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In this year’s report on social capital, I draw 
out three key recommendations to build and 
strengthen social capital in our population. 
At the core of these recommendations is the 
importance of working closely with the rich 
network of communities and organisations 
that make up the City & Hackney. We start 
from a strong place - in a recent Hackney 
Residents’ Survey 85% of residents agreed 
they belong in their local area and this  
report also points to strengths in the City  
such as high levels of formal volunteering.  
I look forward to working with our residents 
and partners to build on these assets and 
further strengthen social capital across  
City & Hackney.

Dr Sandra Husbands 
Director of Public Health  
for City and Hackney

Foreword

This year, my annual report focuses 
on the role of social capital in creating 
health and wellbeing. 

Drawing on local and national evidence, it 
focuses on how people connect across City & 
Hackney and how these networks allow people 
to access and share resources.

We have seen the value and risks of social 
capital play out in recent years. The COVID-19 
pandemic brought into focus the importance 
of connections as we were restricted from 
spending time with the people we cared 
about. It also highlighted great examples 
of communities coming together to support 
people to stay physically and mentally healthy. 
More recently, during the riots in the summer 
of 2024, we have seen the negative effects 
that civil unrest has on local communities and 
that some people will actively seek to divide, 
undermine and cause widespread harm.

This report therefore provides a timely picture 
of social capital in City & Hackney, alongside 
evidence and recommendations to inform our 
approach going forward. As with my 2023 
report on sexual health, I will be using this 
year’s report as a basis to make progress on a 
specific area of health. Since the publication of 
‘Sexually Healthy’, a Sexual and Reproductive 
Health Strategy has been developed for  
City & Hackney at both Health and Wellbeing 
Boards focusing on: healthy and fulfilling  
sexual relationships; good reproductive health; 
STI prevention and treatment; living well  
with HIV and work towards zero HIV infections; 
and inclusion communities and those with 
complex needs. There is also an action plan to 
monitor and demonstrate progress that will be 
updated annually. 

https://cityhackneyhealth.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2023/12/DPH-Annual-Report-2023-Healthy-Sexually-Summary.pdf
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Executive Summary

Relationships are often our most valuable 
assets. Whether it’s our family, friends, work 
colleagues or neighbours, these relationships 
shape who we are, how we spend our time 
and our overall sense of health and wellbeing. 
These connections are important routes to the 
things we need in life. Whether that’s material 
resources like housing or food, or harder to 
define areas like companionship or a safety net 
in times of need.

Social capital is a term which brings these ideas 
together, including:

•	 who we connect with in our day to 
day lives; 

•	 how we connect with people, 
including the expectations and 
behaviours in our relationships; 

•	 how these networks allow us to access 
and share resources.

There are different forms of social capital, 
which broadly refer to the connections we 
make with people:

•	 we share common characteristics with 
such as religion or age - bonding;

•	 we have less in common and/or spend 
less time with - bridging; 

•	 who have more or less power than we 
do - linking. 

This report summarises what we know about 
social capital and the opportunities and risks 
it can present for health, bringing concepts to 
life through case studies from across City & 
Hackney.

Like many assets in our lives - whether it’s a new 
technology, money or social capital - there is the 
potential for them to benefit or harm our health 
and wellbeing. The key thread of this report is 
how we, as a public health team, can work with 
partners across City & Hackney to build social 
capital to benefit people’s health. We draw out 

three core foundations in particular: 

1.	 Design and evaluate our approach 
with the community 

2.	 Consider places as well as people 

3.	 Work in partnership

Design and evaluate our approach 
with the community 
The people who understand their connections 
and networks best are communities 
themselves. While this report draws on 
evidence from regional and national indexes 
and an annual survey of residents in Hackney, 
it would be valuable to have a fuller picture 
of the parts of social capital that matter to 
residents, where there might be risks, and 
where action is needed. 

As the public health team in City & Hackney, 
we recommend developing neighbourhood-
level community-led needs assessments. This 
approach would draw on existing work to build 
social capital in City & Hackney and involve 
processes that aim to strengthen relationships, 
e.g. participatory arts. 

A community-led approach should not stop 
at assessing need. Good design also means 
building strong mechanisms for feedback 
and evaluation. We should build on existing 
resident surveys to, for example, use our 
needs assessment process to understand new 
information and why it is important to both 
local people and social capital. We may also 
want to advocate for a residents’ survey for the 
City of London, aligning with similar themes to 
the Hackney annual residents’ survey. 

Finally, wherever possible we should seek to 
share our approach and build on others' work 
to make it easier for us to compare our progress 
with other places.
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Consider places as well as people
While social capital is fundamentally about 
people, the environments that support 
connections need to be considered too. The 
indexes in this report identify physical spaces 
where our team, Hackney Council, the City of 
London Corporation, and our wider partners 
may want to focus attention to support 
connection. For example, access to open spaces 
in and around the City of London and creating 
environments that improve people’s perceived 
feelings of safety in Hackney. This is supported 
by findings from the Hackney Residents’ 
Survey which, for example, includes parks 
and playgrounds as places where Hackney 
residents are more likely to mix with people 
from different backgrounds. The survey also 
highlights issues around crime and community 
safety as a top priority.

The community-led needs assessment should 
include a focus on how the spaces in City & 
Hackney can support better social connections 
and in doing so improve health, wellbeing and 
reduce health inequalities.

This will involve working across sectors and 
not simply local authority owned spaces. For 
example, this report highlights the role of 
business in shaping places and supporting 
social capital. For example, connections 
formed with people in shops, high streets and 
community businesses.

Work in partnership 
This report draws on policies and programmes 
relevant to building social capital, from 
specific projects that have been successful to 
broad themes and principles. Unsurprisingly, 
it highlights that developing connections in 
communities means working in collaboration. 

As a public health team, we need to work with 
networks and assets that already exist. This 
includes across local authority teams and with 
the wealth of businesses as well as voluntary 
and community organisations in City & 
Hackney. There is a role for us to build capacity 
in these existing networks, including through 
disseminating training on areas like grant bid 
writing. We also need to work in partnership 
to resource our joint work on social capital, 
including identifying funding opportunities 
from research bodies and other funders and 
helping businesses make investment decisions 
that enhance social as well as financial capital 
and return on investment.

Executive Summary
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What is social capital?

At the heart of social capital is the 
importance and value of relationships.  
The people we spend time with - from family  
to friends, work colleagues and people  
working in businesses - are central to our 
everyday lives and have a significant  
influence on our health and wellbeing. 

For many years sociologists, economists  
and political theorists have tried to define 
social capital and its impact. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In brief, social capital is a term which  
brings ideas together, including:

•	 who we connect with in our day to 
day lives;

•	 how we connect with people, 
including the expectations and 
behaviours in our relationships;

•	 how these networks allow us to access 
and share resources. (4) 

‘ Social capital is defined by  
its function. It is not a single entity,  

but a variety of different entities  
having two characteristics in common: 

they all consist of some aspect of  
social structure, and they facilitate 

certain actions of individuals who are 
within the structure. ’(3)  

James S Coleman,   
Former president of the American  

Sociological Association 

‘ Social capital is a term used  
to describe the extent and nature  

of our connections with others and  
the collective attitudes and behaviours 

between people that support a  
well-functioning, close-knit society. ’(1)  

UK Office for  
National Statistics 

‘ Features of social  
organisation such as networks,  

norms, and social trust that facilitate 
coordination and cooperation for  

mutual benefit. ’(2)  

Robert Putnam,  
Political Scientist and Professor of  

Public Policy, Emeritus 
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Figure 1 provides further detail on  
the connections, norms and behaviours that underpin social capital. 

‘ The aggregate of the  
actual or potential resources  

which are linked to possession of 
a durable network of more or less 
institutionalised relationships of  

mutual acquaintance  
or recognition. ’(5)  

Pierre Bourdieu,  
Sociologist and public  

intellectual

‘ The ability of actors to  
secure benefits by virtue of 

membership in social networks or  
other social structures. ’(6)  

Alejandro Portes,  
Professor of Sociology,  

Emeritus 

Social capital is an important route to the things we need in life. By investing in relationships, we 
can access material resources like housing and food or things that can be harder to define like 
companionship, friendship or a safety net in times of need. This is where the concept of  
‘capital’ comes in - our connections enable us to ‘buy’ or  
‘give’ resources.

What is social capital?

Fig 1: Illustration of the types of connections, norms and behaviours on which social capital depends.  
Developed by Duleni Herath.

Norms and 
behaviours

Generosity

Sharing

Respect

Connections
Friends

Organisations

Colleagues

Family

Clubs

Businesses

Support

Trust
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Fig 2: Illustration of the types of connections, norms and behaviours on which social capital depends.  
Developed by Duleni Herath.

The different forms of social capital:  
bonding, bridging and linking
A common framework that is used to think about the different forms of social capital is bonding, 
bridging and linking.

Bonding
Relationships between people who have similar characteristics, e.g. 
religion or age, and tend to spend time in similar social circles with 
strong social ties.

Bonding case study: Hackney Lunch Clubs Network 
Hackney CVS (HCVS) 

A network of 12 lunch clubs around Hackney for over 55s, providing healthy 
meals and an opportunity for older people to make connections and take 
part in activities. 

The majority of these lunch clubs serve culturally appropriate food to specific 
groups. For example the Hot Line Meals Lunch Club’s kosher meals; North 
London Muslim Community Centre men’s and women’s groups; and the 
Halkevi Kurdish/ Turkish lunch club. One of the key benefits of these clubs for 
many global majority residents is having a place to go where others

What is social capital?

Tangible

Tools

Food

Transport

Money

Housing

Intangible

Opportunity

Access

Skills

Security

Knowledge

Figure 2 provides further detail on  
the tangible and intangible resources that social networks allow us to access or provide. 

https://hcvs.org.uk/lunch-clubs/
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What is social capital?

Bonding 
continued

understand their culture and can speak in their first language, without feeling 
socially excluded.

The Network’s 2023 impact survey showed that 94% of respondents had 
made new friends at lunch clubs and these clubs appear to be meeting a key 
need in the community: 59% of those who attend clubs do not attend other 
social activities. (10)

Bridging Relationships between people across groups who are often less likely to 
spend time together

Bridging case study: Hackney Faith Forum   
London Borough of Hackney

Established in 2016, the Faith Forum celebrates the contribution of the faith 
community in Hackney and brings their collective efforts together. It aims to 
harness the unique positions faith leaders and organisations hold across their 
communities, in an effort to work together to tackle systemic challenges and 
issues, such as poverty and inequalities.

By bringing together different communities across Hackney, the Faith 
Forum has a role to play in bridging social capital. The Faith Forum has also 
been important in building connections between faith organisations and 
the Council’s service for refugees, migrants and asylum seekers (Welcome 
Hackney). 

Through regularly meeting with the council to provide feedback on upcoming 
policy, the Faith Forum also demonstrates the third form of social capital: 
‘linking’. (11)

Linking Relationships across a gradient of power or authority - a ‘vertical 
connection’ on a hierarchy. For example, a teacher and a student.

Linking case study: City & Hackney Community Health Champions,  
VCH, City & Hackney Public Health

Community Health Champions are trusted members of diverse local 
communities (often from community organisations) who act as a link 
between communities and the local health system. They benefit local 
health partners in understanding barriers and issues to health within diverse 
communities and benefit communities by enabling tailored and accessible 
health messaging to be shared with local people. (12) The programme 
was initiated during the Covid-19 pandemic to raise awareness and share 
information about the public health response. Following the pandemic, the 
programme has expanded to cover a breadth of topics relating to health and 
wellbeing. The current 2024 priorities include physical activity, smoking and 

https://hackney.gov.uk/faith-forum
https://vchackney.org/services/communitychampions/
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What is social capital?

Linking 
continued 

 
 
 

vaping, cancer (prevention, screening and awareness), and healthy eating. 

This builds connections between communities and those with the power to 
make changes in how healthcare is delivered and therefore supports linking 
social capital. It empowers residents to make decisions on their own health 
and wellbeing based on accurate information they receive from trusted 
members of their community.

Fig 3: An explanation of bonding, bridging and linking social capital. Note: Gittell and Vidal(7) are sometimes credited 
with coining the terms bonding and bridging and Woolcock(8) with describing linking social capital as above, however 
multiple researchers have contributed to the development of these concepts. Source: Institute of Social Capital. (9)
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How does social capital affect  
our health?

Evidence points to social capital 
as a route to better physical and 
mental health outcomes
There was a rapid growth in the number of 
published articles exploring social capital 
from a public health perspective in the mid-
90s. (13) Systematic reviews on the subject 
have found:

•	 Associations between trust and 
better physical health, where trust 
is an indicator of social cohesion 
(the strength of relationships and 
solidarity between people in the 
community). (13) 

•	 Living in a neighbourhood with 
strong social connections can benefit 
your health. These benefits include: 
children having better oral health,  

adults being more likely to have an 
active lifestyle and better mental 
health. (14)

•	 The evidence for a positive 
association between social capital 
and health outweighs negative 
associations or where associations are 
not conclusive. (15)

Social capital can affect health and 
wellbeing in different ways
Figure 4 shows how social capital can affect 
people’s health and wellbeing at the individual 
level, through information and resources, and 
at the collective level, through social contagion, 
informal social control and collective efficacy. 
(16)
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How does social capital affect our health?

Fig 4: Mechanisms by which social capital is thought to affect health.  
Source: Social epidemiology (2 edn). (16)

People may share health knowledge with their networks, 
for example where to buy fruit and vegetables, how to 
register with a GP or how to access housing and benefits.

Information

People may share both material resources (for example a 
hot meal when a friend is sick) and less tangible resources 
(such as support in times of stress).

Resources

Health behaviours can spread through networks, e.g.  
if someone in a group chooses to walk instead of drive  
to work, their colleagues may also be more likely to  
follow suit.

Social 
contagion

Communities have norms and standards of what is  
acceptable behaviour, this can lead to informal policing  
or sanctioning of unhealthy behaviours, e.g. preventing 
young teenagers smoking.

Informal 
social  

control

Communities that are well connected and work together 
may be more effective at advocating for healthy policies 
and services in their local areas, for example through 
patient participation groups.

Collective 
efficacy



Social capital can play a role in 
tackling health inequalities 
Bonding and bridging social capital can act as 
a buffer against the negative health effects of 
poverty. There is some evidence to suggest that 
people who are more deprived gain greater 
health benefits from social capital than those 
who are less deprived. Social capital could help 
to reduce the difference in health outcomes 
between these groups. However, researchers 
also warn that exclusion from these networks 
or a lack of money to participate can have a 
negative effect on health. (19)

13

How does social capital affect our health?

The relationship between social 
capital and health is complex and 
not without risk
While figure 4 demonstrates the positive routes 
through which social capital can affect health, 
it can also create risks. For example:

•	 A network could spread 
disinformation about a health 
condition or intervention. 

•	 Unhealthy behaviours can also spread 
through social contagion. (17) For 
example, you may be more likely to 
smoke if you spend time with others 
who smoke.

•	 Tight social networks might also lead 
to exclusion of those who are seen 
as external to the group and social 
norms might lead to a loss of freedom 
or rigid demands on individuals to 
fulfil their duties. (18) For example, an 
individual may be stigmatised due to 
cultural or religious norms, sometimes 
leading to exclusion from the group.
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Social capital in policy  
and practice
The World Health Organisation 2023 report: 
Transforming the health and social equity 
landscape looks at the interaction between 
social capital, the economy and health and 
the role this can play in recovering from crises 
like the pandemic. Key priorities for action 
include rebuilding trust and making societies 
more inclusive. (20)

The UK Government released the Civil Society 
Strategy in 2018, which described how they 
could work with civil society to strengthen 
connections and make the most of existing 
assets in communities. (21) In the same year 
‘A Connected Society: A Strategy for Tackling 
Loneliness’ was published, which included a 
focus on how community infrastructure, e.g. 
community spaces and housing, can support 
social connection. (22)

The 2020 Levelling Up Our Communities report 
noted that, during the pandemic, people were 
more likely to respond positively to measures 
such as social distancing if they felt part of the 
community. (23) Supporting people to rebuild 
social capital and address loneliness was also 
seen as central to recovery from the pandemic 
in ‘Emerging Together: The Tackling Loneliness 
Network Action Plan’. (24)

Most recently the 2024 ‘Khan Review: 
Threats to Social Cohesion and Democratic 
Resilience’ highlighted that investing in strong 
and cohesive communities is a crucial part of 
making sustainable change. (25)

Figure 5 summarises regional and local  
policies to support social capital building in  
City & Hackney.

City of London Social 
Wellbeing Strategy

All Of Us: 
The Mayor’s 
Strategy For 
Social 
Integration

 Social integration is  
‘the extent to which  
people positively interact and connect with 
others who are different to themselves’
The approach is divided into four themes:

•	 promoting shared experiences

•	 supporting Londoners to be active 
citizens

•	 tackling barriers and inequalities

•	 improving London’s evidence base 
on the topic of social integration.
(26)

This strategy focuses on  
reducing loneliness and  
building communities. 

Recommendations include:

•	 asset based development- 
acknowledging people are experts in 
their own lives 

•	 shared spaces for the development of 
relationships 

•	 early intervention to tackle loneliness 
before it affects health

•	 building skills such as communication 
skills. (27)

https://www.who.int/europe/publications/i/item/WHO-EURO-2023-7761-47529-69924
https://www.who.int/europe/publications/i/item/WHO-EURO-2023-7761-47529-69924
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/civil-society-strategy-building-a-future-that-works-for-everyone
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/civil-society-strategy-building-a-future-that-works-for-everyone
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/a-connected-society-a-strategy-for-tackling-loneliness
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/a-connected-society-a-strategy-for-tackling-loneliness
file:https://www.dannykruger.org.uk/files/2020-09/Kruger%25202.0%2520Levelling%2520Up%2520Our%2520Communities.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/emerging-together-the-tackling-loneliness-network-action-plan
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/emerging-together-the-tackling-loneliness-network-action-plan
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-khan-review-threats-to-social-cohesion-and-democratic-resilience/the-khan-review-executive-summary-key-findings-and-recommendations#:~:text=Social%20cohesion%20encourages%20the%20strengthening,between%20citizens%20and%20the%20state.
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-khan-review-threats-to-social-cohesion-and-democratic-resilience/the-khan-review-executive-summary-key-findings-and-recommendations#:~:text=Social%20cohesion%20encourages%20the%20strengthening,between%20citizens%20and%20the%20state.
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-khan-review-threats-to-social-cohesion-and-democratic-resilience/the-khan-review-executive-summary-key-findings-and-recommendations#:~:text=Social%20cohesion%20encourages%20the%20strengthening,between%20citizens%20and%20the%20state.
https://www.cityhackneyhealth.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/Community_cohesion_and_social_networks.pdf
https://www.cityhackneyhealth.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/Community_cohesion_and_social_networks.pdf
https://www.belongnetwork.co.uk/resources/all-of-us-the-mayors-strategy-for-social-integration/
https://www.belongnetwork.co.uk/resources/all-of-us-the-mayors-strategy-for-social-integration/
https://www.belongnetwork.co.uk/resources/all-of-us-the-mayors-strategy-for-social-integration/
https://www.belongnetwork.co.uk/resources/all-of-us-the-mayors-strategy-for-social-integration/
https://www.belongnetwork.co.uk/resources/all-of-us-the-mayors-strategy-for-social-integration/
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Social capital in policy and practice

Fig 5: Regional and local policy which provides a foundation for social capital in City & Hackney.

Hackney 
Community 
Strategy

Hackney Inclusive 
Economy 
Strategy

This strategy is based  
on the idea that  
communities should shape  
how economic growth benefits them. 
The priorities in the strategy are:

•	 support neighbourhoods and town 
centres to thrive and be inclusive 
and resilient

•	 champion local business and social 
enterprise in Hackney 

•	 connect residents to high quality 
employment support and 
opportunities for good quality work.
(30)

City of London 
Joint Health 
and Wellbeing 
Strategy

Health and Wellbeing Boards  
exist to improve health and wellbeing  
and reduce health inequalities. 

The three priority areas for both City & 
Hackney are:

•	 improving mental health

•	 increasing social connection

•	 supporting greater financial security. 
(31), (32)

City & Hackney 
Community 
Cohesion and  
Social Networks 
report
This report considers           
resident satisfaction with  
their local area. 

Themes include:

•	 the challenge of maintaining social 
cohesion with a perceived rise in 
inequality and the rising cost of living

•	 the value of engaging with and 
responding to the views of residents 
in this area

•	 priority areas for action including 
targeted support for ageing 
populations and support to take up 
volunteering activities. (28)

This strategy set out  
the council’s vision for  
Hackney in 2028 across  
five themes:

•	 a borough with a good  
quality of life where the whole 
community can benefit from growth

•	 engaged residents who want to 
contribute to community life 

•	 a green and environmentally 
sustainable borough

•	 an open, cohesive and supportive 
community

•	 a borough with healthy, active and 
independent residents. (29)

Hackney Joint Health 
and Wellbeing Strategy

And

https://hackney.gov.uk/inclusive-economy-strategy
https://hackney.gov.uk/inclusive-economy-strategy
https://hackney.gov.uk/inclusive-economy-strategy
https://hackney.gov.uk/inclusive-economy-strategy
https://hackney.gov.uk/inclusive-economy-strategy
https://hackney.gov.uk/inclusive-economy-strategy
file:https://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk/assets/Services-DCCS/joint-local-health-and-wellbeing-strategy-24-28.pdf
file:https://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk/assets/Services-DCCS/joint-local-health-and-wellbeing-strategy-24-28.pdf
file:https://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk/assets/Services-DCCS/joint-local-health-and-wellbeing-strategy-24-28.pdf
file:https://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk/assets/Services-DCCS/joint-local-health-and-wellbeing-strategy-24-28.pdf
https://www.cityhackneyhealth.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/Community_cohesion_and_social_networks.pdf
https://www.cityhackneyhealth.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/Community_cohesion_and_social_networks.pdf
https://www.cityhackneyhealth.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/Community_cohesion_and_social_networks.pdf
https://www.cityhackneyhealth.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/Community_cohesion_and_social_networks.pdf
https://www.cityhackneyhealth.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/Community_cohesion_and_social_networks.pdf
file:chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://consultation.hackney.gov.uk/adults-health-integration/health-and-wellbeing-strategy/user_uploads/consultation-draft_-hackney-22_26-hwb-strategy-8.pdf
file:chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://consultation.hackney.gov.uk/adults-health-integration/health-and-wellbeing-strategy/user_uploads/consultation-draft_-hackney-22_26-hwb-strategy-8.pdf
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Measuring social capital

Regional and national indexes
Social capital is difficult to measure because 
it is made up of lots of different things like 
trust, respect and community involvement. 

Social capital is measured through its 
determinants and outcomes. (33) There 
are several indexes which combine some of 
these determinants and outcomes - including 
volunteering levels, election turnout and 
people’s sense of belonging - into a summary 
value for different places. This report considers 
three indexes relevant to social capital:

Civic Strength Index
Developed by the Young Foundation, the 
project was funded by the Greater London 
Authority as part of the Building Strong 
Communities mission of the London 
Recovery Programme. (34)

Thriving Places Index
Developed by the Centre for Thriving Places 
to guide policy and action in support of ‘the 
wellbeing of people, places and the planet’. 
(35)

Co-op Community  
Wellbeing Index

Developed by a partnership of the Co-op, the 
Young Foundation and Geolytix to measure 
community wellbeing at the neighbourhood 
level. (36)

The indexes were chosen because they include 
indicators relevant to social capital, provide 
scores for geographical areas across London 
(by borough, ward or constituency), and are 
available for public use. In this report, we 
have benchmarked scores for City & Hackney  
against both our geographical neighbours, 
Newham and Tower Hamlets, as well as our 
statistical neighbour, Southwark. (37)

These indexes can be used to identify areas of 
strength for social capital in City & Hackney as 
well as areas for improvement. For example, 
Hackney scores highly in areas including:

•	 opportunities for community life, e.g. 
events like parkrun in the area

•	 social support, drawing on indicators 
such as formal volunteers and 
registered charities

•	 community spaces, including access 
to open spaces and number of 
community centres

•	 community action including food 
parcel distribution. 

However, Hackney scores less well on safety, 
including the percentage of adults who feel 
safe outside in the local area.
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Case study: building on 
community assets in Hackney
Well London, Woodberry Down

Well London provides a framework for 
neighbourhoods to improve health and 
wellbeing, build resilience and address 
inequalities. The approach builds on existing 
community assets to build community 
capacity through activities and resources and 
action on specific local needs and issues. Well 
London has worked in thirty neighbourhoods 
in London since 2007, including Woodberry 
Down. Projects include lunch clubs, cooking 
classes, children’s cycling classes and ceramics 
courses.

The programme supports bonding social 
capital through bringing groups of people 
together and may also facilitate bridging 
social capital across groups with different 
characteristics. (38)

Meanwhile, the City scores highly on levels 
of volunteering, financial resources including 
spending power and the number of jobs per 
capita, and voices and participation. However, 
the City scores less highly on equality, including 
house prices and education, and access to  
open space.

Case study: volunteering in the 
City of London
Age UK, City of London

A programme of activities open to older people 
in the City of London, including workers and 
residents. Activities include exercise classes, 
such as Tai Chi and Zumba, as well as health 
walks, coffee afternoons, craft and more. Older 
people can build connections between people 
of a similar age (bonding social capital) and 
build bridging connections, e.g. the aerobics 

classes have engaged a mix of women from 
the local Bengali community and other groups 
in the area.

The organisation also offers online activities 
and a digital inclusion project to support 
people to get online. By making the digital 
world more accessible, these activities may 
develop bridging connections with people of 
different ages, backgrounds and experiences.

The organisation maintains an emphasis 
on peer support and there is no distinction 
between the volunteers and the ‘other’ 
members. (39)

A full analysis of each index for City & Hackney 
can be found in the appendix.

While the indexes are useful at highlighting 
potential areas of strength and improvement, 
they should be used with caution. The 
indicators used within these indexes are 
subjective and might not align with the 
priorities or experiences of communities in City 
& Hackney. The use of different indexes can 
also lead to a lack of consistency in identifying 
where we score highly and where we do not, 
which can make it more difficult to establish 
priority areas for action. For example, the 
Thriving Places Index scores Hackney lower 
than Southwark in the Equality areas, whereas 
the Community Wellbeing Index scores 
Hackney higher than Southwark. 

Locally collected data
The people who understand their connections 
and networks best are communities 
themselves. It is this understanding that will 
help partners across City & Hackney to build 
social capital. This is considered further in the 
recommendations of this report (page 25), 
including plans to conduct a community-led 
needs assessment on social capital.



19

Measuring social capital

As a public health team, we can also draw 
on high-level views and experiences through 
existing resident engagement. Hackney 
commissions an annual residents’ survey, which 
includes questions on community cohesion. 
(40) 1001 people took part in face to face 
surveys for the 2024 edition. Responses are 
benchmarked against previous years and an 
LGA benchmark. The City does not have an 
equivalent survey. Key findings relevant to 
social capital include:

Hackney residents report a high sense of 
belonging but this varies by group
There are high levels of belonging in Hackney 
with 85% of residents agreeing with the 
statement that they belong to their local area 
but this varies by group. For example, people 
are more likely to feel they belong in their area 
if they are over 65, belong to a global majority 
ethnic group or have been living in the borough 
for 10 years or more. Sense of belonging is 
consistent across different neighbourhoods 
in Hackney but there was variation by 
neighbourhood across other measures of 
community cohesion. For example, connections 
between people from different socio-economic 
or class backgrounds and the proportion of 
people who felt able to ask neighbours for 
advice.

Hackney residents agree that bridging 
social capital is important but fewer 
report seeing it in action
86% of respondents agreed with the 
statement ‘it is important for people from 
different backgrounds to mix with one 
another’. But while people tend to agree it is 
important, the figures for those who report 
bridging social capital in action are slightly 
lower. For example, 75% of people agree their 
neighbourhood is an area where people from 
different socio-economic or class backgrounds 

get on well together. This is however an 
improvement from the 2022 survey (70%). 

Nearly a third of people couldn’t  
go to someone in their  
neighbourhood for advice
67% of people agree that they could go to 
someone in their neighbourhood for advice 
and 37% agree that if a new neighbour 
moved in nextdoor, they would wait for 
them to introduce themselves first. These 
are the two lowest scores for the ‘views on 
the neighbourhood’ part of the community 
cohesion survey section.

Case study: tackling loneliness  
in Hackney

Connect Hackney, HCVS

The Connect Hackney programme aimed 
to address loneliness and social isolation 
for those aged 50 and over and ran from 
2015-2022. It was funded by The National 
Lottery Community Fund’s ‘Fulfilling Lives, 
Ageing Better’ and was co-designed with 
participants. It included activities based in 
community venues, emotional and practical 
support, and projects to target groups who 
were underserved by more general activities 
- for example, people with complex needs, 
ethnically diverse groups, and men. Many 
of these projects sought to support bonding 
social capital by bringing together people with 
experiences in common.

An evaluation report found that ‘the offer 
to connect with others through meaningful 
activities was an important driver of initial 
engagement and ongoing retention’ and 
benefits included ‘new social connections and 
friendships, improved wellbeing and mental 
health’. (41) 
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Shops, parks and playgrounds are  
areas with potential for developing  
social capital 
When residents were asked about places where 
they were more likely to mix socially with others 
from a different socio-economic background, 
shops, parks and playgrounds scored most 
highly. Similar scores were also recorded 
against: other people’s homes; work and 
education environments; and pubs, clubs, cafes 
or restaurants. Places that scored less highly 
included charity and community groups and 
day centres. However, this is specifically about 
bridging social capital across socio-economic 
groups and these places may foster other forms 
of social capital including bonding. 

Crime and community safety is  
a high priority for residents
Linked to environments that could support 
social capital, when residents were asked what 

Measuring social capital

they valued most locally, 56% reported ‘a safe 
area, free from crime and bad behaviour’, with 
a 24% percentage point lead over the next 
highest answer of ‘clean streets’. It also scored 
highest as the area where residents would like 
to see money spent. 

These findings from the Hackney Residents’ 
Survey provide a richer picture of social capital 
in City & Hackney than the indexes can alone. 
For example, while the indexes rank Hackney 
highly for ‘social support’, it relies on data 
such as the number of formal volunteers and 
registered charities. This survey includes more 
direct measures of social support including self-
reported data on the extent to which people 
can ask neighbours for advice. However, there 
are limitations, e.g. all data is self-reported in 
response to prescribed questions. Qualitative 
data collection that allows community-led 
conversations and follow-up questions would 
be useful.
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The evidence: building social capital 
for health
As part of the development of this report, we 
conducted a ‘review of reviews’ on building 
social capital and promoting health. We 
focused on reviews published since 2020 using 
the MEDLINE database. Literature searches 
for this project were completed by Charlotte 
Bruce, Knowledge and Evidence Specialist, UK 
Health Security Agency Knowledge and Library 
Services. 23 relevant reviews were included.

Developing and implementing 
policies to build social capital
The review identified factors to consider when 
developing and implementing policy to build 
social capital. 

To build social capital activities that  
will be sustainable consider: 

•	 The welfare of volunteers. (42, 43) 

•	 The relationships between 
organisations in the system. Voluntary 
and community organisations 
working with regional and national 
public health organisations can help 
to maintain and develop community 
assets. (42, 43)

•	 The availability of resources, 
including staff’s ability to make grant 
applications. (42, 43)

Case study: building relationships 
between organisations in the 
system in Hackney
Together Better, Volunteer Centre 
Hackney (VCH)

The Together Better programme supports 
patients and volunteers to run over 140 free 
social activities in GP surgeries, including coffee 
mornings, fitness groups and art sessions and 

is now available to all residents registered 
with a City or Hackney GP. Support staff for 
the programme are funded through the NHS 
Additional Roles Reimbursement Scheme. 
Patients are often referred to activities through 
social prescribing and participating and 
volunteering has led to increased confidence, 
new contacts and increased engagement with 
their GP practice as well as other statutory 
services. (44)

A survey of patients, volunteers and 
staff across practices found that 91% of 
respondents had created new friendships 
through the programme; 96% had received 
the support they needed and 80% noted an 
improvement in their health and wellbeing. 
(45)

‘My eagerness to participate is a 
testament to the benefits these gatherings 
offer, not just in terms of social interaction, 
but also in nurturing my mental and 
emotional resilience.’  
                                            Patient testimonial (46)

As well as building bonding and bridging social 
capital, these activities are also supporting 
linking social capital through increased patient 
voice within the health system.

To facilitate joint community action in 
response to issues:

•	 Provide participants with autonomy 
and choice, create opportunities to 
build new social connections and 
create a sense of belonging. These 
factors were identified in a review 
of community-based responses to 
loneliness. (47)

•	 Financially support community 
projects (48), focus on sustainable 
community development (49) and 
ensure a network of ‘cooperative 
corporations’ is present to support 

https://www.wolterskluwer.com/en/solutions/ovid/ovid-medline-901
https://vchackney.org/services/together-better/
https://vchackney.org/services/together-better/
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self-help for communities. (50) These 
factors were identified in a study 
on social capital and community 
resilience following disasters. (51)

To engage the population in decision 
making processes consider:

•	 Building community capacity through 
training. (52)

•	 Identifying common interests 
between the community and policy 
makers to set joint priorities. (53)

•	 Monitoring outcomes (54), for 
example through adopting a health 
equity tool in local processes. (55)

Developing programmes and 
interventions to build social capital 

The review looked at potential programmes 
and interventions which can improve social 
capital outcomes. 

Digital interventions had some promising 
results on social capital outcomes. In a review 
of programmes promoting virtual connections 
for disabled young people, there were 
increases in the quality and quantity of virtual 
connections across all nine included studies. 
These programmes either trained participants 
to access virtual spaces or provided virtual 
activities to encourage interactions. (56)

A review which looked at digital health 
interventions for adults with chronic conditions 
identified several social support outcomes 
including informational and emotional support. 
(57) The evidence for effectiveness on social 
capital outcomes was weaker in reviews on 
digital interventions in older adults. (58, 59)

A review on peer-based community physical 
activity programmes for mental health service 

users highlighted the benefits of sharing 
experiences and advice. 9 out of 13 studies 
reported a significant increase in social 
support perceived by participants. (60) Another 
study looked at social outcomes of sports 
participation, which ranged from pro-social 
behavioural traits to greater connectedness. (61) 

Case study: community physical 
activity in Hackney

Kings Park Moving Together, 
London Borough of Hackney (LBH)
This local delivery pilot programme, funded by 
Sport England, builds on the strong sense of 
community in Kings Park to understand and 
overcome barriers to participation in physical 
activity through an asset based approach. 
The programme includes funding partner 
organisations such as the Hackney Playbus and 
Pedro Club Active Families:

Hackney Playbus provides mobile play and 
support services to families, including pop-up 
play provisions, in-hostel groups, and weekly 
‘bonding with baby’ groups. The Playbus 
encourages children and families to be more 
active by providing a safe and accessible 
space for parents to play with their children. 
A qualitative analysis of impacts found that 
‘by bringing together socially excluded and 
often isolated families, Hackney Playbus helps 
build local networks and connect families to 
essential services’.

Pedro Club Active Families offers exercise 
classes for older adults from the African-
Caribbean community, including people with 
health conditions and mobility issues. The 
social connections formed in these sessions 
have continued into participants’ daily lives, 
with people often spending time after the 
classes sharing stories and supporting each 
other with issues. More broadly the Pedro Club 

The evidence: building social capital for health

https://hackney.gov.uk/moving-together
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is an established community space, which 
supports the development of connections 
across the community and across generations. 
(62)

These examples showcase support for bonding 
and bridging capital and demonstrate some 
of the benefits these can bring: support, 
knowledge and a sense of belonging.

Participatory arts like music, drama and 
creative arts classes demonstrated bonding 
social capital outcomes. For example, 
promoting connections and providing 
emotional support and a sense of belonging. 
These activities also contributed to bridging 
social capital through improved access to 
resources and information, building trust and 
addressing social divisions. They also supported 
political engagement and therefore the linking 
domain of social capital. However, some 
participatory arts projects were vulnerable to 
projecting stereotyped views of certain groups 
and it was noted that bringing groups together 
could lead to ‘heightened awareness of 
unequal relationships’. (63)

Three reviews considered integration 
programmes and interventions for refugees 
(64); migrants (65) and those with lived 
experience of homelessness. (66) Some 
interventions looked to indirectly improve 
integration through providing access to 
resources and skills. For example, access to 
childcare for refugees (64, 67), language 
training programmes for migrants (65) and 
housing solutions for people experiencing 
homelessness. (66) It was noted that 
interventions which addressed housing 
issues alone were not sufficient in promoting 
community integration. Other strategies 
worked more directly on social capital, e.g. 
community groups for refugees (64) or linking 
migrants with long-term residents. (65) 

Linking migrants with long-term residents 
reduced loneliness and increased participants’ 
perception of support and integration. 
(65) ‘Psychosocial interventions’ (including 
psychotherapeutic interventions) for those 
with experience of homelessness was the most 
effective group of interventions for positive 
social and psychological integration outcomes 
in the relevant review. (66)

Community friendship groups, structured or 
unstructured groups to facilitate connections 
at a certain place and time, helped to develop 
social support in structured groups. (68)

A review looking at intergenerational activity 
programmes on the wellbeing of older people 
found mixed results on social capital outcomes. 
(69) 

Community reminiscence programmes, which 
involve participants sharing memories of past 
experiences, were found to be beneficial for 
building connections both within and outside 
of the programme. (70)

Community exchange and time currencies 
programmes involve members of the 
community providing a service to others in 
the community, e.g support with a daily task. 
Members are rewarded with credits which 
can be exchanged for goods or services. 
Benefits included increases in social support 
and bonding and bridging capital, as well as 
‘political citizenship’. (71)

Further reviews did not specify a specific 
intervention type, but instead explored broad 
intervention types with respect to social capital 
outcomes. (72), (73), (74), (75) These are not 
explored in detail here, but relate to either 
specific populations, such as those in long term 
care homes (72) or those with mental health 
diagnoses (74) or compare characteristics of 
different interventions (73), (75).

It is likely that a variety of policies and 

The evidence: building social capital for health
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programmes are needed to support the needs of 
diverse communities in building social capital. 

As explored earlier in this report, measuring 
outcomes such as social connection and 
social support is difficult. Across the reviews, 
a mixture of objective measures (e.g. number 
of connections) and subjective measures (e.g. 
perceived social support) are used. There 
are also a number of observational studies 
included where researchers look for links 

between events and outcomes, without testing 
an intervention in a controlled way. While 
interventions may be linked with a positive 
effect, they may not be directly causing it. 
Other considerations include weaker reporting 
of negative results and outcomes, which may 
skew the effects seen, and publication bias, 
where articles showing interesting results are 
more likely to be published.

The evidence: building social capital for health
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Recommendations for building social 
capital in City & Hackney
This report has explored the relationship 
between social capital and health, how it is 
measured, positive work underway in City & 
Hackney, and literature that can help build 
on this success further.

Like many assets in our lives - whether it’s a 
new technology, money or social capital - there 
is the potential for benefit or harm to our 
health and wellbeing. To build social capital for 
better health we, as a public health team, need 
to work with wider partners in Hackney Council, 
the City of London Corporation and across 
sectors to ensure the right foundations are in 
place. Our recommendations highlight three 
foundations in particular: 

1.	 Design and evaluate our approach with 
the community 

2.	 Consider places as well as people 

3.	 Work in partnership

Design and evaluate our approach 
with the community 
This report draws on indexes that are a useful 
barometer of social capital in City & Hackney 
and help to identify areas of strength and 
areas for improvement. But the people who 
understand their connections and networks 
best are communities themselves, which the 
indicators in these indexes may not reflect. 

This is in part addressed through the Hackney 
Residents’ Survey. However, this does not 
include City residents and it would be useful 
to have a fuller picture across City & Hackney 
of the parts of social capital that matter to 
residents, where there might be risks and 
where action is needed. This is difficult to do 
through closed, prescribed survey questions 
alone. As the public health team in City & 
Hackney, we recommend starting this through 
neighbourhood-level community-led needs 
assessments. This approach should: 

•	 Be asset-based, drawing on the 
strengths and existing work to build 
social capital in City & Hackney. 
We should use existing links and a 
‘snowball’ methodology to engage 
people who are currently underserved.

•	 Be at the neighbourhood level. 
We may wish to start with one of 
the neighbourhoods that scored 
comparatively low on community 
cohesion in the 2024 Hackney 
Residents’ Survey or in the City 
of London given the absence of a 
comparable residents’ survey. 

•	 Involve a process that aims to 
strengthen relationships across 
the bonding, bridging and linking 
domains of social capital, e.g. through 
participatory arts.

Throughout this process we should be aware of 
potential risks and seek to mitigate these.

A community-led approach should not stop 
at assessing need. Good design also means 
building strong mechanisms for feedback 
and evaluation. Hackney already commissions 
an annual residents’ survey, which includes 
questions on community cohesion and we may 
wish to advocate for a residents’ survey for the 
City of London. We could build on these surveys 
further, e.g. use our needs assessment process 
to understand new data we might want to 
collect. We may also want to include social 
capital in other measurement and reporting 
mechanisms, e.g. include social capital in the 
local assets section of the Neighbourhood 
Insights reports (next update Spring 2025).

How we align this locally collected data 
with national data is also important in order 
to benchmark our progress and compare 
nationally. For example, a government 
harmonised standard now exists for collecting 

https://cityandhackneyneighbourhoods.org.uk/news/neighbourhood-insight-reports/
https://cityandhackneyneighbourhoods.org.uk/news/neighbourhood-insight-reports/
https://analysisfunction.civilservice.gov.uk/policy-store/social-capital/
https://analysisfunction.civilservice.gov.uk/policy-store/social-capital/
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data on social capital. This standard could 
be incorporated into our residents survey at 
regular intervals in order to have a consistent 
record of progress which we can compare to 
national standards. 

Consider places as well  
as people 
We need to think about the environments that 
support relationships and connections to form. 
The indexes considered in this report identify 
where the local authority and wider partners 
in City & Hackney may want to focus to create 
physical spaces that support connection. For 
example, access to open spaces in the City 
of London and creating spaces that improve 
people’s perceived level of safety in Hackney. 
This is supported by findings from the Hackney 
Residents’ Survey where, for example, parks 
and playgrounds are identified by residents 
as places where they are more likely to mix 
socially with others from a different socio-
economic background. This survey also 
highlights crime and community safety as a 
top priority for residents.

This will involve working across sectors and 
not simply council-owned spaces and places. 
For example, healthy high streets support 
social capital, demonstrating the role of 
businesses in creating connections across 
the community. (76) This is supported by the 
Hackney Residents’ Survey which highlighted 
the role of shops in bringing people together 
from different socio-economic backgrounds. 
Community businesses also have a role in 
developing social capital, including through the 
services or products they supply, employment 
opportunities and building a sense of ‘pride, 
possibility and positivity.’ (77)

The community-led needs assessment should 
include a focus on how the spaces in City & 
Hackney can support better connections. 

Work in partnership 
As a public health team, we need to work with 
networks and assets that already exist. This 
includes across local authority teams and with 
the wealth of businesses and voluntary and 
community organisations in City & Hackney. 

Building capacity with our networks 
The literature review in this report found that 
building capacity was key to fostering social 
capital for communities and individuals. We 
recommend: 

•	 Building on our strong links with VCS 
organisations to disseminate training, 
including Making Every Contact Count 
(MECC) and grant bid writing training.

•	 Building on the case studies in this 
report to create a learning resource 
for partners. Identifying examples 
across bonding, bridging and linking 
domains is a useful framework, which 
partners have described as a fresh 
perspective.

Resourcing joint work on social capital 
As a public health team, we should continue to 
explore external funding for our work on social 
capital. 

The Community Infrastructure Levy and section 
106 are also important mechanisms to resource 
joint work on social capital. This income from 
developers can be used to fund community 
infrastructure to support social capital and 
mitigate potential harmful impacts of new 
developments. 

As a public health team, system or advisory 
group we should have a function to monitor 
funding opportunities from research bodies 
and other funders relevant to this area. Where 
these opportunities are available, we should link 
eligible VCS partners to maximise benefits. 

Recommendations for building social capital in City & Hackney
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Appendix

Index 1: Civic Strength Index
Civic strength can be summarised as how 
the community can provide people with the 
support and resources they need to build 
relationships and get involved in the things 
they care about. 

The framework for this index was co-produced 
with Londoners through an asset-based 
approach and is divided into three themes: 

•	 relationships and social capital

•	 democratic engagement

•	 public and social infrastructure. 

There are several domains under each theme, 
which are scored from 0-100 relative to other 
wards or boroughs. The indicator measures 
take into account the size of the population. 
Scores were not calculated for the City of 
London due to differences in data, however 

data was collected where this was available. 
The report for the first iteration of the index 
was published in 2021. (34)

Hackney scored particularly well in: 
opportunities for community life; social 
support; community action; financial resources 
and community spaces. Perceived safety, under 
the infrastructure theme, scored lower.

The unique characteristics of the City of 
London make it difficult to compare to other 
areas using this methodology. However 
the available data shows a high number of 
volunteers, community interest organisations 
and mutual aid groups. One area of weakness 
was access to open space.

Limitations of the index include the use of 
older data, particularly for open spaces and 
transport, and not all data is available at the 
ward or borough level. (34)

The following data and information on the Civic Strength Index has been made 
publicly available by the Young Foundation and Greater London Authority, for full 
details of the index, and sources for indicators see London Datastore

Theme 1: Relationships and Social Capital

Opportunities for community life

Hackney Southwark Newham Tower Hamlets 

100.0 66.0 49.0 39.0

This domain considers the number of play streets and parkrun events, as well as the 
percentage of the population who had used the internet (as a proxy for searching 
community events). Hackney wards all scored in the top quintile for this domain 
across London wards.

While play streets and parkruns present opportunities for connection with readily 
available data, it is a limited selection of events from which to draw conclusions on 
community life. Different communities may prefer different types of events and the 
City of London had neither of these activities. While the authors intended to study

https://data.london.gov.uk/dataset
https://playingout.net/play-streets/what-are-play-streets/
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wider community groups and events, these types of activities didn’t have the 
consistency or regularity of data to be included. Internet use is also a limited proxy 
for finding out about community events. People may find out about events through 
other routes, e.g. word of mouth or may not have access to technology or digital 
literacy.

Social support

Hackney Southwark Newham Tower Hamlets 

57.1 24.2 9.5 24.0

This domain looked at the sum of formal volunteers, the number of registered 
charities and the number of community interest groups. All Hackney wards scored in 
the top quintile for this domain and the City of London has extremely high figures 
for formal volunteers and community interest groups (larger than the total resident 
population). This is likely affected by volunteers who are not resident in the City and 
organisations with their headquarters in the City. 

The indicator on the number of charities only includes charities working at the level 
of one local authority and may therefore exclude national charities which operate in 
the local area.

Appendix

Relationships*

Hackney Southwark Newham Tower Hamlets 

78.5 53.7 53.6 53.9

This domain looked at net internal and international migration (as proxies for 
population change), the percentage of adults chatting to their neighbours at least 
once a month, and those who feel they belong in their neighbourhoods. The latter 
two indicators are at London level only - 65% and 59% respectively(78).

The City of London had the highest degree of population change across London, 
reflecting its highly mobile population. 

*From the underlying data it appears that higher population change leads to a higher 
score, which is unusual given high population change would reduce the chance to 
develop meaningful connections. This is not explored in the report and it might be 
that a higher score for population change should have been inverted for a lower 
overall score in this domain.
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Community action

Hackney Southwark Newham Tower Hamlets 

36.6 24.4 37.9 -

Note: the borough scores above represent the median of ward scores within each 
borough. This data was not normally distributed as only a few wards differed in score 
based on the grants indicator.

This domain looked at ‘below the radar grants’ (grants to small organisation not 
registered with a regulator); the number of food parcel distribution centres; the 
number of food parcels distributed; the percentage of adults who agree that people 
in their neighbourhoods pull together to improve their area; and the percentage who 
participate at least once a month in informal volunteering. The final two indicators 
were at regional or national level with 28% of Londoners participating in informal 
volunteering. (78)

There were no City of London indicators on grants and food parcel distribution. All 
Hackney wards score in the top 2 quintiles for this domain. The Tower Hamlets score 
is omitted because missing data meant the score was calculated using an average of 
nearby boroughs, which included Hackney.

The grants indicator is intended as a proxy for grassroots activity but is limited 
because it would not include organisations working without external funding. In 
addition, food bank activity may be affected by available funding and factors such as 
demand due to food insecurity. 

Trust and social cohesion

This domain was not scored or included in the overall index score, as data is 
only available at regional or national level. 

The indicators included:

•	 the percentage of adults who agree their local area is a place where people 
from different backgrounds get on (84% across London. (78)

•	 the percentage of adults who feel people in their neighbourhood can be trusted 
(England level - data not provided).

Appendix
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Theme 2: Democratic Engagement

Institutional trust 

Hackney Southwark Newham Tower Hamlets 

41.0 35.4 40.2 49.1

Note: the borough scores above represent the mean of ward scores within each borough.

This domain looked at the proportion of people on the electoral roll, the number of 
ballots cast in Mayor of London and London Assembly elections, the percentage of 
adults who trust their local council, and the percentage who are satisfied with different 
types of services provided by their council. The last two indicators were at London level. 

There was no City of London data for this domain. It is interesting to note the range in 
values between Hackney wards: the proportion of the population on the electoral roll 
ranged from 36% in Stamford Hill to 66% in Lea Bridge. (79)

Accessible engagement

This domain was not scored or included in the overall index score, as data 
granularity is at regional level. 

The domain looked at the percentage of adults who participated in civic consultation 
in the last 12 months (23% across London) and the percentage of adults agreeing that 
they can personally influence decisions in their local area (33% across London). (78)

Civic responsibility  

Hackney Southwark Newham Tower Hamlets

12.1 25.1 6.0 9.8

Note: the borough scores above represent the mean of ward scores within each borough.

This domain looked at the number of mutual aid groups which emerged through the 
pandemic; the percentage of adults who had participated in civic activism in the past 
year; and the percentage of adults who took part in civic participation in the past year. 
The last two indicators were at London level (9% and 44% respectively at London level. 
(78)

The number of mutual aid groups is sourced from a crowd sourced database, which 
maps groups geographically. (80) It is voluntary to add this data and may not therefore 
be a robust way of capturing all mutual aid groups in an area.

Appendix



32

Theme 3: Public and Social Infrastructure

Public services  

Hackney Southwark Newham Tower Hamlets

35.2 44.0 19.9 10.0

This domain looked at the total number of libraries in an area; the number of hours 
libraries are open; funding allocations; and number of registered patients per Clinical 
Commissioning Group (which have now been replaced with Integrated Care Boards). 
It also looked at GCSE attainment and proportion of young people who are not in 
employment, education or training (NEET) at the London level. While the City of London 
has nearly 10 times the number of libraries per capita compared to the next highest 
borough, this value is likely due to the unusually small population size.

Financial resources

Hackney Southwark Newham Tower Hamlets

15.6 77.9 6.6 12.3

Note: the borough scores above represent the mean of ward scores within each borough.

This domain looked at the number and value of grants from central government, 
lottery distributors and grant making organisations. It also included information 
on the gross expenditure of charities working at local authority level; core spending 
power of local authorities; the number of jobs per resident; and the percentage of 
new businesses which survive 1 year. There was City of London data for the last 4 
indicators. 

All Hackney wards score in the top 2 quintiles for this domain.

The City was in a unique position due to its small population size and its position as  
a financial and business centre. For example, compared to the next highest borough 
it had:

•	 Core spending power per capita which was over 7 times higher.  (81)
•	 20 times as many jobs per resident. (82)
•	 Gross charitable expenditure which was over 18 times higher than the next  

highest borough. (83)
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Safety

Hackney Southwark Newham Tower Hamlets

72.2 75.9 79.5 76.3

Note: the borough scores above represent the mean of ward scores within each borough.

This domain looked at the ward level crime count, the percentage of adults who feel safe 
outside in the local area during the day and the percentage who feel safe outside during 
the night. The last two indicators were at London level. There is no City of London data 
for this domain. 10 Hackney wards score in the lowest quintile for this domain.

Community spaces

Hackney Southwark Newham Tower Hamlets

58.5 39.6 23.6 47.9

Note: the borough scores above represent the mean of ward scores within each borough.

This domain looked at transport accessibility levels; the percentage of households with 
access to open space; the number of community centres; the number of cultural spaces 
(excluding libraries and cultural centres) and Healthy Streets scores. The Healthy Streets 
Scorecard includes factors such as speed limits, bus priority and active travel rates. (84)

The City of London had data for all items within this domain and fared well on most with 
the exception of access to open space where it scored lowest compared to all London 
boroughs. (85) All Hackney wards score in the top quintile for this domain.

Fig 6:  An exploration of the Civic Strength Index scoring in depth with benchmarking of  
Hackney against neighbouring boroughs. Source: London Civic Strength Index(86)
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Appendix

Index 2: Thriving Places Index
The Thriving Places Index is designed to 
provide a framework to support wellbeing and 
components of the index are relevant to social 
capital. It is divided into three headline areas: 
Local Conditions, Equality, and Sustainability. 
Each of these is divided into different domains 
with scores ranging from 0-10. The City of 
London was not scored by this Index. (87) 

For full details of the headline areas and 
domains, visit the index. 

This report includes the aspects of this index 
which are most relevant to social capital:

•	 The Equality headline area in 
its entirety, which is made up 
of measures of inequality in life 
expectancy and income, as well as 
measures of social mobility and 
black and ethnic minority (BAME) 
representation amongst local 
councillors.

•	 Two domains of the Local Conditions 
headline area - participation 
and community cohesion. The 
Participation subdomain explores 
measures related to volunteering 
in sports, the presence of clubs 
and societies, and membership 
of organisations. The Community 
Cohesion subdomain relates to 
neighbourhood belonging and social 
fragmentation. (88)

Hackney scores favourably compared to local 
authorities nationally in the Equality element, 
however it fares less well in the Participation 
and Community Cohesion domains.

Hackney Southwark Newham Tower 
Hamlets

Equality (head-
line element) 5.50 5.96 6.67 5.74

Participation 
(subdomain) 4.49 5.22 2.98 3.51

Community 
cohesion  
(sub domain)

4.28 3.59 3.60 2.80

Fig 7: Scores for Hackney and neighbouring boroughs for selected components of the Thriving Places Index.  
Note: the City of London is not scored by this index. The colours reflect classification of scores within the index  
when comparing all included local authorities nationally, from low (red) to high (green)  
Source: Explore your Thriving Places Index score (88), (89)

https://www.centreforthrivingplaces.org/thriving-places-index/about-the-thriving-places-index/
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City of 
London

Hackney Southwark Newham Tower 
Hamlets

Relationships 
and trust 46.2 45.5 49.3 56.8 48.5

Equality 6.4 13.4 10.1 39.5 21.7

Voices and 
participation 58.7 52.2 53.9 43.3 47.3

Fig 8: Mean scores across constituencies in the City of London, Hackney and neighbouring boroughs.  
Source: Community Wellbeing Index Mapping Tool (92)

Index 3: Co-op Community 
Wellbeing Index
As with the Thriving Places Index, the Co-op 
Community Wellbeing Index looks at areas 
beyond social capital but there are components 
which are of interest. It is a national index and 
scores are given at constituency level with a 
range from 0-100. (90) Visit the index for  
full details.

The index covers three themes: people, 
place and relationships. We explored the 
relationships theme in further detail, which 
covers:

•	  Relationships and trust, including 
measures on the availability of social 
spaces, community and household 
composition, the burden on long term 
illness (which may limit connections), 
and crime.

•	 Equality, including measures of 
inequality in house prices and 
education.

•	 Voices and participation, including 
voter turnout, petition signing and  
Co-op member engagement. (91)

This is the only index of the three with scores 
for the City of London. City scores highly 
against our comparator boroughs on the voices 
and participation area, but scores poorly on 
equality.

https://communitywellbeing.coop.co.uk/
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