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Objectives of the Phase 2 farmer Questionnaire. 
 

Objectives. 
From the directions within the Technical Annex (TA) of the IMAGES Project, the following Objectives 
are outlined : 
 

IMAGES GENERAL OBJECTIVE: we are looking at the cognitive processes of the actors 
involved (farmers, landowners, institutions) in order to provide a new understanding of 
environmentally friendly behaviour diffusion (with respect to current and future, hypothetical 
policy trends and scenarios). 
 
IMAGES SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES include: the developing of models of social interactions – 
interactions between farmers, and between farmers and other actors that have an important 
influence on the involvement of farmers in the conservation of the environment. 

 
In addition to gathering additional data through Phase 2 to fulfill these objectives, the following three 
points are addressed through the second phase : 
 
�� Validation of our analytical procedures for inferring farmers’ motivations from their direct data (see 

other document on Motivations Analysis from Phase 1 data).  
�� The need for more precise data concerning farmers’ views of the institutions devoted to policy 

making and implementation. 
�� The need for more data for modelling the influences between farmers (for example: number of 

friends and acquaintances; their characteristics;  their relative importance to the farmer; frequency 
of interactions; processes and dynamics of these relations). 

 
 

Methodology of face to face interviews 
Given the nature of the issues to be addressed, it was decided – in the UK – to carry out the 
interviews on a face-to-face basis (rather than over the telephone).  This was felt to be particularly 
important, given the emphasis within the interviews on social networks and on motivations, both of 
which comprise subjects that are relatively unusual for farmers to discuss, and therefore the face-to-
face context was considered more effective.  In addition, the personal interview approach is one 
which is typically adopted for discussing issues of this nature within other comparable research (Dey 
[1993]; Patton [1980, 1990]; Hassanein & Kloppenburg [1985]; Skerratt & Midmore [2000]; 
Cezar [1999]). 
 

Sampling frames 
In the Technical Annex, it is specified that in PH2, 20 to 30 interviews will be carried out in each zone, 
giving a total number of 40 to 60 interviews per country.  In the UK, 20 interviews were carried out in 
each of the following 2 zones (giving a total of 40 interviews): Breadalbane Environmentally Sensitive 
Area, Scotland, and Gloucestershire Countryside Stewardship Scheme, England. 
 
As envisaged in the TA, the sample comprised re-interviews with farmers from the Phase 1 
interviews.  This was particularly important to : 

�� Build on the base data already gathered ; 
�� Validation of Motivations analysis from the Phase 1 data. 

 
Given this re-interview structure, AND the fact that there was a dual emphasis upon : Motivations, and 
Social & Informational Networks, the following sampling frames were selected in Scotland: 
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SAMPLE USED FOR MOTIVATIONAL ANALYSIS RE-INTERVIEWS. 
 

ESA CODE ADOPTION 
STATUS 

RATIONALE FOR SELECTION 

ADESA04 Early AD Self-confessed conservationist, but also intensive farmer. 
ADESA07 Early AD (2) Retiring from farming; ESA fits 
ADESA08 Early AD Organic, extensive farmer. 
ADESA20 Early AD  Estate management (with sporting). 
ADESA26 Early AD Entrepreneur (fruit grower; stables). 

In ESA for ££/business. 
ADESA29 Early AD Uses SAC. 

In ESA for ££ into farm business. 
ADESA13 Late AD Estate/sporting; up from managing farm in England – comments on 

differences. 
ADESA24 Late AD  Business farmers; large. 

Anti intereference of ESA for long time. 
East of main ESA input. 

NADESA01 V late AD Non-adopter all through ESA until persuasion from JD, June 99. 
Very anti the loss of independence, and being told what to do on own farm. 

NADESA13 Late AD (2) 
or still NAD 

Large sporting estate. 
FWAG input (negative), then SAC (east). 
May not even have adopted yet. 

 

SAMPLE USED FOR SOCIAL/INFORMATIONAL RE-INTERVIEWS. 
ESA CODE ADOPTION 

STATUS 
RATIONALE FOR SELECTION 

ADESA01 Early AD Early AD - one of 1st in area. 
Estate rather than farm (different networks). 

ADESA03 Early AD Early AD - one of 1st in area. 
Well-respected by other farmers in area. 

ADESA09 Early AD Uses SAC system 
ADESA10 Early AD Uses SAC system. 
ADESA11 Early AD Uses SAC system. 
ADESA23 Early AD (2) ESA 2; relatively geograpically remote; landlord input. 
ADESA27 Early AD (2) ESA 2; geographically remote. 
ADESA34 Early AD Uses SAC system & aware of other farmers. 
ADESA21 Late AD (2) ESA 2. 
ADESA33 Late AD (2) Tenant farmers 

Pressure from landlord. 
ESA 2. 

NADESA02 Late AD June 99 – pressure from John Dakers 
 

NADESA17 Early NAD Only NAD left in the whole ESA. 
JD tried to persuade. 
Don’t care what others think. 

 
 
 
 
 
In England, where less was known about the interviewed farmers, the following sampling frame was 
applied : 
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GLOS CSS RE-INTERVIEW SAMPLE : based on permission from farmer, and on 
the quality of the motivational data from the PH1 questionnaire.   

GLOSCSS 
FARM CODE 

Adoption status 

ADOPTERS 
051 EARLY 
107 EARLY 
108 EARLY 
115 EARLY 
116 EARLY 
118 EARLY 
101 LATE 
110 LATE 
123 LATE 

REJECTED APPLICATIONS  
068 LATE ADOPTER (REJECTED) 
119 LATE ADOPTER (REJECTED) 

NON-ADOPTERS 
002 EARLY 
005 EARLY 
011 EARLY 
020 EARLY 
022 EARLY 
048 EARLY 
050 EARLY 
056 EARLY 
061 EARLY 
063 EARLY 
066 EARLY 
102 EARLY 
122 EARLY 
044 LATE 
072 LATE 
114 LATE 
117 LATE 

 
�� It was considered that the adoption status (and whether the farmer was an earler or later CSS 

adopter) was a useful way to strucuture the sample for re-interview.  
�� Those with rejected applications were considered to be particularly interesting to interview, 

although we were aware that they might need more persuasion.   
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QUESTIONNAIRES. 
 
In the UK there were three versions of the Phase 2 Questionnaire which were applied : 

�� Social & Informational Networks 
�� Motivations & Anticipated Impacts 
�� Merged : Motivations & Anticipated Impacts WITH Social & Informational Networks. 

 
The reasons for this are as follows :  
1. there was a need to test the two main elements of the questionnaire (this was carried out in 

Scotland), particularly since the subject areas were not typical for farmers to discuss in an 
interview context.  The design of the questionnaires had been based on the literature (see 
Appendix) ; however, we had to be sure that the format and content was « accessible » for 
interviewees. 

2. In addition, we were concerned about using too much of the farmer’s time, since this was a 
second interview for them.  Therefore, this evolutionary approach – testing both elements 
separately first – gave us an indication of the time it would take to carry out a merged version. 

 
This merged version was then utilised in the two Italian case studies, and for one of the French case 
studies.  
 
SHOWCARDS : During the interview, farmers were presented with « Showcards » which allow them 
to visualise the questions, and to engage more easily with the topics being discussed. This is an 
established protocol, which was adapted for this interview context.  The Showcards for the Merged 
Version of the Questionnaire are presented after the Merged Version. 
 
NOTES FOR INTERVIEWER : After each interview, the interviewer had summary sheets to fill in, 
based on the responses of the farmer.  The aim is to give a brief, visual, summary for « overview » 
picture of the data, as a first phase of the analysis. In addition, based on the literature examples, for 
each interview there is an « evaluation sheet », which comprises an assessment of the interviewee’s 
response to the questions.  This provided a very useful guide for assisting in the interpretation of the 
data after the interview.  These summary sheets and assessment are presented after the Merged 
Version of the questionnaire. 
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BREADALBANE ESA RE-INTERVIEWED FARMERS: LOCATIONS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ROAD 

VILLAGE/TOWN FARM 

 7 15km 



PH2 

BREADALBANE ESA RE-INTERVIEWED FARMERS: NETWORKS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local and non-local networks 

Mostly non-local networks 

FARMS: 

Mostly local networks 
15 km 

Network shapes 
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1. Preparation of 2 papers for International Rural Sociology Congress. 
ABSTRACT (1). 

 
Farm-level social and informational networks, and their role in adoption/non- 

adoption of European Agri-Environmental Measures. 
 

S Skerratt1, G Deffuant2. 
 
 
Research into the adoption/non-adoption of Agri-Environmental Measures (AEMs) focuses 
predominantly on the individual as decision-maker, operating within - at best - an 
informational context, but with little or no reference to their social networks.  Further, the 
emphasis remains largely upon individual calculation by the policy recipient, to the exclusion 
of those elements of decision-making which may include social pressure, opinions and 
information from colleagues and friends, and institutional targeting.  
 
The aim of this paper therefore, is to examine, with reference to case study material, the 
social and informational networks of farmers, and their influence upon farmer’s decision-
making within the context of AEMs.  The approach comprises: (1) a description of the social 
and informational networks of farmers; (2) an assessment of  the impact of these networks 
on individual farmer decision-making at different points in their AEM decision processes; and 
(3) a discussion of the relative role of these networks (as compared with individually-based 
calculations).   
 
The analysis is based on data from 40 farm-level case study interviews, and a number of 
interviews with policy implementers.  This re-interviewed sample of interviewees were 
purposively sampled, and were interviewed using a questionnaire which was based around a 
Timeline structure. 
 
Finally, the paper highlights the implications of these findings for future research into 
adoption/non-adoption of AEMs. 
 
 
 
 

                                                     

 
 

 
1 Royal Agricultural College, Cirencester UK. 
2 LISC, Cemagref, Clermont-Ferrand, France. 
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ABSTRACT (2). 
 

Farmers’ adoption/non-adoption of European Agri-Environmental Measures: 
how can social scientists use computer models of opinion and norm diffusion 

to understand this process better? 
 

S Skerratt1 & G Deffuant2. 
 
 
European Agri-Environmental Measures (AEMs) were instigated in the 1980s and have been 
implemented by EU Member States progressively during the 1990s and 2000.  These 
Measures represent an evolving context and set of opportunities at farm level. It is argued 
that an understanding of the responses of farmers to such Measures is complex, and 
requires a multi-disciplinary analytical perspective and approach. 
 
A key contribution to engendering a better understanding of farm-level decision-making 
processes in response to AEMs, comprises computer models. Recent agent based computer 
models allow for the simulation of a population of connected “agents” (such as farmers), and 
their communications and influences on each other. Within such models, the agent's 
decision-making process can comprise elements of economic rationality, together with social 
constraints or influences.   
 
The model must therefore integrate economic, agronomic, geographical, and social aspects, 
in order to facilitate a better understanding of the complex interactions between all these 
elements. However, this possibility is not so easy to achieve, since a computer model can 
easily become of such a complexity that it is not much easier to understand than what 
happens on the ground. There is a need of a methodology for building such models.  The 
principle is to consider a set of models of growing complexity, rather than a single model.  
This approach brings a better understanding of the role of the different hypotheses, because 
the simpler models give an insight on the more complex ones.  
 
In this paper, an example of such a simulation is described, applied to a population of 
farmers in the UK who are facing the decision of adopting/not adopting an Agri-
Environmental Measure.  The simulation is based on farm case studies, which have been 
generalised to a larger population.   
 
The final section of the paper comprises an assessment of the role(s) that such a simulation 
approach can play in increasing social scientists’ understanding of AEM adoption/non-
adoption. 
 
 

 
 

                                                     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1 Royal Agricultural College, Cirencester UK. 
2 LISC, Cemagref, Clermont-Ferrand, France. 
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literature basis for Phase 2 Questionnaires, with Bibliography. 
 

Sarah Skerratt 
Royal Agricultural College 

 

FOCUS OF INTERVIEWS. 
 
Farm Decision-Making. 

�� Trusted people. 

�� Farmers’ own “DSS” – routines of information search.  Changes in these routines – causes?   

�� How farmers update their knowledge through these networks? 

 

The public nature of farming: 

�� How is the AEM interpreted within the farming communities we are studying: e.g. traditional or 

progressive? 

�� Does adoption or non-adoption of the AEM involve a socially-related risk?  If yes, where does that 

risk fit in the hierarchy of factors affecting farm-level decision-making associated with AEMs? 

�� How is the community’s “cultural sanction” (concerning good farming practice) communicated 

between farmers? 

�� Media/general public influence on AEM adoption/non-adoption? 

 

Farmers’ influence on one another? 

�� Differentiation between colleagues and friends. 

�� Exchange of ideas, competition, need for approval. 

�� Involvement in social groups, and effect on adoption. 

�� Trusted people: as (1) information digestors, and as (2) sounding boards. 

�� Trusted people: influence on existing decisions, and generation of new decision-needs. 

�� Decision domains – which types of decisions are discussed, and which are not? 

�� DYNAMICS of these relations. 

 

Farmer’s susceptibility to influence? 

�� Variable between farmers. 

�� Differing importance of ideas about “Self” (Seabrook & Higgins 1998): the “Ideal Self”. 

�� “Inner-directed” & “Other-directed”. 

�� Does the AEM context lead to farmers HAVING TO BECOME more open to others’ influence? 

 

Domains of decision-making and influence. 
ROLING (1993): “A shift towards more sustainable forms of agriculture … is not a question of the adoption of an 

innovation.  It requires a slow learning process and a change of mentality”. 
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HILL (1988): “One notable difference between these newer forms and the long-established investment aids is that 

they generally do not reinforce the ‘natural’ propensity of farmers to produce more and to be technically up to 

date.  Though the pattern of diffusion of new technology has been well studies, it is unlikely that a similar spread 

will be seen with changes which might be seen as counter to the inclinations of many farmers.” 

 

�� The need to select the decision-domain of focus: AEM adoption/non-adoption process. 

�� Examine the dynamics: i.e. have the AEM-related networks changed over time? Formal and 

informal networks. 

�� How is information from different networks and from different domains, traded off?  For example: 

projected CAP subsidy levels versus AEM payments; possible increases in Organic Aid versus 

projected Beef Special Premium payments. 

 

 

Farmers’ “local knowledges” and the interaction with “scientific knowledge”. 
The interface between “expert” and “local” knowledges. 
Arce & Long (1994): “Knowledge interfaces are the points of intersection between different social fields or 

domains of actors’ practices, where discontinuities, based upon differences of existing lifeworlds, values and 

social interests, are most likely to be found … These interactions must be analysed as part of the ongoing 

processes of negotiation, adaptation and transfer of meaning that take place between the specific actors 

concerned.” 

 

�� To what extent do AEMs convey an “expert” view, and also imply a local “ignorance”?  Does the 

answer to this depend on the formulation or the implementation process (or both)? 

�� How does local knowledge interact within the AEM decision process?  Are there specific stages 

and types of interaction? 

�� How much do the interactions between “expert” and “local” knowledges affect AEM adoption 

outcomes? 

 

The agri-environmental context. 
Information networks. 

�� AEM research focuses on: “how” and “what” of information use, rather than “why/why not”. 

�� AEM research depicts the farmer as USER rather than PRODUCER of knowledge and 

information. 

�� AEM research focuses on INFORMATION (formal) rather than SOCIAL networks. 

 

Social & Information Networks in Agriculture: possible conceptual and analytical frameworks. 

�� Agricultural Knowledge Information Systems (AKIS):  

�� Roling (1988 & 1992), & Roling & Engel (1990). 
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ACCESSING SOCIAL & INFORMATIONAL NETWORKS. 
 
 
Fischer, C.S. (1982) To Dwell Among Friends: Personal Networks in Town and City.  Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press. 
 
[p.35] 
“Involvement or Relation” – 3 types:  
�� FORMAL: social recognised roles with reciprocal rights and duties; 
�� SENTIMENTAL: involved because care about, or feel close to; 
�� INTERACTION & EXCHANGE: share activities, provide material, or emotional, assistance, or 

both, and who receives same in return. 
 
N.B. 
�� There is significant overlap between categories. 
�� Focus here is on the “Interaction & Exchange” relations. 
 
 
[p. 36] 
The AIM is for respondents to describe their personal networks (the kinds of people they were 
involved with and the nature of those involvements) as completely and efficiently as possible (20-30 
minutes per interview). 
 
The basic procedure was to get respondents to name the key people and then to ask them about each 
named person.  We elicited those names by asking  respondents the (first) names of people who 
did, would, or could provide them with various kinds of support.  We assumed that people who 
aided the respondents were usually assisted by them in return and were generally core members of 
their networks. 
 
[p.37]. 
In answer to specific (issue-related) questions, respondents named as many people as they 
wished, but interviewers generally recorded only the first 8 names.  At the end of the series, the 
interviewers compiled lists of all the names mentioned (average = 12.8).  They gave copies of these 
lists to the respondents and asked: “Is there anyone important to you that does not show up on 
this list?”.  Any additional names (ave=5.7) were added.  The first list includes people we know 
provided support to the respondents while the second list includes people who may/may not have 
done so.  In the end, respondents named between 12-24 associates (ave = 18.5). 
 
 
With the list of names in the respondent’s hand, the interviewer then asked: 

i. The sex of every named person; 
ii. All the “ways” the respondent “knew” the person, e.g. cousin, fellow worker, fellow union 

member, friend; 
iii. Which person respondents felt “especially close to”; 
iv. Which persons lived within 5 minutes’ drive; 
v. Which persons lived more than 1 hour’s drive away; 
vi. Which they saw at a favourite “hang-out”; 
vii. (For homemakers) which were also full-time homemakers; 
viii. (For workers) which were also in the same line of work; 
ix. Ethnicity; 
x. Religion; 
xi. Pastime. 

 
In addition, for all names, we know which kind of exchanges the respondents claimed to receive from 
them, because we know which questions elicited their names.   
 
We obtained yet more information about a sub-sample of names (between 3-5) by having the 
interviewee fill out a questionnaire for each one: 

i. How the respondent and the named person met; 
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ii. How many years they had known each other; 
iii. What city the person lived in; 
iv. How often they “got together”; 
v. Age 
vi. Employment status; 
vii. Marital status; 
viii. Children and ages. 
 
 
[p.38] 
We then had 2 kinds of descriptions: 
1. We know certain characteristics of the named people, and his/her relation with the respondent; 
2. B aggregating this information for each respondent, we can describe his/her network as a whole: 

proportion of kin, number of co-workers, number of neighbours they feel close to etc.  These 
summaries may be thought of as pictures of each respondent’s “private world”. 

 
 
METHODOLOGICAL APPENDIX (pp.267-314). 
 
[p.271] 
Defining “communities”: the locality is EGOCENTRIC – i.e. the associates of, and their relations to, 
particular individuals. 
 
[p.286] 
To overcome the ambiguity of previous studies, we had to focus on defining a network, especially so 
that the criteria for inclusion could be interpreted consistently by respondents, so that the networks 
would be comparable across them.  We wanted to consider those members of respondents’ networks 
who most affected them by shaping their attitudes and behaviour and by influencing their well-being. 
 
[p.287] 
Defining a RELATION: the definition of “relation” bounds the network; it determines which people are 
to be included/excluded.  We can identify 3 general analytical approaches to defining relation: 
�� Affective: the relation is an orientation – love, hate, respect, of two actors toward one another, a 

feeling about one another, and/or about the pair as an entity. 
�� Normative: a relation is a specific, culturally defined set of expectations, obligations, and rights 

between incumbents of two social positions – in other words, a “role relation” (e.g. father/son; 
teacher/student; neighbour/neighbour). 

�� Interdependence or exchange: a relation is an interdependence because two actors, such that the 
actions of one affect the outcomes (rewards, punishments) of the other.  The relation can be 
indirect, but of most interest are direct relations, or exchanges between actors. 

 
We adopted the last definition because it was the most concrete and the most comparable across 
respondents, and because it permitted us to use our implicit exchange theory of behaviour, to identify 
the people who shape individuals’ attitudes, behaviours and well-being.  Our decision was reinforced 
by success in early pre-tests with questions that referred to exchanges; people could reliably answer 
them. 
 
An exchange approach would include among the members of the social networks anyone whose 
behaviour rewards or punishes ego, or who is directly rewarded or punished by ego.  Such exchanges 
include a broad range of positively and negatively valued interactions, such as providing information, 
going out together, borrowing a cup of sugar, verbal abuse, caresses.  For present purposes, 
however, we excluded purely interpersonal interactions, those dictated by specific social positions and 
not by individual characteristics (e.g. a sales transaction). 
 
One difficulty is identifying an appropriate time frame for such interactions; this is the problem 
of the dormant, or latent, exchanges.  If there are two actors who are not at this moment 
exchanging anything, yet they did exchange in the past, or there is an expectation that they will 
or might exchange, should we or should we not, call this a relation? 
[p.287] 
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Our solution to the problem was both theoretical and practical.  We redefined a direct 
“relation” as the probability of exchange between two actors (as perceived by the respondent) 
… it is the pairs with relatively high probabilities of exchange who interest us, whom we say 
have a “relation”.  In this view, past exchanges, probable exchanges, feelings, and roles all 
provide indicators of the subjective expected probability of exchange.   
[p.288] 
It was therefore possible for us to exercise the practical expedient of asking about these 
nonexchange topics, as well as about on-going exchanges, in order to identify relations. 
 
SELECTING A SUBSET OF THE NETWORK TO STUDY. 
Respondents identify the members of their core networks, by using four kinds of name-eliciting 
questions.  These questions asked respondents to name: 

�� The people they usually go to for some kind of regular exchange; 
�� The people they would be likely to go to if they needed a rare but important exchange; 
�� The people who were recently sources of a valued exchange (e.g. last 3 months); 
�� The people who are likely to be sources of various exchanges we do not ask about. 

 
Reliability?  We discovered that respondents had more consistent interpretation of the behaviours 
described in exchange questions (which describes or imagines a concrete situation, rather than 
associating names to vague labels) than they did to terms such as “best friend”, co-worker”, or “feel 
close”. 
 
 
LIMITATIONS OF THE APPROACH. 
In asking about general exchanges, we miss: 
 

�� respondents’ associates who are sources of unidentified, specialised exchanges. 
�� sources of NEGATIVE exchanges 
�� recipients of exchanges; 
�� weak ties 2. 

 
We experimented with questions to identify important specialist, recipient, and weak ties, but 
concluded that the costs (in interview time) of these questions exceeded the benefits.  They typically 
identified few significant associates, many of whom were also identified by other questions. 
 
ERRORS IN MEASUREMENT:  respondents either failed to name all the likely sources of rewarding 
exchanges, or mistakenly named people who were not actually sources of these exchanges…. An 
example of a consistent problem is the TAKEN-FOR-GRANTED Associate.  Some people were so 
constantly involved in respondents’ lives that they often were not mentioned in answer to specific 
questions.  This is particularly true of spouses.  We handled this by sensitising interviewers to the 
problem.  But in the PILOT SURVEYS: there were notable reliability problems in clearly specifying who 
provided what; but reliability of the whole list was greater (N.B. Importance of the question: “Is there 
anyone important to you that does not show up on this list?”). 
 
[p.292]: Recommend applying various techniques for double-checking the accuracy of the lists. 
 
RESPONDENT’S CO-OPERATIVENESS. 
[p.302]. 
Interviewees who were more reluctant to do the interview, as judged by the interviewer afterward, 
gave fewer names in answer to the network questions, reported fewer magazines that they read, had 
fewer complaints about their community, reported less tension, etc; they made less effort.  We 
combined three interviewer rating to one scale: 

i. What was the respondent’s INITIAL attitude about being interviewed? 
ii. What was the respondent’s attitude DURING the interview? 
iii. How forthcoming do you think the respondent was about his/her personal problems and 

feelings? 
 
                                                      
2 Granovetter, M. (1973), “The Strength of Weak Ties”, American Journal of Sociology, Vol 78 (May),: 
1360-1380. 
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QUESTIONS FOR INTERVIEWER, AFTER INTERVIEW: 
What was the respondent’s INITIAL attitude about being interviewed? 

�� Very interested or enthusiastic (1) 
�� Somewhat interested (2) 
�� Indifferent (3) 
�� Somewhat reluctant (4) 
�� Very reluctant (5) 
�� Hard to tell (6) 

 
What was the respondent’s attitude DURING the interview? 

�� Friendly, eager, volunteered information (1) 
�� Co-operative but not particularly enthusiastic (2) 
�� Indifferent or bored (3) 
�� Often irritated or hostile; seemed anxious to get it over with (4) 
�� Hard to tell (5) 

 
Was anyone else present during the interview? 

�� Yes, for most of the interview (1) 
�� Yes, for some of the interview (2) 
�� Yes, but only for a minute or two (3) 
�� No (4) 
�� For (1) or (2): who else was present? 

 
In giving you names of people, did you get the impression that the respondent was 
exaggerating by giving you extra names? 

�� Yes 
�� No 
�� If Yes: for which questions? 

 
Did you get the impression that the respondent was trying to limit the number of names he/she 
gave you? 

�� Yes 
�� No 
�� If Yes: for which questions? 

 
Please give a brief report of your interview with the respondent. 
 
 
 
 
 
Rogers, A. & Vertovec, S. (1995), The Urban Context: Ethnicity, Social Networks, and 
Situational Analysis.  Oxford: BERG Publishers. 
(This is an edited volume of contributions to SNA by UK social anthropologists and 
geographers). 
 
[p.17]  
The concept of “multiplexity” – the extent to which two persons are linked in more than one way, e.g. 
as kin and as employer/employee (accepted that this is the case within a rural context). 
 
[p.18.] 
A perennial problem for geography: that of spatial formalism or spatial fetishism.  That is, the 
representation of social relations as relations between spaces, for example, rural and urban, or core 
and periphery.  The fetishism comes in attributing to spaces the power to act, interact or dominate … It 
is significant that Barnes’s (1954) original formulation of the network theory concept arose from the 
realisation that there were analytically separate social fields occupying the same territory.  Also, such 
networks extended beyond the territory in question.  This conceptual displacement of the social by the 
spatial has characterised studies of rural-urban migration in the past.  The idea that such movement 
consists of a single transfer of individuals from one situation to another, resulting in fundamental 
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changes in their social relationships, persisted for a long time… The spaces “urban2 and “rural” 
cannot therefore be used as surrogates of social change. 
 
[p.19] 
A social network perspective therefore challenges the ready equation of spatial proximity with social 
interaction, which is an axiom of social geography… SNA permits the fuller consideration of a person’s 
“immediate social environment”. 
… Although space is still important in the formulation and maintenance of social networks, its exact 
significance needs to be established empirically.  SNA facilities the tracing of connections between 
locality and wider contexts, between “here” and “there”. 
Bridge’s analysis (see notes below) shows that dependence on one’s social network may vary 
according to stage in lifecycle.  Social networks may also be regarded as resources. 
 
[p.20] 
… The break-up of old Fordist and Keynesian hierarchies is creating new spaces for both networking 
and networks.  Wherever access to information becomes important, SNA will become a key research 
tool. 
 
CHAPTER BY WERBNER, P, “From Commodities to Gifts: Pakistani Migrant workers in Manchester”, 
pp. 213-236. 
 
[p.232] 
Social networks are implicitly constructed upon a “concentric circles” view of friendship … This view 
posts than an individual’s acquaintances and friends – all those who belong in the primary zone of the 
social network – may be classed according to the “closeness” of their relationship with ego. The 
attempt is to define the variable “strength” of network ties (Granovetter 1973), and closeness is 
defined by different operational measures, most commonly by the frequency of interaction between 
network members or the multiplex relations they manage in different contexts of association (Mitchell 
1969 3: sometimes multiplex relations are defined as relations combining “instrumental”, and 
“emotional” or “associational” ties). 
 
[p.233] 
A concentric network metaphor is a means of representing social relations on a scale of relative value, 
a scale often implicit in the people’s own classifications and taxonomies. 
… IN THIS STUDY: the expectations from acquaintances – whether neighbours, co-workers, or 
business associates – differ from those obtaining between friends and kin, in their degree of 
elaboration, the relative value of the obligations incurred, and the deferment of reciprocation allowed.  
Like friends, however, acquaintances also tend to have intrinsically multiplex relations … Multiplexity 
or frequency of interactions are thus inadequate indices of social distance. 
 
[p.234] 
IN THIS STUDY: The most highly valued transactions only occur within an inner circle of close kin, 
who also engage in less valued transactions open to a wider and less select class of persons. 
 
 
CHAPTER BY ANSWAR, M., “Social Networks of Pakistanis in the UK: A Re-evaluation”, pp. 237-257. 
 
[p.252] 
… the morphological characteristics of the networks, which refer to the patternings of relationships in 
the network in respect of one another, i.e. “anchorage”, “density”, “reachability”, and “range”. 
Mitchell (1969, p.16) explains “Reachability”:  the degree to which a person’s behaviour is influenced 
by his relationships with others turns on the extent to which he can use these relationships to contact 
people who are important to him or, alternatively, the extent to which people who are important to him 
can contact him through these relationships”. 
 
[p.254] 

                                                      
3 Mitchell, J.C. (1969), “The Concept and Use of Social Networks”, IN Social Networks in Urban 
Situations, Mitchell, J.C. *ed), Manchester: Manchester University Press. 
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The significance of the notions of reachibility as measured by median steps and compactness, lies in 
the way in which the links in a person’s network may be used to transmit information, exert social 
pressure, and mobilise support within the network.  These notions also provide us with a measure of 
whether the network is close-knit or loose-knit. 
“Density”: the degree to which all possible links in the network among persons actually exist. 
 
 
CHAPTER BY BRIDGE, G. 4 “Gentrification, Class and Community: A Social Network Approach”, pp. 
259-286. 
 
[p.265] 
Bett’s notion of the “immediate social environment” … consisted of the network of friends, neighbours 
and relations which mediated between the family and the total society.  The present analysis is 
predicated on the assumption common to much network analysis, that personal network structure can 
influence individual attitudes and behaviour. 
 
[p.282] 
Suggestions for greater use of SNA in social geography studies: 
The spatiality of social networks: a common assumption in the sociological literature is that social 
networks are “aspatial”.  The contention HERE is that space is still a crucial element of the structure of 
networks, because of three factors: 
Face-to-face contact rejuvenates a relationship, which tends to “sag” with extended separation; 
It would be difficult to sustain a network where all intimates were distant, because of the “freight of 
distance” (time/financial costs) that maintaining such a network would demand; 
The different needs of ego can only be met by an array of spatial relationships, some of which must be 
relatively close in geographical terms (e.g. help in an emergency). 
 
[p.284] 
SNA requires us to swallow our theoretical pride and confront social relationships (in all their 
inconsistency) in order to abstract some structure to those. 
 
 
FINAL COMMENT FROM MITCHELL, J.C. (“Afterword”, pp. 335-345). 
 
[p.340] 
… network studies in general are notoriously synchronic.  Analyses over time are still very rare, and 
when they appear one hopes that they will provide hints for further research into the DYNAMICS of 
networks. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
4 See also Bridge, G.H. “Gentrification, Class and Community”, Oxford: unpublished Dphil thesis, 
University of Oxford, 1990. 
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IMPLICATIONS OF THE LIT FOR PH2FQ: 

 
ISSUES FOR THE ADMINISTRATION AND CONTENT OF THE INTERVIEW: 
 
�� Ask first names only. 

�� Ask them as related to some concrete situations (rather than a vague concept such as best friend, 

or even trusted person).  This increases reliability of the answers. 

�� Ask the question: : “Is there anyone important to you that does not show up on this list?”.  This is 

important, since interviewees do not always answer accurately.  This allows specifically for the 

identification of the “taken-for-granted associate”. 

�� Ask about “would/could” as well as “did/has done”.  This addresses the time frame issue through a 

“probability of exchange” approach. 

�� Think of ways to double-check the answers, within the questionnaire. 

�� Post interview impressions of interviewee’s co-operativeness. 

 

RELATED ISSUES TO BE INCORPORATED: 

�� Multiplexity of relations (Mitchell, and Rogers and Vertovec): the extent to which two persons 

are linked in more than one way, e.g. as kin and as employer/employee. 

�� The attempt is to define the variable “strength” of network ties (Granovetter 1973), and 

closeness is defined by different operational measures, most commonly by the frequency of 
interaction between network members or the multiplex relations they manage in different 
contexts of association 

�� Concentric metaphor. 

�� Spatial nature of the immediate social environment. 

�� Dynamics of the social network (see comment by Mitchell). 
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