular sorts of ties more valuable. [1 would be
perfectly legitimate, for example, for research on social exclusiém and social
networks, such as that presented in this volume, to inform the current debate
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on capacity-building and neighbourhood renewal by providing a more detailed
picture of the sorts of social relations that would most help residents living in
deprived areas and how those might be supported. Indeed, the political value
of the research presented in this book comes precisely in its capacity to inform
policy-making in each of the two scenarios presented here. The aim should
be, furst, to ensure that policies targeted at particular groups do not damage the
network needs of that group, and second, ¢o help inform our understanding of
the relationship between policy decisions and network outcomes within the
context of particular localities.

Steps to a More Integrated Approach

It is clear from the research presented in this book that the quality of political
decision-making could be improved by f(urther integration of policy and
research in this field. This chapter has argued that some of the reasons why
policy bas been slow to pick up on the findings of social research such as
social network theory is because there are institutional barriers as well as
normative concerns. Both Perri 6 and Marilyn Taylor have highlighted the
normative issues, and in both cases, the conclusion seemed to be that in so
far as policy cannot avoid having an impact on the quality and character of
people’s social relationships, it should at least endeavour to ensure that a rule
of harm minimization is observed. The institutional barriers are rather more
difficult to oveycome. They concern the way that policy decisions are made
and the language or concepts that are used, and in particular the hegemony of
economics as the social science of choice. It wilt be hard for social research
to sunnount these barriers, but it is certainly not impossible, and there are
changes that could be made on both sides.

Closer Links between Academic Research and the Policy Agenda

As this book demonstrates, social research can deepen our understanding
of the conditions which make the achievement of policy goals more or less
likely. Areas of policy which focus on the needs of particular socia) groups
such as the unemployed, the elderly or the young can most obviously benefit
from academnic research and evaluation which identify the network challenges
facing these groups. Both academics and government could do more to ensure
closer links between policy and research in some of these key areas. On the
government’s parl, it must be recognized that much academic research is
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prant-driven, and as such there is irunense need for more research programines
similar to the Social Networks and Social Exclusion programme. On the
academic side, it is essential that researchers undertaking research in this
lield begin with a clear awareness of the policy relevance of their work; that
clforts are made to ensure that the methodology used will cpable any policy
implications to be fully and clearty drawn out; and that dissemination Strategies
display an awareness of different audiences. There could also be value for
academic researchers to make links with relevant NGOs or think-tanks, but
managing this process so that it does not jeopardize the independence of
research 1s clearly important. More boldly, sociologists need to look at the
quality of their own social networks when it comes to disseminating their
lindings effectively amongst those in positions of political power.

Simplification and Harmonization of Terminology

Academic research will never be jargon-free as specialist language is frequently
nceded to ensure conceptual clarity, However it is essential that research
lindings be communicated in a way that makes them accessjble (0 a variety of
audiences including the policy audience, and this may mean translating even
scemingly simple terms (such as ‘weak or strong ties’) for a lay audience.
More thought should also be given to how research findings are jndexed or
linked. For example, key words associated with particular books or articles
should be designed to ensure that a non-specialist policy-maker could find
research relevant to their field. Department or personal websites should also
be designed with this point in mind, and where abstracts are available online,
some consideration should be given as to whether they are accessible (o
different audiences. The production of regular policy briefs by a department
is also likely to be helpful.

Case Studies that Highlight the Economic Effects of the ‘Social’ and the
Social Effects of the Economic

(iiven the dominance of economics in the formulation of policy and of the
Treasury in the funding of initiatives, it would be valuable for disciplines such
1 social network theory to be able to point to the economic implications of
their research. The inter-connection between social and economic aspects of a
particular policy problem would be much clearer if case studies were carried out
which examined or modelled their interplay. Thus, for example, it is perfectly
possible to estirrate the economic cost of services provided by informal carers
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of elderly people. [n similar vein, it would be valuable if more attempts were
made to understand the social impact of economic decisions such as those
to close down a particular bus route, or indeed, the real economic impact
which takes mmto account costs associated with the social impact. Traditional
cost-benefit models may becormne more flexible with regard to factoring in
more complex social costs and benefits as models incorporating principlcs of
sustainable development are mainstreamed throughout government.

More Mudiidisciplinary Research

Policy problems rarely fall within the acgis of a single discipline. There is
thus a need for more coordinated research into policy-relevant issues to take
place across disciplines. The research that has becn undertaken around issues
of social exclusion, whether through universities, research programmes or
policy action teams exemplifies what can be accomplished when research
teams from a variety of academic backgrounds focus attention on a common
policy problem.

More Willingness to Embrace both Economic and Sociological Evidence

There is uitimately a burden of responsibility which must rest on individual
policy-makers. As has been pointed out, there are good reasons why economic
language and modelling might dominate the policy-making process. The
language and concepts are familiar and the theories and principles provide a
possibility of more certainty and precision than most social research could
hope to offer. This certainty and precision in turn offer easy justification for
decisions, and hence a greater sense of accountability. This may be true, but
unless the social consequences of policy decisions are also taken fully into
account, it cannot be said that decisions have been made in the light of the
full knowledge available. As such, the more difficult, more slippery concepts
such as social networks and norms should be embraced and considered in all
relevant circumstances.

Conclusion
This chapter has argued that research such as that presented in this volume

has a vital role to play in informing the policy-making process. There may
be a tendency in that process to favour economic over social research and
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implications, but uniess more attempts are made (o integrate policy and
research ip this area, there is a real danger that policy goals will never be
properly fulfiiled and that policy initiatives will have perverse effects. Changes
are needed in the ways that research is undertaken and disseminated .I-Iowe%cr
some of the biggest barriets remain at the institutional level. I.}nti] these
lmmers are removed, social researchers will have Lo work hacd (o ensure that
their findings are incorporated into the policy-making process and research
programmes such as this will play an ever more vital role.
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