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ABSTRACT 

In the city of Deventer, social cohesion is measured and rated on a scale of 1 to 10. Since 2011 the social cohesion 

measurement has been  rapidly declining, dropping to a 5.7 in 2011 and hitting an all-time low of 5.3 in 2013 (Deventer, 

2014; Nuus & Baks, 2012; Van der Velden, 2007). As such, the city of Deventer is eager to turn the tides and is actively 

looking for a way to increase social cohesion, but is unsure on how to proceed. Recently a call for community centers 

as a solution for increasing social cohesion has been broadcast on various platforms because of the issues in Zaandam, 

but is this really the solution? Research by Peterson (2015) and Hickman (2012) has shown that community centers 

can affect social cohesion of neighborhoods by being a venue for Social Interaction and networks. Despite 

acknowledging the potential effect of community centers on social cohesion, Peterson (2015) and Hickman (2012) do 

not offer conclusive scientific evidence to back the aforementioned acknowledgement. This thesis will therefore strive 

to answer to the question ‘’To what extent and in what way does a community center contribute to social cohesion in 

a neighborhood?’’. In order to answer this question, a qualitative research design was used. The data for the research 

will be collected through interviews conducted with volunteers of the community center ‘’Het Huis van de Wijk’’. A 

community center consists of three layers: The management layer, the volunteer layer and the participant layer. The 

participant layer is the heart and soul of the community center with Social Interaction, Civic Engagement and co-

operational problem solving being abundantly present. The volunteer layer maintains the activities and experiences a 

large amount of Social Interaction but a lesser amount of Civic Engagement and co-operational problem solving. The 

management layer sets the goals of the community center in accordance with the wishes of the participant layer and 

the volunteer layer and screens all the activities. After analyzing the interviews, this research concludes that the role 

of the management layer remains partially unclear. It should be noted however that due to the nature of the study, this 

research can only provide an answer to how a community center can contribute to social cohesion and not to what 

extent it can contribute. Quantitative research should be performed in order to answer to what extent a community 

center can contribute to social cohesion. As such, this researches concludes that a community center could contribute 

to social cohesion by providing a place where the participant layer can organize activities. By organizing activities 

Social Interaction occurs and Civic Engagement and co-operational problem solving is triggered. Together these three 

give shape to social networks and social cohesion that form social cohesion. The research is relevant from a both 

scientific and societal point of view for it increases the scientific knowledge available on this topic, which until now 

has been an under developed area of scientific study. This thesis can also help policy-makers to understand the 

importance and effectiveness of a community center in increasing social cohesion in other neighborhoods and can help 

community centers finding the best approach on how to organize activities. 

Keywords; Social Cohesion, community center, Neighborhood, Social Interaction, Civic Engagement, Co-operational 

Problem Solving, Micro-social worlds  
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1. INTRODUCTION   

On march 22nd 2007, the minister of Integration and Housing, Ella Vogelaar published a list of 

40 Dutch so-called problematic neighborhoods. These neighborhoods had physical, social and 

economic issues which needed to be attended. The idea behind the list was that these 40 

neighborhoods would experience major improvements in a timespan of ten years on topics like 

employment opportunities, safety, integration and education (Leidelmeijer et al., 2015, p. 5). No 

longer would we speak of disadvantaged neighborhoods but of ''Powerful neighborhoods'' or 

''Splendor neighborhoods''. After the introduction of this list, the neighborhoods who are listed on 

it became known as vogelaarwijken. 

The introduction of the vogelaarwijken created an urgency and thereby a windows of opportunity 

for municipalities to improve the quality of life in these neighborhoods. The national government 

provided municipalities, who had neighborhoods on this list, with a budget of in total 500 million 

euros for support. With this support, municipalities could improve these neighborhoods so they 

could meet up to the average rating of the city in ten years of time. Even though the Vogelaar list 

provided a window of opportunity and generated funds, it also had a downside. It stigmatized the 

neighborhoods on those lists as unfriendly, unsafe, poor and socially deprived.  

This research will focus on social cohesion in the Rivierenwijk. Social cohesion in the city of 

Deventer and its neighborhoods is rated every two years on a scale ranging from 0 to 10 with 0 

meaning no social cohesion and 10 meaning high social cohesion. After the intervention under 

the influence of the Vogelaar program the expectation was that the cohesion in the neighborhood 

would rise and in the beginning this held true. Research conducted in the neighborhood shows 

that the cohesion in the Rivierenwijk was rated with a 5.6 in 2004. After the publishing of the 

Vogelaar list in 2007 the rating had risen to a 5.8. In 2009 the rating rose once more to a 5.9. 

However, since 2011 the social cohesion measurement has been  rapidly declining, dropping to a 

5.7 in 2011 and hitting an all-time low of 5.3 in 2013 (Deventer, 2014; Nuus & Baks, 2012; Van 

der Velden, 2007).  

This research will look at how community centers can play a role in contributing to social 

cohesion in neighborhoods. A community center is a semi-public space where interactions 

between different groups of people can take place through the use of activities. The effect of a 

community center on social cohesion is under researched and there is almost no scientific 
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research available about this topic. The paper by Peterson (2015) shows that encounters between 

groups with a different cultural backgrounds are considerably higher if contacts are made in a 

community center compared to other places. These encounters are important since they stimulate 

enduring relationship, feelings of belonging and social contact. Community centers do also serve 

as places that helps the citizens of its neighborhood to realize their ideas and initiatives. It is a 

gathering place for social activities but also place of guidance for citizens who are in need of 

help. Hickman (2012)states that community centers in deprived neighborhoods are likely to be 

more used than centers in areas that are better off. They also tend to play a large role in the lives 

of the visitors since they are a venue for Social Interaction and networking (Hickman, 2012). 

Despite acknowledging the potential effect of community centers on social cohesion, Peterson 

(2015) and Hickman (2012) do not offer conclusive scientific evidence to back the 

aforementioned acknowledgement. 

1.1 THE RESEARCH QUESTION 

The research question for my research is ‘’To what extent and in what way does a community 

center contribute to social cohesion in a neighborhood?’’ 

In order to be able to answer the research question, it is important to know exactly what social 

cohesion entails. As such, it is prudent to answer the following sub question: 

1. How is social cohesion conceptualized, and which theory is appropriate for the purpose 

of this research?  

In their paper review, Kearns and Forrest (2000) reviewed 34 articles in an attempt to 

conceptualize social cohesion. They came to the conclusion that social cohesion is a multi-

dimensional concept that consists of five dimensions, namely: 1. Common values and a civic 

culture, 2. Social order and social control, 3. Social solidarity and reductions in wealth disparities, 

4. Social networks and social capital, and 5. Place attachment and identity. The theoretical 

framework section of this thesis will provide an overview of most dominant streams in theory of 

social cohesion, with reference to the review by Kearns and Forrest (2000). 

For reasons that will be explained in more detail in the analytical framework, Social networks 

and social capital dimension is the most appropriate dimension for the purpose of this research. 
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This dimension focusses on the strengths of Social Interaction, collective action and the power of 

social networks. As such, the following second sub question was formulated: 

2. How does the community center contribute to social networks and social capital? 

The community center is a multi-faceted organization which organizes multiple activities and 

stimulates social help. The activities are organized by volunteers who have their own roles and 

ambitions. This sub question will shed light on the contribution of a volunteer in the community 

center and how their activities can shape social networks and social capital in the neighborhood. 

1.2 SCIENTIFIC AND SOCIAL RELEVANCE 

The effect of a community center on social cohesion is under-researched. This is reflected in the 

low amount of scientific research done on this topic (de Leon et al., 2009; Marissing, 2006; Wu, 

Carter, Goins, & Cheng, 2005) This research strives to add new insights and information on this 

topic . The research is relevant from a both scientific and societal point of view for it increases 

the scientific knowledge available on this topic, which until now has been an under developed 

area of scientific study (de Leon et al., 2009; Marissing, 2006; Wu et al., 2005). This thesis can 

also help policy-makers to understand the importance and effectiveness of a community center in 

increasing social cohesion in other neighborhoods and can help community centers finding the 

best approach on how to organize activities. 

2. ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK 

The first part of the analytical framework will be used to explain the functioning of the 

community center. It will introduce the three layers a community center consists of and will show 

how these correspond with the indicators that are used in this research in a graphic model. 

The second part will focus on the theory concerning social cohesion. This part will provide the 

reader with the definitions of social cohesion, social networks and social capital. Social cohesion, 

social networks and social capital have already been extensively researched (Forrest & Kearns, 

2001; Kearns & Forrest, 2000). The third part this analytical framework will therefore provide an 

answer on how to conceptualize social cohesion. Therefore, the third part will provide an answer 

on how to conceptualize social cohesion. The fourth part will provide the definitions of the most 

important characteristics of social networks and social capital. The fifth part will show the 
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corresponding indicators and measurements. The sixth part will bring this all together in one 

graphical model. 

2.1 THE COMMUNITY CENTER 

Community centers can serve as places that helps the citizens of the neighborhood in which the 

community center is located to realize their ideas and initiatives. It is a gathering place for social 

activities but also place of guidance for citizens who are in need of help. Hickman (2012)states 

that community centers in disadvantaged neighborhoods are likely to be more used then centers 

in areas that are better off. They also tend to play a large role in the lives of the visitors since they 

are a venue for Social Interaction and networking. Because they serve as a venue for Social 

Interaction and networking, community centers can help with improving the social cohesion in 

the neighborhood of its location. 

For the purpose of this research, the community center will be split into three separate layers that 

interact with each other and external parties. Each of these layers contribute to social cohesion by 

contributing to social networks and social capital. The layers used in this research are the 

Management layer, The Volunteer layer and The Participant layer 

The management layer consists of the board of management, as defined by the articles of 

incorporation. They set the goals for the community center and these goals are reflected into their 

norms, values and the activities they allow to take place in their community center. These goals 

are created through contact with different actors such as stakeholders, visitors, the municipality, 

sponsors and the community itself. 

The volunteer layer exists of the volunteers as defined by the articles of incorporation. These 

volunteers support the community center by making themselves available to support other 

activities and by organizing their own activities. The volunteer layer is bound by the rules, norms 

and values that are set by the management layer. This will be reflected in the activities they can 

organize, but also in the way they interact with the management layer and the visitors of the 

community center. 

The participant layer consists of the visitors as defined by the articles of incorporation. This layer 

generally consists of visitors that experience the benefits of the activities they take part in. Most 



8 

 

of the interaction they have is with other visitors and with the volunteers in the volunteer layer. 

The interaction with the management layer is expected to be very low. 

2.2 SOCIAL COHESION 

Policies are based upon a better understanding of the expectations of citizens (Morrison, 2003). 

They should take into account the experience the citizens have in neighborhoods. The number of 

governments in Europe that realize that this is the case is constantly increasing (Morrison, 2003, 

p. 116). Neighborhoods are becoming the focal point to coordinate action around and to conduct 

policy intervention upon. The main reason behind this is that a proper social cohesion on the 

societal level can be derived from the quality of the social cohesion at the local level (Morrison, 

2003, p. 116). The level of social cohesion in the Rivierenwijk is fluctuating and compared to the 

other neighborhoods in the city of Deventer it is very low (Deventer, 2014; Nuus, 2009; Nuus & 

Baks, 2012; Van der Velden, 2007). This research can help with uncovering the expectations and 

experience the citizens have of their neighborhood. 

Social cohesion is a concept that is conceptualized by many researchers but most of the time the 

conceptualization is lacking or contradictory to others (Chan, To, & Chan, 2006). In the ongoing 

debate about the definition of social cohesion many stances have been taken. Choosing a 

definition means that it will have consequences for the theories and methodologies that the 

researcher must apply in their research. In their review paper, Kearns and Forrest (2000) analyzed 

multiple views on social cohesion. They concluded that social cohesion can be defined as a 

concept that consist of five dimensions. These dimensions are interlinked and can affect each 

other. Selecting one of these five dimensions will have an immediate effect on the construction of 

the frame that will applied to research social cohesion and how social cohesion is defined since 

they all have their own conceptualization. 
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The five dimensions, also referred as ‘’Domains’’ are as seen in table 1 as how they are defined 

in the review article by Forrest and Kearns (2001, p. 2129): 

 

The first dimension is that of common values and a civic culture. In this dimension, social 

cohesion is shaped through the common values the members of a society share that helps them to 

identify common aims and objectives. It will enable them to share a common set of moral 

principles and codes of behavior that is the basis for how they conduct their relation with one 

another (Kearns & Forrest, 2000, p. 997) 

The second dimension, that of social order and social control, refers to the absence of conflict 

within a society. The existing order and system do not have to deal with challenges. Social 

cohesion is a by-product, shaped by routines, demands and reciprocities of everyday life.  

The third dimension, that of social solidarity and reductions in wealth disparities, refers to social 

cohesion as a harmonious development of society and its constituent groups toward common 

economic, social and environmental standards (Kearns & Forrest, 2000, pp. 998-999). This can 

be achieved through the redistribution of finances and opportunities between groups and places. 

Social cohesion implies here that opportunities for income generating activities are extended, 

poverty will be reduced, income gaps will become smaller and unemployment will fall (Kearns & 

Source: Forrest, R., & Kearns, A. (2001). Social cohesion, social capital and the neighbourhood. Urban 
Studies, 38(12), 2125-2143.  
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Forrest, 2000). It is all about equality as is reflected in the main elements: redistribution of 

service, equal access to services and welfare benefits.  

The fourth dimension is that of Social Networks and Social Capital. A social cohesive society in 

this dimension is viewed as a society that contains a high amount of Social Interaction, Civic 

Engagement and co-operative problem solving. Together, these three will result in a society that 

contains strong social networks and the creation of social capital of which the neighborhood can 

profit. 

The last and fifth dimension, that of place attachment and identity, implies that strong attachment 

to a place and by intertwining of people’s identities with places will lead to social cohesion.  The 

attachment and intertwining will have a positive effect on common values, norms and a 

willingness to participate in a community or neighborhood (Kearns & Forrest, 2000). 

2.2.1 SELECTING A DIMENSION 

The focus of this research is on how a community center can contribute to the social cohesion in 

a neighborhood. The review article  by Kearns and Forrest (2000) provided five good dimension 

and corresponding theories, but due to time limitations, feasibility and incompatibility issues, not 

all of these dimensions will be applied in my research. 

The dimension of common values and civic culture fell a little bit short compared to the 

intentions of this research. This dimension focusses on the creation of common goals, rules of 

conduct, principles and behavior. Even though these factors are part of what this research wants 

to address, it is lacking important aspects that other dimensions do cover. Besides that, it would 

also take a lot more time and recourses to obtain the needed data for this research which was not 

feasible. 

The second dimension is a dimension that was considered for this research but fell a little bit 

short. The reason for this is that it focusses on social control and intergroup co-operation but 

lacks the effects of social networks and Civic Engagement. Besides that, it also focusses on some 

concepts like threats to existing order and absence of general conflict (Kearns & Forrest, 2000). 

While absence of general conflict is something that could be part of this research, it is not entirely 

what this research is looking for. The main interest of this research lies in finding out how 

general conflict can be prevented through the use of a community. 



11 

 

The third dimension was not selected because this dimension operates on a much higher scale. 

Where this research takes places on a local scale in neighborhood, the third dimension focusses 

mainly on the national and international level.  Besides that, it also focusses on equality and 

redistribution of wealth. This dimension also aims at reducing the wealth disparities that exist, 

which is not a part of what this research intends to do. It does, however, focuses on assisting 

people in your surroundings that are in need of support, which means that it also targets social 

support networks. The fact that it does harbor one of the elements that this research wants to 

study is not enough to select this dimension as the basis for this research. 

The dimension that is used in this research is the fourth dimension, that of Social Networks and 

Social Capital. The reason that this research used this dimension is due to limitations of time, 

resources and feasibility. The other dimensions only focus partly on the elements that this 

research intends to focus on, making this dimension a decent choice for this research. Social 

Interaction, Civic Engagement and co-operational action to solve problems are all important 

characteristics that can be found in the functioning of a community center. It takes into account 

most of the aspects that a community center facilitates: Interaction, associational activities, the 

realization of engagement, the creation of networks and problem solving. Besides that, it also 

takes aim at the creation of social capital, something that a community center can also provide. 

Support for political institutions or the economic development as mentioned in the other 

dimensions is not important for this research. What this research aims at is how a community 

center can contribute to the social cohesion in a neighborhood. Because of the limitations of this 

research and the aims of this research, the fourth dimension as proposed by Kearns and Forrest 

(2000) is the best candidate for that. Social cohesion can be maintained at the local level through 

socializing and mutual support. Social networks are important since a cohesive society is a 

society that can solve dilemmas and problems through collective action fueled by their network 

(Kearns & Forrest, 2000, pp. 999-1000). 

The fifth dimension, that of place attachment and identity, was a dimension that could have been 

part of this research. It focusses on the attachment of people to certain places in their 

neighborhood and the creation of common identity of the neighborhoods inhabitants. While it 

does focus on the (intertwining) identities of inhabitants of a neighborhood and the interaction 

between them, it neglects the forming of social networks and co-operation.  
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2.3 CONCEPTUALIZATION OF SOCIAL NETWORKS AND SOCIAL CAPITAL 

The fourth dimension of Kearns and Forrest (2000) consists of two equally important parts. These 

are Social Networks and Social Capital. First, an overview of how different researchers look at 

what Social Networks are, will be provided. This overview will be concluded with what form will 

be used for this research. After that, social capital will be introduced. This part will show what it 

is and how it will be conceptualized for this research. While social networks and social capital 

can be seen as two different entities, Kearns and Forrest (2000) show that social networks can 

improve social capital. 

2.3.1 SOCIAL NETWORKS 

When observing a social cohesive society, it will become clear that that this cohesion is a product 

of interactions within communities and families. Through this interaction, social cohesion can be 

maintained at a local level. This is done through the processes of socialization and mutual 

support.  The main issue in sociological research when it comes to social networks is whether the 

strong or the weak social ties are more important.  

The accepted standard is that the strong social ties are of the greatest importance but this stance is 

receiving more and more critique. Research by (Henning & Lieberg, 1996) show that the weak 

ties, like friendships, can outnumber the strong ties in a neighborhood and provide a better feeling 

of identity, security and home. McGlone, Park, and Roberts (1996) show in their research that the 

strong ties like family and kinship are the most important, but that that the small, weak ties are 

contacted more regularly and are gaining more priority. (Pahl & Spencer, 1997); Pahl and 

Spencer (2010) go further on this stance and show that the strength of friends and friendship 

networks are something that is in need of more research. Weak ties like friendship are continuing 

to grow in importance. Friends can ranged from simple relationships based on shared activities, 

fun or favors, to more complex and inmate ties involving emotional support and trust – from 

associates and what some referred to as ‘champagne friends’, to confidants and ‘soul-mates’ 

(Pahl & Spencer, 2010, p. 199).  

Pahl and Spencer (1997) describe this as creating micro-social worlds. In these worlds people 

who are feeling connected socialize with each other. They try to maintain these micro-social 

worlds. People also act alike and become part of the same social network which are shaped by 
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their relationship which is based on friendship. Micro-social world, acting alike and friendship-

based relationship help people to live their lives more effectively and responsibly according to 

(Pahl & Spencer, 1997). (Pahl & Spencer, 1997, 2010) show that the strength and density of 

social ties are not that important at all. Furthermore, they contest that the strength of social ties 

has a link with social cohesion. It is not the quantity that is important when we speak about the 

meaning and content of relationships, but about the quality (Pahl & Spencer, 1997).  

The stance that take concerning social networks and social support networks fits well with the 

kind of network that exists in a community center. In a community center people form their own 

social (support) network. People come together to enjoy and participate in activities, to learn 

certain skills or to receive help when needed. When they keep coming to the community center 

they can maintain their social (support) network. It does not matter if the links that ties these 

persons together are weak or strong. It is the quality and not the quantity that matters! 

Social networks are in this research defined as: Networks of like-minded people that contains a 

high degree of Social Interaction, socialization and Civic Engagement. 

 

2.3.2 SOCIAL CAPITAL 

According to (Putnam, 1998, p. V), social capital refers to the norms and networks of civil 

society that ‘’lubricates’’ co-operative action among both citizens and their institutions. Without 

adequate supplies of social capital—that is, without Civic Engagement, healthy community 

institutions, norms of mutual reciprocity, and trust–social institutions falter (Kearns & Forrest, 

2000). Social Capital is thus a construct that can be accumulated.  

The associational activity in neighborhoods and community organizations result in constituting 

and producing social capital. A society that can solve problems and dilemmas through collective 

action is a cohesive society and existing relationships and networks can strengthen a cohesive 

society. Networks and relationships can sustain expectations, norms and trust which facilitate the 

solving of problems and dilemmas (Kearns & Forrest, 2000). Leadbeater (1997, p. 3) states in his 

book that clubs- in the case of this research, a community center- can serve as a place that brings 

people together and lubricates co-operative action. This can help in forming increasingly divers 

and complex societies which in turn causes a higher social cohesion (Kearns & Forrest, 2000). 
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Social capital can serve as an answer to social problems that bureaucracy can't solve. People 

become connected to each other through Civic Engagement which in turn can result co-operative 

action, healthy community institutions, norms of mutual reciprocity and trust (Kearns & Forrest, 

2000). 

A community center can fulfill the role that Leadbeater (1997) had in mind when he wrote his 

book. Through the activities that the community center organizes and by being a meeting point 

for people it can help people produce the social capital that is needed to solve problems, start 

collective actions and can help in producing a more cohesive society. 

Social capital will thus be defined as: The combined features of social organization such as 

networks, norms and trust that facilitate co-ordination and co-operation for mutual benefit 

(Forrest & Kearns, 2001, p. 2137).  

2.4 SOCIAL INTERACTION ,  CIVIC ENGAGEMENT  AND CO-OPERATIONAL PROBLEM SOLVING 

To measure Social Networks and Social Capital in this research, indicators will be used to shape 

three important characteristics of social networks and social capital. Kearns and Forrest (2000) 

distinguish between the three main characteristics; Social Interaction, Civic Engagement and Co-

operational problem solving.  

2.4.1 SOCIAL INTERACTION  

Social Interaction is defined in this research as a process in which two or more people interact 

with each other. These interactions facilitate the creation of commonly accepted rules, systems 

and institutions in which they want to live and can lead to the creation of a social network. This 

interaction can take place on a horizontal but also vertical level (Kearns & Forrest, 2000). 

2.4.2 CIVIC ENGAGEMENT  

Civic Engagement can be defined as very broad indicator since its scope enveloped the impact of 

individual action to political actions. For the purpose of this research, Civic Engagement is here 

defined as; The process in which associational activities are created as a result of volunteerism or 

group involvement (Kearns & Forrest, 2000). 
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2.4.3 CO-OPERATIONAL PROBLEM SOLVING 

The same definition of Co-operational problem solving by Kearns and Forrest (2000) will be 

used;  Overcoming community problems through collective action. However, the definition of 

community problems in this research will be different than the ones Kearns and Forrest (2000) 

uses. They define community problems as problems that need extensive planning and analysis to 

be solved. Examples of these problems are increasing wealth disparities, social inequality and 

cultural issues. Social problems will be defined in this research as problems that can be solved 

through communicating with each other without a lot of planning and analysis and can be found 

on a small local scale. Examples are loitering, sound pollution and quarrels between neighbors. 

2.5 INDICATORS 

The indicators for these three characteristics are based on a nominal scale. The following four 

indicators will be used: Present, Intermediately Present, Slightly Present and Absent. The amount 

of times that an event takes place that can be linked to one of the three characteristics will be used 

to determine which indicator will be assigned. This amount of time will be measured on the basis 

of how much events linked to one of the three characteristics is mentioned by the person that is 

interviewed. It will also depend if they brought the even up by themselves, or if they needed 

some hints to remind them of it. The way they talk about such events will also influence which 

indicator will be assigned. The times in which these events take place is limited to one year. This 

time period is long enough to receive enough data and corresponds to the fact that the community 

center used in this research closes every year for a month during the summer. 

Present is used to indicate that the corresponding characteristic is highly present in and/or across 

one or more of the three layers of which a community center consists, during a year.  

Intermediately Present is used to indicate that the corresponding characteristic is moderately 

present in and/or across one or more of the three layers of which a community center consists, 

during a year. 

Slightly Present is used to indicate that the corresponding characteristic is more absent than 

present in and/or across one or more of the three layers of which a community center consists, 

during a year. 
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Absent is used to indicate that the corresponding characteristic is not present in and/or across on 

or more of the three layers of which a community center consists, during a year. 

2.6 GRAPHICAL MODEL AND HYPOTHESES 

The three layers that are present in a community center, the three important characteristics and 

the indicators can be combined into a graphic model. Figure 1 shows what the expectations are on 

how the three layers and indicators will correspond with each other.  

Figure 1. Model consisting of the three community center layers, the three characteristics and the indicators 

Because of the qualitative research design and the exploratory nature of this research combined 

with the time limitations, it became hard to create strong indicators that can be verified with 

quantitative data. Therefore, the placement in the graphic model will depend on my 

interpretations of the data.  

2.6.1 THE MANAGEMENT LAYER 

Figure 1 shows that the expectation is that in the management layer, Social Interaction and Civic 

Engagement are slightly present and that co-operative problem solving is absent. The 

management focusses mainly on setting the goals and rules of the community center. In this 

process they will have some interaction with stakeholders, the volunteer layer and participant 

layer but not to such an extent that it can be classified as intermediately present.  When it comes 
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to Civic Engagement, the expectation is that the management layer will fulfill a supportive role 

for the volunteer layer since they do not organize the activities themselves. Co-operative problem 

solving is absent in the management layer since the expectation is that the management layer will 

keep their distance from such issues and will leave it to the volunteer layer and the participant 

layer since these layers are much closer the problem at hand. The three hypotheses concerning 

the management layer are: 

H1: Social Interaction is slightly present in the management layer. 

H2: Civic Engagement is slightly present in the management layer. 

H3: Co-operative problem solving is absent in the management layer. 

2.6.2 THE VOLUNTEER LAYER 

The volunteer layer is the layer where the most diversity is to be expected when it comes to how 

present the indicators are. The expectation is that Social Interaction will be intermediately 

present because the volunteers in the volunteer layer will not experience the amount of Social 

Interaction that the participant layer experiences. They will only experience the most Social 

Interaction during the time that they executing a social activity. Besides that, they will experience 

Social Interaction with the management layer when the management layer determines whether 

the activity that the volunteer layer wants to organize is appropriate and when they review the 

results of the activities. Because of the nature volunteers and because the volunteer layer exists of 

volunteers that stimulate associational activities and group involvement, it is expect that Civic 

Engagement will be highly present in the volunteer layer. Co-operative problem solving will be 

slightly present in the volunteer layer since it is expected that the volunteer layer will play a 

supportive role when it comes to solve problems in a neighborhood through co-operative action. 

The three hypothesis concerning the volunteer layer are: 

H4: Social Interaction is intermediately present for the volunteer layer. 

H5: Civic Engagement is present for the volunteer layer. 

H6: Co-operational problem solving is slightly present for the volunteer layer. 

 



18 

 

2.6.3 THE PARTICIPANT LAYE R 

The participant layer is the layer which reaps the benefits of the community center. They 

participate in activities and create their own social networks and social capital as a result 

(Forrest & Kearns, 2001; Kearns & Forrest, 2000). When it comes to the indicator Social 

Interaction, the expectation is that it will be present in a very high degree. The participant 

layer will interact with the management layer to establish goals and to express their wishes. 

They will also communicate with the volunteer layer to talk about the activities and evaluate 

it. Inside the participant layer it is expected that the most amount of Social Interaction since 

the visitors will communicate with each other during the activities but also outside the 

activities which can result in the creation of a social network.  

Civic Engagement will be slightly present in the participant layer. The volunteers in the 

volunteer layer will sometimes come from the participant layer, indicating that people in the 

participant layer can show some sense of volunteerism. Besides that, during activities some 

groups may realize that they need another activity to fulfill other needs, resulting in the 

creation of a new activity due to the group process.  

When it comes to solving problems in the neighborhood through co-operative action, it is 

expected that this characteristic will be present to a high degree in the participant layer. 

During the activities, the visitors will talk about small issues that are present in the 

neighborhood and will express their dissatisfaction. Through these interactions they will 

come together and think about way to solve these problems. In the end, the problem at hand 

will be solved through co-operative action in the participant layer. The three hypothesis 

concerning the participant layer are: 

H7: Social Interaction is present for the participant layer. 

H8: Civic Engagement is slightly present for the participant layer. 

H9: Co-operative problem solving is present for the participant layer. 
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Figure 2.  Research Design 

3. METHODOLOGY 

While the focus in the previous chapters was mainly on the questions and theory concerning the 

effect of a community center on social cohesion in a neighborhood, this chapter will focus on the 

applied methodology. The research utilizes qualitative research methods since it helps to 

contribute to a deeper understanding of how the activities of a community center in a 

neighborhood can affect social cohesion. 

First this part will show the structure of the research model. After that it will explain decision for 

the data collection method which will be used to answer my sub-questions. The final part of this 

chapter is focused on the data collection process. 

3.1 RESEARCH DESIGN 

The model for my research can be divided into three parts. A theoretical framework, qualitative 

research and an analysis based on my findings and a conclusion part (See Fig.1). The research 

itself is exploratory of nature and will mainly serve to create a basis for future research. 

The first sub question of this research is answered in the analytical framework in the social 

cohesion and conceptual con section. It showed the difference between the dimensions and why 

for this research the dimension of Social Networks and Social Capital was chosen. 

The second question will focus on how the community center functions and it will focus the 

volunteers who organize activities. The data for this question will be collected through the 

qualitative data collection method interviews. The questions in this interview will be about their 
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role as volunteer, their ambitions, their intentions and what the (unintended) effects of their 

activities are. These results will be categorized and analyzed in accordance to the 4th dimension 

of social cohesion as discussed by (Kearns & Forrest, 2000). 

3.2 LITERATURE RESEARCH 

To gain a clear understanding on the definition of social cohesion and its dimensions, a literature 

research is needed. This research uses the literature review paper by Kearns and Forrest (2000). 

In their paper they reviewed 34 scientific papers concerning social cohesion and concluded that 

social cohesion consists of five dimensions that are interlinked but can also be seen independent 

of each other (Forrest & Kearns, 2001). Besides scientific papers, this thesis will also use 

literature concerning community centers and municipality reports. 

3.3 DATA COLLECTION 

The data collection for this research is done through conducting semi-structured in-depth 

interviews. The participants for these interview will be volunteers who organized activities in 

‘’Het Huis van de Wijk’’. Questions for the interview will be constructed on the basis of the 

review article by Kearns and Forrest (2000). The questions for the interview will be primarily 

semi-structured and open ended. This will give the participants to opportunity to answer the 

question to the fullest without leaving information out.  

The main points in the interviews are about the intentions the volunteers had when they started 

organizing their activities, what the actual effects were of their activities and whether the 

activities had un-intended side effects. Before the interview takes place, the participants will be 

asked if they are they are comfortable with the interviews being recorded. Notes will also be 

taken during and after the interview. Interviews are preferably taken in a formal setting where 

conversations can take place one on one. If this construction is not suitable or unwanted by the 

participant, then an informal interview is also possible. 

3.4 SAMPLING 

The samples for the interviews will be selected through a method known as Snowball sampling 

(Babbie, 2010). Snowball sampling is a non-probabilistic form of sampling in which persons 

initially chosen for the sample are used as informants to locate other persons having necessary 

characteristics making them eligible for the sample (Penrod, Preston, Cain, & Starks, 2003, pp. 
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101-102). In this approach, a volunteer needs to be found that has organized an activity in ‘’Het 

Huis van de Wijk’’. After such a participant is found, the interview can take place. The person 

will then be asked if he or she can refer someone else who has also organized an activity in ‘’Het 

Huis van de Wijk’’. This method saves a lot of time since each person will be able to refer one or 

more possible participants for an interview.  

3.5 DATA ANALYSIS 

The first step of the data analysis of the interviews is to make a brief summary of the content. 

This summary is constructed on the basis of notes taken during the interviews and the interview 

transcript. When interviews have no audio recording, summaries will be constructed on the basis 

of notes made during and after the interview. The summary will contain the main questions, sub 

questions and the corresponding answers. 

After constructing the summaries, the data can be analyzed. Hypotheses are constructed which 

will be either accepted or rejected. But even before that, the data will be divided into categories. 

These categories will consist of the three layers of which the community center exists and of the 

three important characteristics: Social Interaction, Civic Engagement and co-operational problem 

solving.  The results will then be placed in a graphic model (fig. 1), in which their place will be 

determined on the basis of the indicators that were set. On the basis of data analysis and the 

graphic model, the hypotheses can be accepted or rejected. Because this research used qualitative 

data, is exploratory in nature and due to time limitations it becomes hard to create strong 

indicators that can be verified like with quantitative data. Therefore, the placement in the graphic 

model will depend on my interpretations of the data. With the graphic model, a conclusion can be 

made regarding the research question. Other findings that are not important for this research will 

be discussed in the discussion section. 
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4. THE RESEARCH 

This chapter will show you what steps have been taken in this research. It will include 

information about the community center ‘’Het Huis van de Wijk’’, information about Its history, 

their volunteers and how many people wanted to cooperate with my research. It will further show 

the data results of my research which were obtained though the interviews and will answer the 

second sub question. 

4.1 HET HUIS VAN DE WIJK 

The community center Het Huis van de Wijk is a new community center in the Rivierenwijk, a 

neighborhood in the city of Deventer in The Netherlands. Even though it is a newly build 

community center, it consists of two old centers that have ceased to exist, namely De Venen and 

De Bron. After the municipality of Deventer started improving the Rivierenwijk, they made the 

decision that the neighborhood would benefit more from one community center than two. 

Therefore, they removed the community center De Venen, renovated the existing building that 

was housing De Bron and combined both into the renovated building and renamed it to Het Huis 

van de Wijk. The reason behind this is that the municipality felt that after the renovation of the 

neighborhood, the new community center would reach more people if it was located in the center 

of the neighborhood. The community center rents their building from the municipality of 

Deventer for a small price. In return, the community center has to do the maintenance of the 

building. community center. The community center will then provide a time slot, a room and 

some volunteers that are available to help if needed.  People can then participate in an activity of 

their choice. Examples of these activities are language classes, card games, dance classes, 

socializing events and handicrafts. Het Huis van de Wijk does not organize any of the activities 

themselves, they believe that Het Huis van de Wijk gets its power from its volunteers who 

organize their own activities. Het Huis van de Wijk is merely a place that can facilitate in the 

needs of volunteers and their activities. Without volunteers there would be no activities. 

Besides functioning as a place where people can enjoy activities, Het Huis van de Wijk also 

functions as the location where the social teams of the municipality of Deventer is housed. These 

social teams help people in solving problems. People who are willing to help others can make 

their intentions known to social teams who can then match these people with people who are in 

need. Not all community center function as a housing place for social teams. Because of that, the 
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decision was made to not include these social teams in this research as an effect of a community 

center on social cohesion in general. 

4.2 THE THREE LAYERS 

Het Huis van de Wijk consists internally of two organizational layers, board of management and 

the volunteers. The board of management, consisting of a six volunteers, are responsible for the 

management of Het Huis van de Wijk. They create the goals and rules for the community center. 

The goals are formed through two ways. The first set of goals is created through their own 

expectations. The second set of goals is created through the interaction they have with actors 

outside of the community center. The most important of these actors is the municipality. They 

feel that certain goals should be met and the board of management interpret these goals, and the 

ways on how to achieve these goals, in their own way. Besides keeping the community center up 

and running, these goals and rules also decide what kind of activities are allowed in the 

community center. This board of management is the Management layer. 

Besides the management layer, they also have the volunteers. Their first and foremost job is to 

keep the community center up and running. They do the maintenance, cleaning, bar shifts and 

deliver support to activities. Het Huis van de Wijk is a community center where volunteers can 

organize their own activities in which others can participate. To organize these activities, they 

must pay a small fee to the community center. Before they organize these activities, the 

volunteers have certain goals in mind. But goals are also created through the pressure of people 

that participate in the upcoming activities. The volunteers interpret these goals, and the way to 

achieve these goals, in their own way. How they interpreted this will be reflected in how the 

activity will be organized. Together they form the Volunteer layer. Sometimes, members of the 

volunteer layer are also part of the participant layer since they can also take part in an activity. 

The participant layer of Het Huis van de Wijk exists of the visitors that take part in the activities. 

Sometimes visitors are also part of the volunteer layer since visitors can also organize their own 

activities. The goals this layer have are set by themselves and determines what types of activities 

they will participate in. 
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4.3 GOALS AND RULES 

The goals of the community center are created by the board of management and are also 

registered in the articles of incorporation that were deposited at the chamber of commerce. 

According to the articles of incorporation and the board of management, the main goal of the 

community center is to offer and facilitate a safe meeting place for the inhabitants and local 

entrepreneurs of the Rivierenwijk. Special attention will be given to the vulnerable groups in the 

neighborhood. They will also overlook whether the activities that take place in the community 

center are coherent with the norms and values of the community center. These norms and values 

correspond with the socially accepted norms and values in the neighborhood. If an activity is 

deemed unfit by the board of management, then it cannot take place in Het Huis van de Wijk. 

5. DATA ANALYSIS 

For each of the three layers in the community centers, three hypotheses are constructed. With 

help of the data collected through the interviews I can accept or reject these hypotheses.  

For the Management layer the hypotheses are: 

H1: Social Interaction is slightly present in the management layer. 

H2: Civic Engagement is slightly present in the management layer. 

H3: Co-operative problem solving is absent in the management layer. 

5.1 THE FIRST HYPOTHESES 

The conducted research shows that Social Interaction in the management layer takes place 

between multiple actors. First of all, Social Interaction is present inside the management layer. 

The members of the board of management interact with each other to create goals, screen new 

activities, planning, management and the payment of bills. Besides interacting with each other 

inside their own layer, they also interact with volunteer layer and the participant layer. The 

Social Interaction with the volunteer layer consists of conversations with all volunteers. During 

these conversations they will review the activities, review the community centers’ facilities, talk 

about possible improvements and whether a new activity is appropriate for the community center. 

However, these interactions do not take place very frequently, mostly once every two months. 

They also help with the planning of the activities and provide support staff if needed. The 
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interaction with the participant layer takes place even less. These interactions are mostly about 

what the goals should be of the community center and reviewing the activities. Only a small 

portion of the participant layer interacts with the management layer about these subjects and they 

primarily take place on an annual meeting focusing on the progress the community center has 

made through the year. Outside such meetings hardly any interaction takes place between these 

two layers.  

Besides the Social Interaction with the volunteer and participant layer, the management layer 

also has contact with actors outside of the community center. Every month, members of the 

management layer interact the local fire department and the police department concerning safety 

issues. They also interact every week with the local municipality about finances, the 

neighborhood itself and social problems.  

On the basis of the analysis of the collected data, H1 is rejected. Instead of slightly present, 

Social Interaction is intermediately present in the management layer. This is mostly due to the 

fact that the management layer has the most of their Social Interaction with actors outside of the 

community center. 

5.2 THE SECOND HYPOTHESIS 

When looking at the data concerning Civic Engagement in the managing sector, we see that Civic 

Engagement hardly ever occurs in the management sector. The rule in the community center is 

that activities are not created by the community center and the interviews conducted with 

members of the board of management confirm this. They state that their role is that of a 

supportive actor when it comes to Civic Engagement. They help the participant- and volunteer 

layers in organizing activities by setting rules concerning which types of activities are appropriate 

and review activities so they can be improved. They also help in the planning and provide support 

staff when needed. Based on the fact that the management layer only provides support for the 

process in which associational activities are created as a result of volunteerism or group 

involvement, it can be confirmed that Civic Engagement is slightly present in the management 

layer. This means that H2 is accepted. 
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5.3 THE THIRD HYPOTHESIS 

In this research, community problems were downscaled and defined as small local problems that 

can be overcome through collective action in the neighborhood. Overcoming community 

problems through collective action is not something that was expected to be instigated on the 

managing level. The interviews that were conducted with members of the board of management 

and the articles of incorporation confirm the initial expectations regarding Civic Engagement in 

the management layer. Neither the analysis of the interview data nor the articles of incorporation 

show signs of Civic Engagement. This results in H3 being accepted. 

Because H1 is rejected, the graphical model will change. In figure 3 the adjusted management 

layer is shown. 

Figure 3. The Management Layer and H1, H2 and H3. 

The three hypotheses concerning the volunteer layers were as follows: 

H4: Social Interaction is intermediately present for the volunteer layer. 

H5: Civic Engagement is present for the volunteer layer. 

H6: Co-operational problem solving is slightly present for the volunteer layer. 

5.4 THE FOURTH HYPOTHESIS 

The collected data on the volunteer layer shows that the volunteer layer interacts with both the 

management layer and the participant layer. They interact with the management layer about the 

activities that are organized in the community center. The first contact they have with each other 

is about the appropriateness of the activity. The management layer decides if the activity matches 

with the norms and values of the community center. After that they still maintain contact but, but 

this is not frequently. They will review the activities and the available facilities in the community 
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center and will improve them when needed. This happens every two months. 

Inside the volunteer layer there is not much contact with each other. The volunteers interact with 

each other to decide the schedule of the activities and ask each other for help when it is needed, 

but this does not happen very often. There is no information available whether the volunteer layer 

interacting with actors outside of the community center so no assumptions can be made about 

that. The analysis shows that Social Interaction is intermediately present in the management 

layer. This means that H4 is accepted. 

5.5 THE FIFTH HYPOTHESIS 

Before the start of this research, the expectation was that Civic Engagement would highly present 

in the volunteer layer. After analyzing all the data, the conclusion is that this is not the case. The 

data shows that inside Civic Engagement is not formed inside the volunteer layer, but is 

maintained there. The place where Civic Engagement is formed is the participant layer. After an 

activity is formed, the person who is in charge of the activity becomes part of the volunteer layer. 

In this volunteer layer, there is small chance that the volunteer will create new activities with 

other volunteers in the volunteer layer, making Civic Engagement slightly present in the 

volunteer layer. Therefore, H5 is rejected. 

5.6 THE SIXTH HYPOTHESIS 

When it comes to co-operational problem solving in the volunteer layer, the expectations were 

that is would be slightly present. The data that was collected during this research shows that 

problems in the neighborhood are mostly brought forward by the participant layer. The members 

of the volunteer layer showed that they were willing to help and solve these issues, but they were 

not always involved. Because the volunteer layer did not address social problems and were not 

always involved in problems addressed by the participant layer means that co-operational 

problem solving is slightly present in the volunteer layer. Therefore, H6 is accepted. 

The graphic model changes again due to rejecting H5. Figure 4 shows how the volunteer layer 

should look like now. 

 

 



28 

 

Figure 4. The Volunteer Layer and H4, H5 and H6. 

The final three hypotheses, concerning the participant layer, are as follows: 

H7: Social Interaction is present for the participant layer. 

H8: Civic Engagement is slightly present for the participant layer. 

H9: Co-operative problem solving is present for the participant layer. 

5.7 THE SEVENTH HYPOTHESIS 

The data from the interview shows that inside the participant layer, there is a lot of 

communication. The amount differs between the types of activity, but that is due to the nature of 

activities since some are group orientated and others are focused on the individual. During some 

of the activities people started new friendships and social networks that led to Social Interaction 

with each other even when there was no activity in progress. Besides interaction within the 

participant layer, there is also interaction with members of the volunteer layer and the 

management layer. The interactions with the volunteer layer is primarily about the activity itself. 

Sometimes they speak with members of the volunteer layer about some problems in the 

neighborhood, but they won’t involve them in solving these problems. The few interactions they 

have with the management layer involve the goals of the community center. The members of the 

participant layer can also join an annual meeting concerning the community center. During this 

meeting they speak about the results of the activity review, what they expect from the community 

center itself and what can be improved. This means that Social Interaction can be deemed present 

in the participant layer. They have a lot interaction with each other inside the participant layer, 

some interaction with the members of the volunteer layer and there is minimal interaction with 

the members of the management layer. This means that H7 is accepted. 
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5.8 THE EIGHTH HYPOTHESIS 

The initial though was that that Civic Engagement would primarily takes place in the volunteer 

layer. However, the data shows that Civic Engagement actually takes place in the participant 

layer. In this layer you can find the process in which associational activities are created as a result 

of volunteerism or group involvement. People will come together and talk about what activities 

that they want to see or activities that they feel are needed. Due to this group effort, someone will 

decide to organize such an activity. That person will be part of both the volunteer and participant 

layer. A lot of people in the participant layer are part of this process, which means that Civic 

Engagement is present in the participant layer. As a result, H8 is rejected. 

5.9 THE NINTH HYPOTHESIS 

Co-operational problem solving is an characteristic of which the expectation was that it would be 

highly present in the participant layer. The data shows that my initial thoughts are correct. 

During some of the activities, some members voiced their concerns about some problems in the 

neighborhood. These concerns vary from loitering to problems with neighbors. Most of the 

members in the participant layer were prepared to address these issues and started to work 

together to solve these problems. As expected, co-operational problem solving is present in the 

participant layer. This means that H9 is accepted. Together with the changes that were made in 

the managing- and volunteer layers, the graphic model is complete. The new model is as follows: 

Figure 5. The graphic model after the data analysis. 
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6. DISCUSSION 

The results of the data analysis lead to the rejection of three of the nine hypotheses. The first 

hypothesis that is rejected is hypotheses 1: Social Interaction is slightly present in the 

management layer. Social Interaction actually plays a much larger role in the management layer 

than was expected initially. This is because most of the Social Interaction that the management 

layer conducts actually take place outside of the community center. These specific interactions do 

not concern the visitors of the community center directly, but it does influence them indirectly 

since it focusses on the safety and continuity of the community center. 

The second hypothesis that is rejected, is hypothesis 5: Civic Engagement is present for the 

volunteer layer. The expectation was that that Civic Engagement would be abundantly present in 

the volunteer layer, but the research data showed otherwise. Civic Engagement is a process that 

can be found in the participant layer and is maintained in the volunteer layer. Civic Engagement 

results in the creation of new activities and the fact that Civic Engagement primarily takes place 

in the participant layer is in line with the wishes of the community center. They feel that 

activities should be created by the visitors and not by the community center. 

The third rejected hypothesis is hypothesis 8: Civic Engagement is slightly present for the 

participant layer. The fact that this hypothesis is rejected is in line with the rejection of 

hypothesis 5. Where the initial thought was that Civic Engagement would take place in the 

volunteer layer, the data showed that it takes place in the participant layer. In the participant 

layer people come together and think about what new activities are needed and a volunteer will 

come forward that will organize that activity. This finding is also in line with the wishes of the 

community center concerning who organizes activities. 

When you now look at the new graphic model as shown in figure 5, it can be seen that Social 

Interaction, Civic Engagement and co-operative problem solving are all fully present in the 

participant layer and that the participant layer is displayed as a strong base for the community 

center. Another trend in the graphic model is that the higher you get in the model, the lower value 

becomes for Social Interaction, Civic Engagement and co-operative problem solving, co-

operative problem is actually completely absent in the management layer. 
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When you look at the data and what it means for social networks and social cohesion, the 

conclusion is that that the participant layer and the volunteer layer are the most important layers. 

These two layers stimulate the creation of social networks and social capital (Kearns & Forrest, 

2000). In both layers, multiple social networks are created and social capital is formed through 

the creation of networks, norms and trust that helped in solving mutual problems. The 

management layer also creates its own social networks, but these differ from the other two layers 

since they mostly interact with actors outside of the community center. Only a small part of the 

Social Interaction inside the community center is focused on creating goals and screening and 

reviewing activities. The fact that the management layer forms a different type of social network, 

makes it unclear to see if they also create social capital.  

The research data also showed interesting results that were not important for this research. The 

different communities showed to be very closed communities. They did not like interference 

from outsiders and do not show much interest in participating in activities that were organized by 

other communities. This resulted in multi-cultured events becoming single-cultured events. It 

would be interesting to research how these different cultures can be brought together or why 

these cultures are so closed when it comes to other people. 

7. CONCLUSION 

This paper researched the effect a community center can have on the social cohesion in a 

neighborhood. Het Huis van de Wijk, a community center in the city of Deventer was selected as 

location where the research would take place. Interviews have been conducted with people 

affiliated to Het Huis van de Wijk, a government official and volunteers. The research question 

for this research was: To what extent and in what way does a community center contribute to 

social cohesion in a neighborhood? 

To answer the research question, two sub-questions were formulated; 

1. How is social cohesion conceptualized, and which theory is appropriate for the purpose 

of this research? and; 

2. How does the community center create social networks and social capital? 
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After analyzing the current theories regarding Social Cohesion, the answer to the first sub 

question was found in the review article by Kearns and Forrest (2000). In this article, they 

reviewed the different streams of thoughts regarding social cohesion. They concluded that social 

cohesion consists of five different interlinked dimensions. These dimensions can be used 

together, but also separate of each other. Due to time limitation and feasibility issues, not all 

dimensions are used in this research. Because of the good fit with the subject and research goal 

the dimension regarding social networks and capital is used. 

A community center creates social networks and social capital through the activities it provides. 

The activities are created by all three layers of the community center together: The management 

layer creates goals for the community center and sets restrictions for what types of activities are 

allowed, the participant layer creates activities through a group effort and through volunteering 

while the volunteer layer maintains the activities that the participant layer creates. During these 

activities, social networks are formed. People interact with each other and talk about their life and 

their problems. Micro-social worlds are created with their own norms and gives shape to trust. 

Because of that trust, people feel comfortable in sharing problems and start undertaking action 

together to solve them.  

This research cannot provide a full answer to the research question. It can only answer in what 

way a community center can contribute to social cohesion in a neighborhood but not to what 

extent they can contribute to social cohesion due to two reasons. First of all, the exploratory 

nature of this research combined with the limitations that are a result from conducting qualitative 

research makes it impossible for to answer that part of the question. More quantitative, research is 

needed to answer that part of the research question. Secondly, the role that the management layer 

can play is still partially unclear due to the fact that they form a different type of social network. 

As a result, it cannot be checked if they produce a form of social capital. More quantitative 

research is needed here. 

The question that can be answered due to this research is how a community center contributes to 

social cohesion in a neighborhood. The community center contributes to social cohesion by 

facilitating the creation of social networks and social capital through giving the participant layer 

the opportunity to organize activities. The community center itself only provides a place where 

these activities can take place. The responsibility for these activities lies with the three different 
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layers that can be found inside the community centers. These layers are the managing, the 

volunteer and the participant layer. The activities in the community center are shaped through 

restrictions that are set by the management layer and are created through the group effort and 

volunteering of the people in the participant layer. The volunteer layer which, consist of all 

volunteers, will maintain these activities and adjust them when needed. Together, these three 

layers work together to create activities that can take place because the community center 

provides a place for these activities. These activities indirectly contribute to social cohesion in a 

positive way. 
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APPENDIX A –  SHORT INTERVIEW SUMMARIES  

THE INTERVIEWS 

For this research fifteen people were contacted. Ten of them were willing to co-operate while five 

of them refused. The most heard reason for not participating was that of a lack of time or interest. 

The hardest part was finding volunteers which organized activities in Het Huis van de Wijk that 

were willing to co-operate. The interview section of this thesis can be divided in two parts. The 

first part consists of gaining background information and contact information. The participants of 

this interview will be either part of the board of management of Het Huis van de Wijk, supporting 

volunteers or government officials. The second part will consist of interviews conducted with 

volunteers that organize or have organized activities in Het Huis van de Wijk. 

PART 1 

THE FIRST INTERVIEW 

The first interviews that I conducted for my research were exploratory of nature. I needed to find 

out who is important for my research where I could get my data from. I first reached out the 

board of management of Het Huis van de Wijk. To get their contact information, I had to first 

visit Het Huis van de Wijk and ask one of their volunteers for the contact information. This first 

contact lead to an appointment with an employee of the social teams that is housed in Het Huis 

van de Wijk. The social team is not fully affiliated with Het Huis van de Wijk and is mostly part 

of the municipality of Deventer. However, because the functioning of Het Huis van de Wijk and 

social teams benefit from each other, they are placed in the same building. 

The interview with the member of the social team was mainly an introduction to Het Huis van de 

Wijk. The setting was formal and one on one. I received information about its history, the 

organizational layers, it’s activities, its volunteers and their visitors. This appointment also served 

as a starting point for gaining other interviews. The community enter wanted to know what I 

could do for them if they decided to help me. It became very clear to me that this interview was 

mainly to receive some kind of approval from Het Huis van de Wijk that they would co-operate 

with me.  This interview helped me on three points: 
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1. It provided me with contact information of board members, volunteers and government 

officials who would probably be well willing in taking part of my research. 

2. The interview gave me a lot of information on the history of Het Huis van de Wijk 

3. I received a lot of information about the organizational structure, the role of the 

volunteers and the setting in which this community center has operate. 

THE SECOND INTERVIEW 

My second, third and fourth interview were those with members of the board of management. I 

first spoke with a member of the board of management, who is also a volunteer in the community 

center. The main issue in the interview was the role of volunteers in Het Huis van de Wijk. I was 

informed that Het Huis van de Wijk only consist of volunteers. None of them are paid for the 

work they do. Het Huis van de Wijk believes in the power of the civilians of a neighborhood and 

feels that if a neighborhood must achieve something, it has to come from the citizens themselves.  

If someone wants to start an activity in Het Huis van de Wijk, they have to pay a small fee as rent. 

These activities will be screened by the board of management to check if they are appropriate to 

take place in Het Huis van de Wijk. The volunteer in this interview did not organize any of the 

activities, this volunteer merely acted as support if one of the activities needed help. Because of 

that, this volunteer has observed many activities, its participants and its effects. In the role of 

member of the board of management there was not much contact with the visitors of the center, 

but in the role of volunteer, the amount of contact with visitors was much higher. When asked 

what the main types of activities are that take place in Het Huis van de Wijk, the volunteer told 

me that these are activities like dance lessons, language lessons, playing cards, having dinner 

together, country themed societal events and activities were people can talk about their 

(social/financial) problems.  

The volunteer also mentions that it sometimes occurs that an activity has an unintended effect. 

For instance, a card playing activity that lead to conversation about certain issues in the 

neighborhood. A simple activity like playing cards transformed into a situation where people 

talked about certain issues and how to fix them. I am also told that, even though it is not 

organized activity, that I should consider adding time spent at the community center bar as some 

type of activity. Just like playing a simple game of cards, people come to the bar to socialize and 
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have drink with each other. Even though the main point is to relax and have a good time doesn’t 

mean that it doesn’t have un-intended side effects. At the end of the interview I received the 

contact information of other volunteers that are organizing or had organized activities in Het Huis 

van de Wijk. The volunteer also warned me that there was a high possibility that not all of them 

would be happy to participate in my research.  

THE THIRD INTERVIEW 

After that I directly spoke with another member of the board of management. This person is also 

a supporting volunteer in Het Huis van de Wijk. This interview was focused more about the 

neighborhood in which the community center operates. The volunteer feels that even though it is 

hard to have such a variety of cultures in such a small neighborhood, it is also blessing since it 

enables people to learn from each other. She roughly confirms what the volunteer in the second 

interview spoke about when it comes to the activities in Het Huis van de Wijk.   

The volunteer mentions that the activities in Het Huis van de Wijk have three main functions:  To 

Learn, To Help and to enjoy. When talk about the visitors of the Het Huis van de Wijk it becomes 

clear that the activities are mainly visited by the same core group of people. Besides that, the 

volunteer also feels that participating in certain events depends on the cultural background of the 

person. As an example the volunteer speaks about a Turkish dance class. This kind of event is 

hardly visited by persons with a Dutch heritage.  

The participant mentions that there is not much contact between the visitors and volunteers in 

their role of member of the board of management. These moments are scarce and primarily take 

place at annual review moments. However, the members of the board do have contact with other 

institutions like the local fire department, the police, the municipality, local housing associations 

and other institutions. These contacts exist because the law prescribes them to have these contacts 

and because these institutions are interested in renting space.  

The main group of visitors consist of people with a Turkish background.  Just like in the second 

interview, the participant states that It may become hard to gain the acceptance of other 

volunteers to participate in my research. Her advice is to warm them up for the topic, give them 

the freedom to stop whenever they want. 
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THE FOURTH INTERVIEW 

After the interviews with the two members of the board of management I got into contact with 

the chairman of Het Huis van de Wijk. He himself is not present during most of the activities and 

is responsible for keeping contact with the municipality, paying the bills, arranging permits and 

leading the board of management.  

This interview was mainly about the history of Het Huis van de Wijk, the intention Het Huis van 

de Wijk has when it comes to arranging activities and visitors and about the role the municipality 

of Deventer plays. Besides that, he also keeps good contact with the police officer allocated to 

this neighborhood and the social teams.  During this interview I learned that the building that 

houses Het Huis van de Wijk is rented from the municipality of Deventer against a very low fee. 

In return, Het Huis van de Wijk has to do their own maintenance and receives few to none 

financial aid. Since the chairman does not attend many activities. I could not get clear 

information from him regarding the effect of these activities.  

However, he did tell me about the contacts he had in his role as chairman of the board of 

management. Every month he speaks with the local fire department, the police and the 

municipality. The conversations with the fire department and the police are primarily focused 

around the safety of the community center. The appointments with the municipality are mostly 

about the goals both the municipality and the community center have set for each other. In his 

role of chairman, he rarely speaks with visitors of the community centers and has little to no 

contact with the people that organize activities.  

After concluding these three interviews with the board members of Het Huis van de Wijk, I got 

the following results: 

 

1. I got the contact information of volunteers that are currently organizing activities 

in Het Huis van de Wijk and of volunteers that had organized activities in the past.  

2. Both volunteers agree that the activities in Het Huis van de Wijk can be placed 

into three distinctive groups: To learn, To Enjoy and To Help. 

3. Certain activities produce un-intended result 
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4. I learned more about the setting in which Het Huis van de Wijk operates, how the 

board of management functions and what the support volunteers do. 

 

THE FIFTH INTERVIEW 

In this interview I spoke with a government official of the municipality of Deventer. We spoke 

about the plans that the municipality of Deventer had with the Rivierenwijk and what role Het 

Huis van de Wijk would play in those plans. He stated that the renovation of the Rivierenwijk is 

almost done and that Het Huis van de Wijk would play the role of central meeting point. They 

placed the community center in the center of the Rivierenwijk in a building that directly meets 

the eye. The building was designed by top notch architect in such a way that everyone who is 

new in the neighborhood would see it because it differs so much from the other buildings.  

Het Huis van de Wijk does not receive much funding according the government official. They can 

rent their building against a very low fee and will receive help when needed. The financial aid 

that the municipality gives them will be lowered every year until Het Huis van de Wijk can fully 

operate on its own. Before Het Huis van de Wijk was established there were De Venen and De 

Bron.  

He stated that the current program of activities in Het Huis van de Wijk is a result of the 

exploitation plan that was made when they started planning the creation of Het Huis van de Wijk. 

In this exploitation plan is a section where the activities in De Venen and De Bron were 

reviewed. They contacted the volunteers behind those activities to continue their activities in Het 

Huis van de Wijk. 

The main results of this interview are: 

1. Het Huis van de Wijk plays a central role in the renovation of the Rivierenwijk. 

2. Activities in De Venen and De Bron were reviewed and asked if they wanted to return in 

Het Huis van de Wijk. 

3. The intention of the municipality of Deventer is that eventually Het Huis van de Wijk can 

fully operate on its own without aid from the municipality. 

PART 2 
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This part consists of interview with volunteers who organized their own activities. Initially I 

contacted ten persons. I received their contact information through the snowball sampling 

technique. Five of the ten contacted persons were willing to co-operate. They will talk about what 

their intentions were when they started the activity, what happened during their activity and what 

the (un-intended) results were of their activities. In this part you will find five interviews. The 

participant in the first interview organized two activities, bringing the number of activities to six. 

THE SIXTH INTERVIEW 

The participant was not easy to convince to participate in the research. He therefore requested to 

be anonymous. This interview was conducted in a very informal setting. It took place in Het Huis 

van de Wijk and was supposed to be a one-on-one interview. The participant did not feel very 

comfortable with such a set-up. We decided to make it an open conversation in which all types of 

questions could be asked. This participant organized two activities. 

This participant was responsible for organizing an activity that facilitated card games for 

everyone interested. When I asked what the participants intentions were with this activity, the 

participant answered that this activity was purely for entertainment. This activity should become 

a place where people could relax and enjoy their favorite activity. People could socialize and play 

together. 

When asked what happened during the activity, the participant answered that people enjoyed the 

activity and that a specific group always returned. The persons that visited originated from 

diverse cultural backgrounds. They started talking about their everyday lives and the problems 

they experienced with each other, but also with the volunteers. According to the participant the 

activity also had surprising side effects. Visitors that attended the activity created their own small 

group and started contacting each other outside the activities. They also started talking about 

personal problems and social problems that they experienced in their neighborhood. They could 

vent their anger about certain situations and come to their senses through the help of the group. 

Through co-operation they also tackled some problems in the neighborhood that they could not 

face alone. 

The participant was also responsible for organizing another activity. That of Dutch language 

lessons. The intentions the participant had when organizing this activity was that teaching people 
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an important skill so they can take part of everyday life in the Netherlands. Without knowledge of 

the Dutch language they condemned to be isolated in their own cultural group. By learning 

Dutch, they can broaden their horizon and communicate with people outside they own cultural 

group. 

The same group of people always showed and according to the volunteer not many new visitors 

would come and participate in the activity. During the activity the focus was always on learning 

the language. Unlike language classes in school, they learned Dutch through talking with each 

other in Dutch and learning it word by word. Eventually they would grasp the language much 

better than before. The focus was mainly on learning the language, as a result of that people 

hardly bonded with each other. Because of that the conversations never became in-depth, 

resulting into every day chit-chat. 

There were also no side-effects due to the activity. Because they focus was mainly on learning 

the Dutch language and no new networks were formed, people never became attached to each 

other. 

THE SEVENTH INTERVIEW 

This interview was conducted in an informal manner with a volunteer that organized computer 

lessons. It was conducted in Het Huis van de Wijk with other visitors present. The volunteer was 

very willing to participate in my research. This resulted in a very open interview that sometimes 

went off-topic. 

The volunteers’ intentions with this activity was to help people connect to the digital world. 

Elderly people and immigrants tend to know not much about how computers work and how to 

connect to the internet. With this supporting activity the volunteer wanted to help people to get 

familiar with a computer and show what benefits it can offer. Besides showing how computers 

work how to connect the internet he also wants to warn and teach them how to protect themselves 

online. 

When he started the activity, it was a very small group of visitors that grew overtime. When 

asked if people socialized during the activity, the volunteer stated that ‘’people came here to 

learn, and that attitude was reflected on the activity.’’ No groups were formed during the activity; 
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it was very individualistic. ‘’The activity could be compared to that of the situation in a class 

room, the students listen and the teacher explains how to do things’’ explained the volunteer. 

When asked about side effects that were not foreseen, the volunteer answered that he could not 

remember the occurrence of side effects. ‘’People came for the activity, they learn about their 

computers, ask for advice about computers, ask about the internet and learn how to work with a 

text processor like word. At the end of the activity most of them would go home. Of course some 

people would stay for a drink or two, but that did not frequently happen.’’ 

THE EIGHT INTERVIEW 

This interview was conducted with a volunteer that organized meetings for elderly Turkish 

women. The interview was conducted in an informal setting. During these meetings that the 

volunteer organized, the women could come together and talk about everyday life in a safe 

environment where they can be understood. The intention the volunteer had with this activity was 

to bring this group of women together so they can share their feelings, their problems and their 

woes. It also facilitated a platform where the women could socialize with each other. 

When I asked what happened during the meeting, the participant responded that at first not many 

people showed up. It took some for people to acknowledge these meetings as helpful. After a 

while, people started to bond with each other and learned about their lives and problems. The 

group of women was not very open to the outside and was very group-centered. When the 

meetings were over they would all go their own separate ways, but every now and then they 

would contact each other, indicating that a form of friendship was established. The organizer 

emphasized that this happened every now and then and that it did not occur on a large scale. 

 

When I asked about other effects, the participant responded that there were none. The activity 

functioned like intended, it created a place for a group people where they could come together in 

a safe setting were they could share what they had on their minds. That the elderly women would 

often contact each other was a positive side effect that was not foreseen. 
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THE NINTH INTERVIEW 

This interview took place in a formal setting, it was conducted with someone that organized 

appointments with immigrants that are experiencing a hard in their neighborhood. They often do 

not speak the Dutch language, have a different culture and are misunderstood by their neighbors. 

The intentions with this activity was pull immigrants out of their isolation so they could become a 

part of the society again. 

During these appointments, people would help the immigrant in a one-on-one conversation. They 

would take about problems that they are facing, how to deal with the municipality, with their 

neighbors and the language. They would make a plan which stated all the issues and how to solve 

them. Sometimes they would involve me, and I was willing to help them. They would frequently 

come together and talk about the progress and new issues.  The visitors themselves would have 

not much contact with each other since they sessions are one-on-one. 

When asked about any side effects that occurred because of the activity I got the response there 

were none that were noticed. The visitors started to learn more about the Dutch culture, the 

language and norms. Because of that they understood their neighbors much better and were 

pulled out of their isolation. The activity had its intended effect and nothing more. 

THE TENTH INTERVIEW 

This final interview was conducted in a formal setting with a volunteer that organized cultural 

themed events. People with the same cultural background could come together and enjoy their 

native music, culture, food and dance. The intention with this activity was to bring people of the 

same culture together and to create an opportunity for people of other cultures that were 

interested to join them. The main focus of the activity was pleasure and socializing. 

When asked what happened during the activity, the person that organized them answered that 

almost always the same people visited the meeting that corresponded with their own culture. 

Even though the intention was to also pull in new visitors of other cultures was not so successful. 

In the end, people of the same culture became closer to each other and started forming new 

friendships and groups that would meet even when there were no organized meetings.  
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When asked about unexpected side effects, the participant responded that During some of these 

themed events people would start talking about certain issues that the neighborhood faces and if 

there were plans to solve these issues. Even though the main focus was on pleasure, people 

started to co-operate to improve certain situations in their neighborhood. I was not involved the 

solving of these problems, but they would sometimes inform me of the progress. 
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APPENDIX B –  PAPERS OF INCORPORATION 
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