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Executive Summary 

This report aims to assess the level and pattern of community cohesion in Great Britain. It 
approaches the topic from three perspectives: attitudes to the local community; objective 
indicators of community involvement; and social mixing. It also explores the main drivers of 
community cohesion. It uses findings from analysis of new questions placed on the March 
2017 NatCen Panel survey, and new analysis of the 2016/17 Community Life survey.  
 
The key findings are: 

Perceptions of community cohesion 
 About half of British adults agreed they have a strong sense of community, with a quarter 

disagreeing and a further quarter who were undecided. A similar if slighter higher 
proportion (55%) agreed that people from different backgrounds get along well together 
in their local area, with 30% being undecided.  

 Just over a third (36%) said they would be very comfortable asking a neighbour to keep 
a set of keys for them and a further three in ten (27%) said they were fairly comfortable. 
However, almost four in ten (37%) said they were fairly or very uncomfortable.   

 A quarter of people could be said to be very positive about their community, agreeing to 
all of four selected statements of cohesion and trust. At the other end of the spectrum, 
16% did not agree with any of the statements, and could be said to feel negative about 
their local community.  

 Tenure, economic activity, ethnicity and age are all important factors when examining 
sub-group differences in attitudes, after controlling for other socio-demographic 
characteristics. Those in social and private rented accommodation were clearly less 
likely to feel they belonged in their neighbourhood or trust neighbours.  Those who had 
lived in their neighbourhood for more than 10 years were less likely to say there was a 
strong sense of community, but more likely to trust their neighbours. 

Community involvement and neighbourliness 
 The vast majority (83%) of adults reported greeting neighbours at least once a week, and 

just over half (53%) report actively talking with their neighbours once a week. 

 About two fifths (39%) said they had attended a community celebration in the previous 
12 months, and a third had visited a community centre.  

 Just under three in ten adults (29%) said they had volunteered locally in the previous 12 
months. 

 About one in ten (9%) people were involved in their community across four selected 
measures of involvement – these can be classed as the highly involved. At the other end 
of the spectrum, a quarter (24%) did not carry out any of these activities, and can be said 
to be marginally involved in their local community. 

 There are some demographic sub-group differences in involvement, for example those 
with children were more likely visit community centres and attend community 
celebrations. Retirees were more likely to volunteer locally.  

  Being a renter consistently reduced levels of involvement, after controlling for other 
characteristics. Those with no qualifications were less likely to volunteer locally. Length 
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of timing living in the neighbourhood was not strongly associated with objective 
indicators of community involvement. 

Social mixing 
 Social mixing was investigated by asking people to list three friends, and then by 

comparing their characteristics (age, gender, ethnicity) with those of the respondent. 

 On average, about three quarters (77%) of the three closest friends of the respondent 
were the same gender as them, just over half (56%) were in the same age group, and 
the majority (93%) were of the same ethnicity. In many respects we would expect to see 
these patterns; levels of homiphily (i.e. being the same) will be lower for age than gender 
as age has a larger number of categories, while levels of homophily for ethnicity will 
depend in part on opportunity for mixing. 

 Women were more likely than men to have close friends of the same gender. Individuals 
in the youngest age group were more likely to have friends in the same age group, and 
individuals from white ethnic groups are more likely to have listed friends of the same 
ethnicity. 

 On average, 44% of the friends listed by respondents lived locally, which shows that 
proximity is an important factor in forming social networks.  

 Income, income type, and age were the most significant factors influencing the 
proportion of local friends in a multi-variate analysis. The most likely to have local friends 
(at 70%) were people with a low income and who received social security benefits. At the 
other end of the spectrum, those with higher income, aged 25-35 and with higher 
education qualifications were least likely to have local friends (20%). 

 Overall, there is a high degree of consistency between the subjective and objective 
measures of social mixing. However, there are indications that respondents over-
estimate the proportion of friends from a different ethnicity and, to a lower extent, from a 
different gender.  

Drivers of cohesion 
 A Structural Equation Model (SEM) was used to investigate the relationships between 

subjective views on the local area, friendship networks, social mixing, individual 
characteristics, area characteristics and community cohesion. Cohesion was measured 
using indicators of whether the local area is one in which individuals from different 
backgrounds get on, pull together and have high levels of trust in each other.  

 The model suggests that the relationship between cohesion and the other factors is more 
complicated than can be described by a typical linear model.  

  Three factors were identified as having a direct relationship with cohesion: 

 Living in an urban area with higher levels of deprivation and higher proportion of local 
population from a non-white ethnic background, is negatively related to community 
cohesion 

 Neighbourliness (e.g. feeling able to ask neighbours for favours) is positively and 
directly related to community cohesion. 

 Having a degree, higher income and being in a managerial or professional 
occupation is positively related to cohesion. 

 The model then shows a number of indirect relationships. Levels of social mixing, the 
presence of ‘transient’ characteristics and the nature of an individual’s friendship network 
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all have indirect impacts on views of community cohesion. For example, the impact of a 
close friendship network on community cohesion is either amplified by positive 
relationships with neighbours, resulting in high community cohesion, or dampened if 
those neighbourhood relationships are weak.  

 Social mixing, as defined in this study, has only a small link with cohesion though it is 
positive. The extent to which higher levels of social mixing lead to more positive views of 
cohesion is mitigated by levels of income. 

Conclusion 
The study argues that there is a mixed picture of community cohesion in Britain. It can be 
seen as broadly positive but somewhat shallow, and marked by important inequalities. 
Drivers of community cohesion are complex. The analysis conducted here highlights that 
encouraging neighbourliness is associated with greater cohesion but, importantly, so is 
increasing peoples’ income and improving local areas. Beyond this, social mixing and 
friendship groups are not, by themselves, as strongly associated with increased cohesion as 
may have been expected. Further data collection, analysis and theoretical work could 
usefully improve our understanding of cohesion. In the meantime, policy should test 
interventions that most quickly target the root causes behind lower levels of cohesion, and 
better take account of peoples’ pathways to both sensing and supporting cohesive 
communities. 
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1 Introduction and background 

This report aims to assess the levels and patterns of community 
cohesion in Great Britain. It approaches this question from three 
perspectives: attitudes to the local community; more objective indicators 
of community involvement; and overall levels of social mixing. Multi-
variate analysis is used to explore the main drivers of higher and lower 
levels of community cohesion. It is based on new questions placed on 
the March 2017 NatCen Panel survey, and new analysis of the 2016/17 
Community Life survey.  

 
Matters of community cohesion and integration have been rising up the political and 
research agenda in recent years. In particular, the referendum vote to leave the European 
Union brought the issues around social cohesion into sharp focus with the visibility of 
divisions between various groups.  The report by Louise Casey on integration[i] and Ted 
Cantle and Eric Kauffman’s report[ii] on segregation are two other recent examples of interest 
in national and local cohesion. Moreover, the Mayor of London has recently launched a 
social integration strategy.   
 
Many, if not all, policy agendas have an indirect bearing on levels of community and social 
cohesion, such as the allocation of housing, school curriculums, policing and so on. Of 
course, the constitutional and governance of regions and devolved nations is important, as 
are the overall messages delivered by politicians and broadcasters.   
 
However, there are a set of more direct policies that are directed at improving relations and 
providing community bonds.  Although the ‘Big Society’ initiative didn’t lead to a major 
programme of government action, there are ongoing attempts to encourage citizenship, 
community and social action – the National Citizens Service, Citizenship ceremonies and 
education and Big Lottery Fund’s strategy of ‘putting people in the lead’[iii]  Philanthropic 
initiatives such as the ‘Big Lunch’ and ‘Great Get Together’ are also aimed at bring different 
parts of society together for share experiences. 
 
There are at least two independent relevant inquiries – one on the ‘future of civil society’iv 
and the other the future of ‘empowered communities’v. In addition, DCMS is consulting on a 
new strategy for civil society programmes and the Government is consulting on a new 
Integrated Community Strategy. It is important that such reviews take account of the 
evidence about the scale and nature of any ‘problem’ and the likely success of attempts to 
influence it. 
 
In summary, the broad research questions covered by this report are: 

 What are the overall perceived levels of community cohesion in GB?  

 What are the patterns of community involvement, and what can these more objective 
indicators tell us about levels of cohesion? 

 What are the patterns of social mixing, and what can this tell us about levels of 
cohesion?  

 What are the drivers of community cohesion?  
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Our starting position was that it would be reasonable to expect levels of national and 
community cohesion to be challenged due to some major social changes. These include the 
long term increase in ethnic diversity, the impact of a decade of austerity, and persistent 
levels of income and wealth inequalities. Political cleavages have also changed, with a 
growing difference based on education and age, as well as traditional class and 
geographical divides. However, we would also expect there to be a resilience in local 
communities and the continuation of the broadly open and tolerant attitudes for which Britain 
is known. Those who are older, more educated, more  settled, and richer should be more 
'involved' but there should also be indications of strong working class communities.  'Contact ' 
and 'community development' theory suggests that there is scope for greater cohesion 
through more diverse social mixing and interaction and the community level. 
 
The report aims to explore these assumptions and help quantify the patterns we would 
expect to see. It is also an opportunity to look in more detail at the interactions between the 
various dimensions of community cohesion, and suggest avenues for further work by policy 
makers and researchers.  

Background 
Social and community cohesion are broad and contested concepts. At its core, the word 
‘cohesion’ captures the degree to which a group (e.g. team, organisation, or even society) 
act together and feel part of a united endeavour.  
 
In this report we are mainly interested the degree to which people feel part of their local 
community, rather than national unity. Therefore, the report uses the term ‘community 
cohesion’ rather than ‘social cohesion’, though the two are clearly linked.  
 
A range of other concepts and features have been associated with defining social and 
community cohesion, including: common values, common vision, civic culture, social 
networks, social capital, place attachment and identity, sense of belonging, strong and 
positive relationships between those of different backgrounds, social control, and even the 
reductions in wealth disparities and promotion of equal life opportunities. An attempt at a 
comprehensive definition of national cohesion is made by Lindsay Richards through a 
description of a state where “members of the society feel that they belong to a common 
national community, feel morally obliged to follow the norms of the community, and feel 
some responsibility for the welfare of its other members”.  
 
The Commission on Integration and Cohesion created a multi-faceted definition:  

 
“An integrated and cohesive community is one where: 
 
There is a clearly defined and widely shared sense of the contribution of 
different individuals and different communities to a future vision for a 
neighbourhood, city, region or country 
 
There is a strong sense of an individual’s rights and responsibilities when 
living in a particular place – people know what everyone expects of them, 
and what they can expect in turn 
 
Those from different backgrounds have similar life opportunities, access to 
services and treatment 
 
There is a strong sense of trust in institutions locally to act fairly in 
arbitrating between different interests and for their role and justifications 
to be subject to public scrutiny 
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There is a strong recognition of the contribution of both those who have 
newly arrived and those who already have deep attachments to a particular 
place, with a focus on what they have in common 
 
There are strong and positive relationships between people from different 
backgrounds in the workplace, in schools and other institutions within 
neighbourhoods.” 

 
Measuring social and community cohesion is therefore a challenge because of the 
theoretical and disputed nature of the concept. The phrase cohesion is also used 
interchangeably with other terms such as ‘social integration’ and ‘social capital’. In this 
report, three perspectives are taken when looking at cohesion. 

 Perceptions of community cohesion and trust, such as people getting along, a sense of 
community, and neighbourhood trust. These are designed to measure whether people 
‘feel’ part of a cohesive and strong community. 

 Objective indicators of community involvement. These are designed to measure the 
extent to which people display some of the behaviours that would be associated with a 
more ‘active’ local community, such volunteering or using local community facilities. 

 Subjective and objective indicators of social mixing. These measure the extent to which 
people are friends with people of other ages, classes, areas and so on. These are 
designed to tell us whether a community is ‘integrated’. 

 
There are, of course, other ways of looking at cohesion, for example the extent to which 
there are a common set of values or there is support for institutions. This report does not 
attempt to cover all aspects of cohesion.  

Data and methods 
There are two data sources used in the report; the NatCen Panel and the Community Life 
survey. 
 
The NatCen Panel is a random probability survey using web and telephone data collection 
methods. Panel members were recruited from the British Social Attitudes survey (BSA) in 
2015 and 2016 which interviews those aged 18 and over across Britain. The BSA is a high-
quality, random probability face-to-face survey: this means that households and individuals 
are selected at random, and then considerable effort is expended by field interviewers to 
achieve an interview, including visiting the selected addresses multiple times. Those 
interviewed as part of the BSA were asked to join the Panel at the end of the BSA interview. 
 
For the March 2017 NatCen Panel wave, the response rates was 60% among those 
panellists invited to participate - 2,290 people responded to the survey from a total issued 
sample of 3,805  When taking account of non-response at the BSA interview and then also 
at the point of recruitment to the panel, our overall response rate was 15%. As a random 
probability sample, estimates are affected by non-coverage and non-response. In order to 
ensure the sample is representative of the population, a set of non-response weights has 
been computed to account for non-response to the recruitment survey (BSA), refusal to the 
join the panel, and non-response in the survey of panel members itself. One of the features 
of the NatCen panel is that, because it was recruited via the face-to-face British Social 
Attitudes survey, there is a wealth of background information on our panellists. This allows 
better response propensity models, and the sample achieves good representativeness when 
fully weighted.  
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A ‘split sample’ was used to run the relevant questions for this report, with half the sample 
asked questions on cohesion and involvement, and the other half asked about social mixing. 
The March 2017 dataset included a number of variables ‘fed forward’ from the BSA: gender; 
age group; household income, household type, social class (NS-SEC), tenure, highest 
Educational qualification, ethnicity, long-standing limiting health condition, political party 
affiliation, interest in politics, and position on the libertarian-authoritarian and left-right scales. 
 
Further details of the methodology for the NatCen Panel can be found on-line.vi 
 
The 2016/17 Community Life survey is a random probability survey using web and postal 
data collection. The sample was drawn from the Postcode Address File and designed to 
over-represent areas with higher proportions of minority ethnic groups. All adults in selected 
households were eligible to take part. The 2016/17 survey was the first year in which no 
corresponding face to face survey was carried out, following a number of years of 
methodological development and experimentation.   
 
Invitations for the 2016-17 survey were sent out to 28,170 addresses, with 7,365 online 
interviews, and 2,891 paper questionnaires completed over the course of the year. This 
represents a combined on-line and postal response rate of 26% for household and 20% for 
individuals. The survey data has been weighted to compensate for variations in sampling 
probability and also to partially compensate for variations in response probability within the 
population.  
 
Further details of the methodology for the Community Life survey can be found on-linevii. 
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2 Perceptions of community cohesion 
and neighbourhood trust 

This first section covers of the report covers perceptions of various aspects of community 
cohesion, such as whether people feel there is a sense of community and that they belong to 
their neighbourhood, or they agree they can turn to neighbours for advice. These are based 
on the principles that a cohesive community should be marked by feelings of belonging, trust 
and harmony. 
 
Overall perceptions of community cohesion were captured by asking participants to what 
extent they agree or disagreed with the following statement.  
 

“My local area is a place where people from different backgrounds get on well together” 
 

This is the same question that is used in the Government’s Community Life Survey (and 
previously the Citizenship Survey). It is a subjective measure so will be affected by a number 
of factors, including participants’ expectations, experiences and underlying attitudes. It is 
worth noting that the word ‘different backgrounds’ is broad and not limited to one aspect of 
peoples’ characteristics. 
 
Just over half (55%) agreed that that people from different backgrounds get on well in their 
local area, with almost one in five (18%) strongly agreeing. By contrast, one in ten 
‘somewhat’ disagreed and one in twenty (5%) ‘strongly disagreed’. Three in ten felt they 
could not agree or disagree (See Fig 3.1) 
 

Figure 2.1 Perceptions of community cohesion (NatCen Panel): my local area 
is a place where people from different backgrounds get on well 
together. 

18

36

30
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Base: All respondents (1122)

 
  
The NatCen Panel question used a five point agree/disagree scale rather than the four point 
scale used by the Community Life survey. Overall, the Community Life survey shows that 
81% fairly/strongly disagree with this statement (See Figure 3.2). However, the results from 
the NatCen Panel indicate that a relatively large group feel more ambivalent that the 
headline results from Community Life show. Over the long term, the Community Life survey 
has shown a gradual increase in the proportion of people who have a positive view about 
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cohesion in their area, from 80 to 89% on the face to face measure between 2003 and 2015-
16. 
 

Figure 2.2 Perceptions of community cohesion (Community Life survey): 
2003 to 2016-17 

 
Analysis of the most important socio-demographic differences in perceptions of the local 
community is covered later in the section. In general, perceptions of this overall indicator of 
community cohesion were relatively evenly distributed amongst the different social sub-
groups examined in this study. The individual and household sub-groups in the NatCen 
Panel most likely to strongly or somewhat agree that people from different backgrounds get 
on well together, were as follows: 

 Those aged 55-64 (58%) or over 65 (63%)  

 Retired (64%) 

 Those with a degree (59%) 

 Those from a minority ethnic group (68%) 

 Labour supporters (64%) 

 Those most interested in politics a great deal (65%) or a little (60%) 

 Those who were Libertarian (59%) 

 Those are identified as Right wing (63%) 
 
There were only a small number of sub-groups for whom less than half strongly or somewhat 
agree that people from different backgrounds get on well together. 

 Those living in households with income of less than £1,200 (49%) 

 Those with higher education levels below degree (45%) 

 Those with no party identification (41%) 
 

The data also indicates that the unemployed and lone parent groups were least likely to be 
positive about community cohesion, but base sizes are below 100 so this needs to be 
interpreted with caution.  
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Two further indicators of community cohesion were asked in the NatCen Panel. Participants 
were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with the following two statements. 
 

“There is a strong sense of community in my local area” 
“I feel like I belong in this neighbourhood’ 

 
Overall, half of participants said they agreed or strongly agreed that there was a strong 
sense of community. Approximately a quarter disagreed there was a strong sense of 
community, and a quarter felt they could not say one way or another. A slightly higher 
proportion (55%) agreed or strongly agreed that they felt like they belonged in the 
neighbourhood (see Figure 3.3). 
 

Figure 2.3 Perceptions of community cohesion: 1) whether people feel like 
there is a strong sense of community and 2) whether people feel 
like they belong to the neighbourhood. 

 
 
A similar pattern of sub-group differences is evident. By and large, perceptions of 
neighbourhood belonging and community spirt were fairly evenly distributed amongst 
different social groups examined in this study. Those who are older tended to be more 
positive, especially in relation to neighbourhood belonging. In addition, those who are 
Labour supporters were most likely to be positive, and those with no party attachment the 
least.  
 
In addition to overall perceptions of the community, the NatCen Panel also asked about 
attitudes to neighbours. This covered three indicators: the extent to which people agreed that 
they exchange favours with neighbours; whether they feel they can turn to neighbours for 
advice; and whether they feel comfortable giving neighbours a set of keys.  
 
About half of the population disagreed with the statement that they borrow from neighbours, 
and two fifths disagreed that they could get advice. By contrast, one in ten strongly agreed 
that they borrow or exchange favours, with a quarter somewhat agreeing with this statement 
(see Figure 3.4).   
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Figure 2.4 Whether agree/disagree they can borrow or exchange favours with 
neighbours, and whether feel can turn to neighbours for advice 
and help. 

 
 
 
The third was designed to also unearth levels of trust in, and involvement with, neighbours 
 

“How comfortable would you be asking a neighbour to keep a set of keys to your 
home for emergencies, for example, if you were locked out?” 

 

Figure 2.5 Whether comfortable/uncomfortable asking neighbour to keep set 
of keys. 
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Base: All respondents (1124)

 
Just over a third (36%) said they would be very comfortable doing this and almost three in 
ten (27%) said they were fairly comfortable (see Figure 3.5). However, almost four in ten 
(37%) said they were fairly or very uncomfortable.  Again, those aged over 65 were most 
likely to be fairly or very comfortable asking a neighbour to keep a set of keys (82%). 
However, there were few differences between the working age sub-groups in terms of age. 
Those in owner-occupier housing were markedly more likely than other tenures to say this 
(72% compared with 63% in LA rented housing and 43% in housing association and private 
rented accommodation).    
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There are strong associations between the different dimensions of cohesion and to some 
extent they appear to be indicators of underlying set of beliefs and attitudes. For example, 
those who agreed about a sense of community in their local area were also more likely to 
say they belonged in the neighbourhood. A simple index was created to quantify the level of 
overlap between the different measures. People were counted across four indicators. 

 Whether they strongly/somewhat agreed that people of different backgrounds get on 
together. 

 Whether they strongly/somewhat agreed that there is a strong sense of community in 
their local area 

 Whether they strongly/somewhat agreed that they belong to the local neighbourhood 

 Whether they said they were very/fairly comfortable leaving a set of keys with the 
neighbour 

 
A quarter of people met all these criteria, and these may be classed as most positive about 
their local community. A further 22% agreed with three measures, which means almost half 
(47%) agreed with three or four measures. At the other end of the spectrum, 16% did not 
meet any of these criteria, and can be said to be most negative about cohesion and trust 
levels in their local community. 
 

Figure 2.6 Count across four subjective measures of cohesion and 
neighbourhood trust. 

16
18 19

22
25

Zero One Two Three Four

Base: All respondents (1124)

 
 
 
Finally, an analysis technique called logistic regression was used to assess the socio-
demographic variables most associated with the measures used in the index. The summary 
results of the regression are in Annex A. The most noteworthy finding are below. 

 Economic activity and ethnicity were most linked to measures of community cohesion: 
Those who were retired were more likely to say people from different backgrounds get 
on, with unemployed and full time students less likely. Those from non-white 
backgrounds were more likely to say people get on together. 

 Tenure was most linked to measure of the sense of community. Those in private and 
other rented accommodation were less likely to say this. In addition, those who had lived 
in the area for 10 years or more were also less likely to say there was a strong sense of 
community, as were the unemployed. Again, retired households were more likely to 
agree. 
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  Being in private and social rented accommodation was linked with being less likely to 
agree with belonging to the neighbourhood, as was being from a non-white ethnicity. 
Those who were retired, and those with a non-limiting disability, were more likely to 
agree with belonging to the neighbourhood. 

  Those who had lived in the area for 10 years or more were more likely to trust 
neighbours with keys, as were those in the older age groups. Again, those in social and 
private rented accommodation were less likely to agree they trust neighbours with keys. 

 
In general, the models were not particularly strong, which illustrates that demographic 
factors don’t explain a lot of the variation in these measures. Tenure, economic activity, 
ethnicity, and age are all important in different ways. It is noteworthy that the length of time in 
the neighbourhood is not more associated with perceptions of the local community, once 
controlling for other characteristics. 
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3 Community involvement 
This section of the report covers patterns of ‘neighbourliness’ and local involvement in the 
community. These were designed as objective measures, and therefor conceptually distinct 
to perceptions of cohesion. In principle, for example, it is possible to have strong relations 
with immediate neighbours without necessarily feeling that the overall area is cohesive. It is 
also theoretically possible that whilst people feel there is a strong sense of community they 
don’t behave in way that is traditionally seen as community spirited (and vice versa). 
 
The first two questions were about social contact with neighbours, namely through greeting 
or talking to them. 
 
The vast majority (83%) of the British adult population report greeting their neighbours at 
least once a week (see Figure 4.1). Only one in twenty (5%) said this happened less 
regularly than once per month and only one in fifty (2%) said they never did this. However, it 
is worth bearing in mind that this is the least active form of neighbourliness. When we looked 
at actually chatting to neighbours, we found that one in five do this daily, compared with the 
half who greet their neighbours. 
 

Figure 3.1 Frequency of 1) greeting and 2) chatting to neighbours. 
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Unsurprisingly, age is an important factor in understanding patterns of neighbourliness. For 
example, 72% of those aged 65 or over chatted with their neighbours at least weekly, 
compared with less than half those aged under 45.   
 
The NatCen Panel survey also asked some experimental new questions on whether people 
had used community centres or attended a community celebration (see Figure 4.2).  
 
About two-fifths of people said they had attended a community celebration (such as bonfire 
or summer fair) in the previous 12 months, leaving three fifths who had not. About a third of 
people said they had used a local community centre. It is not possible to definitively say how 
many people lived close to a community centre – however, two fifths of people were aware 
of a local centre but had not used it.  Similarly, a quarter of the population were definitely 
aware of local celebrations but had not attended them. 
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Figure 3.2 Whether attended a 1) community celebration or 2) community 
centre in previous 12 months. 

 
 
Finally, we asked if people had volunteered for a local organisation as a broad indicator of 
their community involvement. Just under three-tenths of all adults (29%) said they had 
volunteered locally. Those aged over 65 (40%), in managerial occupations (37%), and 
owner-occupiers (33%) were most likely to have volunteered, but differences between sub-
groups were generally not large. Other research on volunteering in general highlights that 
young people are most likely to volunteer but finds no similar increase for older age 
groups.viii This suggests that older people may be more likely to see themselves as 
volunteering in local organisations (as opposed to national organisations), compared with 
other groups. 
 

Figure 3.3 Whether volunteers for local organisation by age group. 

 
 
 
 
Like with the perceptions of cohesion, there are clearly overlaps and associations between 
the different indicators of community involvement. A simple index was created to quantify the 
level of overlap between the different measures. People were counted across four indicators. 
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 Whether they chatted to neighbours at least weekly 

 Whether they attended a community celebration in the previous 12 months 

 Whether they visited a community centre in the previous 12 months 

 Whether they volunteered for a local organisation. 
 

About one in ten (9%) people met all these criteria, and these may be classed as most 
actively involved in their local community. At the other end of the spectrum, a quarter (24%) 
did not meet any of these criteria, and were the least involved in their local community.  
 

Figure 3.4 Count across four objective measures of community involvement. 
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Like with the subjective measures of cohesion, logistic regression was used to assess the 
socio-demographic variables most associated with the measures used in the index. The full 
results of the regression are in Annex A, with the most important finding summarised below. 

 Household type was most strongly linked to measures of using a community centre: 
those with children were most likely to visit community centres than other groups. Those 
over 65 were also more likely to visit community centres than other age groups, and 
private renters less likely to do so.  

 Those with household incomes between £1,200 and £2,200 were more likely to attend 
community celebrations, as were those in the highest income group. Those with two 
adults and children were more likely than other as household types, and renters were 
less likely to do so. 

 Those aged 55-64 and over 65 were more likely to chat to their neighbours weekly. Lone 
parents and those from household with two adults and children, who were also more 
likely to talk to neighbours. Private renters were less likely to talk to neighbours than 
other groups.    

 Age, economic status and qualifications were all associated with local volunteering. 
Those classed as retired were more likely than other economic status groups to 
volunteer. Those aged 25-35 were less likely than other age groups to volunteer, with 
older age groups not being significant after controlling for economic status (retired 
people are also likely to be aged over 65). Those with no qualifications and O/CSE levels 
were less likely than other education groups to volunteer, as were those in housing 
association rented accommodation.  
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It is again interesting that the length of time in the neighbourhood is not more associated 
with these objective indicators of community involvement. There are clear demographic sub-
group differences though the overall level of variation explained was not large. Having 
children and being retired matter, as does income and economic activity. Being a renter 
consistently reduces levels of involvement, and those with no qualifications are less likely to 
volunteer locally. 
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4 Social mixing 
Three perspectives of community cohesion were listed in the introduction of this report: 
perceptions of people getting along, objective indicators of community involvement, and 
subjective and objective indicators of social mixing. The third of these perspectives is the 
subject of this section.  
 
Subjective and objective indicators of social mixing aim to measure the extent to which 
people are friends with people of other ages, classes, ethnicity, and so on. Such mixing 
should be an indicator of whether a community is ‘integrated’, which, it could be argued, is a 
pre-condition for cohesion. We also investigate the importance of proximity in friendship 
groups and its relationship to community cohesion.   
  
The NatCen Panel included a series of questions asking respondents to describe their most 
important friendship ties. These questions were intended to elicit objective information about 
a respondent’s social network. Respondents were invited to complete the following task: 
 

“Please list up to 3 people in your life who you spend the most time with socially, 
excluding family members.” 
 

Respondents were asked to provide the age, gender and ethnicity of each listed friend, plus 
whether or not the friend lived locally. A local area was defined in the questionnaire as ‘the 
area within a few minutes’ walk from where you live’.  
 

A total of 1046 respondents completed the task1, providing information on 2812 friends. The 
majority of respondents (76%) listed three friends, a further 16% listed two people and 8% 
listed a single individual. On average, respondents listed 2.7 friends. 
 
Individuals who refused, who had only listed family members or had responded as a ‘don’t 
know’ have been excluded. Those who refused or responded as ‘don’t know’ did not list any 
friends. It is impossible to ascertain whether individuals who responded as ‘don’t know’ did 
not list any friends because they genuinely did not know anyone, or because they had not 
understood the task. Respondents without any listed friends were excluded from the 
analysis.  

Summarising the friendship networks 
The friendship groups were investigated using methods common in Social Network Analysis 
(SNA). In SNA a number of measures are created to summarise the characteristics of an 
individual’s friendship network. These summary measures can then be used to describe the 
networks, make comparisons across different sub-groups, or incorporated into models to 
investigate the links between social networks and outcomes.  
 
An important feature of an individual’s social network is it’s ‘homophily’. This is the extent to 
which an individual’s network contains people with the same characteristics and attributes as 
the individual. For each respondent we generated a set of summary measures to measure 
the homophily of their network of listed friends. These measures were simply the average 
number of friends in their friendship network with the same characteristics. So a female 
respondent who had listed three friends, two of whom were also female, was given a gender 

                                                
1
 A total of 1164 respondents were asked to complete the task, however, 13 refused, 9 were excluded because 

they were known to have listed family members as their sole friends (i.e. they had specified ‘husband’, ‘wife’, 
‘daughter’, etc.) and 96 were don’t knows. This left complete data for 1046 respondents.  
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score of 0.67, or 67%. Separate measures were calculated for age, gender and ethnicity. On 
average, 77% of the listed friends were the same gender as the respondent, 56% of the 
listed friends were in the same age group, 93% of listed friends were the same ethnicity. In 
many respects we would expect to see these patterns; levels of homophily will be lower for 
age than gender as age has a larger number of categories, while levels of homophily for 
ethnicity will depend in part on opportunity. Some of this difference is therefore an artefact of 
the data. However, the data are still useful as they allow us to make some comparisons 
across sub-groups that can be used to indicate whether there were sub-groups of 
respondents who were more likely to have friendship networks with high rates of homophily.  
 
Figure 5.1 shows the proportion of listed friends with the same characteristics as the 
respondent by age, gender and ethnicity. Women were more likely to have listed friends of 
the same gender, 82% of the friends listed by women were other women, whereas 71% of 
the friends listed by men were other men. There were also some differences by age and 
ethnicity. Individuals in the youngest age group were more likely to have friends in the same 
age group, individuals from white ethnic groups are more likely to have listed friends of the 
same ethnicity.   
 

Figure 4.1 Proportion of friends with the same attributes as the respondent 

 

Friendship order 
In addition to the summary measures, we were also interested in whether the degree of 
similarity between respondents and their friends varied by the order in which the friend had 
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been listed (whether they had been listed first, second or third) and whether or not the friend 
lived locally. These analyses were carried out at data transposed to friendship-level. Figure 
5.2 shows the proportion of listed friends with the same characteristics as the respondent, by 
person order.  
 

Figure 4.2 Characteristics of each listed friend 

 
 
There were significant differences by age and proximity; the first person listed was 
significantly more likely to be in the same age group as the respondent and to live nearby.  
There were no differences in the degree of similarity of ethnic group by person order.  

Proximity 
Another important concept in Social Network Analysis is proximity. For each respondent this 
is measured as the proportion of listed friends that live locally. On average, 44% of the 
friends listed by respondents lived locally.  
 
Figure 5.3 shows how this breaks down by different respondent characteristics. There are 
some large differences by age, ethnicity, gender and education. Respondents were more 
likely to have local friends if they are in the youngest or oldest age groups, if they have no 
qualifications and if they have a lower household income. There are large differences by 
ethnicity, with Black and Asian groups more likely to have local friends. The mixed group had 
a particularly low proportion of local friends, however this group also has a small base size.  
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Figure 4.3 Average proportion of local friends by respondent characteristics  

 

CHAID analysis was used to further investigate differences in characteristics of people 
whose friends lived locally and those whose friends did not. CHAID allows data to be split 
into a set of distinct sub-groups, called ‘classes’, based on information from a number of 
input variables (in this analysis, the input variables are the respondent’s socio-demographic 
characteristics) and an outcome variable (the proportion of friends a respondent has listed 
who lived locally. The detailed results and description of classes is included in an appendix.  
 
The variable most significantly related to proximity was income. The sample was therefore 
split by income. Two groups were formed; the first group contains individuals whose 
household income is less than or equal to £1,200 PCM. The second contains individuals with 
household incomes greater than that. This process was repeated for each of the two groups. 
The low income group was split into two further groups, one containing individuals whose 
main income source is pensions or employment and the second containing individuals 
whose main source of income is benefits/tax credits. The employment group was split once 
more by age. There were no further splits. 
 
The most likely to have local friends (at 70%) were people with a low income and who 
received social security benefits. At the other end of the spectrum, those with higher income, 
aged 25-35 and with higher education were least likely to have local friends (20%). 
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Are local friends more ‘alike’? 

In addition to looking at the relationships between respondent characteristics and proximity 
of friends, we were interested in whether local friends were more similar to the respondent 
(in terms of age, gender and ethnicity) than non-local friends. There were some differences.  
 
Figure 5.4 shows the average number of friends with similar characteristics by proximity. A 
friend of the same gender was significantly less likely to live locally than a friend of a 
different gender (note - where possible we have removed family members, however, there 
may be some impact of respondents listing spouses and partners). However, a friend of the 
same ethnicity was significantly more likely to live locally, which indicates the ethnic mix of a 
local area is likely to be an important factors in these friendships. There were no significant 
differences by age group.  
 

Figure 4.4 Proportion of friends with the same characteristics by whether or 
not they live locally 

 

Relationship with ‘subjective’ questions 
The questionnaire also contained a number of ‘subjective’ friendships questions. These 
questions asked about the perceived proportions of friends the respondent has belonging to 
different age, gender and ethnic groups. Respondents were also asked to estimate what 
proportion of their friends lived locally. 
 
These questions were compared to the information collected about listed friends. Hence 
where a respondent had said a high proportion of their friends were from a different age, 
gender or ethnic group, we would expect this to be reflected in the characteristics of their 
listed friends.  
 
Figure 5.5 shows the proportion of listed friends with the same age, gender or ethnic group, 
and how this breaks down across the different response categories of the subjective 
questions. As expected, there was a high degree of consistency between the two measures: 
respondents who said a large proportion of their friends were the same gender, ethnicity or 
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age were more likely to have listed friends who were the same gender, age group or ethnic 
groups. Similarly, respondents who said a large proportion of friends lived locally had listed a 
larger proportion of local friends. This is reassuring though there are indications that people 
over-estimate the proportion of friends from a different ethnicity and, to a lower extent, 
friends from a different gender.     
 

Figure 4.5 Proportion of listed friends the same characteristics by response 
to the subjective questions  

 

 
The NatCen Panel sample was, by necessity, split into two random halves; one half received 
the community cohesion questions and the other half received the social mixing questions. 
This meant we could not use this data to establish links between social mixing and views on 
cohesion. The fact that the subjective friendship questions are shown to be reasonable 
proxies for the social mixing questions means we can instead carry out this analysis using 
data from the Community Life survey. This is addressed in the following section.  
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5 The relationship between friendship 
networks, social mixing and cohesion  

In this section we further investigate the relationships between subjective views on local 
area, friendship networks, social mixing, individual characteristics, area characteristics and 
community cohesion. We hypothesised that the relationships between these different factors 
is more complicated than those that can be described by a standard regression model. It is 
possible that the impact of different aspects of cohesion were mitigated by respondent 
characteristics and vice versa. We therefore used a Structural Equation Model (SEM) to 
investigate these relationships further This analysis used data from the Community Life 
Survey, since this survey contained both questions about community cohesion and 
subjective friendship questions about perceived social mixing. 

Background to SEM 
SEM is a technique used to test causal relationships in data. The first stage is to produce a 
hypothesised path model that shows theoretical links between different characteristics. SEM 
is then used to test whether this model is supported by the data.  
 
A number of methods fall under the umbrella of ‘SEM’. The approach we have used is an 
extension of a multiple regression model. It can handle multiple predictor variablesix and can 
include both latent factors and observed variables in the same model. In that respect, SEM 
can be thought of as a combination of multiple regression and confirmatory factor analysis. 
(It is also possible to use SEM to model more than one outcome variable at a time, although 
this has not been done in this analysis).  

Path diagram of factors relating to community 
cohesion  
Path diagrams are figures which show the direct and indirect links between predictors and 
outcomes. They are a useful visual tool to help understand the relationships being modelled.  
 
An arrow from A to B represents a direct relationship between these two variables, this is 
modelled in the SEM by regressing variable A on variable B. Compound paths, shown in the 
diagram as an arrow from A to B to C, represent more complicated relationships that require 
more than one regression model. They indicate an indirect relationship between variables A 
and C that is ‘mediated’ by variable B.  
 
In our model the observed variables are used to create factors. The paths between these 
factors are then modelled. Figure 6.1 shows the path diagram for the community cohesion 
model. For the sake of simplicity, this model only shows the paths linking factors. It does not 
show the variables that underlie each factor. Instead the variables that make up each of the 
factors are listed in the appendixx. Standardised coefficients for the structural factors are 
included on the path diagram. These indicate the scale and direction (positive/negative) of 
the relationship. 
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Figure 5.1 Community cohesion path model 
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Interpreting the model 
The model can be used to look at the relationship between neighbourliness, social mixing, 
friendship networks and community cohesion. It also looks at the role that area-level and 
individual level characteristics play in those relationships. 
 
The model indicates that area-level characteristics, specifically, living in an urban area with 
higher levels of deprivation and higher proportion of local population from a non-white ethnic 
background, are negatively related to high levels of community cohesion, where ‘cohesion’ is 
typified by the belief that the local area is one in which individuals from different backgrounds 
get on, pull together and have high levels of trust in each other. It can be seen in the path 
diagram that this is a direct relationship.   
 
The second factor that has a direct impact on community cohesion relates to views on 
neighbourliness. This has a positive relationship with community cohesion; feeling able to 
ask neighbours for favours and regularly chatting is directly related to high levels of 
community cohesion. The third factor with direct links summarises a set of individual 
characteristics related to being ‘well off’. Having a degree, higher income and being in a 
managerial or professional occupation are positively correlated with high community 
cohesion.  
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The three direct links therefore cover attitudes and behaviour towards neighbours, 
characteristics of the area itself and characteristics defining individuals who are likely to be 
materially better off. These factors have strong direct relationships with cohesion.  
The model then shows a number of indirect relationships. Levels of social mixing, the 
presence of ‘transient’ characteristics and the nature of an individual’s friendship network all 
have indirect impacts on views of community cohesion. The impact of these factors is 
mitigated by other factors.  
 
The impact of friendship networks (the regularity of meeting friends and family and the 
existence of a support network) on community cohesion is mitigated by attitudes and 
behaviour towards neighbours. So while there is a strong positive relationship between the 
friendship factor and the neighbourly factor, the eventual impact of friendship on community 
cohesion is indirect. This means the impact of a close and supportive friendship network on 
community cohesion is either amplified by positive relationships with neighbours, resulting in 
high community cohesion, or dampened if those neighbourhood relationships are weak.  
 
Similarly, we can see that the transient characteristics are mitigated by both the material 
wellbeing of the individual and their relationships with neighbours. The coefficients here are 
both negative, which implies that transient characteristics have a negative but indirect impact 
on high cohesion. This impact is reduced if the individual is well off or has strong 
neighbourhood ties. Hence an individual who is single, renting and recently moved to the 
area will have higher cohesion if they also have a degree, higher income and in a 
managerial position or has strong neighbourhood ties.  
 
Social mixing (having a higher proportion of friends from a different age, education or ethnic 
group) is the final factor with an indirect impact. The coefficient here is positive but relatively 
small, indicating that social mixing has only a small impact on cohesion. The extent to which 
higher levels of social mixing lead to high cohesion is mitigated by how well off the individual 
is.  
 
The final link in the path diagram is from the area factor to social mixing. This implies that, in 
addition to having a direct impact on cohesion, the area level characteristics also impact on 
the degree of social mixing, which in turns impacts indirectly on community cohesion. Living 
in an urban area with higher levels of deprivation and higher proportion of local population 
from a non-white ethnic background is strongly and positively related with a higher degree of 
social mixing, however, the impact of that on cohesion is weak.  
 
The full model output and goodness of fit tests are shown in an appendix.  
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6 Conclusions 
The purpose of this research project was to examine overall perceived levels of community 
cohesion, the levels of community involvement, and patterns of social mixing. The research 
is based on some new questions on the NatCen Panel as well as conducting some 
additional analysis of the Community Life survey. To be clear, this report has not set out to 
assess all aspects of community or social cohesion, such as views towards national identity 
or levels of residential segregation. 

 
Our starting position was that it would be reasonable to expect levels of national and 
community cohesion to be challenged due to some major social changes, but that 
community activity is resilient and attitudes are broadly tolerant.  
 
From what we can measure, the picture is mixed. On the one hand, we see plenty of signs 
of a healthy cohesive society – the vast majority of people greet their neighbours, the 
majority agree when presented statements about people getting on together or being able to 
turn to neighbours for advice, and many people draw friends from their local community. 
Whilst this research has not focussed on change over time, there is nothing in other 
research to suggest a dip in the main indicators of cohesion. On the other hand, a sizeable 
minority are not actively taking part in any kind of community involvement and don’t feel 
comfortable leaving a set of keys with the neighbour. There are high levels of similarity in 
social mixing with friends according to age, gender and ethnicity. It is particularly telling that 
those who have lived in neighbourhoods for the longest period of time are least positive 
about cohesion in their area. Others with least positive views particularly stand out as private 
and social renters. 
 
It is arguable to characterise peoples’ sense of cohesion and community as wide but 
shallow. The patterns chime with other research on community involvement that highlights 
the importance of a relatively small ‘committed core’ but with larger blocks of the population 
classed as the ‘secondary core’ or ‘non-engaged core’xi.  
 
A lot of research in cohesion has focussed on the trying to understand the relationship 
between peoples’ local interactions and their attitudesxii. So, for example, does living in a 
mixed neighbourhood make people feel more positive about cohesion amongst diverse 
groups? The model of community cohesions explored here confirms other research that 
living in a disadvantaged area lowers perceptions of cohesion. The fact that most 
disadvantaged areas are also more likely diverse makes it difficult to disentangle the relative 
effects of disadvantage and diversity. It is, however, clear that controlling for area 
deprivation, those with more secure economic status are more positive about cohesion. It 
also shows there independent positive effects from being neighbourly.  
 
Therefore, the drivers of the perceptions of community cohesion are complex and should not 
be treated as linear. Encouraging neighbourliness is associated with greater cohesion but, 
importantly, so is increasing peoples’ income and improving local areas. Beyond this, social 
mixing and friendship groups are not, by themselves, as strongly associated with increased 
cohesion as may have been expected though clearly still important.  
 
Examining community cohesion from these different perspectives helps with understanding 
but there is still plenty of scope for new lines of enquiry. For example, it would be helpful to 
know more about social mixing and interactions outside of family and friendship groups, and 
whether they are perceived as positive or negative. It would also be useful to know more 
about social mixing by class, tenure of education, and in relation to local population mix 
according to these and other factors – such has been tried in integration surveysxiii.  
Moreover, the existing evidence does not get at the extent to levels of cohesion are affecting 
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well-being, and how people form overall attitudes and behaviours in relation to 
neighbourliness and community involvement.  
 
Policy needs to take account of the fact that the impacts of social mixing, friendships and 
transience are mitigated by other factors and different approaches will need to be tailored to 
type of area and sub-group. Policy could useful test interventions that most quickly target the 
root causes behind lower levels of cohesion and better take account of peoples’ pathways to 
sensing and supporting cohesive communities.  
 
Ultimately, cohesive communities should be marked by a greater sense of belonging and 
lead to greater ‘collective efficacy’xiv. Measuring this will not be easy but it is encouraging 
that the latest integration strategies by the Government and Mayor for London both suggest 
programmes of local action, backed up by monitoring and research. If the route to greater 
cohesion and efficacy can be better defined then it will be worth the wait and effort.  
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7 Appendices 

 
Annex A:  Logistic regression results 

Feels people from 

different 

backgrounds get on 

(agree/somewhat 

agree)

Feels there is a 

strong sense of 

community 

(agree/somewh

at agree)

Feels belong to 

neighbourhood 

(agree/somewh

at agree)

Trusts neighbours 

(very or fairly 

comfortable)

Sex 1 Male (ref)

2 Female less likely*

Ethnicity 1 White

2 Non-white

more likely*** less likely***

Age 1 18-24 (ref)

2 25-34

3 35-44

4 45-54

5 55-64 more likely*
6 65+ more likely***

Length of time living in area 1 Less than one year more likely*
2 1-5 years (ref)

3 6-9 years

4 10 years or more less likely** more likely**

Household Income 1 Less than £1,200 pm* (ref)

2 £1,201 - 2,200 pm

3 £2,201 - 3,700 pm

4 £3,701 or more pm

Household Type 1 Single person household (ref)

2 Lone parent

3 2 adults (no children) less likely*
4 2 adults (with children)

5 3+ adults (no children)

6 3+ adults (with children*

Economy Activity 1 Full time education less likely**
2 Paid work* (ref)

3 Unemployed less likely** less likely** less likely*
4 Retired more likely** more likely** more likelly***
5 Other less likely*

Tenure 1 Owned/being bought* (ref)

2 Rented (LA) less likely*
3 Rented (HA/Trust/New Town) less likely* less likely***
4 Rented (Private / Other) less likely*** less likely** less likely***

Highest education qualifications 1 Degree* (ref)

2 Higher education below degree

3 A level or equivalent

4 O level/CSE or equivalent

5 Foreign or other

6 No qualification

Long standing condition 1 Yes - affects day-to-day life*

2 Yes - does not affect day-to-day life more likely*
3 No

R Square (Cox and Snell) 0.063 0.045 0.09 0.107

The Reference variable is bold and denoted with (ref)

*P<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** P<0.001  
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Whether 

attends 

community 

centre

Whether 

attends 

community 

celebration

Whether 

chats to 

neighbours 

(weekly)

Whether 

volunteers

Sex 1 Male (ref)

2 Female

Ethnicity 1 White

2 Non-white

Age 1 18-24 (ref)

2 25-34 more likely* less likely*
3 35-44

4 45-54

5 55-64 more 

likely***
6 65+ more likely 

** more likely*

Length of time living in area 1 Less than one year

2 1-5 years (ref)

3 6-9 years

4 10 years or more

Household Income 1 Less than £1,200 pm* (ref)

2 £1,201 - 2,200 pm more 

likely**
3 £2,201 - 3,700 pm

4 £3,701 or more pm more likely*

Household Type 1 Single person household (ref)

2 Lone parent more 

likely***

more 

likely**
3 2 adults (no children)

4 2 adults (with children) more 

likely** more likely*

more 

likely**
5 3+ adults (no children)

6 3+ adults (with children* less likely*

Economy Activity 1 Full time education more likely*
2 Paid work* (ref)

3 Unemployed more likely*
4 Retired more likely* more likely*
5 Other

Tenure 1 Owned/being bought* (ref)

2 Rented (LA) more likely*
3 Rented (HA/Trust/New Town) less likely* less likely*
4 Rented (Private/Other)

less likely* less likely** less likely***
5 Other

Highest education qualifications 1 Degree* (ref)

2 Higher education below degree

3 A level or equivalent more likely*
4 O level/CSE or equivalent less likely***
5 Foreign or other less likely*
6 No qualification less likely***

Long standing condition 1 Yes - affects day-to-day life*

2 Yes - does not affect day-to-day life

3 No

R Square (Cox and Snell) 0.054 0.06 0.112 0.115

The Reference variable is bold and denoted with (ref)

*P<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** P<0.001  
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Annex B: CHAID results 

CHAID2 analysis was used to further investigate differences in characteristics of people 
whose friends lived locally and those whose friends did not. CHAID allows data to be split 
into a set of distinct sub-groups, called ‘classes’, based on information from a number of 
input variables (in this analysis, the input variables are the respondent’s socio-demographic 
characteristics) and an outcome variable (the proportion of friends a respondent has listed 
who lived locally3. 
 
The algorithm runs significance tests between each of the input variables and the outcome 
to identify the variable that is most significantly related to having friends in close proximity. 
The sample is then split by this variable. The variable most significantly related to proximity 
was income. The sample was therefore split by income. Two groups were formed; the first 
group contains individuals whose household income is less than or equal to £1,200 PCM. 
The second contains individuals with household incomes greater than that.  
 
This process is repeated for each of the two groups. The low income group is split into two 
further groups, one containing individuals whose main income source is pensions or 
employment and the second containing individuals whose main source of income is 
benefits/tax credits. The employment group is split once more by age. There are no further 
splits within the low income group, meaning there are three classes with low income: 
 

1. Low income, income through pensions/employment, aged 65 years or over – 58% of 

listed friends are local.  

2. Low income, income through pensions/employment, aged under 65 years – 42% of 

listed  friends are local. 

3. Low income, income through benefits/tax credits – 70% of friends are local. 

Attention is then turned to the higher income group. The algorithm split the higher income 
respondents into three groups according to age. One group containing individuals aged 18-
24, 33-44 and 65+, a second containing individuals aged 54-64 and a third containing 
individuals aged 25-34. This last group (ages 25-34) is further split by education, after which 
there are no further splits for the higher income group. Hence there are four classes with 
higher income and these four classes bring the total number of classes to seven: 
 

4. Higher income, aged 18-24, 33-44, or 65+ years – 48% of listed friends are local. 

5. Higher income, aged 54-64 years – 38% of listed friends are local.  

6. Higher income, aged 24-35 years, highest qualification is at A level or below – 40% of 

friends are local. 

7. Higher income, aged 24-35 years, highest qualification is degree level/higher 

education below degree level – 20% of listed friends are local. 

The CHAID output can be viewed as a tree diagram. This is given in Figure 8.1 below.  
 

                                                
2 The CHAID algorithm splits the data into groups when certain pre-set criteria are met. CHAID stand for CHi 
square Automated Interaction Detection. This simply means the criteria for splitting the sample is based on 
results from chi-square tests 
3 This ranges from zero to one, a value of one implies all the listed friends live locally 
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Figure 7.1 CHAID model for proximity of listed friends 

Whole sample

% local friends: 
44.7%

% of sample: 100%

% local friends: 
57.4%

% of sample: 21.8%

% local friends: 
50.8%

% of sample: 14.4%

Class 1

% local friends: 
58.2%

% of sample: 7.9%

Class 2

% local friends: 
41.8%

% of sample: 6.5%

Class 3

% local friends: 
70.4%

% of sample: 7.3%

% local friends: 
41.1%

% of sample: 78.2%

Class 4

% local friends: 
47.9%

% of sample: 35.5%

Class 5

% local friends: 
38.2% % of sample: 

29.5%

% local friends: 
29.4%% of sample: 

13.3%

Class 6

% local friends: 
40.2%

% of sample: 6.1%

Class 7

% local friends: 
20.1%

% of sample: 7.1%

Income: less than £1,200 PCM Income: £1,200 PCM or more

Income source: 
employment, pensions

Income source: 
benefits

Age: 65 + Age: under 65 

Age: 18-24, 35-44, 65+ Age: 45-64 Age: 25-34

Education: 
Below degree 

Education:
Degree +

 
 
The class with the highest proportion of local friends is Class 3. Seventy per cent of the 
friends listed by these respondents were local. Individuals in Class 3 are characterised by 
having low income and being in receipt of benefits. The group least likely to have listed local 
friends was Class 7. These respondents are in the higher income group, aged 24-35 years 
and have higher education or degree level qualifications. Only twenty per cent of the friends 
listed by this group were local.  
 
Whilst age is not the only factor, it is notable that classes containing older respondents 
(Classes 2 and 4) also tend to have higher levels of local friends. There is also an interesting 
difference in the proportions of local friends by qualifications for Classes 6 and 7. It Is 
possible this is due to mobility around attaining a degree and moving for employment.  
 
Class 4 includes three seemingly different age groups; 18-24 years, 33-44 years and 65+ 
years. These individuals all have similar proportions of local friends, albeit for different 
reasons. This class includes young people who are just starting out, people who may have 
school age children and older people. These three age groups are more likely than the other 
age groups to have local ties 
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Annex C: SEM results 
 
The table below shows the variables that underlie each factor in the model 

Factor Variable 
name  

Variable labels Summary of factor 

Cohesion Stogeth This local area is a place where 
people from different backgrounds 
get on well 

Variables indicating a 
higher degree of 
community cohesion, 
characterised by different 
backgrounds getting on, 
trust in people living in 
the local neighbourhood 
and a feeling that people 
within the local area will 
work together to improve 
it 

  Strust Trust people living in the 
neighbourhood 

  Spull People in this neighbourhood pull 
together to improve the 
neighbourhood 

    

Neighbourly Sfavn Borrow things and exchange 
favours with neighbours 

Variables indicating good 
relations between 
neighbours, 
characterised by 
exchange of favours and 
chatting 

  ncomfort3 Comfortable asking a neighbour to 
collect a few essentials if ill and at 
home 

  Schatn Chat to neighbours, more than 
just to say hello 

    

Well off inc1 Highest income category Variables indicating 
individuals are likely to 
be materially/socially 
better off 

  Degree Has a degree or higher degree 

  Manager Managerial or professional 
occupation 

    
Area  rural11  Urban rural indicator Area-level 

characteristics. Areas 
characterises as being 
urban, having higher 
proportion of population 
from a non-white 
background and being 
more deprived 

  pethdec  Proportion of population in local 
area from a non-white minority 
ethnic group (deciles) 

  emdidec15  Index of multiple deprivation 
(deciles) 

    
Friends frndrel1 How often meet up in person with 

friends and family 
Variables that indicate 
closeness of friendship 
ties and existence of a 
support network 

  frndsat1  There are people around if I 
needed help 

    

Transient  rent  Rents accommodation Variables related to less 
settled households and 
more 'transient' states 

  Single Single, never married 

  Newinarea Has lived in the local area <1 year 

    

Social Mix Sage Proportion of friends in other age 
groups 

Variables that indicate a 
higher degree of social 
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  Srace Proportion of friends from other 
ethnic group 

mixing 

  Seduc Proportion of friends from other 
educational backgrounds 

 

The table below shows coefficients for the SEM  

Var/factor Coef. Std Err Z score P>z 
95% 
Conf. Interval 

     
Lower Upper 

Structural 
      Neighbour  0.22 0.010 23.0 0.000 0.20 0.24 

Material  0.22 0.039 5.6 0.000 0.14 0.30 

Area  -0.48 0.042 -11.3 0.000 -0.56 -0.40 

       Neighbour  <- 
    Regular  1.34 0.614 2.2 0.029 0.14 2.54 

Transient  -0.57 0.295 -1.9 0.053 -1.15 0.01 

       Material  <- 
    Socmix  0.05 0.009 4.8 0.000 0.03 0.06 

Transient  -0.17 0.016 -11.0 0.000 -0.21 -0.14 

       Socmix  <- 
    Area  0.83 0.101 8.2 0.000 0.63 1.03 

       Measurement  
     stogethnew  <- 

    Cohesion  1.00 
     _cons  2.99 0.008 380.8 0.000 2.97 3.00 

       strustnew  <- 
    Cohesion  3.03 0.131 23.2 0.000 2.78 3.29 

_cons  3.13 0.010 305.7 0.000 3.11 3.15 

       spullnew  <- 
    Cohesion  2.62 0.098 26.8 0.000 2.42 2.81 

_cons  2.57 0.010 253.4 0.000 2.55 2.59 

       sfavnnew  <- 
    Neighbour  1.00 

     _cons  2.16 0.012 182.8 0.000 2.14 2.19 

       ncomfort3new  <- 
    Neighbour  1.14 0.018 63.7 0.000 1.11 1.18 

_cons  2.48 0.013 197.2 0.000 2.46 2.51 

       schatnnew  <- 
    Neighbour  1.07 0.024 44.8 0.000 1.02 1.12 

_cons  3.24 0.014 224.7 0.000 3.21 3.26 
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       inc1  <- 
    Material  1.00 

     _cons  0.10 0.003 28.6 0.000 0.09 0.11 

       manager  <- 
    Material  2.68 0.143 18.7 0.000 2.40 2.96 

_cons  0.41 0.006 72.1 0.000 0.40 0.43 

       degree  <- 
    Material  1.87 0.081 23.1 0.000 1.71 2.03 

_cons  0.35 0.006 62.4 0.000 0.33 0.36 

       frndrel1new  <- 
    Regular  1.00 

     _cons  5.02 0.019 266.1 0.000 4.98 5.05 

       frndsat1new  <- 
    Regular  0.61 0.058 10.6 0.000 0.50 0.72 

_cons  3.62 0.007 499.6 0.000 3.60 3.63 

       sagenew  <- 
    Socmix  1.00 

     _cons  2.32 0.010 231.4 0.000 2.30 2.34 

       sracenew  <- 
    Socmix  2.58 0.294 8.8 0.000 2.01 3.16 

_cons  1.93 0.010 186.0 0.000 1.91 1.95 

       seducnew  <- 
    Socmix  0.81 0.045 18.1 0.000 0.72 0.89 

_cons  2.32 0.011 220.7 0.000 2.30 2.34 

       rent  <- 
    Transient  1.00 

     _cons  0.26 0.005 50.4 0.000 0.25 0.27 

       mar3  <- 
    Transient  0.67 0.034 20.0 0.000 0.61 0.74 

_cons  0.21 0.005 44.7 0.000 0.20 0.22 

       newinarea  <- 
    Transient  0.12 0.010 11.5 0.000 0.10 0.14 

_cons  0.03 0.002 14.9 0.000 0.03 0.03 

       rural11  <- 
    Area  1.00 

     _cons  0.86 0.004 214.4 0.000 0.85 0.87 
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       pethdec  <- 
    Area  11.01 0.434 25.4 0.000 10.15 11.86 

_cons  6.87 0.033 209.4 0.000 6.81 6.94 

       emdidec15  <- 
    Area  -16.49 0.912 -18.1 0.000 -18.28 -14.70 

_cons  5.54 0.033 166.6 0.000 5.47 5.60 

 
Fit statistic Value Description 

   Population error 
 RMSEA 0.043 Root mean squared error of approximation  

90% CI, lower 
bound 0.041 

 upper bound 0.045 
 pclose 1 Probability RMSEA <= 0.05 

   Baseline 
comparison 

 CFI 0.94 Comparative fit index 

TLI 0.91 Tucker-Lewis index 

 
Models are generally considered a good fit if both CFI and TLI are greater than 0.9 and if 
RMSE is less than 0.05.
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