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Executive Summary

The publication demonstrates preliminary resultsnfithe survey conducted in three Warsaw neighbaati$io
Zelazna Brama, Szediwice and Wilanéw. The total sample consisted @6 ®ersons: 233 idelazna Brama,
242 in Szcgéliwice and 221 in Wilanow. Rsearch was carried within the project titled ‘Generating
Interethnic Tolerance and Neighbourhood IntegraitioBEuropean Urban Spaces’ (GEITONIES). The researc
was financed under the Seventh Framework Prograofntiee European Community for Research and co-
ordinated by the Faculdade de Letras da UniversiddLisboa. Centre of Migration Research and Eacdl
Economic Sciences at University of Warsaw were oasiple for the study in Poland. The research eaver
six big European cities: Vienna (Austria), Salonikareece), Rotterdam (Netherlands), Warsaw (PoJand)

Lisbon (Portugal), and Bilbao (Spain).

In Zelazna Brama and Szgliwice the Vietnamese constituted the dominant amgigroup, while in Wilanéw
second-generation migrants originating from Westeunopean countries and the U.S. prevailed. Mongove
the neighbourhoods differed in terms of socio-deraplic characteristics and physical setting: wiiéazna
Brama is an area located closest to the city cemtith a concentration of blocks of flats in whisingle
person households prevail, Sgdzvice and Wilanow are much more prestigious argisated further from

the centre, with lower housing and a bigger praporof well-off families among the residents.

The main research findings demonstrate both impbddferences among the three neighbourhoods,edls w
as between migrants and natives. In general, ¢Slagice appears as the most positively perceived
neighbourhood, regarding its infrastructure, lesfelrust, level of attachment to the area, or fegbf safety.
Zelazna Brama is relatively the worst perceived meigirhood — with higher anonymity and lower level o

safety and social cohesion, whereas Wilanéw rae&srgl.

As regards differences pertaining to the residdmskground, migrants appear to be less familitin people
in their area and have less ‘weak ties’ in the Inleayirhood, but at the same they tend to assessatieai more
positively and are more attached to the neighbadahoProportionally they more often establish syrdies
within the neighbourhood. Neighbours seem to playoae important role in social networks of migratitan

in those of natives, which confirms a general tewgleof migrants to rely on local ties.

Interethnic contacts in the neighbourhood are rathee, and if they exist, they include mainly nagtions
between migrants and natives, whereas interettunitacts between representatives of different etroaps
are hardly observable. In an analysis of migrants Roles’ strong ties, ethnic homogeneity of threeasched
residents’ relations is even more visible. BotheBand migrants first of all tend to mention tloeirethnics as
persons most important to them. Moreover, the éwlwof interethnic relations pertaining to livinga multi-
ethnic area is very limited. At the same time hogrexenophobic attitudes are rather seldom iné¢kearched
areas. This may be related to the low number ofanitg present in Poland, which makes the issueigriamt

inflow a problem of a rather abstract nature.



1. Introduction

Attention of social researchers has already forestme been given to the declining role of the hb@urhood
in the lives of contemporary urbanites (Wirth 1938nnett 1977; Welmann 1979; Fisher 1982). Accorthn
the advocates of this thesis, the anonymity ofttiialy’s metropolis has freed people from local, teasd its
diversity allows forming social relations that bass on physical proximity, but on common interesisl
values. Indeed, most of the relations and actwitie which people nowadays engage seem to be tbcate
outside the neighbourhood (e.g. Wellmann 1979). Agnether things, the significance of the neighboorch
has been questioned as regards social network$aimead beyond the immediate home area (for a reseav
Unger and Wandersman 1985). However, at the same rmany researches believe that neighbourhood still
plays a considerable role in our lives, as it abntes to the formation of social interactionswadl as may

provide a sense of security and a feeling of attett to the area and to fellow residents (ibid.)

From the perspective of ethnic studies, what seemsial is how the neighbourhood composition afect
various aspects of integration. Recently, a nundferesearchers have reported that living in etHlyica
concentrated neighbourhoods is detrimental to maspects of community cohesion. Several scholars hav
demonstrated that in diverse areas, residentsttebe less trusting (Alesina and Ferrara 2002; iL&g06;
Putnam 2007), less cooperative (Putnam 2007), esiniéss civic attitudes (Stolle, Soroka, Johnsoo8),
and are less attached to their neighbourhood (Tag@ottfredson, Brower 1985; Oliver 2010). However,
evidence for this negative effect of diversity cemmainly from the United States, whereas the detpee
which those findings hold true in European socgetge subject of hot debate (see for example: L2@K8,
Tolsma, van der Meer and Gesthuizen 2009, Gijsl2814, Lancee and Dronkers 2011).

This publication demonstrates preliminary resuitgf the survey conducted in three Warsaw neighluma
within the project titled ‘Generatintnterethnic Tolerance and Neighbourhood IntegratibBuropean Urban
Spaces’ (GEITONIES). The research was financed uth#eSeventh Framework Programme of the European
Community for Resear¢rand co-ordinated by the Faculdade de Letras daetsidade de Lisboa. Centre of
Migration Research and Faculty of Economic Sciertdsniversity of Warsaw were responsible for thelg

in Poland. The research covered six big EuropetiesciVienna (Austria), Salonika (Greece), Rottenda
(Netherlands), Warsaw (Poland), Lisbon (Portugat)d Bilbao (Spain). In each of the cities fieldwoind
surveys were conducted in three selected neighbodeh Areas chosen for the fieldwork were charégstter

for relatively high share of migrants residing ther

The goal of the project was to examine how the mmgrhood and its ethnic composition shapes irtaret
relations, both in terms of interactions and atfiétsl towards each other. Thus, its results con&ibatthe
discussion about the impact of the direct resiéérgetting on neighbourhood cohesion. In partiguillae

following research questions have been addressed:

1 Grant Agreement number 216184.



- Which different modes of interethnic coexistence ba identified in European urban settings? Which
factors can be pointed out as being causal todkieldpment of these different modes?

- What types of urban areas facilitate forming intené relations?

- How are multi-ethnic neighbourhoods perceived bg tiesidents themselves? What differences
between the natives and migrants may be observiisinespect?

- What neighbourhood factors are more conducive stefing an environment of understanding and

tolerance?

In this study, neighbourhood is understood bothth@ social and geographical sense. It is a smak ar
inhabited by a collection of people, which furtherm includes certain facilities in which the resittemay
meet each other (compare for example: van Eijk 2ahQyeographical terms, the neighbourhood wamddf
as the area accessible within a short walk froméh@rompare for example: Kearns and Parkinson 2041,
Eijk 2010). It is thus a small area that includdaces in which residents carry out their daily noes
(Blokland 2003) and in which social relations caam formed: spatial proximity can translate into abci
proximity. Such understanding of neighbourhood setmnbe particularly suitable when the influencetaf
neighbourhood on social relations is studied, aguent encounters with the same fellow residersrare

probable within a small scale (compare: van EiKl@.

In GEITONIES surveys both migrants and natives wsttedied. It should be stressed, however, that the
definition of a ‘migrant’ was rather specific allowg for capturing ethnic diversity in the studigsas and for
comparability between ‘old cities of immigratiotike Rotterdam and Viena, and ‘new cities of imraiipn’

like Warsaw. A ‘migrant’ was defined as a persorosdat least one parent had been born abroad etitsd
country of residence. The place of birth of thepoeglent was not decisive in distinguishing betweggrants
and natives. In this way the second-generationanigrwere included in the population of ‘migraritsthe
approach applied for the GEITONIES.

The report is divided into six main sections. Wartsivith some facts and figures about Warsaw amd th
studied neighbourhoods with respect to the presggtant populationNext, we present the perceptions of
neighbouring and neighbourhood, giving particulepbasis to the ways the Polish and migrant residget
along with each other, their level of trust, atdi#s towards each other and the reputation of the
neighbourhood. In chapter four we concentrate an dimensions of interethnic coexistence: we analyse
contacts with and knowledge of people in the neiginbood, as well as the size and ethnic composifon
social networks. The development of interethni@atiehs is the focus of chapter five, while the nmodé
interethnic coexistence are analysed in chapterFnally, we draw some brief conclusions and fqraticy

recommendations for the local and national levels.



2. Research method and its application

2.1. The city and the neighbourhoods

2.1.1. Migrant population in Warsaw

Compared to other cities covered by the GEITONIE§eet, Warsaw has by far the smallest number of
migrants: various estimates show that foreignensstituite not more than 2% of the Warsaw population
(Kepinska and Okodlski 2004; Okélski 2010), which is, hgerel0 times as much as the share in the general
Polish population (compare Central Statistical €ff2002). At the beginning of 2000s, Warsaw wasotiig
Polish city with a positive migration balance andene foreigners are visible and important in thg'silife
(Kepinska and Okoélski 2004).

Although data on migrants are very poor in Poland precise figures are unknown, some general resmark
about the migrant groups can be made. As regamlstiimic composition of the migrant population, the
following groups should be distinguished:

e Eastern-Europeans from the former-USSR,

* The Vietnamese,

e Western-Europeans and North Americans,

*+ Chechens.

The groups differ in terms of socio-economic anldural characteristics, as well as socio-econortatus and
migration patterns. Among the Eastern-EuropeargsiUkrainians constitute the biggest group. Due to well-
established connections with Polish society andlstoétural distance, those migrants easily adjoslife in
Poland. Many Ukrainian migrants have Polish familie Polish roots. Therefore, assimilation andgragon
are the most frequent acculturation strategies gnutkmainians in Poland. As a consequence, in taftiseir
spatial distribution in Warsaw, they do not revaastrong tendency to concentrate spatially, butcaite
dispersed throughout the whole city (Grzymata-Kazlka and Piekut, 2007).

A completely different group in terms of accultuoat strategies and migration patterns are\flegnamese
Although they may be fewer in number than the Ukgeais, they remain the most visible migrant groop i
Warsaw as regards structural and spatial charatitsti They are a group that can be characterizedna
ethnic enclave with a high level of ethnic cooperatand self-organization (Halik 2000, Halik andwocka
2002). Great cultural and geographical distance anidck of institutional support for integrationvea
contributed to very poor integration of the Vietrem®a migrants into Polish society. Moreover, a gtron
Vietnamese community in Poland with exceptionallilvdeveloped networks and ethnic institutionsa#io
migrants to retain their own culture and to opewmdteost exclusively within their own ethnic groupnlike
the Ukrainians, they tend to concentrate spatiflgguently choosing the same streets and buildi@gsr a
half of the Viethamese households are located iaettWarsaw districts: Srodndse, Ochota and Wola
(Grzymata-Kaztowska and Piekut, 2007).



‘Western’ migrants — citizens of West European countries, Americam$ @anadians — constitute another
distinct group of migrants in Poland and in Wars@hey started to come to Poland already in theyd£90s,
responding to the demand for highly-skilled profesals in transforming Polish economy, especially i
financial and banking sectors. Alongside the desirgademand for western skills, the inflow from teza
countries has later fallen. However, a group oftamsworkers, including English language teachisrstill
visible especially in Warsaw. In terms of socidkgration in Poland, they tend to enter, first lbf rretworks

of English speaking experts in which Poles occupyiigh-level management positions also operate.eSafm
them take a more Poland-oriented integration pdtwever, this applies first of all to migrants niedrto a

Polish partner (compare for example Piekut 2010).

In terms of some general characteristics of theramigpopulation in Warsaw, it should be said thatée is a
prevalence of temporary migrants and a relativagh lproportion of foreigners with irregular statuss

regards the purpose of stay, three main categofiésreigners should be distinguished: 1) labougnamts
(including entrepreneurs and specialists), 2) toratudents and 3) asylum seekers and refugeesrdicg to
the Ministry of Labour and Social Policy, from 20@72009 the number of issued work permits has riae
doubled: 12153 work permits were given in Polan@007, while in 2009 — their number has risen t8420
Each year around a half is issued in Mazowiecke province: in 2009 it was 13 979 permits (Ministdy
Labour and Social Policy database). Obviously, thisber is lower than actual number of migrantskingy

in the respective region, as since 2004 EU citizexve been allowed to work in Poland without a waekmit.

2.1.2. Neighbourhoods selected for the survey

For the selection of neighbourhoods for the sureegpecial compilation of the population census diadm
2002 supported by a qualitative research was UBeel.census data allowed to identify districts inrgdav
with relatively high numbers of migrants, and tatitiguish three types of areas within the city (pane
Smetkowski 2009):

1. prefabricated concrete housing estates budt 4875;

2. varied types of buildings and social structure;

3. buildings built before the mid-1970s.

Due to a low reliability of the national census adas regards the presence of foreigners in Poland
(underestimation of number of foreigners in theggahpopulation), a qualitative approach has beethdr
applied, involving observation, consultations witligration experts and migration researchers, ctetsmhs
with local authorities, studies in local kindergars and schools (taking the number of foreign guad an
indication of the number of foreigners presenthia given area). Eventually, three neighbourhoods heen
selectedSzczsliwice, Zelazna BramaandWilanow. Their location within Warsaw can be seen on tlag m

below:
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Source: Own elaboration

Zelazna Brama

Zelazna Brama is located close to the city centid,is a part of two Warsaw city districroédmiecie and
Wola. It is an area with more than 13000 inhabgastd around 7000 apartments. The main part of the
neighbourhood is a housing estate (big blocks a&¥l built in the years 1965-1972 in place of themer
Jewish ghetto, which was located here during theoise World War and after the liquidation completely
destroyed. The estate includes 19 blocks of flsisg 15 floors high and containing up to 400 aparits
each, most of which are of rather small size. Theme also several newer buildings incorporatedhi t

neighbourhood, and a few pre-war buildings.



H

q
4
m
o
i

% "
) el q‘ﬁ- - a
ot ") o ]
| qu et | b\,@ &
S 4 a AS* S 1}‘":
& w 9 c Cw
) B 2 &2 T _13 £
Dingge > LA it £ z
2 o % ‘,\ff" £ ’,5.
o N
5 et £ ot 2 a :.;
| = % O !
: :;ﬁ % .
o
o wakd .
629 % ot puec M
. o g @e , 3 : -
| «ﬁ‘) ® / w\E o 1m|ﬁf.u,e,‘,g§ 5 >
@ sk
a0 ? G(H‘,nwska ¥ |
B
5
®
[y ?ﬂ
L= P okl
= 5 w\'\o“
Mirdw L]
Na
34 z 708
5
A %
e Y
% ®
®
Centrum
=] z = \
%‘ nl? m =]
634 = = - 3
719 aﬂ et L 2t j
e WVars
3 -
i e
2 o B
\ 3 el 108%
% o0 o s
7 Ho |
Z 2 rEh i
YT eI 3 631 B Golf @ZOOQ Google - Map data ©2009 PPWK ¥

Map 2.2 Map of theZelazna Brama neighbourhood
Source: Own elaboration on the basis of google maps

The blocks of flats irzelazna Brama are widely known to attract foreignierive there, which has been also
confirmed by the population census data: foreigreges relatively over-represented in the neighboodho
compared to the total Warsaw population. Althougttaded data on the ethnic composition of the
neighbourhood are not available and due to a vegllsnumber of foreigners in Warsaw in general,ldou
actually be misleading, what can be said is that\trethamese seem to be the biggest migrant grotipei
area. The area became a popular location for tlgn&imese in the 1990s, which was mainly due to its
proximity to the city centre and good public tramtpconnections with the “Stadion Dziesiolecia”, an
enormous outdoor market, where many Vietnamesewwaikled as traders. After the market was closed, the
number of the Vietnamese living in ti@lazna Brama neighbourhood has begun to fall, it presence
there is still visible.
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Photo 2.1 TheZelazna Brama neighbourhood

In terms of the socio-demographic structure ofrtegghbourhood, its population is overrepresentedltgrly
residents — the share of residents in the age g8éupis much higher than among the Warsaw residents
general (24.9% vs. 16.5%), while children (age pgroul4) are underrepresented (8.4% in the neiginooar

vs. 12.4% in Warsaw). Due to the small size ofatxilable flats in the blocks of flatéelazna Brama is also a
place of residence chosen by persons living orr thein (56.9% households in the area are one-person
households, whereas the relative share in the wtitleis 38.3%). In terms of economic activit¥elazna
Brama residents show similar characteristics agyémeral Warsaw population: 46.5% of the inhab#tare

economically active, while 12.9% are unemployedr(pare: Gorny 2009).

In terms of infrastructureZelazna Brama is well equipped with municipal kirgetens and schools built
already during the Polish People’s Republic (beft®89). Numerous shops, cafes, bars and varioes typ
services are easily accessible in this neighbowthitas also one of the best locations in Warsawerms of

public transport, as bus, tram and metro linesschase.

Szczsliwice

Szczdliwice is an area located in the southern-west paivarsaw, within the Ochota district. It surrosnd
the Szczsliwicki Park, one of the biggest and most beautgatks in the city. The area hosts around 7500
inhabitants, and the number of dwellings reachewst 3000. The neighbourhood comprises relatively n
housing estates mostly built in the 1990s and 2@aldlsough blocks of flats from the 1970s and 80d pre-
war buildings can be also found in the neighboudhodhis fact determines the socio-economic and
demographic characteristics of the neighbourhoodsdents: high proportion of families with childre
(62.2% of the neighbourhood’s population), and g/ \&nall share of elderly people (6.6% persons d&fed

and more).
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Map 2.2 Map of the Szcesliwice neighbourhood
Source: Own elaboration on the basis of google maps

Furthermore, Szegliwice is a place of residence chosen by relativebalthy people. The apartments in
modern new residential estates (often gated contiaghiare expensive and often quite luxurious. Thtus
not surprising that highly educated people (41.88mfthe neighbourhood population), managers (15 Zi8d)
specialists (39.8%) are overrepresented in the atda is accompanied by a very high share of ecucally
active people — 66.1% — and extremely low unemphaymate: 6.2% (compare Gérny 2009).

The area was chosen as a case study neighbourbotitefsurvey, as qualitative observations supddote
gquantitative data have shown that S#liwice is one of the most popular Warsaw areas arforeigners.
This popularity has been also portrayed in the 200@ulation census data showing that the propomion
‘foreign-born persons’ is over three times higherSzczsliwice than in the whole Warsaw. Moreover, an
overrepresentation of ‘foreign immigrants’ is evagher, with a 4.4% share for Széliwice (compared to
0.6% for Warsaw). Although adequate data are natlahle, it appears that Szgliwice is an area
characterised by the highest concentration of \dieimse migrants within Warsaw borders. The neighizmat
has attracted the Viethamese to settle here irettent years, especially after the ‘Stadion Rezisiecia’ was

closed and the Vietnamese vendors started to nopowstka Kosowska — a new trading centre on thekiniss

10



of Warsaw. The fact that Szghwice is on the way to Wélka Kosowska appearethéca motivation strong
enough for the Vietnamese to move to $giwice in the last few years. It is also worth nientng that
according to qualitative research, apart from thetnamese, also Chinese migrants have chosendadriiv

Szczsliwice.

The fact that Szegliwice is a relatively new neighbourhood borderingll-developed areas constituting the
heart of the old Ochota district contributes tauétajpoor infrastructure of the neighbourhood arigeglroom’
character of the community. The Sgdvice residents take advantage of the infrastmgctaf the old Ochota
district, where schools, medical and social ses/iGs well as shops, restaurants and cafes arenpres
However, elegant private schools and kindergartamajlable even for very small children, becometajui

frequent in this neighbourhood.

Photo 2.2 The Szagliwice neighbourhood

Wilanéw

Wilanow is an area located in the southern partMafrsaw, and from all three studied areas it isahe
located furthest from the city centre. The areaaéhpspulation of around 10000, and almost 4000tayesnts.

It is one of the most prestigious residential anea8Varsaw, consisting mostly of family houses, ahds
having one of the smallest numbers of inhabitantslawest population density within the Warsaw hugtus.
For the survey only a part of the Wilandw distihets been taken into account, namely the area tltusése
Wilanéw Palace. Apart from small family houses w fag blocks of flats built in 1970s and 1980s hal&o
been included, as they are located in the sametsir&ery new residential estates, different arttiera
independent from the rest of the district, havenbercluded from the research. Nevertheless, it asttw
adding that similarly to the Szgtiwice neighbourhood, Wilandw is a relatively hetgeneous area in terms
of building types. Consequently, various charastms pertaining to the Wilanéw population andféamily

structures are very close to the average charstitsrof Warsaw inhabitants.
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Map 2.2 Map of the Wilanéw neighbourhood
Source: Own elaboration on the basis of google maps

Wilanéw became a popular location for highly-skdllprofessionals from the West working in internagib
companies and embassies. We have chosen this peifflamd because of the presence of American migrant
but Western European nationalities and other miggewmups are also present here. It is worth meintgpthat
in Wilanéw various embassies and private residentambassadors can be found, which also contshota
higher representation of foreigners in the areapaoing to the whole Warsaw. An overrepresentatibn o
migrants has been also supported by the 2002 popuizensus data demonstrating that ‘foreign-barsgns’
constitute 1.7% of Wilanéw population, whereas éign migrants’ 2.8%. Both proportions are higher fo

Wilanéw than for the whole Warsaw.

Wilanéw has a relatively good infrastructure imterof number of kindergartens, schools, medical suial
services, although only a few shops and cafés eadable. As in Szcgliwice, there are many private
kindergartens in this neighbourhood — especialtgrimational and foreign (mostly American, Europeaual
German) schools and kindergartens are located hiengever, apart from the neighbouring Wilanéw Palac

surrounded by a park, not many public places wineighbours can meet and interact are available,itand

seems that the neighbourhood'’s residents tendetodsineir free time in private houses.

12



Photo 2.3 The Wilanéw neighbourhood
Source: Own elaboration — photos taken duringigidviork

2.2. Technical details on the survey

The survey was conducted in three neighbourhodetazna Brama, Szediwice and Wilanéw, among
residents aged 25 and older, who had been livingemneighbourhood for at least one year. The sumas
guestionnaire based, and was conducted with thgeusfaPaper and Pencil Interviews. The overaltfierk
phase lasted over one year: from May 2009 until M8¢0. The survey itself has been conducted from
September 2009 until May 2010.

Before the fieldwork took place, letters, leafleiad posters in Polish, English and Vietnamese were
distributed among residents of the neighbourhoauk administrations of the buildings, in order tdéomm
about the research in each neighbourhood and teidgratrust among the residents. Moreover, local
organisations and institutions were notified of teeearch. Special attention was given to approaighant
organizations and ethnic community leaders: aparhfdisseminating information about the survey agnon
them, special meetings were arranged in order itd kay actor contacts that could facilitate acdessigrant
groups. During the survey, at the end of eachrvrees symbolic gifts for participating in the resel were

offered to respondents (cups and pens with the ébddniversity of Warsaw).

At the first stage of the fieldwork, in each neighbhood a complete inventory of addresses of dagdlihas
been made. Afterwards the inventory has been wamsid into an enumerated list, from which a random
sample of the addresses has been drawn. Due tntak number of migrants in Warsaw compared toSthe
remaining cities that take part in the project, tagget Warsaw sample was different than in otheesc

quotas for migrants were reduced from 100 persoB€ fpersons in each neighbourhood.

As regards the sampling procedure, initially a mndample of the addresses was drawn, a part chveaich
interviewer was given. If a dwelling was inhabitedmore than one person, the last birthday methas wsed

in order to randomly select the interviewee from llousehold. Three attempts were made in ordgyimach
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the selected person for the interview. Howevers thiethod turned out to be very time consuming - the
response rate was around 30%. In the course oé timenths, only 153 interviews were made using this

sampling method, in which only 8 with migrants.

Due to those problems, a small alteration in tmepdig procedure was employed, and a random roetbau
was applied. In addition, quotas for ethnic backgih age and sex were stipulated in order to gteedarger
heterogeneity within the sample. Interviewers wejigen information on starting points within the
neighbourhoods (addresses selected randomly fremadiress inventory) and detailed instructions bow
move along streets and select buildings and dvgallimithin them. In order to choose an individualnirthe

selected household, the last birthday method wed as beforehand.

In order to include migrants in a bigger proporttban they actually constitute in the total popolatin the
given area (which does not exceed a few percedtitianal methods as regards accessing migrante wer
applied. This was also due to frequent reluctaridbechosen migrants to being interviewed. Persdtis a
migrant background were often afraid that the witv was in fact conducted for local administratimmthe
migration bureau. The biggest problems were enesadtamong the Vietnamese migrants — in this group
refusals were most common. Therefore, apart froenstlandard procedure used for the rest of the sampl
migrants were approached not only in their placeesidence but also in public places (e.g. parks) a
workplaces within the neighbourhoods, in a few satbe snowball technique was also used. Furthermore
interviewers approached the Vietnamese migrantsVietnamese schools and the Polish-Vietnamese
Friendship Society. In those cases the way to fegpondents of migrant origin differed from thegoral,

while the selection criteria for the interview ranmed unaltered.

2.3. Basic structure of the samples in the three ighbourhoods

Altogether 696 persons were interviewed: 23Z@tazna Brama, 242 in Széliwice and 221 in Wilanow.
This section demonstrates the basic structure etdtal sample as regards the respondents’ backdy@s

well as the structure of the samples in each oftitee neighbourhoods (see Tables A1-A24 in Appgndi

Table 2.1. Total sample

Background Frequency Percent
immigrant background 179 25.7
native background 517 74.3
total 696 100.0

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
In bothZelazna Brama and Szghwice, the dominant migrant group were the Vietes® while in Wilanow

— the most common origins of the migrant resporalaras the US and other English-speaking countitiés.

worth noting that in the ‘Vietnamese’ neighbourhed@delazna Brama and Szgiwice), migrants were
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usually born abroad themselves, while in Wilande igrant residents were in most cases secondajerer

migrants: out of 55 persons with a migrant origgmaany as 38 were born in Poland.

As regards age, i¥elazna Brama, among natives the youngest and thestolgroups prevailed. This
corresponds with the fact that the neighbourhoatsists mostly of small flats — occupied predomihahy
elderly persons and students living on their owme Vast majority of migrants in this area, in tumere under
35 years old — in fact migrants from telazna Brama neighbourhood were the youngest ammggnts
from all the investigated Warsaw areas. In $dozice the two youngest groups were dominant, kationg
the native and migrant residents. In Wilandw, the groups were split relatively evenly among thtves,

while among migrants the youngest age group (uB8gwas dominant.

Among theZelazna Brama residents, a vast majority of theveathave moved in to the neighbourhood more
than 10 years ago, and only less than a quarteednoMater than 10 years ago. This is consistétht tlve fact
that elderly people and students prevail among bithats of this area. Migrants, in turn, are mainly
newcomers in the neighbourhood — most of them baea living in theZelazna Brama neighbourhood for not
longer than 5 years. In Szgliwice, the majority of respondents — both of migrand native origin — have
moved in to the area less than 10 years ago, wtachbe explained by the fact that the neighbourhisod
relatively new. In Wilanéw we can see the biggeasipprtion of residents living in the area for mdihan 10
years (with a very high share of persons livingre¢hsince birth), which is due to the old charadk&the
neighbourhood. It is also worth noticing that aswnas 40% of migrants have always lived in Wilandive
latter should be interpreted by the fact that fymers present in this area are predominantly segendration

migrants, and thus have often lived in Poland amhén the same neighbourhood since birth.
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3. Setting the scene: perception of neighbouring drthe neighbourhood

3.1. Getting along with each other: perception anévaluation

Regarding the evaluation of the social relationshie neighbourhood, most of the respondents perdbie
people in their area as welcoming to newcomers.mbst positive answers were given in Stiwice, while

the least positive — idielazna Brama.

Interestingly enough, in all three neighbourhoadigrants more often than natives perceive the meioptheir
area as welcoming to newcomers (see Table 3.1)s Thaeems that Poles have a worse opinion abeirt th
own attitude towards newcomers than they actualgent in their behaviour. The majority of migraatsee
that their co-residents are open to newcomers ZorSiwice as many as 76.9%), while among the Polish
respondents the share of positive answers is aolyna a half. Differences between migrants andveatare

statistically significant in all three neighbourhiso

Table 3.1. Getting along with each other: ‘Peoplenithis area are welcoming to new people moving in’,
by migration background, per neighbourhood (%)

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanéw

migrant native migrant native migrant native
agree 55.9 47.0 76.9 55.4 673 50}3
neutral 33.9 25.4 16.9 26.8 236 2118
disagree 5.1 14.4 3.1 14.3 7.8 1455
don't 5.1 133 3.1 3.6 1.8 138
know
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 100.0 10¢.0
Total abs. 59 181 65 168 55 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 7.707, df=3; p=0.052;
Szczsliwice: chi square = 10.759, df=3; p=0.013;
Wilanéw: chi square = 9.185, df=3; p=0.027.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Concerning the view on the neighbours’ cooperatioftrying to improve the area, the opinions wererev
more positive, however this time no consistent drelifferentiating the migrants and natives could be
observed. In Szegliwice and Wilanow, migrants tend to express moosifive views (see Table 3.2).
However, differences between migrants and Poles statstically significant only in the Szgdfiwice
neighbourhood, in which the share of positive amswamong migrants amounts to 84.4% (while among
natives — 57.7%). I@elazna Brama, in turn, the distribution of answar®ng migrants and Poles was rather
similar: a little less than one third of the resgents (both of Polish and of migrant origin) agvééh the
statement that people in the area pull togeth@npoove it, around one quarter has a neutral opirémd one

tenth disagree.
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Table 3.2 Getting along with each other: ‘People ithis area pull together to improve it’, by migration
background, per neighbourhood (%)

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanéw

migrant native migrant native migrant native
agree 59.3 61.3 84.4 57.7 58.2 5418
neutral 27.1 22.7 12.5 22.6 255 199
disagree 8.5 12.7 1.6 16.] 10.9 1913
don't 5.1 3.3 1.6 3.6 5.5 6.p
know
total 100.0 100.0 100.¢ 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total abs. 59 181 64 168 55 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 1,458 df=3; p=0,692;
Szczsliwice: chi square = 16,149, df=3; p=0,001;
Wilanéw: chi square = 2,393, df=3; p=0,495.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Moreover, migrants have more positive opinions lam quality of relations in the neighbourhood: ihthatee

studied areas, migrants more often than Poles risdgvith the statement that people in their aceaat get
along very well (see Table 3.3). However, diffeenare statistically significant only in tielazna Brama
neighbourhood, in which 59.3% migrants vs. 37.7%vea disagree with the statement. In general, fedm
the three investigated neighbourhodfslazna Brama is the area in which the image ofhieigr relations is,

in the view of respondents, the least positive.

Table 3.3 Getting along with each other: ‘People irthis area don't get along very well’, by migration
background, per neighbourhood (%)

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanow

migrant native migrant native migrant native
agree 6.8 10.8 7.7 14.3 13.0 1115
neutral 25.4 29.9 154 20.2 185 2214
disagree 59.3 37.7 70.8 63.1 63.0 533
don't 8.5 21.6 6.2 2.4 5.6 12f7
know
total 100.0 100.0 100.¢ 100.0 1000 1009.0
Total abs. 59 167 65 168 54 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 9,828, df=3; p=0,020;
Szczsliwice: chi square = 4,588, df=3; p=0,205;
Wilanéw: chi square = 2,948, df=3; p=0,400.
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

From the three areas, Wilanéw singles out as the ionwhich residents perceive the people in the
neighbourhood as knowing each other relatively welcontrastZelazna Brama is perceived as the area with
the biggest level of anonymity, from among the ¢hneighbourhoods. Interestingly enough, althougiranits
report to have less everyday contacts in the nemgtitood than Poles, they more often disagree vii¢h t
statement that people in their area hardly knovh edber (see Table 3.4) (differences statisticsiiyificant

in theZelazna Brama and Szgtiwice neighbourhoods).
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Table 3.4 Getting along with each other: ‘People inthis neighbourhood hardly know each other’, by
migration background, per neighbourhood (%)

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanow
migrant native migrant native migrant native

agree 40.7 54.4 26.6 53.9 2556 3041
neutral 40.7 20.0 31.3 22.2 327 343
disagree 15.3 18.3 32.9 19.8 345 349
don’t know 3.4 7.2 9.4 4.2 7.3 6.p
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 1000 100.0
total abs. 59 180 64 167 55 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square =10.497, df=3; p=0.015;

Szczsliwice: chi square = 14.592, df=3; p=0.002;
Wilanéw: chi square = 0.449, df=3; p=0.930.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Most of the respondents in all three neighbourhadasot perceive their area as conflicting. Inténggty
enough, in Szegliwice and Wilandw, Polish residents more oftemtinaigrants tend to confirm that there are
often tensions between different categories of [ggaphile inZelazna Brama the direction of differences was

the opposite (and statistically significant): migismore often than natives perceived conflictsed@resent.

Table 3.5 Getting along with each other: ‘There areoften tensions between different categories of
people’, by migration background, per neighbourhood%o)

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanéw
migrant native migrant native migrant native

agree 11.9 4.5 7.7 14.3 55 61

neutral 27.1 15.2 10.§ 9.% 20.0 209
disagree 50.8 60.7 75.4 71.4 673 5410
don’t know 10.2 19.7 6.2 4.8 7.8 19]0

total 100.0 100.0 100.¢ 100.0 1000 100.0
total abs. 59 178 65 168 55 16B

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 10,334, df=3; p=0,016;

Szczsliwice: chi square = 1,988, df=3; p=0,575;

Wilanéw: chi square = 4,846, df=3; p=0,183.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

A comparison of means have not revealed any sagmfidifferences between migrants and nativesfiardnt

age groups, gender or education groups in anyeohéighbourhoods. However, in the total samplectiage

statistically significant differences regarding thié above statements related to perceived neighietations.

This can be treated as a confirmation of the difiees between migrants and natives in the ovetélide

towards the neighbourhood and its residents — ireigd, migrants have a more positive perceptiothef

neighbourhood coexistence and neighbour relatioas Poles. The descriptive statistics and resattshie t-

test can are demonstrated in the Appendix (seee$a#t5 and A26 in Appendix).

3.2. What does the neighbourhood and the people iihg there mean to the respondents?

As far as assessment of everyday interactionseiméighbourhood is concerned, migrants in the Néptese

neighbourhoods’ more often than Polish respondeep®rt that they enjoy daily exchanges with their

1
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neighbours (although differences were statisticailignificant). The Szegliwice residents appear as the
most satisfied with their daily interactions withighbours — among migrants the share of positigavars has

amounted to as much as 72.6%, while among natite$5.4% (see Table 3.6).

Table 3.6. ‘I enjoy the daily exchanges with the mgle in my neighbourhood’, by migration background,
per neighbourhood (%)

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanow

migrant native migrant native migrant native
agree 49.2 43.0 72.6 55.4 52.7 500
neutral 35.6 43.0 21.0 30.4 36.4 364
disagree 10.2 11.7 4.8 12.5 9.1 9
don't know 51 2.2 1.6 1.8 1.8 3.4
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 10040 104d.0
total abs. 59 179 62 168 55 16

® Differences between migrants and natives withightsourhoods statistically insignificant
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

It is also in Szogliwice that the interviewed migrants most oftendstiiey would miss the people in their
neighbourhood if they moved away (see Table 3.73ai® in both ‘Viethamese neighbourhoods’ the
proportion of persons giving positive answers ghler among migrants than among natives (39.7%8:8%2
in Zelazna Brama, and 46.0% vs. 34.5% in $dozice). In Wilandw, the tendency is the oppositatives

more often than migrants say that they would ntissarea in case of moving away (40.4% vs. 32.7%).

Table 3.7. ‘I would miss the people in my neighbotrood if | moved away’, by migration background,
per neighbourhood (%)

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanéw
migrant Native migrant native migrant native

agree 39.7 28.3 46.0 34.5 327 40]4
neutral 20.7 18.3 31.7 16.1 40.0 2447
disagree 34.5 50.0 22.2 46.4 23.6 3443
don't know 5.2 3.3 0.0 3.0 3.6 0.p
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 1000 1000 100.0
Total abs. 58 180 63 169 55 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 4,615, df=3; p=0,202;
Szczsliwice: chi square = 15,760, df=3; p=0,001;
Wilanéw: chi square = 8,314, df=3; p=0,04.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

A majority of respondents disagree with the stat@nmbat they are annoyed by the people in their
neighbourhood. Natives more often than migrantgrcka be annoyed by their neighbours (differences a
statically significant for Szegliwice). Szczsliwice is again the area in which the views of mugents

represent the most positive opinions about thehteigrhood.

19



Table 3.8. ‘People in my neighbourhood annoy me’ ybmigration background, per neighbourhood (%)

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanow

migrant native migrant native migrant native
agree 6.8 10.1 1.6 10.1 1.8 1013
neutral 15.3 16.2 8.1 10.7 18.p 20|6
disagree 76.3 72.6 85.5 79.2 78.2 691
don’t know 1.7 11 4.8 0 1.8 ]
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
total abs. 59 179 62 168 55 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 0,738, df=3; p=0,864;
Szczsliwice: chi square = 12,857, df=3; p=0,005;
Wilanéw: chi square = 7,229, df=3; p=0,065.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

In all three investigated neighbourhoods, more thealf of respondents claim to care about their
neighbourhood. Theelazna Brama residents appear as the least cabimgt #heir neighbourhood, while
residents of Szezliwice and Wilandéw are similar in expressing lessimg-oriented answers. No significant

statistical differences have been observed betwegrants and natives.

Table 3.9. ‘I care about my neighbourhood’, by migation background, per neighbourhood (%}

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanéw
migrant native migrant native migrant native

agree 52.5 58.1 68.3 69.0 69.1 72.0
neutral 32.2 24.6 27.0 20.8 21.9 15.p
disagree 11.9 16.2 3.2 8.3 7.3 11.4
don't know 3.4 1.1 1.6 1.8 1.8 .6
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.¢ 100.0 100}0
total abs. 59 179 63 168 55 164

@ Differences between migrants and natives withighteourhoods statistically not significant
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

As regards feeling of safety in the neighbourhoihe, majority of respondents claim that people iairth
neighbourhoods make them feel safe in their aréa. Szcgsliwice residents are most positive about their
safety. No significant statistical differences hdeen observed between migrants and natives irohtye

three neighbourhoods.
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Table 3.10. ‘The people in my neighbourhood make mieel safe here’' by migration background, per
neighbourhood (%)

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanow

migrant native migrant Native migrant native
agree 64.4 59.8 86.2 77.4 65.9 59.4
neutral 27.1 24.6 9.2 12.5 25.5 27.9
disagree 6.8 12.3 3.1 9.5 5.5 11.4
don't know 1.7 3.4 15 .6 3.6 1.2
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.p 100}0
total abs. 59 179 65 168 55 165

? Differences between migrants and natives withightsourhoods statistically not significant
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

A large number of residents of the investigatedasrare proud of their neighbourhoods — in the more
prestigious areas, i.e. Széliwice and Wilanéw, shares of proud respondentsoass 50%, while irZelazna
Brama — slightly lower than 50%. Interestingly egbuin Szczsliwice, migrants claimed to be more proud of
the area than the natives (73.4% vs. 54.2%, diffarestatistically significant), while in the twohet

neighbourhoods, no significant differences havenlmeserved.

Table 3.11. ‘I am proud about my neighbourhood’, bymigration background, per neighbourhood (%)

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcgsliwice Wilanéw
migrant native migrant Native migrant native

agree 44.8 45.5 73.4 54.2 61.8 5910
neutral 31.0 33.5 21.9 23.8 29.1 2447
disagree 13.8 18.2 4.7 20.8 7.8 1415
don’t know 10.3 2.8 0 1.2 1.8 1.B
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 100.0 100.0
total abs. 58 176 64 168 54 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 5,803, df=3; p=0,122;
Szczsliwice: chi square = 11,106, df=3; p=0,011;
Wilanéw: chi square = 2,046, df=3; p=0,563.
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

A majority of the researched residents claim toattached to their neighbourhood. Zelazna Brama and
Wilandéw, natives feel more attached to the area thagrants, although only in the former the diffeces are
statistically significant. Interestingly enough,sgée the young age of the Szdavice neighbourhood,

residents of this area appear to be the most plaehed, particularly in the migrant group.
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Table 3.12. ‘| feel attached to this place’, by migtion background, per neighbourhood (%)

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanéw
migrant native migrant native migrant native

agree 46.6 68.6 76.9 68.5 611 6719
neutral 32.8 13.1 154 15.5 27.8 2016
disagree 17.2 16.6 6.2 14.4 9.8 11]5
don't know 3.4 1.7 15 1.2 1.9 0.p
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 1000 100.0
total abs. 58 175 65 169 54 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 13,269, df=3; p= 0,04;

Szczsliwice: chi square = 3,387, df=3; p= 0,336;

Wilanéw: chi square = 4,461, df=3; p= 0,216.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Only a thin minority of respondents claim to febtdatened by other people in their neighbourhodtis.

Szczsliwice residents feel the least threatened, andetlage observable differences between migrants and

natives in the two ‘Vietnamese neighbourhoods’ phrticular, the migrant population feels slighthoma

threatened than natives, who proportionally moréerofdisagree with the statement (in S#bwice

differences are statistically significant). In Witaw the tendency is the opposite: natives clairhacslightly

more threatened than the migrants.

Table 3.13. ‘I feel threatened because of the behaur of people in this place’, by migration
background, per neighbourhood (%)

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanéw
migrant native migrant native migrant native

agree 3.4 5.6 3.1 3.0 1.8 8.4
neutral 18.6 11.2 1.6 4.4 18.p 15|1
disagree 74.6 82.7 85.9 91.7 78.2 759
don't know 3.4 0.6 9.4 0.4 1.8 0.p
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 1000 100.0 100.0
total abs. 59 179 64 169 55 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 5,509, df=3; p=0,138;
Szczsliwice: chi square =13,235, df=3; p=0,04;
Wilanéw: chi square =3,621, df=3; p=0,305.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

A small proportion of residents would be willing twove out from their neighbourhood. Interestingtpegh,

natives would be slightly more willing to move otltan migrants — the difference is especially bigd(a

statistically significant) irzelazna Brama, in which as many as 18.9% nativés #tat they would move away

from their current neighbourhood with pleasure arsly 8.5% of migrants. In this area, people areegealty

most willing to leave their neighbourhood, compa@the two remaining neighbourhoods.
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Table 3.14. ‘I would move out from here with pleaste’, by migration background, per neighbourhood

(%)
Answer Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanow
migrant native migrant native migrant native

agree 8.5 18.9 7.9 9.4 12.7 1313
neutral 27.1 17.2 17.5 16.8 164 1710
disagree 59.3 62.8 68.3 70.1 65.6 691
don’t know 5.1 1.1 6.3 3.6 55 0.p
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 1000 100.0
total abs. 59 180 63 167 55 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 8,606, df=3; p=0,035;

Szczsliwice: chi square =0,969, df=3; p=0,809;

Wilanéw: chi square =5,434, df=3; p=0,143.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Interestingly enough, in two out of three neighthmads — Szegliwice and Wilandw — migrants more often

than natives report a strong neighbourhood ideftiifferences significant in Wilanéw). lbelazna Brama the

distributions of Poles’ and migrants’ answers aggy\similar, although migrants more frequently timatives

have not expressed any opinion, which, among aothiessilts in statistical differences between natigad

migrants in this respect. ldentification with theighbourhood seems to be the strongest among Wilané

residents and the weakest amdmiazna Brama residents.

Table 3.15. ‘To what extent do you feel a residendf the neighbourhood?’, by migration background,
per neighbourhood (%)

Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanow
Answer - - - - - -
migrant native Migrant native migrant native

strongly 41.4 43.1 60.9 43.3 64.8 48.5
neutral 31.0 32.0 28.1 31.1 25.9 31.3
weakly 19.0 19.9 9.4 21.3 7.4 17.2
not at all 3.4 5.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 3.1
don't know 5.2 0.0 1.6 1.2 1.9 0.0
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
total abs. 58 181 64 164 54 163

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 9,647, df= 4; p=0,047;

Szczsliwice: chi square = 8,763, df= 4; p=0,067;

Wilanéw: chi square = 9,754, df=4; p=0,045.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

3.3. Reputation of the neighbourhood

In general, the respondents tend to perceive #rel as having a good reputation. The least coadiabout

this are th&elazna Brama residents, where only less than aohplople find their area attractive. In this area

migrants assess the reputation of their neighbaathmore positively than Poles (difference statiljc

significant). Szcgsliwice and Wilandéw are perceived by both Poles amgrants as having a relatively good

reputation, with no statistical significance betwelee two groups.

23



As regards the perception of changes of the repuataf the neighbourhood during the last yearsewy big
proportion of respondents, especially among migragave no answer to this question, which makes the
interpretation of the obtained results rather diffi (see Table 3.17). What can be noticed is that
Szczsliwice residents are most commonly convinced thatreputation of their neighbourhood remained the
same, and that thgelazna Brama native residents are more frequemdly in other studied areas convinced

that changes in their neighbourhood were changesvéose (although this share is still low, amougtio

12.1%).

Table 3.16 ‘People who live outside the neighbourled think that it is...’, by migration background, per

neighbourhood (%)

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcgsliwice Wilanéw
migrant native migrant native migrant native

an attractive place to live 47.5 37.1 73.0 75.6 71.2 80.5
an unattractive place to live 3.4 25.8 0.0 2.4 3.8 2.4
they don't have any opinion 20.3 7.9 111 10.7 5.8 5.5
don't know 28.8 29.2 15.9 11.3 19.2 11.6
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
total abs. 59 178 63 168 52 164

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 18,521, df= 3; p=0,000;
Szczsliwice: chi square = 2,307, df= 3; p=0,511;

Wilanéw: chi square = 2,446, df= 3; p=0,485.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table 3.17. ‘In your perception, has the reputatiorof the neighbourhood changed over the last years?’
by migration background, per neighbourhood (%)

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanow
migrant native migrant Native migrant native

no, remained the same way 20.7 46.0 40.0 41.0 28.8 44.8
yes, in a positive way 22.4 10.3 24.6 28.3 25.0 23.9
yes, in a negative way 3.4 12.1 3.1 7.8 3.8 8.6
don't know 53.4 31.6 32.3 22.9 42.3 22.7
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
total abs. 58 174 65 166 52 163

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 20,614, df= 3; p=0,000;
Szczsliwice: chi square = 3,492, df= 3; p=0,322;
Wilanéw: chi square = 9,181, df= 3; p=0,027.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

3.4. Assessment of infrastructure

As regards the assessment of infrastructure amdysafthe neighbourhood, Széliwice appear as having the
best image among its residents Zelazna Brama and Wilanéw, migrants more positiesyess the safety of
the area, while in Szediwice the tendency is the opposite: safety is maositively evaluated by the Polish
residents (in this neighbourhood differences aaéistically significant). Szegliwice appear to be the safest
area in the opinion of its residents, amelazna Brama — as the least safe, while Wilan6wstake middle

position in this respect.
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Table 3.18 ‘This is a safe area with low crime rat8, by migration background, per neighbourhood (%)

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcgsliwice Wilanow
migrant native migrant native migrant native

agree 74.6 60.7 78.5 87.3 74.5 69.5
neutral 18.6 20.8 16.9 6.1 16.4 14.0
disagree 3.4 15.8 1.5 6.7 7.3 13.4
don’t know 3.4 2.7 3.1 0.0 1.8 3.0
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
total abs. 59 183 65 165 55 164

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 6,920, df= 3; p = 0,074;
Szczsliwice: chi square = 13,880, df= 3; p = 0,03;
Wilanéw: chi square = 1,838, df= 3; p = 0,607.
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

The same order of the neighbourhoods can be huili® basis of assessment of playing facilitiesfoldren.

Again, Szczséliwice has taken the first position, Wilanéw thecsed, andZelazna Brama the last one. And
again, migrants iZelazna Brama and Wilanéw more positively assessi¢gighbourhood than natives living
there, while in Szegliwice, assessment of natives is more positive tifnan of migrants (again difference is

statistically significant in this neighbourhood).

Table 3.19. ‘There are good playing facilities forchildren in this area’, by migration background, pe
neighbourhood (%)

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanow
migrant native migrant native migrant native

agree 57.6 50.5 72.3 87.3 58.2 52.1
neutral 18.6 11.0 10.8 5.4 20.0 15.8
disagree 16.9 27.5 12.3 5.4 14.5 26.7
don’t know 6.8 11.0 4.6 1.8 7.3 5.5
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
total abs. 59 182 65 166 55 165

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 5,231, df = 3; p = 0,156
Szczsliwice: chi square = 7,628, df = 3; p = 0,054;
Wilanéw: chi square = 3,519, df = 3; p = 0,318.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

In all three neighbourhoods, residents find schaoltheir areas to be good: usually only less th@#o of
respondents agree that schools are poor. Poliglergs inZelazna Brama and Wilanéw give more positive
answers, while in Szegliwice the opposite is true. However, no statidtdifferences are observable within

neighbourhoods. Again, Szgiwice has been most positively evaluated by itsdents.
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Table 3.20
(%)

. ‘The schools in the neighbourhood areopr’, by migration background, per neighbourhood

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanéw
migrant native migrant native migrant native

agree 8.5 7.8 10.8 4.2 10.9 4.2
neutral 15.3 16.7 13.8 19.2 21.8 194
disagree 40.7 45.0 63.1 57.5 49.1 59.4
don’t know 35.6 30.6 12.3 19.2 18.2 17.0
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
total abs. 59 180 65 167 55 165

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 0,625, df = 3; p = 0,891
Szczsliwice: chi square =5,625, df = 3; p = 0,131;

Wilanéw: chi square = 4,030, df = 3; p = 0,258.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

As regards opinions on discrimination by organadi and service providers, only around 5% of redpots

agree that such discrimination takes place in theighbourhoods. Interestingly enough, in $géxice and

Wilanoéw, native residents more often than migrap&yceive organizations and service providers as

discriminatory, while inZelazna Brama migrants evaluate their area moretimetain this respect (here
differences between migrants and natives are tstafiy significant).

Table 3.21. ‘Organizations and service providers irthe neighbourhood discriminate’, by migration
background, per neighbourhood (%)

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanéw
migrant native migrant native migrant native

agree 5.2 1.1 4.6 6.6 0.0 4.8
neutral 22.4 8.8 15.4 10.2 23.6 18.2
disagree 62.1 64.6 67.7 73.7 61.8 63.0
don’t know 10.3 25.4 12.3 9.6 14.5 13.9
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
total abs. 58 181 65 167 55 165

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 14,774, df = 3; p =8,00
Szczsliwice: chi square = 1,958, df = 3; p = 0,581,

Wilanéw: chi square = 3,315, df = 3; p = 0,346.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

3.5. Trust in the neighbourhood and society

Findings demonstrate that within the studied papata different forms of trust are interrelated wewver,

correlations between them are rather weak. Levielsist have been measured by the Lickert scalm ftdo 5

(1 — agree strongly, 5 — disagree strongly).

First of all, there exists a (weak) correlationviietn trust at the neighbourhood level and at argélexel:

e correlation between answers to statements: ‘Panglee neighbourhood try to take advantage of me a

‘Most people would try to take advantage of me'enidall tau-b = 0,181, p = 0,000, N = 637.

26



e correlation between statements: ‘People in thehtwigrhood try to be helpful’ and ‘Most people toytte
helpful’: kendall tau-b = 0,174, p = 0,000, N = 637

Furthermore, among migrants, there is a significamtelation between trust towards own ethnic grioughe
neighbourhood and general trust, measured by asswestatements: ‘People from my own immigrant grou
in this neighbourhood try to take advantage of wmed ‘Most people would try to take advantage of:me’
Kendall tau-b = 0,281, p = 0,000, N = 175. This nsethat the attitude towards the own migrant grang

towards the area tend to go hand in hand.

Within the whole sample, there is a strong corighabetween trust towards other immigrant groupshia
neighbourhood and general trust, measured by statsm‘People form other immigrant groups in this
neighbourhood try to take advantage of me’ and tMe®ple would try to take advantage of me’: Kehtial-

b =0,202, p = 0,000, N = 572.

There is also a statistically significant corradatibetween trust towards Poles in the neighbourtenul
general trust, measured by statements: ‘Polesisnnisighbourhood try to take advantage of me’ dvidst
people would try to take advantage of me’: Kentialtb = 0,202, p = 0,000, N= 571.

Among the three neighbourhoods, S#tiwice appears to have the most trusting resided8€9% natives and
82.8% migrants disagree with the statement thaplpeia their neighbourhood try to take advantagéhei
(see Table 3.22). This area is followed by Wilandjle the least trusting are t@elazna Brama residents. In
general, in all three studied areas natives areentnssting than migrants. Differences are, however,

statistically significant only izelazna Brama.

Table 3.22. ‘People in the neighbourhood try to ta advantage of me’, by migration background, per
neighbourhood (%)

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanow
migrant native migrant native migrant native

agree 5.2 3.9 3.1 4.8 3.6 3.0
neutral 32.8 15.0 9.4 6.0 16.4 10.9
disagree 62.1 68.3 82.8 88.0 76.4 84.2
don’t know 0.0 12.8 4.7 1.2 3.6 1.8
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
total abs. 58 157 64 167 55 165

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 14,998, df = 3; p =3,00
Szczsliwice: chi square = 3,811, df = 3; p = 0,283;
Wilanéw: chi square = 1,959, df = 3; p = 0,581.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
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Table 3.23. ‘People in the neighbourhood try to behelpful’, by migration background, per
neighbourhood (%)

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcgsliwice Wilanéw
migrant native migrant native migrant native

agree 48.3 47.2 73.4 49.1 63.6 43.6
neutral 37.9 26.7 9.4 31.7 20.0 37.0
disagree 10.3 19.4 15.6 15.0 12.7 17.6
don't know 3.4 6.7 1.6 4.2 3.6 1.8
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
total 58 180 64 167 55 165

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 4,784, df = 3; p = 0,188
Szczsliwice: chi square = 14,902, df = 3; p = 0,02;
Wilanéw: chi square = 8,215, df = 3; p = 0,042.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

When it comes to trust towards the neighbourhoodsmesd by helpfulness of neighbours, people terkto
less positive (see Table 3.23). Less than a haffatif’e residents in all three neighbourhoods agitie the
statement that people in the area try to be helpfhereas among migrants in Sgtavice and Wilanéw the
share of trustful persons is much higher. In thege areas statistically significant differences viestn
migrants and natives can be observed — that igamtigg more often than natives believe that theghimurs
try to be helpful. Again, Szegliwice appears as the most trustful area, Zeldzna Brama as the least, while

Wilanéw takes the middle position.

As regards the level of trust among migrants towan@n immigrant group, other migrant groups ancegol
the Szczsliwice residents again are the most trustful (sabl@ 3.24). Wilanéw takes the middle position, and
Zelazna Brama residents are the least trustfulrdatigly enough, migrants tend to trust both otherant

groups and Poles more than they trust their owmaniggroup.

Among the Polish residents the level of trust talgafother) immigrant groups is higher than amongranits
(statistically significant difference idelazna Brama). When it comes to trust towards Polasve residents
are more trusting than migrants onlyZelazna Brama, while in Szgdiwice and Wilan6w the level of trust is

similar in both groups.

Table 3.24. ‘People from my own immigrant group inthis neighbourhood try to take advantage of me’
for migrants, per neighbourhood (%)

Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanéw
Answer ; - -
migrant migrant migrant
agree 5.3 6.3 2.0
neutral 36.8 9.4 6.1
disagree 52.6 78.1 75.5
don't know 5.3 6.3 16.3
total 100.0 100.0 100.0
total abs. 57 64 49

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
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Table 3.25. ‘People from other immigrant groups inthis neighbourhood try to take advantage me’, by
migration background, per neighbourhood (%)

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanéw
migrant native migrant Native migrant native

agree 19.0 2.8 7.7 2.5 5.5 6.1
neutral 19.0 9.4 6.2 6.3 14.5 9.1
disagree 62.1 85.8 86.2 89.4 76.4 79.9
don’t know 0.0 1.9 0.0 1.9 3.6 4.9
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
total abs. 58 106 65 160 55 164

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 17,925, df = 3; p =Q,000
Szczsliwice: chi square = 4,389, df = 3; p = 0,222;
Wilanéw: chi square = 1,375, df=3; p=0,711.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table 3.26. ‘Poles in this neighbourhood try to ta& advantage of me’, by migration background, per
neighbourhood (%)

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanéw
migrant native migrant Native migrant native

agree 10.3 7.5 4.6 8.1 5.5 4.3
neutral 22.4 14.2 10.8 6.8 12.7 13.4
disagree 56.9 75.5 84.6 82.0 80.0 81.1
don’t know 10.3 2.8 0.0 3.1 1.8 1.2
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
total abs. 58 106 65 161 55 164

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 7,578, df = 3; p = 0,056
Szczsliwice: chi square = 3,741, df = 3; p = 0,291,
Wilanéw: chi square = 0,256, df = 3; p = 0,968.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

As regards the level of general trust, migrantsaiVéend to be more trustful than natives. Resoitthe t-test
employed for independent samples show that theaesignificant difference between migrants andveatin
answering the statement ‘Most people try to befaé|ghat is migrants are on the average morettulishan
natives (see Tables 3.27 and 3.28).

Table 3.27. T-test descriptives for general trustnigrants vs. natives

: Std. Std. Error
Question Background N Mean Deviation Mean
Most people would try to take migrant 174 6,53 2,449 0,186
advantage of you if they got the
chance, or would they try to be fair? | native 490 6,40 2,096 0,095
Most people try to be helpful or that | migrant 173 6,05 2,448 0,186
they are mostly looking out for
themselves? native 494 4,84 2,427 0,109

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
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Table 3.28. T-test results for general trust meased by two statements, differences between migrants
and natives

Levene's Test t-test for Equality of Means
Sig. (2- Mean ESr:gr 95% Confidence
F Sig. t df g- Differe ; Interval of the
tailed) Differe .
nce nce Difference

Lower | Upper | Lower | Upper Lower Upper | Lower | Upper | Lower

Equal
variances| 9,596 0,002| 0,655 662 0,513| 0,127 0,194| -0,253| 0,507
Most people assumed
would try to take
advantage....?

Equal
variances
not
assumed

N.A| N.A| 0,608| 268,281 0,544, 0,127, 0,208 -0,284| 0,537

Equal
variances| 0,296| 0,587| 5,631 665 0,000 1,210f 0,215/ 0,788 1,632

Most people try assumed

to be helpful....? | Equal
variances
not
assumed

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

N.A| N.A| 5,608| 298,470/ 0,000/ 1,210, 0,216/ 0,785 1,635

In all three neighbourhoods, the highest score (&) recorded more often for migrants than forvestiin
both statements (see Table 3.29). In the case eofsétond statement: ‘Most people try to be helpful’
differences between natives and migrants are stafly significant in all three researched aresese( Table
3.30).

Table 3.29 ‘Most people would try to be fair’, by migration background, per neighbourhood (%)

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanow
migrant native migrant native migrant native

Most people try to take 1.7 0.0 1.6 1.2 1.8 1.2
advantage of me (0)

1-3 22.0 9.9 6.3 4.8 1.8 4.8
4-6 39.0 39.0 28.1 35.9 47.3 47.0
7-9 27.1 37.4 37.5 43.7 30.9 34.3
Most people try to be fair (10) 6.8 6.0 25.0 9.6 16.4 10.8
don't know 3.4 7.7 1.6 4.8 1.8 1.8
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
total abs. 59 182 63 167 54 166

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 10,816, df = 5; p =8,05
Szczsliwice: chi square = 10,675, df = 5; p = 0,058;
Wilanéw: chi square = 2,204, df = 5; p = 0,820.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
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Table 3.30 ‘Most people try to be helpful’, by migation background, per neighbourhood (%)

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanéw
migrant native migrant native migrant native

?g?st people look out for themselves 17 33 16 36 19 30
1-3 10.2 30.2 15.9 25.7 9.3 19.9
4-6 49.2 38.5 36.5 37.1 53.7 56.0
7-9 28.8 20.9 22.2 22.8 20.4 15.7
Most people try to be helpful (10) 5.1 1.6 23.8 6.0 14.8 3.6
don't know 5.1 5.5 0.00 4.8 0.0 1.8
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
total abs. 59 182 63 167 54 166

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 12,066, df = 5; p =4,03
Szczsliwice: chi square = 18,935, df = 5; p = 0,002;
Wilanéw: chi square = 12,446, df = 5; p = 0,029.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

3.6. Attitudes towards the ‘other’ and xenophobia

When it comes to analysing opinions on the openpé$®les for immigrants to settle in Poland, thews
were strongly divided (see Table 3.31). Interedyimmough, in both ‘Vietnamese areas’ migrants reaweore
positive image of Poles in this respect than natde about themselves (differences are statistisajhificant
in both neighbourhoods). Especially in Sgtimvice the observed differences are very big: 8118¥jrants vs.
42.5% natives believe that the Poles are opennfionigrants to settle in Poland. Thus it seems tlud¢<P
overrate the level of xenophobia among the Poksidents, but this result could also be explainethb fact
that the Vietnamese migrants, the main migrant griowZelazna Brama and Szgfiwice, are less prone to
make outright criticism of others than people reprging Western cultures. This would be consisietit the

result that in Wilandw, it is natives who exprelgtgly more positive opinions than migrants.

Table 3.31 ‘Native residents of Poland are open formmigrants that settle here’, by migration
background, per neighbourhood

Answer . Zelazna Brama_l . Szcesliwice . _ Wilanow .
migrant native migrant native migrant native

agree 54.2 37.7 81.3 42.5 43.6 52.1
neutral 35.6 26.8 14.1 21.0 29.1 22.4
disagree 10.2 28.4 4.7 33.5 16.4 20.0
don’t know 0.0 7.1 0.0 3.0 10.9 5.5
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
total abs. 59 183 64 167 55 167

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 14,509, df = 3; p =3,00
Szczsliwice: chi square = 31,182, df = 3; p = 0,000;
Wilanéw: chi square = 3,441, df = 3; p = 0,329.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

As regards the views on how immigrants are treatedative Polish residents, the same pattern ashfor

opinions on openness can be observed: migrantsTége 3.32) irZelazna Brama and Szgiwice are more
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convinced that the Poles treat immigrants faintyloth areas differences are statistically sigaifi§, while in
Wilandw it is the other way round. Again Széiwice is the neighbourhood in which migrants gdve most

positive answers.

A slight majority of respondents perceive the settnt of immigrants in Poland as good for the eoon@and
in all three areas, migrants are more convinceditathis than natives (although differences werémficant
in all three neighbourhoods). The Sgdizvice residents appeared to be the most confidbout the positive

role of immigrants in the Polish economy.

Fear that in the future migrants will become adhtte Polish society is relatively rare both amaomigrants
and natives. Only around 20% of the natives in esbhbourhood believe that the proportion of inmaigs
can become a threat, while among migrants the céispeshare is around twice as low. Such a residira
would mean that the Polish residents present éivela low level of xenophobia, but on the othentdeaone
should be careful in drawing a simple conclusiaat the Poles are in fact very open to immigrantse @as to
remember that the actual percentage of migrarf®oland is so low, that perceiving them as a paétiireat

to Polish society would be very difficult, even tbose that are ill-disposed towards foreigners.

Table 3.32 ‘Native residents of Poland treat immigants fairly’, by migration background, per
neighbourhood

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanéw
migrant native migrant native migrant native

agree 49.2 30.1 69.8 37.1 36.4 42.8
neutral 33.9 24.0 175 27.5 27.3 23.5
disagree 11.9 29.0 9.5 33.5 25.5 26.5
don’t know 5.1 16.9 3.2 1.8 10.9 7.2
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
total abs. 59 183 63 167 55 166

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 16,050, df = 3; p =1,00
Szczsliwice: chi square = 22,682, df = 3; p = 0,000;
Wilanéw: chi square = 1,358, df = 3; p = 0,715.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table 3.33 ‘It is good for the economy that peopl&om other countries come to live here’, by migraton
background, per neighbourhood

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanéw
migrant native migrant native migrant native

agree 55.9 53.3 71.4 57.2 60.0 52.1
neutral 32.2 24.2 14.3 21.1 30.9 25.2
disagree 6.8 17.6 9.5 18.1 5.5 17.8
don't know 5.1 4.9 4.8 3.6 3.6 4.9
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
total abs. 59 182 63 166 55 163

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 4, 638, df = 3; p =@,20
Szczsliwice: chi square = 4, 881, df = 3; p = 0,181,
Wilanéw: chi square = 5,389, df = 3; p = 0,145.
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

32



Table 3.34 ‘In the future, the proportion of immigrants will become a threat to society’, by migration
background, per neighbourhood

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanow
migrant native migrant native migrant native

agree 8,5 29,7 12,7 21,0 10,9 21,7
neutral 33,9 14,8 12,7 18,0 32,7 28,9
disagree 45,8 46,2 65,1 55,7 50,9 44,6
don't know 11,9 9,3 9,5 5,4 55 4.8
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
total abs. 59 182 63 167 55 166

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 16,766, df = 3; p =1,00
Szczsliwice: chi square = 4,328, df = 3; p = 0,228;
Wilanéw: chi square = 3,118, df = 3; p = 0,374.
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

3.7. Final remarks

In order to briefly summarize the results preserntethis chapter, a few general remarks need tonbde.
They regard both the specificity of the researcreas, as well as differences between migrantsatines in

their perception of the neighbourhood.

First of all, certain important characteristicstbé studied areas clearly emerge. In particulaappears that
Szczsliwice singles out as the ‘most positive’ area iany aspects: the image of neighbour relations temds
be the most positive, residents appear as the sadisfied with their daily interactions with neighlys, and
most confident about the high level of infrastruetand safety in the neighbourhood. Moreover, despe
young age of the neighbourhood, residents of ttea appear as most place-attached; they are asmdhbt

trusting.

Meanwhile,Zelazna Brama is portrayed as the least cohesiee @he residents hold the least positive image
of the neighbour relations, and are the least cw®d about the good reputation of the neighbourhdbé
area is perceived as having the biggest level ohymity comparing to the other two neighbourhodtalso
appears as the least safe area in the opinioneofetsidents. However, it is important to note that lowest
position of the area emerged in contrast to therdtho areas — the negative views of the resposdeete in
fact not so frequent. It would be a big exaggeratm say that the area is problematic — ratheapgears as
slightly less cohesive than the other two areass T understandable when we take the types ofihgus
present in this area into account. Big blocks afsfl prevailing inZelazna Brama, tend to generate higher
anonymity and feelings of insecurity than buildimjsmaller size, in which residents are more prongave a

sense of ownership and responsibility for the neagin community (Newman 1996).

Wilanéw takes the middle position in most of thedéd aspects, although it also singles out aiteein
which residents perceive the people in the neighimmd as knowing each other the most. This againbea
related to the physical setting of the neighboudhan which small family houses enabling daily naietions
prevail, and to the relatively older age of theghéiourhood when compared #elazna Brama and —

especially — Szegliwice.
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As regards the role of the respondents’ backgroitnghould be said that in general migrants haveoae
positive perception of the neighbourhood coexisteared neighbour relations than Poles do. Resideittisa
migrant background express a more positive opiminnthe quality of relations in the neighbourhodtk t
openness of the people in the area to newcomedsses fewer tensions in the neighbourhood thansPole
Furthermore, natives more often than migrants claitne annoyed by their neighbours, and would ighty
more willing to move out from their area than migsa It seems that a possible explanation fordhistion is
the finding that migrants tend to create stronges within the neighbourhood (see further sectiomsiich
generates an overall feeling of safety and a p@sjiicture of the neighbourhood. It may also be thigrants
are more satisfied with their area because in gétieey live in Warsaw for a shorter time and thase lower

expectations, or simply compare their present rmighthood to other standards than native residents.
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4. Dimensions of interethnic coexistence

4.1. Contacts with and knowledge of people in theamghbourhood

4.1.1. Familiarity with neighbours

In general, a high level of anonymity can be obsérin the investigated areas: only around one thiirthe
native residents in each of the neighbourhoodsncihat they know most of their neighbours by namz they
know where they live. A relative share among mitgas even lower (significant differencesZalazna Brama
and Szcgliwice), (see Table 4.1). The reason why migraetgdtto have fewer everyday contacts than the
Polish residents may lay in the shorter lengthesfdence in the neighbourhood among migrants —arewgtill

at the stage of forming contacts in the neighboodhavhile the natives have established them some digo.
Moreover, it should be borne in mind that in theecaf the Vietnamese, prevailing among migrantéeilazna
Brama and Szegliwice, the language barrier can be an importamstraint for migrants to enter everyday
interactions with Poles in the neighbourhood. Theaavhere migrants are most familiar with the pedpl
their neighbourhood, is Szgdiwice — as many as 26.2% migrants residents clainrknow most of their
neighbours by name, while in the other two areasréiative share is 16.4% (Wilanéw) and 12.12l4zna

Brama).

Table 4.1. ‘I know most of them by name and | knowwhere they live’, by migration background, per
neighbourhood (%)

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanéw
migrant native migrant native migrant native

agree 12.1 30.1 26.2 32.7 16.4 34.6
neutral 24.1 13.1 26.2 10.1 34.6 29.7
disagree 63.8 55.7 47.7 57.1 45.5 33.9
don't know 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 3.6 1.8
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
total abs. 58 183 65 168 55 165

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 10,061, df = 3; p =§,01
Szczsliwice: chi square = 9,683, df = 3; p = 0,008;
Wilanéw: chi square = 6,945, df = 3; p = 0,074.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

About a half of the respondents — independent efnbighbourhood — says that they have no clue Wwhio t
neighbours are (see Table 4.2). Differences betweignants and natives are not significant in anythaf
neighbourhoods. Thielazna Brama residents slightly more often agrdk thie statement ‘Mostly | have no
clue who they are’ than the residents from the rothw researched areas, which can be explainecédy t
physical setting of the neighbourhood, constitutedinly by big blocks of flats, while in the two ath

neighbourhoods small types of housing prevail.
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Table 4.2. ‘Mostly | have no clue who they are’, bynigration background, per neighbourhood (%)

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanéw
migrant native migrant native migrant native

agree 57.6 52.5 52.3 50.6 41.8 47.9
neutral 23.7 18.0 23.1 13.7 29.1 19.4
disagree 18.6 24.6 24.6 35.7 29.1 32.7
don't know 0.0 4.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
total abs. 59 183 65 168 55 165

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 4,550, df = 3; p = 0,208
Szczsliwice: chi square = 4,329, df = 3; p = 0,115;

Wilanéw: chi square = 2,276, df = 3; p = 0,320.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table 4.3. ‘I don't personally know them, but | know what kind of people they are’, by migration
background, per neighbourhood (%)

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanow
migrant native migrant native migrant native

agree 40.68 43.33 63.08 38.92 50.91 43.64
neutral 35.59 24.44 26.15 29.34 38.18 28.48
disagree 18.64 27.78 7.69 29.94 7.27 24.24
don't know 5.08 4.44 3.08 1.80 3.64 3.64
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
total abs. 59 180 65 167 55 165

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 3,596, df = 3; p = 0,308
Szczsliwice: chi square = 16,267, df = 3; p = 0,001,

Wilanéw: chi square = 7,674, df = 3; p = 0,053.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

4.1.2. Everyday contacts

As regards everyday contacts in the neighbourhaodall three investigated areas about a half of the

respondents has exchanged a small talk with otdySLpeople during the last three months (see Taldle A

very small share — varying from 1.7% (among migsaint Zelazna Brama) to 10.1% (among natives in

Szczsliwice) claim to have exchanged a small talk with (2eople or more. At the same time, quite a big

share, varying from 18.6% (among nativeg@lazna Brama) to 37.3% (migrantsZalazna Brama) have had

no such interactions. In general, natives reportemmntacts of this type than migrants (differenaes

statistically significant irzelazna Brama and Wilanow).
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Table 4.4. ‘During the last three months, | exchangd small talks with...’, by migration background, per
neighbourhood (%)

Number of Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanow

people migrant native migrant native migrant native

21 or more 1.7 3.3 3.2 10.1 0.0 9.p

6-20 8.5 30.6 17.5 20.2 20.p 26|5
3-5 20.3 25.7 25.4 30.4 145 277
1-2 32.2 21.9 31.7 19.0 291 1943
none 37.3 18.6 22.2 20.2 364 17}5
total 100.0 100.0 100. 100.0 1000 10¢.0
total abs. 59 183 63 169 55 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 18,28, df = 4; p = 0,001
Szczsliwice: chi square = 6,625, df = 4; p = 0,157;
Wilanéw: chi square = 17,086, df = 4; p = 0,001.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

When it comes to more intimate contacts — invitorgvisiting neighbours — such interactions are eems

frequent (see Table 4.5). Felazna Brama about a half of the residents — bbthigrant and native origin —
reported to have had no such contacts, while iz¢Slhwice and Wilandw the respective share varies fiasn
much as 33.8% (among migrants in SZbwice) to 51.8% (natives in Szedliwice). Wilandw appears

slightly more sociable in this respect than theeotivo areas. No significant differences betweegramts and
natives can be observed in any of the three neigthioods.

Table 4.5. ‘During the last three months, | visited welcomed at home...’, by migration background, per
neighbourhood (%)

Number of Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanow

people migrant native migrant native migrant native

21 or more 0.0 0.0 3.1 2.4 0. 1.p
6-20 3.4 11.6 12.3 6.( 12.f 10]8
3-5 13.6 13.3 23.1 17.9 200 2417
1-2 28.8 25.4 27.7 22.0 236 28]3
none 54.2 49.7 33.8 51.8 436 349
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 1000 100.0 100.0
total abs. 59 181 65 169 55 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 3,509, df = 3; p = 0,320
Szczsliwice: chi square = 7,062, df = 4; p = 0,132;
Wilanéw: chi square = 2,354, df = 4; p = 0,670.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
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Table 4.6. ‘During the last three months | got intoan argument at least once with...’, by migration
background, per neighbourhood (%)

Number of Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanow

people migrant native migrant native migrant native

21 or more 0.0 0.0 15 0.4 0.( 0.p
6-20 0.0 0.0 15 0.6 0.4 0.p
3-5 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.4 1.8 1.p
1-2 3.4 5.5 6.2 12.6 9.1 1o
none 96.6 94.0 90.9 86.2 891 880
total 100.0 100.0 100. 1000 100,0 109.0
total abs. 58 182 65 167 55 15B

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 0,718, df = 2; p = 0,698
Szczsliwice: chi square = 2,859, df = 3; p = 0,413;
Wilanéw: chi square = 0,052, df = 2; p = 0,975.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

4.1.3. Interethnic contacts

In general, our findings demonstrate that Poledlfzdrave any inter-ethnic contacts in the neighhood (see
Table 4.7a). Even when it comes to superficialydimiteractions such as small talks, the interetluoictacts
are very poor — the highest percentage of nathvashiave exchanged small talks with migrants rehd!2e2%
in Szczsliwice. When it comes to more intimate contactsctenging visits with migrants), the percentages

are close to zero in all three areas.

Obviously, since the proportion of migrants in tlesearched neighbourhoods is much smaller thanofhat
natives, the tendency is not symmetric: migranporieto have quite frequent contacts with Poleg (Bable
4.7b). As regards small talks, migrants claim teeheangaged in such interactions in about the saopmopgion
as in the case of contacts with co-ethnics, whilh wespect to exchanging visits with other people
reported contacts with co-ethnics are more freqtiear those with Poles. Both in the case of smatidkstand
inviting people of native origin by migrants, th@lest percentage of such contacts has been rdpiorte
Wilandéw, which can be explained by the fact thas imostly the second-generation migrants thatilivehis

area, and thus are more integrated with the hasttyathan migrants in the remaining two neighboads.

Contacts between migrants of different origin temtie the rarest type of contact in all three nigigithoods —
therefore, it seems that everyday contacts thaiadorr in the neighbourhood are either between eesédof
the same origin or with persons of native origiespondents from all three researched areas harehaemit
having been involved in an argument with someoomfthe neighbourhood. The most frequent confligke t
place between natives, while inter-ethnic tensiemsl to be negligible. Interestingly enough, itrisZelazna
Brama where getting into an argument is the leasbgble from all three areas, both among natives an

migrants.
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Table 4.7a. Three statements by different origin ath mean number of contacts for NATIVES, per
neighbourhood (%)

Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanow

with natives | with migrants | with natives | with migrants | with natives | with migrants
During the last three months, | exchanged smallkalwith ...
yes 73.6 7.0 78.7) 12.2 81.3 718
no 26.4 93.0 21.3 87.8 187 92}2
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 1000 109.0
total abs. 129 128 164 164 166 166
During the last three months, | visited at homeelcomed in my home...
yes 38.5 0.0 46.7 2.4 64.8 3J0
no 61.5 100.0 53.3 97.6 35)2 970
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 100.0 10¢.0
total abs. 148 148 165 164 165 145
During the last three months, | got in an argumeat least once with ...
yes 2.8 0.0 11.5 0.q 11.2 0p
no 97.2 100.0 88.9 100.p 888 99.4
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 1000 109.0
total abs. 178 178 165 164 160 140

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table 4.7b. Three statements by different origin ath mean number of contacts for IMMIGRANTS, per
neighbourhood (%)

Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanéw
With people of... With people of... With people of...

same other native same other native same other native

origin origin origin | origin... | origin origin origin origin origin
During the last three months, | exchanged smallkalwith ...
yes 46.2 115 41.5 58.8 167 52|5 21.2 T.7 5.8
no 53.8 88.5 58.5 41.7 833 47|15 78.8 9.3 4.2
total 100.0 100.0 100. 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 .00
total abs. 52 52 53 60 60 61 5P 52 92
During the last three months, | visited at homeelcomed in my home...
yes 30.8 3.8 20.8 55.7 9.8 34|4 22.6 9.4 5p.8
no 69.2 96.2 79.2 44.8 902 65|6 71.4 90.6 47.2
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 .0200
total abs. 53 52 52 61 61 61 5p 53 43
During the last three months, | got in an argumeat least once with ...
yes 1.8 0.0 1.8 3.3 0.0 4.8 5]7 119 9.4
no 98.2 100.0 98.2 96.Y 100{0 95.2 94.3 98.1 90.6
total 100.0 100.0 100. 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 .00
total abs. 56 56 56 61 61 62 58 53 93

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
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4.1.4. Evolution of contacts — contact and quality

As regards the evolution of contacts in the neiginbood, in all three areas migrants more often tietives
report that their contacts with the people in teégghbourhood have both increased in number (sek HaB)
and improved in terms of quality (see Table 4.9rawe last years (differences between migrantsnatigles

are statistically significant in all three neighibeoiods).

This may be explained by the fact that, in gendhal,interviewed Poles have lived in the neighboachfor a
longer period of time than migrants and thus theiworks tend to be rather stable. Neverthelesgeims that

for the migrants, the neighbourhood is an imporsatiting to establish social networks.

Table 4.8. Evolution of contacts I: ‘Have contactwith the people in the neighbourhood increased or
decreased over the last years, or have it remainethe same?’, by migration background, per
neighbourhood (%)

Answer . Zelazna Bra.\ma . Szcgs’liwicg . Wilan(’)wl
migrant native migrant native migrant native

more contacts now than previously 22.0 17.6 41.5 23.2 218 211
less contacts now than previously 1.7 19.2 4.6 9.5 7.8 169

more or less the same 59.3 53.3 33.8 54.8 36.¢4 48]8
don’t know 16.9 9.9 20.0 12.% 346 13]3
total 100.0 100.0 100. 1000 1000 100.0
total abs. 59 182 65 168 58 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 11,851, df = 3; p =§,00
Szczsliwice: chi square = 12,937, df = 3; p = 0,005;
Wilanéw: chi square = 14,130, df = 3; p = 0,003.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table 4.9. Evolution of contacts II: ‘Has the qualiy of contacts with the people in the neighbourhood
improved or worsened over the last years, or has équality of your contacts remained the same?’, by
migration background, per neighbourhood (%)

Answer . Zelazna Brgma - Szcgéliwige - Wilanéw
migrant native migrant native migrant native

better contacts now than previously 16.9 10.4 29.2 17.8 200 13]9
less good contacts now than previousl 0.0 10.4 1.5 7.1 5.5 10p
more or less the same 67.8 67.6 49.2 61.3 40,0 66]3
don’t know 15.3 115 20.0 13.7 345 9|6
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 1000 1000 100.0
total abs. 59 182 65 168 X 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 8,223, df = 3; p = 0,004
Szczsliwice: chi square = 8,645, df = 3; p = 0,034;
Wilanéw: chi square = 23,014, df = 3; p = 0,000.
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

4.2. Contacts in the workplace

As far as interethnic contacts at the workplacecareerned, migrants tend to work in more ethnycdiVerse
settings, however inter-ethnic contacts do not afaa any of the three neighbourhoods (see Tatl@)4 In

the ‘Vietnamese neighbourhoods’, about one thirdhef migrants report to have colleagues of othleniet
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origin at their workplace, while in Wilanéw the pestive share is almost one half. Among the native
residents, the percentage of people working witheagues of other origin does not exceed 12.9% (in
Wilanéw). The low level of interethnic contactstia¢ workplace can be seen when we look at the rsleares
of colleagues of other origin — the shares havaesfrom 0.5 (among natives in Sgdvice and Wilandw)

to 0.27 (among migrants in Wilanow).

Table 4.10. Contacts in the workplace | ‘Colleaguesf other origin at present work’, by migration
background, per neighbourhood (%)

Answer Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanow

migrant native migrant native migrant native
yes 30.8 12.5 35.8 9.6 48.7 12.9
No 69.2 87.5 64.2 90.4 51.3 87.1
total 100 100 100 100 100 100

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table 4.11. Contacts in the workplace Il - Mean sh& of colleagues of other origin at present work, ¥
migration background, per neighbourhood (%)

Zelazna Brama Szcasliwice Wilanéw
migrant native migrant native migrant native
Mean 0,15 0,06 0,21 0,05 0,27 0,05
Std. Deviation 0,28 0,21 0,33 0,17 0,35 0,15
N 52 78 52 113 39 93

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

4.3. Social networks — overall dimension and ethnicomposition

4.3.1. Dimension/size of ‘global social networks’

The method of measurement of social networks gfaredents focused on ‘important persons’ to be it
four dimensions of social lifé¢spending free time’, ‘giving/getting advices’ ‘help (in everyday matters)’
and a general category @fther’ types of contacts. Therefore, it should be stigsealy a part of social
networks of respondents has in fact been measumneithis report, we name these networks ‘global a&oci
networks’ since respondents were free to includhiscategory as many persons as they wantechimast to

other measures of social networks discussed fuimhigiis report.

On the one hand, migrants tend to have smalleballmetworks’, but differences between migrants and
natives are small. Moreover, variations betweenbemiof persons mentioned in the four differeniesps of
social life can be considered negligible. On théeothand, some important differences between the
investigated neighbourhoods have been identifie@réstingly enough, migrants in Sgdevice — mainly the
Vietnamese — reported more persons, especiallynénsphere of companionship and emotional support
(giving/getting advice) than natives. This can léted to the fact that Szghwice is a relatively new
neighbourhood. Moreover, as our observations akd ia the neighbourhood revealed, natives settiing

Szczsliwice are frequently people who came to Warsawo—study or work — not a long time ago.
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Consequently, both ‘migrants’ and ‘natives’ are iigwrants in Warsaw being in the process of buildimejr

social networks in the city and neighbourhood.

If we look at the distribution of the number of gens mentioned, further differences between migrant
natives can be observed (see Table 4.12a-4.12dnthas between the three investigated neighbadbare
added to this picture. Interestingly enough, inttke neighbourhoods where the Vietnamese are therdmt
migrant group Zelazna Brama and Szgiwice — respondents, be it migrants or nativesdt® have 3-5 or
6-10 close persons in their global networks. Inai@w, where more highly-skilled western migrants ba
met — the group of people reporting 6-10 personghgir global networks is smaller. Instead, in this
neighbourhood, persons having more than 10 pernsotiseir networks are more frequent (compare Tables
4.3.1 - 4.3.4). It should be added that in the tMietnamese neighbourhoods’ having 3 to 10 pergsmsore
likely among migrants than among natives. It appdaat for labour migrants who have to organisé ttie in
Poland on their own, like the Vietnamese, havingesd, but not too many persons on whom one canimed
new country is a perfect solution in terms of tbeial networks development. In counting their clpsesons,
inhabitants of Wilandéw — the Western migrants’ idigurhood — differ from people living in the Vietnase

neighbourhoods.

In the domain of socialising, having more thanwa gequaintances is particularly likely. It appliest of all
to Poles — almost 20% of them admitted to have rtie 10 persons with whom they spend their fr@e in

Poland (see Table 4.11a). Migrants appear to reblgss people in enjoying their social life in Rala

Table 4.12a. Number of people in global networks -SPENDING FREE TIME - by migration
background, per neighbourhood (%)

Number of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanow

persons migrant native migrant Native migrant native

0 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.6 2.0 0.p
1-2 15.5 28.0 10.5 14.0 8.p 14]0
3-5 58.6 33.1 49.1 43.9 520 4042
6-10 224 23.6 35.1 24.2 16.0 2210
more than 10 3.4 14.6 5.3 17.2 22.D 2318
total 100.0 100.0 100. 100.0 1000 100.0
total abs. 58 157 57 157 5( 164

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 14.537, df=4; p=0,006;
Szczsliwice: chi square =7.075, df =4; p=0,132;
Wilanéw: chi square =6.326, df=4; p=0,176.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

In the domain of closer contacts involving givingiting advice or giving/getting help in everydayttees,
social contacts of both migrants and Poles are marefully chosen being thus less numerous (conmipaiée
4.12b and 4.12c). This has been observed in all résearched neighbourhoods. In the ‘Vietnamese
neighbourhoods’ differences between migrants atidegare particularly visible and statisticallgmificant.

Migrants have more people on whom they can relgeorelied upon in sharing advices and help. Aghie,
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need of migrants to rely on social networks inisgtup their lives in Poland appears to be portiayethe

described data on global networks of respondents.

Table 4.12b. Number of people in global networks GIVING AND TAKING ADVICE - by migration
background, per neighbourhood (%)

Number of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanéw

persons migrant native migrant native migrant native

0 1.7 0.8 1.8 0.9 0. 0.p
1-2 25.9 40.0 17.9 39.4 120 18}3
3-5 50.0 40.8 56.1 38.1 580 48]8
6-10 20.7 10.8 19.3 16.1 16.0 2047
more than 10 1.7 7.5 5.3 5.8 14.0 12p
total 100.0 100.0 100. 1000 100[0 100.0
total abs. 58 120 57 159 5( 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 8.261, df=4; p=0,082;
Szczsliwice: chi square =9.904, df=4; p=0,042;
Wilanéw: chi square =2.077, df=4; p=0,556.
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table 4.12c. Number of people in global networks -HELP - by migration background, per
neighbourhood (%)

Number of Zelazna Brama Szcgsliwice Wilanow

persons migrant native migrant native migrant native

0 0.0 6.7 1.8 0.6 2.( 1p
1-2 20.7 34.5 12.5 36.8 120 21}3
3-5 51.7 445 57.1 43.9 58.0 40]9
6-10 27.6 9.2 23.2 17.4 8.0 21J3
more than 10 0.0 5.0 54 3 20.0 15p
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 100[0 100.0
total abs. 58 119 56 155 5( 164

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 18.321, df=4; p=0,001;
Szczsliwice: chi square =13.685, df=4; p=0,008;
Wilanéw: chi square =8.695, df=4; p=0,069.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

The last category of social networks is the leasidparent one, as it encompasses all other pdaildo not
suit to the three other categories of social cdatdsee Table 4.12d). Interestingly enough, shafes
respondents reporting ‘no’ contacts or ‘more th& dontacts are relatively high when compared toeot

predefined domains of social contacts.
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Table 4.12d. Number of people in global networks -OTHER — by migration background, per
neighbourhood (%)

Number of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanéw

persons migrant native migrant native migrant native

0 3.6 7.5 11.8 10.( 4.0 8B
1-2 19.6 27.1 0.0 17.3 8.0 138
3-5 48.2 32.7 47.1 37.8 480 26}4
6-10 26.8 24.3 35.3 247 180 25|8
rlng’re than 1.8 8.4 5.9 10.71 22.0 25pp
total 100.0 100.0 100.¢ 100.0 1000 1009.0
total abs. 56 107 51 15(Q 5( 15p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 6.791, df=4; p=0,147;
Szczsliwice: chi square =12.350, df=4; p=0,015;
Wilanéw: chi square =8.920, df=4; p=0,063.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

4.3.2. Ethnic composition of ‘global social networ&

In all three investigated neighbourhoods interethialations, as measured by the importance of pergbthe
same ethnic origin in respondents’ global netwosks, indeed limited. This is particularly visible the case
of natives. Usually over 95% of them, notwithstargdthe sphere of social contacts, admitted thatoal
almost all’ persons in their global networks aretlodé same origin, i.e. Poles. For migrants, th@eesve
shares are lower but remain very high amountin§d% of persons having ‘all or almost all’ co-ethmia

their global networks (compare Tables 4.13a-4.13b).

In Zelazna Brama, migrants are relatively more opegitimg/receiving help from Poles when compared to
spheres such as giving/receiving advice or compahip. As many as 7% of migrants mentioned theoapti
[only] ‘just a few or none’ when referring to pers of the same origin in this domain. This camddated to
the fact that while living in big blocks of flatsi@ having numerous neighbours even on the same tloey
are particularly likely to get in contact with Pgili direct neighbours and engage in neighbour exghan

small services.

Table 4.13a. Importance of people of the same origin MIGRANTS’ ‘global networks’ — ZELAZNA
BRAMA (%)

Contacts are the same Respondent = immigrant

origin of respondent..... All or almost all | Quite alot | Justafew ornone| Taoal (%) N

spend free time 78.9 175 3.5 100.00 5[
give/receive advice 80.4 16.1 3.6 100.00 56
give/receive help 80.7 12.3 7.0 100.00 5[
other relationship 81.1 17.0 1.9 100.00 58

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
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Table 4.13b. Importance of people of the same origiin NATIVES’ ‘global networks’ — ZELAZNA
BRAMA (%)

Contacts are the samg Respondent = native

origin of respondent..... All or almost all | Quite alot | Just a few or none Teal (%) N

spend free time 95.7 4.3 0.0 100.00 13P
givelreceive advice 97.3 2.7 0.0 100.00 11B
givelreceive help 94.1 4.9 1.0 100.00 10p
other relationship 97.8 1.1 1.1 100.00 8p

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

From the three investigated neighbourhoods, migréiving in Szczsliwice appear to be the most open to
interethnic contacts, usually involving contactshaPoles. While in receiving/giving advice and hiipy rely
more heavily on their co-ethnics, in socialisingl anther types of relationships over 25% of theropen to

contacts with Poles (compare Table 4.14a and 4.14b)

Table 4.14a. Importance of people of the same origiin MIGRANTS' ‘global networks’ —
SZCZESLIWICE (%)

Contacts are the same Respondent = immigrant
origin of respondent..... All or almost all | Quite alot | Justafew ornone| Taal (%) N
spend free time 74.1 17.2 8.6 100.00 58
give/receive advice 80.4 16.1 3.6 100.00 56
givelreceive help 80.4 14.3 5.4 100.00 3
other relationship 73.3 13.3 13.3 100.0D 45
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
Table 4.14b. Importance of people of the same origi in NATIVES' ‘global networks’ —
SZCZESLIWICE (%)
Contacts are the same Respondent = native
origin of respondent..... All or almost all | Quite alot | Justafew ornone| Taal (%) N
spend free time 96.2 3.2 0.6 100.00 158
give/receive advice 94.2 5.2 0.6 100.00 156
givelreceive help 98.1 1.9 0.0 100.00 156
other relationship 97.1 2.9 0.0 100.00 136

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

The results for Wilanow differ from those for tiveat other areas in a number of aspects. Howeveerins of
interethnic contacts, data for Wilanow demonstthie same picture as observed in other neighboushaod

lack of interethnic contacts in the respondentsivioeks.
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Table 4.15a. Importance of people of the same origin MIGRANTS’ ‘global networks’ — WILANOW
(%)

Contacts are the same Respondent = immigrant

origin of respondent..... All or almost all | Quite a lot | Just a few or none Teal (%) N

spend free time 82.0 12.0 6.0 100.00 50
givelreceive advice 84.0 14.0 2.0 100.00 50
givelreceive help 82.4 11.8 5.9 100.00 51
other relationship 86.0 8.0 6.0 100.00 5p

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table 4.15b. Importance of people of the same origin NATIVES’ ‘global networks’ — WILANOW (%)

Contacts are the same Respondent = native

origin of respondent..... All or almost all | Quite a lot | Just a few or none Teal (%) N

spend free time 92.6 6.7 0.6 100.00 16
givelreceive advice 92.6 7.4 0.0 100.00 163
givelreceive help 90.7 8.0 1.2 100.00 16p
other relationship 91.0 8.3 0.7 100.00 145

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

4.4. Social networks of the most important persons

4.4.1. Dimension

This section is devoted to the special part of segdpnts’ social networks, namely the most imporfsarsons
(hereafter called IPs) in the four domains of doc@ntacts: companionship, advice, help and otjeed of
relationships. Inhabitants of the investigated hiea@irhoods were asked to hame maximum two persons i

each sphere. Thus, respondent could name fromupetm eight persons.

Interestingly enough, in contrast to the ‘globatwurks’, migrants tend to have more persons thatvary
important to them (hereafter called IPs) in thedtworks than natives. They amount to 3.20 persons f
migrants and 2.65 persons for nativesZglazna Brama; 3.38 persons and 3.10 persons, tashgcin
Szczsliwice; 3.55 persons and 3.33 persons, respectivielyWilanéw. Thus, the differences between

migrants and natives are small, but, with exceptibwilanéw, statistically significant (see Tabld@).
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Table 4.16. Number of the most important persons irsocial networks of respondents by migration
background, per neighbourhood (%)

Number of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanow

persons migrant native migrant native migrant native

0 3.4 4.4 9.2 3.0 7.3 1.p
1-2 28.8 50.8 21.5 38.1 25h 3317
3-4 50.8 29.5 40.0 39.9 364 4410
5-6 15.3 12.6 27.7 16.1 25h 16}3
7-8 1.7 2.7 1.5 3.0 55 4.B
total 100.0 100.0 100. 100.0 1000 100.0
total abs. 59 183 65 169 54 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 11.147, df=4; p=0025;
Szczsliwice: chi square =11.375, df=4; p=0.023;
Wilanéw: chi square =8.980, df=4; p=0,062.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

4.4.2. Ethnic composition

The limited propensity of Varsovians — be it migsaor natives — to establish interethnic relatienagain
portrayed in the ethnic composition of the respomslelPs. Shares of Poles that do not limit thdose
contacts to other Poles are very small in all nesgithoods and do not exceed 3%. Immigrants, gikeir t
small representation in Poland and Warsaw, araahfbrced to establish contacts with the nativeutetion.
Consequently migrants limiting their close contawtd/ to other foreigners account for less thaeehiourths.
From among migrant respondents, migrants livingzezsliwice have the smallest representation of persons
maintaining close contacts only with Poles (8.5%).contrast, an exceptionally high share of Wilanoéw
migrants who among their close persons have onlgsPalso deserves attention. This is accompanyea b
relatively small proportion (11.8%) of migrants fmothis neighbourhood whose close relations encosnpas
only foreigners. They account for as many as 660f%ll Wilanéw migrants. It is clear that this stefnom

the fact that the representation of ‘migrants’ hgvone Polish parent and one foreign parent isqodatly
high in Wilanow. It can be argued that many suclgfants’ are anchored in the Polish society at grele
comparable to natives. Finally, it is worth addithgt shares of migrants open to close contacts hgth
natives and foreigners are relatively low in aWestigated neighbourhoods, not exceeding one foamth

having the lowest share of 12.3%7alazna Brama.
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Table 4.17. Number of the most important persons isocial networks of respondents by country of their

origin, migration background and neighbourhood (%)

o Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanéw
Characteristics of persons : - - : : :
migrant native migrant native migrant native

only foreigners 68.4 0.6 71.2 0.( 11.8 0Jo
only Poles 19.3 97.1 8.5 98.8 66.[7 98|8
mix of Poles and foreigners 12.3 2.3 20.3 1.4 21.6 13
total 100.0 100.0 100. 100.0 1000 10¢.0
total abs. 57 174 59 162 51 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 58.758, df=2; p=0000;
Szczsliwice: chi square =183.965, df=4; p=0000
Wilanéw: chi square =49.112, df=4; p=0000.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
4.5. Interethnic couples

A majority of respondents from the three investegaareas has a partner. The shares of personsghavin
partner are the highest among natives in Wilan6/5@b) and the lowest among nativesZiglazna Brama
(52.2%). A relatively low share of couples4elazna Brama is understandable given the age steuof the
neighbourhood with the high proportion of both ald young people. In Szghiwice, where the population

is younger than irZelazna Brama, shares of respondents having paranersisibly higher — 67.7% among
migrants and 64.3% among natives. Interestinglyughpin both ‘Vietnamese neighbourhoods’ shares of
persons without partners are higher for natives flon migrants. In Wilanéw the opposite pattern bagn
observed: natives are the ones more likely to tzapartner. Moreover, the proportion of couplemdeed

high when compared to the remaining two researaegghbourhoods.

In terms of ethnic characteristics of couples,va tendency towards interethnic relations both betwBoles
and migrants, especially the Viethamese, has bbsereed. Poles rarely have a partner of a diffeegmtic
origin. In the researched sample, not more thano3%oles had a foreign partner at the moment of the
research. Among migrants living in the ‘Viethamesstghbourhoods’, proportions of Polish-foreign clesp
are 25.2% and 13.7% itelazna Brama and Szgliwice, respectively. These shares are not very, lowt it
should be stressed that in both neighbourhoodsndra half of those mixed couples are couples #<$and
second-generation migrants, i.e. persons born langécand having only one or two parents born ahréad
completely different situation has been observedrapWilanéw migrants who tend to intermarry withé2o

the share of migrants staying in Polish-foreigmatiehships amounts to 73.5%. However, a closer &idkis
group of couples reveals that over three fourthg afe relationships between Poles and secondrgene
migrants. It can be thus argued that interethnigptes are a rarity in the investigated neighboudsodt is
probable that a similar conclusion can be derivedWarsaw as a whole. However, some more intensive

ethnic mixing has been observed in the case oingkegeneration migrants born in Poland.
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Table 4.18. Ethnic composition of couples by migrain background, per neighbourhood (%)

Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanow

Type of couple - - - - - -

migrant native Migrant native migrant native
Foreign-foreign 75.8 0.0 86.4 0.( 26.b
Polish-foreign 24.2 2.2 13.6 2.8 73.b
Polish-Polish 0.0 97.8 0.0 97.2 0.0 96J9
total 100.0 100.0 100. 100.0 100[0 109.0
total abs. 33 92 44 108 34 12y

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

4.6 Final remarks

In an attempt to summarize our findings regardieigimbourhood relations and interethnic coexisteficst,of

all it should be said that a high level of anonynaian be observed in all the investigated areak &yout one
third of the native residents in each of the nemithoods claim that they know most of their neigimsadoy
name and they know where they live. The respeciivere among migrants is even lower. Interestingly
enough, the area in which migrants are most famiigh the people in their neighbourhood is S#tiwice.
This is not reflected in the views of the residesttout the level of neighbour familiarity — ovehalf of the

researched Szediwice residents believed that people in the ne@htbhood hardly know each other.

Consequently, everyday contacts within the neightmad are not very frequent: about one fifth of the
respondents admits having exchanged no small talingl the last three months, and more than ond thir
reports having exchanged no visits in the lastehr®nths. Natives engage in more everyday conthats
migrants, which seems to be consistent with theltrébat migrants are in general less familiar wttleir

neighbours — having spent on the average lessitithe area, they know a smaller number of pedptect

A next important finding is that Poles hardly haay inter-ethnic contacts in the neighbourhood,levhi
relatively big proportion of migrants do engagesirch interactions. When it comes to ‘important pessin
respondents’ social networks, interethnic relatibesome even more seldom. Among persons important f
Poles, representatives of different ethnic origires virtually inexistent, both within global netwsrand close
networks. Moreover, shares of mixed couples amaatives in all three studied areas approach zero. We
would argue that this can be explained by the smaitber of migrants in Warsaw and the specificityhe

main researched migrant group, i.e. the Viethamasieer than by xenophobic attitudes among thesPole

For migrants, interethnic relations are more visitiough not numerous. This can be related todbethat
the Vietnamese group, though open to some extembritacts with Poles, is a group where ties betvegen
ethnics are very dense and strong. Moreover, @lland language barriers make it relatively diffidar the

Vietnamese to enter relations with Poles. As regjaaling a partner of different ethnic origin, naigts do not
avoid entering relationships with Poles. Howevkis applies first of all to second-generation migsan the

researched neighbourhoods.
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5. The development of interethnic relations?

5.1. Characteristics of social networks

5.1.1. Global social networks

Apart from giving information on the size of theoghl network, respondents were also asked to dsthess
importance of different categories of persons is ttetwork. These categories included: relativespge of
the same origin (compare section 4.3), of the ssexe living in the same neighbourhood, living odésthe
neighbourhood but in Warsaw, and living outside ¥dar. In the following section results of this assesnt
are demonstrated. It should be borne in mind thistin fact a subjective opinion of respondentemng to

perceived importance of given categories in theaia networks.

5.1.1.1. Relatives

As it was defined in the research, collected infation on social networks of respondents does roude
members of their household. However, informationfamily members from outside the household has been
collected and revealing interesting patterns. imsof the importance of relatives in social nekgoof
inhabitants in the investigated neighbourhoodd) biifferences between locations as well as betwagrants
and natives have been revealed. In the two ‘Viesmameighbourhoods’, first of all, differences hesw
locations come into play, whereas differences betwaigrants and natives living in these neighboodsaare
less apparent and not statistically significantoddh, in both neighbourhoods, migrants have fewktives
in their networks than natives. In contrast, in tase of the ‘highly-skilled migrants’ neighbourkioe

Wilanéw — differences between migrants and nataresfirst to be noticed being also statisticaltyngicant.

In terms of spheres of contacts — companionshipicadhelp and other — the importance of relatiggers
across neighbourhoods and migrant vs. native grduwggifferences are not very strong. It seemsrhéives
are more likely to classify relatives as the solrezivers of advice and help than in other domafrsocial
contacts. This has not been observed among migrahts have family members important in all the four
domains of social contracts on more or less egadl$. These differences between migrants andestve
less apparent in the case of Wilanéw, where migraré more anchored in the Polish social life, aithigh
representation of second-generation migrants. ig nkighbourhood, migrants are closer to natives tim
other locations in the tendency to consider thelatives as a source/receiver of advice and hel madher

than as persons to spend their free time with.

The role of family in social networks is particilavisible in Zelazna Brama for both migrants and natives
(see Table 5.1a and 5.1b). Proportions of respdadiatlaring that ‘all or almost all’ members oéithsocial

networks are relatives are about one fourth forramts and approaching 40% for natives. It appdaas t
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inhabitants from big blocks of flats — prevailingZelazna Brama — to a greater extent rely in thaitacts on
relatives than in the two other neighbourhoods,civhihave a lower degree of anonymity among their

inhabitants.

Table 5.1a. Importance of relatives in MIGRANTS’ ‘gobal networks’ — ZELAZNA BRAMA (%)

Contacts are Respondent = immigrant
relatives.... All or almost all Quite a lot Justafewornone | Btal (%) | N
spend free time 26.3 24.6 49.1 100.0p 57
give/receive advice 23.2 25.0 51.8 100.0p 56
give/receive help 21.1 24.6 54.4 100.0p g7
other relationship 22.6 28.3 49.1 100.0p 53
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
Table 5.1b. Importance of relatives in NATIVES’ ‘global networks’ —ZELAZNA BRAMA (%)
Contacts are Respondent = native
relatives.... All or almost all Quite a lot Just a few or none | Total (%) N
spend free time 29.2 30.7 40.1 100.0D 137
givelreceive advice 38.1 20.4 41.6 100.0D 113
givelreceive help 36.2 23.8 40.0 100.0D 105
other relationship 32.2 13.3 54.4 100.0D 90

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Interestingly enough, the role of the family is mudess important in Szefliwice (see Table 5.2a and 5.2b) —
the other ‘Viethamese neighbourhood’ — which i®latively new area where in some places still soms
houses and apartments are being built and neightedations are thus still being formed. From thee¢h
neighbourhoods, Szediwice has the lowest rates of people reporting thh or almost all’ of members of
their social networks are relatives. For migrattiss rate hardly exceeds 10%, whereas for nativesighest
proportion for the domain of giving/receiving helgaches only 20%. This can be related to the fatt fas
revealed in the qualitative research, Poles IliimgSzczsliwice have often moved to Warsaw from other
locations. Thus, their families, as families of naigts, are frequently far away and play a secondaeyin

their social networks.

2 |n this assessment respondents were using a T-gmite: 1. all of them; 2. almost all of themp@tween almost all and half of them;
4. about half of them; 5. between half of them prsd a few; 6. just a few; 7. none of them. In anelyses we compressed the scale
obtaining only three categories: 1 (1-2) all or @étnall of them; 2 (3-5) quite a lot; 3 (6-7) jastew or none.
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Table 5.2a. Importance of relatives in MIGRANTS’ ‘gobal networks’ — SZCZESLIWICE (%)

Contacts are

Respondent = immigrant

relatives.... All or almost all Quite a lot Just a few or none|  Teal (%)
spend free time 10.5 22.8 66.7 100.0p q7
givelreceive advice 9.4 18.9 71.7 100.00 58
givelreceive help 11.1 18.5 70.4 100.0p #
other relationship 2.2 17.8 80.0 100.00 4b
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
Table 5.2b. Importance of relatives in NATIVES’ ‘global networks’ — SZCZESLIWICE (%)
Contacts are Respondent = native
relatives.... All or almost all Quite a lot Just a few or none|  Teal (%)
spend free time 10.7 20.8 68.6 100.0p 199
givelreceive advice 17.9 20.5 61.5 100.0p 196
givelreceive help 20.5 21.2 58.3 100.0p 196
other relationship 13.3 18.5 68.1 100.0p 135

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

In Wilanow, differences between migrants and native terms of the role of family in their sociatworks,

are the most visible and statistically significafah explanation of this fact is not obvious takintp account

that many migrants living in this neighbourhood aecond-generation migrants and deserves further

investigation.

Table 5.3a. Importance of relatives in MIGRANTS’ ‘gobal networks’ — WILANOW (%)

Contacts are Respondent = immigrant
relatives.... All or almost all Quite a lot Just a few or none|  Teal (%)
spend free time 10.0 6.0 80.0 100.00 5p
givelreceive advice 19.6 7.8 72.5 100.00 51
givelreceive help 19.6 5.9 74.5 100.00 51
other relationship 18.0 6.0 76.0 100.00 5p
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
Table 5.3b. Importance of relatives in NATIVES’ ‘global networks’ — WILANOW (%)
Contacts are Respondent = native
relatives.... All or almost all Quite a lot Just a few or none|  Teal (%) N
spend free time 22.1 21.5 56.4 100.0p 143
givelreceive advice 25.8 24.5 49.7 100.0p 143
givelreceive help 27.8 24.1 48.1 100.0p 142
other relationship 20.7 22.8 56.4 100.0p 145

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

5.1.1.2. Neighbours
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In terms of the importance of neighbours in theiaooetworks of the researched areas’ inhabitants,
differences between migrants and natives are pdatly visible and statistically significant in the
‘Vietnamese neighbourhoods’. In their social cotganigrants more than natives rely on neighbouhngs tan

be related to the fact that in these two locatithresconcentration of one ethnic group — the Vietesen- is
relatively high. Thus, neighbour relations can fretly be relations between co-ethnics. What deserv
attention is the potentially revealed importancaeifyhbour relations for some migrant group foromain the
Warsaw context. Meanwhile, in Wilanow the pictusedifferent. In this area neighbours are almostabéygu
important in the networks of both migrants andvestj being a little bit more important in the sbcietworks

of the second group.

A visible, although not very high, predominancecohtacts with neighbours in the sphere of help been
observed in all three neighbourhoods among bottramtg and natives. This is understandable takibg in
account small favours such as taking care of thetagent, borrowing things and so on, that neighbour

usually provide to each other in everyday contacts.

Interestingly, in the big blocks of flats neighbbaod —Zelazna Brama — neighbours constitute a relatively
important part of the social networks of its intiabts. Shares of respondents declaring that ‘allmoost all’
members of their social networks are neighbourgdlaszaround 40% foZelazna Brama migrants and around
30% for natives living in this neighbourhood (seablE 5.4a and 5.4b). It seems therefore that tgative
picture of neighbour relations existing in Warsaweas with blocks of flats has not quite been sujggony the
survey data relating to the role of neighbours agnse friends. This finding at first seems totcadict the
results presented in the previous sections, coimmethe generally lower social cohesionZielazna Brama. It
could be, however, that in this area the level mbreymity is slightly higher and the image of neighb
relations is relatively worse than in the other tagighbourhoods, but at the same time the resideais
maintain a few close relationships within the néigiirhood. The frequency of contacts in the longidors

of blocks of flats may somehow facilitate estabiligha few friendly relations between the neighbobrg at

the same time the overall familiarity with the pkojm the area is not very high.

Table 5.4a. Importance of neighbours in MIGRANTS’ global networks’ —ZELAZNA BRAMA (%)

Contacts are living in Respondent = immigrant

the same ]

neighbourhood... All or almost all Quite a lot Just a few or none Teal (%) N

spend free time 38.6 38.6 22.8 100.0p 57
givelreceive advice 46.4 33.9 19.6 100.0p 56
givelreceive help 36.8 43.9 19.3 100.0p 57
other relationship 37.7 43.4 18.9 100.0p 5 ¢

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
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Table 5.4b. Importance of neighbours in NATIVES’ ‘dobal networks’ — ZELAZNA BRAMA (%)

Ezn;gﬁse are living in Respondent = native

neighbourhood... All or almost alll Quite a lot Just a few or none Teal (%) N

spend free time 27.8 22.6 49.4 100.0p 133
givelreceive advice 29.7 24.3 459 100.0p 11
givelreceive help 33.0 22.0 450 100.0p 140
other relationship 31.8 22.7 455 100.0p g8

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

It seems that neighbour relations are still beimgnid in Szogliwice. This is suggested first of all by the
relatively small role that neighbours play in sbeiatworks of Poles living in this neighbourhoodhages of
natives declaring that ‘just a few or no’ membefrsheir social networks are their neighbours reachienost
70% (see Table 5.5b). The respective share is nsatdller for migrants living in this neighbourhood,
oscillating around 40% (see Table 5.5a). This camdbated to the fact that migrants living in Satiwvice,
mainly the Vietnamese, tend to cluster in sometiona of this neighbourhood. Thus, as it has bestiee
argued also foFelazna Brama, in the case of migrants in &towice neighbour relations can be at the same

time relations with co-ethnics.

Table 5.5a. Importance of neighbours in MIGRANTS’ global networks’ — SZCZESLIWICE (%)

Contacts are living in Respondent = immigrant
the same ]
neighbourhood... All or almost all Quite a lot Just a few or none Teal (%) N
spend free time 25.0 35.7 39.3 100.0p 56
give/receive advice 20.8 37.7 41.5 100.0p 33
give/receive help 22.6 35.8 41.5 100.0p 33
other relationship 17.8 40.0 42.2 100.0p 45
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
Table 5.5b. Importance of neighbours in NATIVES’ ‘dobal networks’ — SZCZESLIWICE (%)
Contacts are living in Respondent = native
the same ] .
neighbourhood... All or almost all Quite a lot Just a few or none Teal (%) N
spend free time 14.6 18.4 67.1 100.0p 198
givelreceive advice 16.8 13.5 69.7 100.0p 195
givelreceive help 14.3 20.8 64.9 100.0p 194
other relationship 14.9 14.9 70.1 100.0p 134

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

In Wilandéw the picture relating to the importandaneighbours in the respondents’ social networldifferent
than in the ‘Vietnamese neighbourhoods’, which @ that striking taking into account the different
characteristics of migrants in Wilandw. In thisgtdiourhood, natives declare to have more neighbouheir

networks than migrants do (see Table 5.6a and 54hbdng other things, this can be related to tlut tiaat at
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least some part of migrants in this neighbourho@dpeople working in Warsaw on the basis of fixedrt
contracts, thus being less prone to develop medejpth contacts with their neighbours. It can &lsaelated
to the fact that, as it has been argued in theatitiee, local ties play a less important role igheir-status
groups (Campbell and Lee 1990, Kaltenberg-Kwiatk@n@002; Lewicka 2004, 2005) to which highly-skdlle

western migrants in Poland belong.

Table 5.6a. Importance of neighbours in migrants’ global networks’ — WILANOW (%)

Contacts are living in Respondent = immigrant
the same ]
neighbourhood. .. All or almost all Quite a lot Just a few or none Teal (%) N
spend free time 22.0 24.0 54.Q 100.0p 50
give/receive advice 19.6 27.5 52.9 100.0p 1
givel/receive help 21.6 25.5 52.9 100.0p 1
other relationship 18.0 30.0 52.0 100.0p 50
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
Table 5.6b. Importance of neighbours in natives’ ‘tpbal networks’ — WILANOW (%)
Contacts are living in Respondent = native
the same ] .
neighbourhood... All or almost all Quite a lot Just a few or none Teal (%) N
spend free time 27.8 34.0 38.3 100.0p 142
givelreceive advice 29.6 30.2 40.1 100.0p 142
givelreceive help 28.6 34.2 37.3 100.0p 141
other relationship 29.7 31.0 39.3 100.0p 145

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

5.1.1.3. Relations outside the neighbourhood but ithe city

Information about the role of persons living in \&&wv but not in the neighbourhood (referred to asdaans

in the following paragraphs) is complementary te tiesults relating to the role of neighbours iniaoc
networks of our respondents. In the ‘Viethamesghtmurhoods’, Varsovians are more important insthaal
networks of natives. In our view, again it suggestsimportance of the neighbourhood in the intégnabf
migrants — especially Vietnamese — in Warsaw. ;ndase of Wilanow, Varsovians are equally important
the social networks of natives and migrants, playimthese networks a relatively important roletdrms of
the domain of social contacts in which Varsoviamayphe leading role, the picture is rather complex
However, it can be argued that inhabitants of thedied neighbourhoods more often tend to mention

Varsovians in the sphere of companionship thartherospheres.

In Zelazna Brama, Varsovians are less important thaghbeurs in the social networks of migrants but enor
important in the social networks of natives. Howe\differences relating to importance of neighboansl
Varsovians are not overwhelming (see Tables 5.%h @nmb). The respective differences are much more

appealing in the case of Segliwice, though the tendency is the same. For migrdn Szczsliwice,
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Varsovians are almost as important as neighbourshdéir social networks, whereas natives from this
neighbourhood rely in their social relations muacbrenon Varsovians than on neighbours. This carelaged

to their short length of residence in the areadisib to the fact that, taking into account thetreddy high
standard and thus also the prices of apartmentSzazsliwice, for Poles this location is likely to be a
subsequent place of living in Warsaw. Therefor@ytlare likely to have contacts with people living i

different parts of Warsaw.

Table 5.7a. Importance of people living outside thaeighbourhood but in the city in MIGRANTS’
‘global networks’ — ZELAZNA BRAMA (%)

Contacts are living Respondent = immigrant

outside ] ¢

nelghbourhlood butin | All or almost all Quite a lot usta few or Total (%) N

the same city ... none

spend free time 21.4 30.4 48.2 100.0p 56
givelreceive advice 16.1 32.1 51.8 100.0p 56
givelreceive help 175 35.1 47 .4 100.0p 57
other relationship 15.1 34.0 50.9 100.0p 33

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table 5.7b. Importance of people living outside th@eighbourhood but in the city in NATIVES’ ‘global
networks’ — ZELAZNA BRAMA (%)

Contacts are living Respondent = native

outside

neighbourhood but in All or almost Quite a lot Just a few or Total (%) N

the same city ... all none

spend free time 37.0 31.9 31.1 100.0p 135
givelreceive advice 42.0 23.2 34.8 100.0p 112
givelreceive help 35.6 26.7 37.6 100.0p 1J1
other relationship 37.8 26.7 35.6 100.0p 90

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table 5.8a. Importance of people living outside thaeighbourhood but in the city in MIGRANTS’
‘global networks’ — SZCZESLIWICE (%)

Contacts are living Respondent = immigrant

outside

neighbourhood but in All or almost Quite a lot Just a few or Total (%) N

the same city ... all none

spend free time 28.6 26.8 44.6 100.0p 56
givelreceive advice 27.8 29.6 42.6 100.0p #
givelreceive help 28.3 34.0 37.7 100.0p 33
other relationship 17.8 35.6 46.7 100.0p 45

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
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Table 5.8b. Importance of people living outside th@eighbourhood but in the city in NATIVES’ ‘global
networks’ — SZCZESLIWICE (%)

Contacts are living Respondent = native

outside

neighbourhood but in All or almost Quite a lot Just a few or Total (%) N

the same city ... all none

spend free time 44.9 24.7 304 100.0p 198
givelreceive advice 43.8 26.1 30.1 100.0p 193
givelreceive help 39.6 27.3 33.1 100.0p 194
other relationship 40.7 22.2 37.0 100.0p 135

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Inhabitants of Wilanow are open to contacts outtliéér neighbourhood. About one third of both migsaand
natives declare to have ‘all or almost all’ membefrsheir social networks living in Warsaw but ddts the

neighbourhood.

Table 5.9a. Importance of people living outside thaeighbourhood but in the city in MIGRANTS’
‘global networks’ — WILANOW (%)

Contacts are living Respondent = immigrant

outside

neighbourhood but in All or almost Quite a lot Just a few or Total (%) N

the same city ... all none

spend free time 36.0 24.0 40.0 100.0p 50
givelreceive advice 27.5 25.5 47 1 100.0p 1
givelreceive help 27.5 25.5 47 .1 100.0p 1
other relationship 30.0 30.0 40.0 100.0p 50

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table 5.9b. Importance of people living outside th@eighbourhood but in the city in NATIVES’ ‘global
networks’ — WILANOW (%)

Contacts are living Respondent = native

outside

neighbourhood but in All or almost Quite a lot Just a few or Total (%) N

the same city ... all none

spend free time 31.9 34.4 33.7 100.0p 143
givelreceive advice 29.6 29.0 414 100.0p 142
givelreceive help 28.0 32.3 39.8 100.0p 141
other relationship 29.5 329 37.7 100.0p 146

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

5.1.1.4. Relations with persons from outside thetgi

In general, the social networks of the investigatethghbourhoods’ inhabitants are Warsaw-centredallin
locations — be it migrants or natives — sharesespondents declaring that ‘just a few or none’ mensilof
their social networks live outside Warsaw amountitound 80% (see Table 5.10a-5.12b). What deserves

attention is a lack of differences between migramtd natives in this realm. It appears that inrthigrants’
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eyes people living outside Warsaw, thus also peopkheir home countries, play a secondary roléhiir
present networks. This is an interesting outcons teserves further analyses, as it suggests higat t

transnational networks among the researched migtant to be rather weak.

Table 5.10a. Importance of people living outside thcity in MIGRANTS'’ ‘global networks’ — ZELAZNA
BRAMA (%)

. Respondent = immigrant
Contacts are living N I ] .
outside city... or aimost Quite a lot ust a few or Total (%) N
all none

spend free time 3.6 10.7 85.7 100.00 56
givelreceive advice 1.8 8.9 89.3 100.00 5p
givelreceive help 0.0 10.7 89.3 100.00 56
other relationship 2.0 7.8 90.2 100.00 5[L

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table 5.10b. Importance of people living outside # city in NATIVES’ ‘global networks’ — ZELAZNA
BRAMA (%)

o Respondent = native
Contacts are living
outside city... All or almost Quite a lot Just a few or Total (%) N
all none
spend free time 6.0 14.2 79.9 100.00 13
give/receive advice 6.2 8.0 85.8 100.00 118
givel/receive help 7.1 8.1 84.8 100.00 9p
other relationship 4.5 9.1 86.4 100.00 8B
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
Table 5.11a. Importance of people living outside # city in MIGRANTS' ‘global networks’ —
SZCZESLIWICE (%)
. Respondent = immigrant
Contacts are living
outside city... All or almost Quite a lot Just a few or Total (%) N
all none
spend free time 11.1 5.6 83.3 100.00 54
givelreceive advice 5.8 5.8 88.5 100.00 5p
givelreceive help 7.7 5.8 86.5 100.00 5p
other relationship 6.8 9.1 84.1] 100.00 aph

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
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Table 5.11b. Importance of people living outside # city in NATIVES' ‘global networks’ -

SZCZESLIWICE (%)

o Respondent = native
Contacts are living
outside city... All or almost Quite a lot Just a few or Total (%) N
all none
spend free time 5.7 10.1 84.2 100.00 158
give/receive advice 5.2 9.7 85.1] 100.00 154
givel/receive help 3.9 13.0 83.1 100.00 1%
other relationship 3.7 11.8 84.6 100.00 136
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
Table 5.12a. Importance of people living outside # city in MIGRANTS' ‘global networks’ —
WILANOW (%)
. Respondent = immigrant
Contacts are living
outside city... All or almost Quite a lot Just a few or Total (%) N
all none
spend free time 12.0 8.0 80.0 100.00 5p
givelreceive advice 5.2 9.7 85.1] 100.00 150
givelreceive help 13.7 7.8 78.4 100.00 51
other relationship 14.0 8.0 78.0 100.00 5p

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table 5.12b. Importance of people living outside # city in NATIVES® ‘global networks’ — WILANOW

(%)
o Respondent = native
Contacts are living
outside city... All or almost Quite a lot Just a few or Total (%) N
all none

spend free time 0.6 9.3 90.1 100.00 lep
give/receive advice 1.9 8.8 89.3 100.00 15p
givel/receive help 1.3 8.9 89.9 100.00 158
other relationship 1.4 111 87.5 100.00 144

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

5.1.2. The most important persons

5.1.2.1. Number of persons and spheres of contacts

With regard to the IPs networks, visible and statdly significant differences between migrantsl aratives

have been observed in all investigated neighbowihicand in all spheres of social contictslost of

respondents, be it natives or migrants, tendedention two persons in each of the four spheres Tatdes

5.13a-5.13d). In Szezliwice and Wilandw, at least 70% of respondentddattd maximal number of two

persons in each sphetéelazna Brama, for natives, with the respective estediraround 50% constitutes an

% In the case of Wilanéw, for the ‘help sphere’ thelifferences are not statistically significantte 0.05 significance level but at the
0.1 significance level.
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exception. It appears that in an area of big blafktats Poles tend to have small circles of clpeesons. This
can also be related to the big proportion of eldegkidents in this area. What also deserves aiteig a
smaller propensity of respondents to mention ingarpersons in the ‘other’ sphere of social costétan it
has been observed for ‘global networks'. It appdhed while talking about the most important andsel
persons, respondents are easily able to pointheuspghere of contacts in which a given person plagysnain
role. Another specificity can be observed in thdanbw neighbourhood, where both migrants and native
have a relatively high number of important persaver 80% of the inhabitants named two importamspes

in each of the domains.

Table 5.13a. Number of the most important personsni social networks of respondents in the sphere
FREE TIME, by migration background, per neighbourhood (%)

Number of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanéw

persons migrant native migrant Native migrant native

0 34 12.6 10.8 3.6 9.1 1p
1 23.7 30.6 9.2 22.6 5.b 12|10
2 72.9 56.8 80.Q 73.8 855 86}7
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 1000 1009.0
total abs. 59 183 65 168 54 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 6.259, df=2; p=0.044;
Szczsliwice: chi square =9.038, df=2; p=0.011;
Wilanéw: chi square =9.845, df=2; p=0,007.
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table 5.13b. Number of the most important personsni social networks of respondents in the sphere
ADVICE, by migration background, per neighbourhood (%)

Number of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanow

persons Migrant native migrant native migrant native

0 51 17.5 12.3 4.7 B 1p
1 22.0 32.8 15.4 25.6 o.n 11|14
2 72.9 49.7 72.3 70.2 836 8713
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 100.0 10¢.0
total abs. 59 183 65 168 55 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 10.775, df=2; p=0.005;
Szczsliwice: chi square =7.001, df=2; p=0.030;
Wilanéw: chi square =5.880, df=2; p=0,053.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
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Table 5.13c. Number of the most important personsnisocial networks of respondents in the sphere
HELP, by migration background, per neighbourhood (%)

Number of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanéw

persons migrant native migrant native migrant native

0 34 14.2 13.8 54 N 3P

1 27.1 39.3 12.3 30.4 B 15]1

2 69.5 46.4 73.8 64.8 836 8119

total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 1000 1009.0
total abs. 59 183 65 168 54 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 10.897, df=2; p=0.004;
Szczsliwice: chi square = 11.041, df=2; p=0.004;
Wilanéw: chi square = 5.298, df=2; p=0,071.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table 5.13d. Number of the most important personsni social networks of respondents in the sphere
OTHER, by migration background, per neighbourhood ¢6)

Number of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanow

persons migrant native migrant native migrant native

0 8.5 27.9 30.8 17.9 146 12|7

1 39.0 29.0 9.2 33.3 3.p 18J1

2 52.2 43.2 60.d 48.8 818 6913
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 100.0 10¢.0
total abs. 59 183 65 168 55 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 9.541, df=2; p=0.008;
Szczsliwice: chi square =15.003, df=2; p=0.001;
Wilanéw: chi square =6.956, df=2; p=0,031.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

5.1.2.2. Beginning of the relationship — relativesieighbours and colleagues

The character of the relationship at its beginng@n important aspect in the analysis of socidaivaeks.
Among other things, it sheds some light on theurirstances of initiating respondents’ close relatjps. In
the researched Warsaw neighbourhoods three typegiaf relationships seem to play a role — beaialatives,
neighbours and colleagdesShares of respondents mentioning other typeslationships usually do not
exceed 5%. Therefore, in this section, we focusttmse three types of relationships at the starthef

described close relations of respondents.

Relatives (persons met as relatives) are not thpoiitant in close relations of inhabitants of teeearched
neighbourhoods. Basing on shares of relatives antbagindicated most important persons, it has been
observed that they are less important in the aedeorks of migrants (however, differences areisiaally
significant only in the Szegliwice neighbourhood). This is likely to be relatedthe fact that some parts of
the migrants’ families remained in the country dfym, thus becoming less crucial members of tpeasent

networks in Poland.
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The least family-centred are the network¥efazna Brama inhabitants: 70% of migrants and 60%atives
have no relatives among most important persons damthe research (see Table 5.14a). For migranth

an outcome can be related to the fact that, asilkewén qualitative observations, Vietnamese Iiimgelazna
Brama are more likely, than for example in Sbiwice, to stay in Poland without their close faynihembers.

As for natives, it can be related to the fact ihatbitants oZelazna Brama are on the average older than in
other neighbourhoods and the representation of pemeen households is especially high in this
neighbourhood. This line of argumentation requiteswever, further exploration of data collectedtlie
survey relating to the composition of the respomsigmouseholds. In Szediwice and Wilandw relatives are
more present in the closest networks of respondéfbsvever, in contrast to Szgdiwice, in Wilanéw
differences between migrants and natives can bsidered negligible as far as shares of relativeth@n

networks of most important persons are concerned.

Table 5.14a. Share of most important persons — RELAVES when relationship started - by migration
background, per neighbourhood (%)

Share of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanéw

persons (%) migrant native migrant native migrant native

0 70.2 60.0 62.7 57.1 64.[7 591
0.1-25.0 5.3 3.4 15.3 8.4 5.9 7B
25.1-50.0 17.5 14.9 20.3 19.6 216 213
50.1-75.0 5.3 8.0 0.0 6.1 B
75.1-99.9 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.4 D
100.0 1.8 12.0 1.7 9.4 5.9 y
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 1000 1000 109.0
total abs. 57 175 59 163 51 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 7.462, df=5; p=0.189;
Szczsliwice: chi square =9.571, df=4; p=0.048
Wilanéw: chi square =4.659, df=5; p=0.459.
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

The importance of neighbourhoods in social relatioh migrants in Poland is tentatively supportedtioy
information on the closest members of their sociatworks. It refers to persons being neighbours of
respondents at the moment when the relationshipest@blished. In this realm, results for S#twice clearly
demonstrate that the situation in which neighboemter the circle of the respondents’ closest persen
particularly likely in case of migrants living irhis neighbourhood. Only 40% of migrants have nohsuc
persons in the group of the closest persons whdogasatives in this neighbourhood the respectivare
amounts to almost 70% (see Table 5.14b). This neag &ign that in Szeéliwice some neighbour community
involving migrants can be in the process of foraratin combination with the fact that ethnic homuogéy is

a prevailing feature of social relations in theeg@shed neighbourhoods, we may be witnessing tineaton

of a migrant group on the level of the S&timvice neighbourhood. This cannot be easily saiduaelazna

4 According to the survey classification, the tewnlfeagues’ refers to ‘colleagues, fellow studehtsjse mates’. Thus the category is
rather broad.
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Brama — the other ‘Vietnamese neighbourhood’ — whshiares of both migrants and natives not having
persons met as neighbours in their closest netwamékgarticularly high, accounting for around 7086 lfoth
migrants and natives. It seems that flaéazna Brama surroundings do not facilitate graupgration among
migrants. For all three neighbourhoods, a commogsenfation can be derived. Shares of respondents
mentioning only persons met as neighbours, bedrants or natives, oscillate around 10%, with thghést

proportion of such persons among natives livin§aezsliwice.

Table 5.14b. Share of most important persons — NEIBBOURS when relationship started — by
migration background, per neighbourhood (%)

Share of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanéw

persons (%) migrant native Migrant native migrant native

0 70.2 68.6 40.7 69.9 58.8 65]9
0.1-25.0 0.0 6.9 6.8 4.3 5.9 7.B
25.1-50.0 12.3 10.9 30.5 8.( 21.p 12|8
50.1-75.0 10.5 2.3 11.9 4.3 5.9 ¢]
75.1-99.9 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.4 D
100.0 7.0 11.4 8.5 13.4 7.8 an
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 1000 1000 109.0
total abs. 57 175 59 163 51 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 11.585, df=4; p=0.021;
Szczsliwice: chi square =29.855, df=5; p=0.000
Wilanéw: chi square =2.573, df=4; p=0.632.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

It is clear that persons met as ‘colleagues, felktwdents, house mates’ (hereafter named collepgues
constitute an important part of the closest netwadkrespondents. It is more frequent for migramthie three
neighbourhoods, but differences between migrardsnatives are statistically significant only in t&lanow
neighbourhood. Shares of both migrants and natmasng all persons met as colleagues in their skose
networks amount to around 30% #elazna Brama and around 25% in Wilanéw (see Tallddch. In
Szczsliwice the picture is more complex. Though, it ésd likely for migrants to have any persons met as
colleagues in their close networks (32.2%) thanrfatives (43.6%), at the same time the share cfoper
having only colleagues in their closest networksefkatively low — 15.3%. It accords, however, witie
previous observation that in Sgzéltwice neighbour relations among migrants are palérly dynamic,
relegating possible relations developed in othacgs: work, studies and so on. In general, the ritapoe of
contacts with work colleagues in the networks ofnaunts is not surprising, taking into account theny

migrants come to Poland to work hard, devoting sewes first of all to income generating activities
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Table 5.14c. Share of most important persons — COLEAGUES when relationship started - by
migration background, per neighbourhood (%)

Share of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanéw

persons (%) migrant native Migrant Native migrant native

0 22.8 36.0 32.2 43.6 196 3712
0.1-25.0 12.3 5.7 15.3 6.7 3.9 67
25.1-50.0 21.1 23.4 27.7 19.6 294 232
50.1-75.0 7.0 6.9 10.2 8.4 13.y 1
75.1-99.9 7.0 11 0.0 0.4 5.9 0.p
100.0 29.8 26.9 15.3 22.1 275 23|18
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 1000 1000 109.0
total abs. 57 175 59 163 57 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 10.797, df=5; p=0.056;
Szczsliwice: chi square =7.221, df=4; p=0.125
Wilanéw: chi square =15.415, df=5; p=0.009.
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

5.1.2.3. Place where important persons were met

Information about the place where the relationdfggan is another important characteristic in thedyais of
the modes of social relations in the investigateziglbourhoods. Two place dimensions have been
distinguished in the survey: geographical placagf®ourhood, Warsaw, Poland and another countrg) an

character of the place (school, work, place of Wi sfriends’ home, etc.).

Geographical place — neighbourhood, Warsaw and cotny of origin

Three most important geographical locations whetesec relations of inhabitants of the studied
neighbourhoods start include: the neighbourhood,rémaining part of Warsaw and the country of origi
Results relating to persons met in the neighbowth&gplement the analyses conducted for importahce
persons met as neighbours. Interestingly enough, afb three areas, shares of persons met in the
neighbourhood in their closest networks are highan shares of persons met as neighbours. It sdéenhs
inhabitants of the researched neighbourhoods deorwider all people living in their neighbourho@dstheir
neighbours. It is likely that for respondents indPal the term ‘neighbour’ applies to persons legum the
same building or nearby. This appears to apply fifsll to Poles, among whom shares of persontadeg

that all their closest persons were met in thehimgrhood are two times higher (amounting to aro20fb)

than shares of persons admitting that all of tbleisest persons were met as neighbours.

At the level of particular neighbourhoods, againpeartrait of Szcgsliwice as a neighbourhood with
dynamically evolving neighbour relations can beidt from this part of analysis, whereasZiglazna Brama
the role of the neighbourhood in the process ofasawetworks forming is much less important. Wilano
appears to be a place where neighbourhood faesitdirst of all, the establishment of social nelas among

Poles (taking into account the ethnic homogendithese relations).
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Table 5.15a. Share of most important persons met INEIGHBOURHOOD by migration background,
per neighbourhood (%)

Share of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanéw

persons (%) migrant native Migrant native migrant native

0 64.9 52.0 44.1 49.7 510 53|10
0.1-50.0 22.8 18.9 39.0 215 314 1416
50.1-99.9 5.3 8.0 10.2 4.9 11.8 122
100.0 7.0 21.1 6.8 23.9 5.9 201
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 1000 1000 109.0
total abs. 57 175 59 163 51 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 6.931, df=3; p=0.074;
Szczsliwice: chi square =13.846, df=3; p=0.003
Wilanéw: chi square =10.607, df=3; p=0.014.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

While looking at the shares of persons met in Warbat not in the neighbourhood (hereafter ‘broader
Warsaw’), crucial differences between the invesédaneighbourhoods can be observed. Moreover,lin al
three neighbourhoods, differences between migrantsnatives are also visible and statistically i§icemt
(see Table 5.15b). IZelazna Brama, natives more frequently than migrastablish their relationships in
broader Warsaw. As many as 30.9% of the nativesitattiat all their close persons were met in broader
Warsaw, whereas for migrants the respective sisamnly 10.5%, and 50.9% of them do not have a sing|
person met in broader Warsaw in their closest nddsvdn Szczsliwice, a similar tendency can be observed:
natives more often met their closest friends inadey Warsaw, but also among migrants the respeshiase
was quite high: only 27.1% of them reported no spetson in their closest networks. In Wilanow tietyre

is a little bit more complex. On the one hand, ghgportion of migrants not having in their closetwork any
persons met in broader Warsaw at all is relatigehall — 17.6% - when compared to the respectiveeshoa
natives — 26.8%. On the other hand, migrants fidlying on closest contacts established in bro&darsaw

account for 25.5%, while in the group of nativestspersons constitute as many as 39.0%.

Table 5.15b. Share of most important persons met IWWARSAW by migration background, per
neighbourhood (%)

Share of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanow

persons (%) migrant native migrant native migrant native

0 50.9 35.4 27.% 37.4 176 268
0.1-50.0 28.1 22.9 424 21.% 39p 2216
50.1-99.9 10.5 10.9 16.9 12.3 176 116
100.0 10.5 30.9 13.6 28.8 255 3910
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 100.0 10¢.0
total abs. 57 175 59 163 51 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 9.976, df=3; p=0.019;
Szczsliwice: chi square =13.110, df=3; p=0.004
Wilanéw: chi square =8.488, df=3; p=0.037.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
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Finally, some word should be said about importagtspns met in the country of migrants’ origin. Not
surprisingly, such persons are virtually absentfridosest networks of Wilanow migrants where atieddy
high representation of second-generation migraras lbeen found. However, in the ‘Viethamese
neighbourhoods’ shares of migrants not having ggrbons in their networks at all account for noterthan
50% (see Table 5.15c). At the same time, it is rcksat migrants fromZelazna Brama — mainly the
Vietnamese — are strongly oriented towards theinty of origin in terms of persons whom they cdesias

being close: as many as 31.6% declared to hawtoakst persons met in the country of origin.

Table 5.15c. Share of most important persons repaet by MIGRANTS met in THE COUNTRY OF
ORIGIN by neighbourhood (%)

52?5?”? (%) Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanow

0 43.9 47.5 78.4
0.1-50.0 15.8 33.9 11.9
50.1-99.9 8.8 13.6 5.9
100.0 31.6 51 3.9
total 100.0 100.0 100.¢
total abs. 57 59 51

Chi square = 36.075, df=6; p=0.000;
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Place character — friends’ home, work, universitypublic space

Close relationships of respondents start, firsalbfat school/university and/or place of work/studther
important types of places are homes of friends lades of respondents. Finally, public space asatitm
where the first meeting took place is also reldgiveequently mentioned. In the following sectiomr focus on
four types of places, excluding from our analysimbs of respondents as meeting places. Among thtings,
we decided to take into account ‘friends’ homesstéad of respondents’ homes’ as an indicator iveate

house as a meeting place.

In relation to the character of place where closktionships of respondents were established, akever
observations can be made. First of all, relatigmsisiet up in friends’ homes are relatively infragugmong
both migrants and natives, though Poles more ofteet their future friends in homes of other friends

Differences between neighbourhoods can be considezgligible (see Table 5.16a).
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Table 5.16a. Share of most important persons met &RIENDS’ HOME by migration background, per
neighbourhood (%)

Share of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanéw

persons (%) migrant native migrant native migrant native

0 91.2 78.3 86.4 73.0 863 70}1
0.1-50.0 5.3 11.4 8.5 19.( 11.8 1915
50.1-99.9 1.8 5.1 3.4 4.3 2. 5p
100.0 1.8 5.1 1.7 3.7 0. P
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 1000 1000 109.0
total abs. 57 119 59 163 51 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 4.823, df=3; p=0.185;
Szczsliwice: chi square =4.620, df=3; p=0.202
Wilanéw: chi square =6.222, df=3; p=0.101.
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

The workplace and university constitute more imgoitlocations where close relationships are being
established (see Table 5.16b and 5.16c¢). Howevgrants more often engage in close relationshipsaak,
whereas for natives the time of studies appearbetanore important for developing long-standing elos
relationships. Migrants in ‘Viethamese neighboudeare particularly likely to have met their clgsersons

at work. Differences between them and the nativestically significant in this respect, whichaigain most

likely related to the importance of work in thedssof labour migrants, mainly the Viethamese.

Table 5.16b. Share of most important persons met atWORK by migration background, per
neighbourhood (%)

Share of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanow

persons (%) migrant native migrant native migrant native

0 57.9 70.3 49.2 64.4 549 6410
0.1-50.0 22.8 17.7 447 24.% 378 2318
50.1-99.9 10.5 2.9 3.4 4.3 5.9 B
100.0 8.8 9.1 3.4 6.7 2.4 7.p
Total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 100.0 10¢.0
total abs. 57 175 59 163 51 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 6.910, df=3; p=0.075;
Szczsliwice: chi square =8.151, df=3; p=0.043
Wilanéw: chi square =5.486, df=3; p=0.139.
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
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Table 5.16c. Share of most important persons met dNIVERSITY by migration background, per
neighbourhood (%)

Share of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanéw

persons (%) migrant native migrant native migrant native

0 77.2 68.0 74.6 65.6 431 72|10
0.1-50.0 15.8 18.3 15.3 215 41p 1711
50.1-99.9 3.5 2.3 1.7 4.3 7.8 3.p
100.0 3.5 11.4 8.5 8.4 7.8

Total 100.0 100.0 100.( 1000 1000 109.0
total abs. 57 175 59 163 51 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 3.761, df=3; p=0.288;
Szczsliwice: chi square =2.166, df=3; p=0.539
Wilanéw: chi square =17.013, df=3; p=0.001.
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Finally, close relationships established in pulsgaces are more frequent, though still not verymom
among migrants than among natives. For nativesl| ifiree neighbourhoods, shares of respondeniadnao
persons in their close networks met in public spaeach over 80%. For migrants, proportions of fuerisons
are also high, but migrants tend to have somedsenet in public spaces: percentages of migraotsyfiom

at most a half of close persons was met in pupkcss oscillate around 20% in all three neighbaaotbo

Table 5.16d. Share of most important persons met #UBLIC SPACE by migration background, per
neighbourhood (%)

Share of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanow

persons (%) migrant native migrant native Migrant native

0 75.4 82.3 66.1 83.4 824 841
0.1-50.0 21.1 10.3 30.9 9.2 17.p6 11)0
50.1-99.9 1.8 1.1 3.4 1.8 0.( 0.p
100.0 1.8 6.3 0.0 5.5 0.( 4B
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 100.0 10¢.0
total abs. 57 175 59 163 51 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 5.936, df=3; p=0.115;
Szczsliwice: chi square =18.600, df=3; p=0.000
Wilanéw: chi square =3.882, df=3; p=0.275.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

5.1.2.4. Geographical place where important persorive at the moment

While describing the current place of stay of clpsesons mentioned by respondents, as for analf/pisices
where respondents and their close contacts haveagain we focus on three geographical locatiohs: t
neighbourhood, the remaining part of Warsaw anccthumtry of origin. The importance of neighboursiose
social network of migrants is particularly visibidnen we check where these most important persanschay
migrants live. In all investigated locations sharefs close persons of migrants living in the given

neighbourhood are higher than for natives (seeeral7a). In this realm, differences between migramd
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natives are statistically significant. The casemdrants inZelazna Brama deserves attention. As many as
42.1% of them have all close persons living inghee neighbourhood. At the same time, it shoulddied
that these important persons are likely to havenbmeet in the migrants’ countries of origin (compdiable
5.15c). Thus it seems that close persons of migiarelazna Brama living in the neighbourhood are people
met in the country of origin, with whom they prolbhabome to Poland or live in the same apartmeratdeast

the same area. Therefore, these contacts are welbged in Poland. The latter is in contrast to tWes been
observed among migrants in the other ‘Viethamesghbeurhood’ — SzeZliwice, in the case of which the
share of respondents having in their circles of tiesest persons only people living in the same
neighbourhood is smaller (below 20%), but the ingmoce of neighbours in their close contacts is
unguestionable and a considerable part of theseatsnhas been apparently developed in the neighbod

in Warsaw.

Table 5.17a. Share of most important persons livingh NEIGHBOURHOOD by migration background,
per neighbourhood (%)

Share of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanéw

persons (%) migrant native migrant native migrant native

0 26.3 50.3 23.7 55.8 41p 4415
0.1-50.0 22.8 25.1 54.2 27.0 3783 189
50.1-99.9 8.8 6.9 3.4 3.7 7.8 134
100.0 42.1 17.7 18.6 13.% 137 232
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 1000 1000 109.0
total abs. 57 175 59 163 51 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 16.665, df=3; p=0.001;
Szczsliwice: chi square =19.611, df=3; p=0.000
Wilanéw: chi square =8.390, df=3; p=0.039.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

As for close persons living in Warsaw but outside theighbourhood, we observed an opposite picture i
relation to the nature of variations between mitgamd natives. Natives are more likely than mitgam have
close friends among Varsovians living outside tineighbourhoods. Differences between migrants artictes
are statistically significant in the two ‘Vietnaneesieighbourhoods’. In particular, migrants frafalazna

Brama are not eager to maintain close relationshighsVarsovians from outside their neighbourhood.
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Table 5.17b. Share of most important persons livingn WARSAW by migration background, per
neighbourhood (%)

Share of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanéw

persons (%) migrant native migrant native migrant native

0 47.4 27.4 28.9 23.8 255 25|6
0.1-50.0 29.8 24.6 39.4 17.8 294 26}2
50.1-99.9 10.5 13.7 15.3 215 216 13]4
100.0 12.3 34.3 16.9 37.4 235 3418
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 1000 1000 109.0
total abs. 57 175 59 163 51 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 13.294, df=3; p=0.004;
Szczsliwice: chi square =15.358, df=3; p=0.002
Wilanéw: chi square =3.360, df=3; p=0.339.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

It is clear that migrants maintain links with thewuntries of origin by means of close personsigjvinere.
However, such persons do not constitute the maitgiatheir close networks. Interestingly, migraftsm
Szczsliwice are the most likely to maintain some corgaeith their countries of origin, whereas in theeaf
the Zelazna Brama migrants it is less frequent — 82.5%&mo single person in their close networks livimg
the country of origin. It complements the picturetbe Zelazna Brama migrants. They tend to rely on
relationships established in the country of origut these relationships have been transferred tenBand

apparently many of them are at the moment maindaim¢éheZelazna Brama neighbourhood.

Table 5.17c. Share of most important persons repcet by MIGRANTS living in THE COUNTRY OF
ORIGIN by neighbourhood (%)

sgirc?nzf (%) Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanow

0 82.5 66.1 80.4
0.1-50.0 14.0 30.5 9.9
50.1-99.9 3.5 3.4 5.9
100.0 0.0 0.0 3.9
total 100.0 100.0 100.0
total abs. 57 59 51

Chi square = 13.525, df=6; p=0.035;
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

5.1.2.5. Education of important persons

Taking into account the level of education as ohthe indicators of social homogeneity of the raspents’
close networks, we observe that close networksigfamts are visibly more homogenous than the nd¢svof
natives (see Table 5.18). Differences between migrand natives are statistically significantZalazna
Brama and Szegliwice. In Zelazna Brama, migrants having in their close cir@# persons with the same
level of education account for as many as 50.9%zicesliwice the respective share is much lower — 35.6% -

but at the same time only 8.5% of migrants frons tieighbourhood have no person of the same edundatio
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their close networks. The respective share forvaatiiving in Szcasliwice is 23.3%. In Wilandw, where

second-generation migrants and highly-skilled irmanig workers prevail, the picture is similar butfeliences

between migrants and natives are smaller.

Table 5.18. Share of most important persons havinthe same level of education as respondent at the
moment of meeting by migration background, per neigbourhood (%)

Share of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanéw

persons (%) migrant native migrant native migrant native

0 7.0 32.0 8.5 23.9 5.9 11)6

0.1-50.0 19.3 22.3 30.5 27.0 235 2216
50.1-99.9 22.8 14.3 254 13.% 216 2210
100.0 50.9 314 35.6 36.2 490 4319
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 1000 1000 109.0
total abs. 57 175 59 163 51 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 19.952, df=3; p=0.001;
Szczsliwice: chi square =8.818, df=3; p=0.032
Wilanéw: chi square =1.481, df=3; p=0.687.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

5.1.2.6. How contacts are maintained — modes of dants and place of contacts

A final aspect of close relationships to be intgaied is the modes of contacts maintained with magsbrtant
persons. In general, both migrants and nativestenthintain face to face contacts with personontgmt for
them. Shares of those who maintain such contadksadliimportant persons in their networks usuatkgeed
60% (see Table 5.19). In general, natives morenafteet with close members of their networks in @ers

However, differences between migrants and nativesn@t great and are statistically significant oy
Wilanéw.

Table 5.19. Share of most important persons being e FACE TO FACE by migration background, per
neighbourhood (%)

Share of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanow

persons (%) migrant native Migrant native migrant native

0 7.0 8.6 3.4 6.1 7.8 3¥
0.1-50.0 14.0 9.7 18.6 13.% 176 9ls
50.1-99.9 12.3 5.1 23.7 11.7 176 5
100.0 66.7 76.6 54.2 68.7 56.9 7810
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 100.0 10¢.0
total abs. 57 175 59 163 51 16p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 4.617, df=3; p=0.202
Szczsliwice: chi square =7.022, df=3; p=0.071
Wilanéw: chi square =8.957, df=3; p=0.030.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Meetings with important persons relatively ofteketglace in the neighbourhood. Shares of those et

none of the persons close to them in the neighlvmattoscillate around 20% and only for natives Lvin
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Szczsliwice the respective share is visibly higher — amiing to 36.6% (see Table 5.20a). As a tendendy, i
usually more often in the case of migrants, bufedénces between migrants and natives are statlgtic
significant in Szcgsliwice and Wilandw. The importance of the neighbimod as a meeting place with close
persons becomes more visible when we have a lotileadistribution of shares of persons being mettiver
places of Warsaw (see Table 5.20b). Apart from amitg in Wilandw, the proportion of respondents inget
any of their close persons in other places in Wasaproaches 50% or is much higher, reaching al@®t

in the case of natives inelazna Brama. Differences between natives and ntigiare statistically significant
in all three neighbourhoods. However,Zalazna Brama, migrants are more likely to meet ttleise friends

outside the neighbourhood, whereas for the remgingighbourhoods the opposite is true.

Table 5.20a. Share of most important persons beingnet in NEIGHBOURHOOD by migration
background, per neighbourhood (%)

Share of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanéw

persons (%) migrant native migrant native migrant native

0 20.0 195 17.9 36.6 149 25]9

0.1-50.0 18.0 11.9 12.5 20.8 298 95

50.1-99.9 6.0 4.4 10.7 9.4 21.8 12J0

100.0 56.0 64.2 58.9 34.0 340 52|15
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 1000 1000 109.0
total abs. 50 159 56 153 a7 15B

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 1.653, df=3; p=0.647;
Szczsliwice: chi square =12.295, df=3; p=0.006
Wilanéw: chi square =17.192, df=3; p=0.001.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table 5.20b. Share of most important persons beinget in WARSAW by migration background, per
neighbourhood (%)

Share of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanow

persons (%) migrant native migrant native migrant native

0 54.7 67.7 60.7 42.8 36.2 5312
0.1-50.0 17.0 12.7 14.3 191 36.2 1713
50.1-99.9 7.5 4.4 5.4 9.9 10.6 3B
100.0 20.8 15.2 19.6 28.8 170 2516
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 100.0 10¢.0
total abs. 53 158 56 152 47 15p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 16.665, df=3; p=0.001;
Szczsliwice: chi square =19.611, df=3; p=0.000
Wilanéw: chi square =8.390, df=3; p=0.039.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

On the one hand, in terms of the character of pladeere meeting with close persons takes placéjrigv
people home appears to be a frequently chosenmogtiothe propensity to do that migrants do nofedif
considerably from natives, though differences betwdnem are statistically significant in Wilanoveg¢sTable

5.21a). On the other hand, respondents tend to timgietclose persons in friends’ homes rather opdemntly. It
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is less probable for migrants but differences betwenigrants and natives are not great and statistic
significant only in Szagliwice. For migrants shares of those that meet Ingecpersons in friends’ homes
amount to around 90%, whereas for natives — torat@%%. It should be stressed, however, that timisbe an
outcome of the way the question was asked. Resptdare to chose one option between own and fsiend

home, and tended to select the first option. Thuapre in-depth analysis of this outcome is realire

Table 5.21a. Share of most important persons beingnet at RESPONDENT'S home by migration
background, per neighbourhood (%)

Share of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanéw

persons (%) migrant native migrant native migrant native

0 37.7 39.6 43.9 45.1 400 4015
0.1-50.0 18.9 12.6 15.9 19.0 156 1711
50.1-99.9 5.7 3.1 8.8 6.5 24.4 8.p
100.0 31.7 447 31.6 29.4 200 34]2
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 1000 1000 109.0
total abs. 53 159 57 153 4t 15B

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 2.257, df=3; p=0.521
Szczsliwice: chi square =0.600, df=3; p=0.896
Wilanéw: chi square =10.110, df=3; p=0.018.
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table 5.21b. Share of most important persons beingiet at RESPONDENT'S FRIENDS’ home by
migration background, per neighbourhood (%)

Share of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanow

persons (%) migrant native migrant native migrant native

0 88.7 79.9 92.9 71.2 8911 7314
0.1-50.0 1.9 8.2 1.8 15.0 6.5 15p
50.1-99.9 0.0 25 0.0 6.5 2.2 5.1
100.0 9.4 94 5.4 7.2 2.2 6.B
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 100.0 10¢.0
total abs. 53 159 56 153 44 15B

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 4.090, df=3; p=0.252
Szczsliwice: chi square =12.617, df=3; p=0.006
Wilanéw: chi square =4.980, df=3; p=0.173.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Workplace as a meeting place with the most impom@mbers of respondents’ networks is not that e

as private houses, but plays some role especi@ilgnigrants. In this realm, differences betweenrarits and
natives are visible and statistically significamt all researched neighbourhoods (see Table 5.2fc).
Szczsliwice and Wilanéw, all important persons are beimgt at work in the case of around 10% of
respondents from these neighbourhoods. Agé&azna Brama, the respective share is even higheunting

to 19.2%. In fact, as many as around two thirdsigfrants in the three neighbourhoods never medét thitir
close persons at work, but in the case of nativegptoportion of such persons is visibly higherpanting to
90.0% for Poles living iZelazna Brama, and to 81.7% in Sgdimvice.
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Table 5.21c. Share of most important persons beinmet at WORK by migration background, per
neighbourhood (%)

Share of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanéw

persons (%) migrant native migrant native migrant native

0 61.5 90.0 64.9 81.7 702 86|6
0.1-50.0 15.4 5.6 21.1 5.4 19.1 9l6
50.1-99.9 3.8 1.3 3.5 3.9 2.1 1.p
100.0 19.2 3.1 10.5 8.5 8.5 1p
Total 100.0 100.0 100.( 1000 1000 109.0
total abs. 52 160 57 153 a7 15y

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 24.281, df=3; p=0.000
Szczsliwice: chi square =11.282, df=3; p=0.010
Wilanéw: chi square =8.607, df=3; p=0.035.
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

5.2. The evolution of interethnic contacts

5.2.1. Dimension and overlapping of past and presenetworks — the most important persons

This section addresses the issue of the developofesbcial networks with an emphasis on their ethni
composition. It is based on information collectedtbe IPS networks for the moment when the givasqgre
had settled in the neighbourhood (which was defiagdix months after entering to the neighbourholvd)
general, it can be argued that the developmenbaBlknetworks is limited, but slightly more dynanfor
migrants. Numbers of the most important personseciy respondents for the past and present morasats
similar. Average numbers of close contacts namednigrants for the past and present situation a28 2.
persons and 3.37 persons, respectively. Nativesenam the average, 2.39 persons for the past @881 2.

persons for the present (see Table 5.22).

Table 5.22. Mean numbers and selected descriptivéasistics for past and present contacts by migratio
background (%)

Type of contacts Background Number Mean jtaf‘d'f’“d Standard error
eviation

migrants 153 2.28 1.78 0.14
Past contacts -

natives 415 2.39 1.79 0.09

migrants 153 3.37 1.84 0.1%
Present contacts -

natives 415 2.83 1.67 0.0

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

A comparison between numbers of important persivengoy respondents for the past and present &ituat
reveals some development of social networks, @sjiarticularly for migrants. Regarding past netwotke
majority of respondents (around 70% for both mitgaand natives) reported up to four persons. Among

migrants, shares of those mentioning zero persoasredatively high: over 20% in the two ‘Viethamese
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neighbourhoods’ and almost 20% in Wilanéw (see @&bP3). As for natives, situations when no impurta
person was mentioned are the most frequeelazna Brama with a 15.5% share of such situatoniswith

shares not exceeding 10% in the two remaining meigihoods.

In contrast, it is rather unlikely that respondentention no close persons while referring to thesent
situations. It is more likely for migrants, in pattlar those in Szegliwice with a 9.2% share of such persons.
The smallest share of persons declaring zero tbsest persons (1.2%) belongs to natives in Wilanéw.
Concerning present networks, around 90% of respusdieclared one up to six important persons, wisich

an increase in the number of persons in compatstime past situation.

Table 5.23. Number of the most important persons inPAST and PRESENT social networks of
respondents by migration background, per neighbourbod (%)

Number of Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanéw

persons migrant native migrant | native migrant native

PAST NETWORKS

5-6 5.4 12.9 3.2 16.3 12.1 8.9

7-8 0.0 2.1 3.1 2.0 3.( 1p

total 100.0 100.0 100.( 1000 1000 100.0

total abs. 56 148 64 153 33 114
PRESENT NETWORKS

0 3.4 4.4 9.2 3.0 7.3 1.2

7-8 1.7 2.7 1.5 3.0 5.% 4.B
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 1000 109.0
total abs. 59 183 65 16§ 55 16p

PAST NETWORKS:

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 27.809 , df=4; p=0.000;
Szczdliwice: chi square =17.088, df=4; p=0.002;
Wilanéw: chi square =4.969, df=4; p=0,290.

PRESENT NETWORKS:

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 11.147 , df=4; p=0025;
Szczdliwice: chi square =11.375, df=4; p=0.023;
Wilanéw: chi square =8.980, df=4; p=0,062.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

A closer look at the spheres of social contactehith important persons in the past networks arstimieed
provides for some noticeable observations. In gandris less frequent for the past networks tf@nthe
present networks that respondents mention the memimumbers of important persons, i.e. 2 persons per

sphere (see Tables A26-A30 in Appendix). Sharesuoh persons are around 50% for migrants and ysuall
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between 30% up to 40% for natives. Among otherghithis can be related to the fact that the moiinetithe

to which migrants were to refer has been usuatigen to the moment of the research than for natives

At the same time, numbers of important persongHerpast are higher for spheres of ‘advice’ andp’hihan
for ‘spending free time’. This can be related te #fimple mechanism that in the sphere of compahiprke
rotation rate of friends is usually higher than fbe remaining two spheres of social contacts. \Wdhsa
deserves attention is a relatively high proportiipersons mentioning no persons in all the domairsocial
contacts. This can be related to the problem oplesd memory and difficulties that respondents nighve
had in reconstructing social networks from the pHwiugh they were asked about most important psrso

who usually tend to stay in mind for a long time.

An important aspect in tracing the development ofia networks is the question to what extent the
composition of persons important for respondentngiks over time. Namely, how often repeating tmesa
persons while referring to past and present netsvhds been observed. It is clear that the ratharfiges is
directly related to the length of residence in tleeghbourhood, since ‘past’ is defined as the mdnaén
settlement in the neighbourhoods, i.e. six monftes antry to the neighbourhood. Thus, the shdherstay in
the neighbourhood, the less distant is the pasta$gondent is referring to. Consequently, it is swprising
that the share of respondents that in the presawonks have no single persons important in thé petsvorks
is relatively low for inhabitants of Szgdiwice — a relatively new neighbourhood — takingadue of 33.3%
for natives and 56.3% for migrants (see Table 5.3Milar ratios have been also observed for Wi&nd
34.2% and 51.5%, respectively. ielazna Brama, the share of natives who do not meriny person from
the past in their present networks is particulilyh — 66.2%. Among other things, this can be drpld by

the natives’ relatively long length of residencdliis location.

What deserves attention is that the share of mignahose networks totally changed — no persons fram
past are mentioned in the present networks — iblyikigher than for natives. It is seemingly agdiour
argumentation regarding the influence of the lergjthesidence, since the migrants’ duration ofdesce in
the investigated neighbourhoods is usually shahi@n among natives. However, in their case andtdwtor is
likely to come into play. The role of social netk®rchanges alongside the advancement of the nagrati
process. At the outset, relatives, friends and aicgances who can help in finding the first job apdrtment
and also provide some advice for the start arentiost important (compare for example: Piekut 2010).
Moreover, at the initial stage of migration, soaiatworks in the country of origin usually stillggl a role. As
the integration process advances, migrants’ neleasge: they look for a stable job and apartmesty thuild
up a circle of friends that would not only be thmuke of instrumental support but also companignshi
Furthermore, migrants are often joined by theirifeas, which involves new needs and priorities. Willall,
social networks of migrants are likely to changspesially in the period between the beginning af th
migration process and its later stages. It carhbecase of migrants in the investigated neighbadba@nd it

is clear that this issue deserves further investiga
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Table 5.24. Number of the most important persons nmioned both in PRESENT and PAST social
networks of respondents by migration background, peneighbourhood (%)

Number of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanéw

persons migrant native migrant native migrant native

0 41.1 66.2 56.3 33.8 5156 3442
1-2 28.6 19.6 21.8 35.9 24.3 39.5
34 26.8 10.2 20.3 21.6 12.1 23.7
5-6 3.6 4.1 1.6 7.9 12.1 1B
7-8 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 0. 0.p
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 1000 1009.0
total abs. 56 148 64 153 33 11p

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 11.147, df=4; p=0025;
Szczsliwice: chi square =11.375, df=4; p=0.023;
Wilanéw: chi square =8.980, df=4; p=0,062.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

An investigation of shares of persons in the presetworks that have been also named for the pstonks
provides similar conclusions as the analysis ofoltbs numbers of such persons demonstrated in the
preceding paragraphs (see Table 5.25). Howeverg saaditional observations can be derived from the
examination of relatives’ numbers. Two results deseattention here. Two studied groups are pasdityl
stable in their close relationships: migrants liyim Zelazna Brama and natives from Sgtiavice. In both
cases shares of persons whose networks have nogethat all between the moment of settlement in the

neighbourhood and the moment of research amowarbtond 40%.

As for theZelazna Brama migrants, this can be explained iaticel to the previously presented results. It
appears that this group tends to rely on theirastfrom the countries of origin living at the satime with
them in the Warsaw neighbourhood. The stabilityhefr networks is thus not that surprising. Foiives from
Szczsliwice the short duration of stay in the neighbaoti can have the strongest explanatory power. While
referring to past networks this group of responsiéais not gone back to distant past in contraBoles living

in the remaining two areas.

77



Table 5.25. Share of the most important persons iPRESENT networks mentioned also in PAST
networks of respondents by migration background, peneighbourhood (%)

Share of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanéw

persons (%) migrant native migrant native migrant Native

0 42.1 71.4 52.5 37.4 68.6 5443

0.1-50.0 8.8 9.1 16.9 13.9 11.8 11{0

50.1-99.9 10.5 4.6 16.9 8.6 13.7 1218

100.0 38.6 14.9 13.6 40.% 5P 22|0

Total 100.0 100.0 100.( 1000 1000 10¢.0
total abs. 57 175 59 163 51 164

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 20.001, df=3; p=0.000;
Szczsliwice: chi square =14.974, df=3; p=0.002
Wilanéw: chi square =6.975, df=3; p=0.073.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

5.2.2. Ethnic composition of social networks — pasind present

In terms of ethnic composition of social networkaigges between the past and the present are lirRitat of
all what deserves attention is what can be callesedness of Poles for admitting foreigners intales of
persons important for them. Shares of natives lgaivirtheir close social networks only Poles apphob@0%
in all three areas, both for the past and presetwarks (see Table 5.26). On the one hand, thisbeaan
alarming outcome given the fact that they live @éighbourhoods where the representation of forefgisehigh
for the Warsaw context. On the other hand, it sthésal borne in mind that the numbers of foreigneesgnt in
the investigated neighbourhoods are indeed veryi,sprabably not exceeding 10% (according to thigcel

census data they are even smaller: less than 3¥pare Gérny 2009).

In case of migrants the situation is not so diffiér@s their contacts with Poles are also limitddwever,
some gradual opening for contacts with Poles amoiggants can be observed when we compare past and
present networks (see Table 5.26). For migrantsdriViethamese neighbourhoods’, shares of perkamig

in their close networks only foreigners have desedain present networks when compared to the frast:
82.9% up to 68.4% i#elazna Brama and from 79.2% up to 71.2% in Stievice. In Wilandw the situation

is totally different, which should be explainedthy high representation of second-generation migrarthis
neighbourhood. This is particularly visible in sbarof migrants having only Poles in their closemoeks:

52% for past networks and 66.7% for present netsvokkoreover, among the Wilanéw migrants, shares of
persons having both Poles and foreigners in thetivorks are relatively high: 20.0% and 21.6% fostpnd

present networks, respectively.
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Table 5.26. Number of the most important persons insocial networks of respondents — PAST
NETWORKS - by country of their birth of important p ersons, migration background of respondents
and neighbourhood (%6)

Number of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanéw
persons migrant | native migrant Native migrant native
PAST NETWORKS

only foreigners 82.9 0.0 79.2 0.4 28.D 0jo
only Poles 11.4 97.4 8.3 97.4 52.0 9719
][?)ir’;%fnZ‘r’s'es and 5.7 2.6 12.5 1.1 20.0 2l
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 1000 100[0 100.0
total abs. 35 114 48 116 25 oy

PRESENT NETWORKS
only foreigners 68.4 0.6 71.2 0.( 11.8 0jo
only Poles 19.3 97.1 8.5 98.8 66.[7 98|8
][I‘)'rxe gnFe"r)S'eS and 12.3 2.3 20.3 1.6 21.6 13
total 100.0 100.0 100.¢ 100.0 1000 1009.0
total abs. 57 174 59 162 51 16p

PAST NETWORKS:

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 120.841, df=2; p=0000;
Szczsliwice: chi square =133.386, df=4; p=0000
Wilanéw: chi square =43.046, df=4; p=0000.

PRESENT NETWORKS:

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 58.758, df=2; p=0000;
Szczsliwice: chi square =183.965, df=4; p=0000
Wilanéw: chi square =49.112, df=4; p=0000.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Taking into account the relatively small numbendfirants in Warsaw in general and the migrantsivens to
questions on past networks, some closer look auémecies instead of percentages is required. Balew
propose a table demonstrating some flows betwdésraht groups (defined in relation to ethnic comsition
of social networks of respondents) on the basiafofmation of past and present networks (see Tald@@). In
this simple analysis we differentiate only betweagigrants and natives, neglecting the division itlicee

neighbourhoods.
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Table 5.27. Share of the most important persons méaned in PAST social networks in having the same
level of education as respondent at the moment ofemting by migration background and neighbourhood

PAST NETWORKS
Type of ethnic migrants natives
compoimon of onl mix of Poles onl mix of Poles
networks foreigzers only Poles and foreigzers only Poles and
foreigners foreigners

only 87.7% 9.5% 7.7% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0%
w | foreigners (64) 2) ) (0) 1) (0)
N4
S
= 0.0% 90.5% 0.0% 100.0% 98.7% 33.3%
F | only Poles
w (0) (19) (0) 1) (306) (2)
>
o mié of Poles|™ 12 30 0.0% 92.3% 0.0% 1.0% 66.7%
W | an
& | foreigners ©) (0) (12) () 3) 4)
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(N) (73) (21) (13) ) (310) (6)

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

In our view Table 5.27 is self-speaking. Developmehinterethnic relations in the domain of closeial
networks is actually inexistent in the case of vetiand very limited in the case of migrants. Pastef
interethnic contacts can be named stable. As mar§0&% of migrants who had only Poles in theiselo
networks have not developed any additional contaits foreigners. Migrants able to have both Paed
foreigners in their close contacts also stick fs grattern. Only in the group of migrants who ie fpast had
only foreigners in their close contacts some térght visible changes have been observed. A shiat® 8%
of this group managed to develop some contacts Rafles in the course of their stay in Poland, j@nihe
category of migrants having Poles and foreignersrantheir close persons. However, it should be éann

mind that in fact this applies only to nine persons

All in all, we would argue that the developmentrtkerethnic contacts among the studied migrantsdaia be
derived from the simple comparison between theiettmmposition of migrants’ past and present cksaal
networks should not be exaggerated. Table 5.27 dstrading limits of flows between groups differeént
terms of ethnic composition of close social networduggests that in case of all three investigated

neighbourhoods we should rather speak of a linptedess of interethnic contacts’ development.

5.3. Final remarks

The overview of both social networks operationalisgith the concept of ‘important persons’ reveals
considerable differences between the investigatghbourhoods as well as between migrants andestiv
The diversity of groups of migrants makes this ynieteven more complicated, especially in relation t

differences between Vietnamese migrants — prewpilirZelazna Brama and Szgiiwice — and the English
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speaking migrants in Wilanéw with a high represtotaof second-generation migrants. Neverthelesses

general observations can be put forward.

First of all, migrants tend to have more personihéir networks of important persons than nativesAinong
other things, this can be related to the factithatigration and integration processes, socialtahpbnstitutes

an important resource enabling migrants to sehajp tife in the environment of the destination otiy.

Networks of both Poles and migrants can be nametbgenous. For Poles, this can be related to theaHat
the presence of migrants in their places of livimgery low, while for migrants — to the characbérgroups
analysed in the research. Especially the Vietnargesap is known for very strong inside-group tiedich

apparently restrain the development of interetkpittacts, at least in the sphere of important peopl

At the same time, it is evident from the analysathdhat the neighbourhood level, i.e. having rigagins in
social networks, play a more important role in kives of migrants than in the lives of natives. §kan be
explained by the tendency of groups with lower Iewa resources and limited access to broader mkbve
such as migrants in the destination country, esfigcit the beginning of the settlement process rety on
local ties, such as neighbourhood ties or workptase(compare for example: Logan & Spitze 1994elybm i
Mitchell 2001).

The evolution of networks, investigated by comparipast and present networks, is limited in the istiid

neighbourhoods though it can be observed. Howeét/eran be argued, that it is not accompanied by the

development of interethnic relations in the neigithoods. Both natives and migrants have a low preipe
to include both Poles and migrants in their netwpidnd people staying in mono-ethnic networks oéel

people seem to prevail.
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6. Modes of neighbourhood coexistence

6.1. Results of the factor analysis

In order to identify modes of neighbourhood embeddss, a factor analysis was employed with theeuség
19 variables that concern neighbourhood relationisthe attitude towards the neighbourhood. Theates’

set with a short description of the statements thelyde is presented in Table 6.1.

Table 6.1. List of variables included in factor angysis

N Variables Statements Values

1 Mostly | have no clue who they are 1=agree siyorig-disagree strongly
2 I know most of them by name and | know where they 1=agree strongly, 5=disagree strongly
3 During the last three months | exchanged smiklitdh... 1=21 or more, 5=none

4 During the last three months | visited/l welconagdhome... 1=21 or more, 5=none

5 People in this area pull together to improve it 1=agree strongly, 5=disagree stronglly
6 People in this area do not get along very well 1=agree strongly, 5=disagree stronglly
7 People in this neighbourhood hardly know eacleroth 1=agree strongly, 5=disagree stronglly
8 | enjoy the daily exchanges with the people inneighbourhood 1=agree strongly, 5=disagree strongly
9 | would miss the people in my neighbourhood whetoved 1=agree strongly, 5=disagree stronglly
10 | I care about my neighbourhood 1=agree strongly, 5=disagree stronglly
11 | The people in my neighbourhood make me feellsafe 1=agree strongly, 5=disagree stronglly
12 | I'am proud about my neighbourhood 1=agree strongly, 5=disagree stronglly
13 | Ifeel threatened because of the behaviour @flpen NoR* 1=agree strongly, 5=disagree stronglly
14 | People in the neighbourhood try to take advantdgne 1=agree strongly, 5=disagree stronglly
15 | People in the neighbourhood try to be helpful 1=agree strongly, 5=disagree stronglly
16 | Global current network: spending free time Hiyin NoR 1=all, 7=none

17 | Global current network: confidentiality and agiiving in NoR 1=all, 7=none

18 | Global current network: helping out living in Ro 1=all, 7=none

19 | Neighbourhood identity 1=very strong, 6=not at all

*NoR= Neighbourhood of Residence
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
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As the result of the factor analysis, five factdrave been identified, with the usage of the Prigcip
Components Analysis. The factors cumulatively exp&2.06% of the total variance. The factor analyss

produced factors scores for 428 cases.

The table displaying the total variance in our datplained by the formed factors is presented bélable
6.2).

Table 6.2. Total Variance Explained

N Extraction Sums of Squared Rotation Sums of Squared
Initial Eigen values Loadings Loadings
Comp. 0 . . .
Total % of | Cumulative Total % of [Cumulativ Total % of Cumulative
Variance % Variance e % Variance %
1 4,56 24,017 24,017 4,563 24,017 24,017 3,369 17,732 17,733
2 3,059 16,10( 40,119 3,05¢ 16,10( 40,114 2,824 14,864 32,59¢
3 1,976 10,394 50,516 1,976 10,394 50,516 2,046 10,767 43,361
4 1,192 6,276 56,792 1,197 6,276 56,792 1,911 10,058 53,421
5 1,001 5,278 62,064 1,003 5,278 62,069 1,643 8,644 62,06
6 0,884 4,652 66,721
7 0,81¢ 4,293 71,014
8 0,79¢ 4,187 75,201
9 0,698 3,674 78,87¢
10 0,660 3,474 82,351
11 0,614 3,231 85,58
12 0,528 2,782 88,364
13 0,472 2,483 90,84¢
14 0,419 2,204 93,05(
15 0,407 2,144 95,194
16 0,367 1,924 97,123
17 0,332 1,749 98,871
18 0,130 0,684 99,551
19 0,08% 0,444 100,000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
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The results of the factors analysis presented énrtated component matrix (see Table 6.3), folthlg a

short description of the identified factors, carsben below:

Table 6.3. Rotated Component Matrix

Factor
Answer
1 2 3 4 5
I would miss the people in my neighbourhood if | 0723 0.123 -0,084 241 118
moved
| am proud about my neighbourhood 0,693 -0,003 -0,261 0,090 0,084

| enjoy the daily exchanges with the people in my

neighbourhood 0,652 0,064 -0,16 0,172 0,149

People in the neighbourhood try to be helpful 0,646 -0,065 0,026 0,057 0,02(
Neighbourhood identity 0,625 0,085 0,000 0,191 -0,149
| care about my neighbourhood 0,605 -0,070 -0,361 -0,033 0,215
;Zreepeople in my neighbourhood make me feel safe 0512 0,050 0,512 0.047 0.129
People in this area pull together to improve it 0,436 0,014 -0,234 -0,241 0,280

Confidentiality and advice, part of global social
network that are living in NoR
Spending free time, part of global social network e

0,030 0,964 0,069 0,048 -0,04p

0,026 0,955 0,067 0,048 -0,04

living in NoR

I_-|e_z|p|n_g out, part of global social network that are 0,028 0.947 0.069 0,084 0,006
living in NoR

rI;eeople in the neighbourhood try to take advantagefo 0,003 0,082 0,782 0,082 0.057

! feel threatened because of the behaviour of peapl 0,179 0.090 0,716 0.133 0,147

in NoR

People in this area do not get along very well -0,364 0,000 0,555 0,000 0,149

Mostly | have no clue who my neighbours are -0,080 -0,007 -0,049 -0,801 -0,139

I know most of them by name and | know where they

live 0,143 0,066 0,093 0,796 0,218

People in this neighbourhood hardly know each other -0,306 -0,126 0,164 -0,583 0,011

During the last three months | exchanged small talk

with 0,108 -0,103 -0,072 0,121 0,840
E:rz:r;g the last three months | visited/ welcomed at 0.123 0,021 0,061 0.22 0.790

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalizati(m Rotation converged in 6 iterations).

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Factor 1 involves statements that concern the attachmetitetmeighbourhood and positive feelings derived

from living in it. Therefore, we term this fact@eneral attachment to NoR'.

Factor 2 indicates the spatial concentration of networkgh@& neighbourhood (whether or not friends are

located in the neighbourhood), thus we call theédieiélaving networks in NoR’.
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Factor 3 represents feelings of security and the perceptfaocial cohesion in the neighbourhood, therefore

the factor is termetEvaluation of safety and cohesion in NoR’.

Factor 4 involves statements related to the level of publmiliarity between the residents of the

neighbourhood. We term the factBamiliarity with neighbours’.

Factor 5 indicates the level of everyday social interactiasith the people in the neighbourhood, therefore we

call the factorEveryday interactions with people in NoR'.

In order to learn more about the respondents’ scioréhe identified 5 factors, we employed a t-taghparing
the mean factor scores for migrants and natives.r€hults of this analysis (presented in Tablea®@ Table
6.4) show that:

e There is a significant difference between migraamd natives regarding tlgeneral attachmentto the
neighbourhood (factor 1). (In this factor higheorss indicate a lower level of attachment.) Speally,
migrants are more attached to the neighbourhoad théives, t(426) = -5.588, p = 0.000. This findiag
consistent with the results presented in the se@id, demonstrating that migrants more often tietives
consider themselves as residents of the neighbodrhare proud of it and feel safe because of the

presence of the people in the neighbourhood.

* Moreover, a significant difference can be obserasdegards thevaluation of safety and cohesion in
the neighbourhood (factor 3), such that the migrants feel less seaurtheir neighbourhood and assess
the social cohesion in a less positive way, t(42€).973, p=0.049. (In this factor, higher scoradidate a
more positive assessment of safety and cohesibioR). This is to some extent consistent with thdiera
results, indicating that migrants have a slightlywér level of trust and that they slightly moreeoftfeel
threatened by the people in the neighbourhooddatth they tended to evaluate the neighbour relation

more positively than natives).

e There is also a statistically significant differenion terms offamiliarity with neighbours (factor 4). In
case of this factor, higher scores indicate a Idex! of familiarity. The t-test demonstrates thagrants
are less familiar with their neighbours than natjv€426) = 2,701, p=.007. This confirms our earlie
findings from section 4.1, according to which migsawere less familiar with their neighbours thha t

natives.

« The last observed difference between the two groegardseveryday interactions with people in the
neighbourhood (factor 5). In this factor again, higher scoresama lower range of interactions. The t-test
analysis demonstrates that migrants have had lesyday interactions with their neighbours than the
natives t(247,579) = 3,981, p=0.000. Again, thiaftms our results from section 4.1., which statieat

migrants engage in daily interactions in the negghthood less often than the migrants.

* Regarding Factor 2héving networks in the neighbourhood, there were no statistically significant

differences in factor scores.
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Table 6.4 Groups statistics for migrants and native

Factor name

Background N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean

immigrant 117 -0,425575 1,02311070 0,09458662
General attachment to NoR

native 311 0,1601038  0,94427660 0,05354501

immigrant 117 -0,142015 0,96594758 0,08930189
Having networks in NoR

native 311 0,0534271] 1,00886109 0,05720726

immigrant 117 -0,154995 1,09642132 0,10136419
Evaluation of safety and cohesion in

native 311 0,0583103 0,95661296 0,05424454

immigrant 117 0,2113176 0,93408368 0,08635607
Familiarity with neighbours

native 311 -0,079498 1,01377350 0,05748582

immigrant 117 0,2853270,  0,86022096 0,07952746
Everyday interactions with people in NoR

native 311 -0,107341 1,02870690 0,05833262

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
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Table 6.5. T-test results for factor scores betweematives and immigrants

Levene's Test t-test for Equality of Means 95% Ct(;]r:igief?é:érl]r;t: rval of
e | o | e | e e | e | e

General [Equal
f‘gtz‘;hénem;igﬁpnﬁs 0,964| 0,327| -5588 426| 0,000 | -0,58567889 0,10480860| -0,79168526 -0,3796725p

Equal

‘r’g{izgg‘j;e ! 5,388 | 194,775 0,000 | -0,5856788D0,10869083 -0,80004093 -0,3713168p
Having Equal
r,\‘l%t‘é’orks i”‘;igﬁpnﬁs 2,136/ 0,145| -1,807 426 0,071 -0,19544758,10816833 -0,40805262 0,0171675

Equal

‘r’g{izgg‘j;e ! 1,843 | 217,064 0,067 | -0,195442540,10605422 -0,40447043 0,0135853
Evaluation |Equal
g;zafety ;223;‘“‘;%5 3,741| 0,054| -1,973 426 | 0,049 | -0,21330611 0,10808907 -0,4257604( -0,0008518p
cohesion in

Equal

‘r’g{izgg‘j;e ! 1,855 | 186,233 0,065 | -0,21330611L0,11496595 -0,44010904 0,0134968]
Familiarity |Equal
‘r’]vgighbours;igﬁpnﬁs 1,818 0,178| 2701 426 | 0,007 | 0,29081647] 0,1076639% 0,0791978] 0,50243514

Equal

‘r’g{izgg‘j;e ! 2,803 | 225049 0,005 | 0,29081647 0,103740010,0863904§ 0,4952425(
Everyday |Equal
w;&ri‘ggoprl‘:;igﬁpnﬁs 8,099| 0,005| 3,673 426 0,009  0,39266871 0,10690p38,18254701 0,6027904¢
in NoR

Equal

‘r’g{izgg‘j;e T 3,081 | 247,579 0,000 | 0,39266871 0,09862713 0,1984135(Q 0,5869239

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

6.2. Final remarks

This chapter has focused on the conditions thapestine level to which residents are embedded in the

neighbourhood. Those conditions were specified blecsing variables related to the neighbourhood —

regarding the perceptions of the neighbourhoodjapaoncentration of friends, as well as dailygtiges and

familiarity with neighbours. Factor analysis allaives to identify five dimensions: general attachirterthe

neighbourhood, having networks in the neighbourhoedlaluation of safety and cohesion in the

neighbourhood, familiarity with neighbours and exety interactions with people in the neighbourhdbdan
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be said therefore, that in case of the residentiseothree Warsaw neighbourhoods, those five factbape the

neighbourhood coexistence and embeddedness.

A comparison of migrants and natives to a verydaggtent confirms our findings presented througtbat
report, concerning the neighbourhood level. It dest@tes that migrants are less familiar with their
neighbours and less often engage in daily intasastiwith neighbours than natives do. At the samme tia
bigger proportion of migrants than of natives featsached to the neighbourhood. Although thoseltsesu
combined together may have seemed striking at flisbughout the report we have tried to show tiespite
the fact that migrants are less familiar with peoipl their area and have fewer ‘weak ties’, theyanuften
tend to create strong ties within the neighbourhaduch seems to foster a higher level of attachnethe

area.
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7. Conclusions

7.1 Reflection on the research questions

Before summarising the results of the survey inWesrsaw neighbourhoods, several context-relatecmesn
are necessary. It should be borne in mind thairtfoemation collected in the described survey tashpon
topics that have never been investigated in Polarsiich detail and with the use of a quantitatippraach.
Thus, many observations addressed in the prelimianalyses demonstrated in this report require nrere
depth study. The uniqueness of the data stems tinenfact that research on integration of migraststill
limited in Poland. This is, among other thingsatedl to the fact that immigration to Poland, thougtiated
by the political changes in Central and Easterropeiralready in the early 1980s, is still limitednamber.
Moreover, it can be argued that settlement of migrés marginal, while the dominant type of infléavthe
present Poland is circular migration. Some analgkisternational migration argue that Poland iff Bt the

process of transformation into a country of immigma (compare Okolski 2010).

Two main characteristics of the present inflow dfjrants to Poland — small number and temporariress
contribute to the fact that problems of migrantugrg integration and interethnic relations are anlglving in
Poland. Taking into account the small volume otle@tmigration, Warsaw constitutes an unquestianabl
exception in the group of the European cities stidih the GEITONIES project. On the one hand, inview,
the small representation of migrants in the exathimeighbourhoods is by itself an explanatory fafborthe
nature of interethnic relations in those areasti@mother hand, we are convinced that studyingptbblem of
interethnic relations at the very initial stagetloéir development in Warsaw allows tracing the pescat its

origins.

Another important consequence of innovativenesthefdemonstrated research on the Polish grounideis t
difficulty in assessing generality and specifioitfythe obtained results. In particular, taking iatcount the
fact that in our research group we have includedumatypical for the Polish context community of the
Vietnamese migrants, who in many respects diffemfrother migrant groups. First of all, patterns of
Vietnamese migration are close to patterns of tiatil settlement migration with a transitory peéria which

one member of the household migrates to be latgpioed by other household members. Such a paisern
exceptional in Poland, taking into account the pilgvg temporariness of the inflow of foreigners ttos
country. Secondly, the Vietnamese community is igefor its close ties between co-ethnics, servamy
important social capital in the process of settlenie Poland. Thirdly, cultural differences betwedeoles and
Vietnamese, including a significant language barmeake contacts of migrants from this group withe3
relatively difficult: incomparably more difficulthan contacts between former-USSR migrants and Poles
Fourthly, a high tendency for spatial concentratisrunique for Viethamese migrants when compared to

settlement patterns of former USSR migrants whalameersed across Poland and Warsaw.

Finally, the specificity of the Wilanéw neighboudthas to be highlighted. This area is known ascation

where western experts eagerly settle. With a nurmbembassies and international schools locate thbas
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been an attractive place for English-speaking fpreis for some time now. However, as it has beesated
in our research, foreign-born persons are notehatly accessible in this neighbourhood. At theeséime,
children of foreign-born migrants and mixed couptese formed an important part of our research mréu
should be thus stressed that the outcomes of tlveysin Wilanéw are to a great degree results stuay on

second-generation migrants.

After demonstrating the limits of our analysis, weuld like to stress that the obtained results abgeme
crucial aspects of migration and integration pagen Warsaw. We believe that they remarkably doute to
the development of research on immigration, whiclhhécoming more and more present in the sciergifit
political Polish agenda. Moreover, conclusions healcfor the Vietnamese group itself are of gredteja
given the fact that it is one of the most activgrant groups in Poland, eagerly initiating contauits Polish

administration and other institutions dealing wittmigrants in Poland.

One lesson to be learnt from the study in Warsathas migrants tend to assess their neighbourhouits
positively than natives. Generally speaking, itleggpto the evaluation of the neighbourhood itsalfa place

of residence and of neighbour relations with Paed other migrants. This outcome can be interpreted
twofold. On the one hand, more negative opinionshenstudied areas expressed by natives can heddta

the fact that these neighbourhoods are inhabitedigyants. However, we would argue that we aredealing
here with negative stigmatisation of Warsaw logaiavhere migrants live. Poor areas overpopulated by
migrant groups are still absent from our researthfeom the map of Warsaw. Moreover, two out of titvee
researched neighbourhoods — $zliwice and Wilanow - are relatively rich areas atting migrants that can
afford living ther@ On the other hand, in the conversation with a@sRainterviewer migrants can have a
tendency to assess their place of residence in aWanmsore positively than they would in different

circumstances or in conversations with their coveth

The same argumentation, relating to the interviesffact, should be taken into account while disimgsshe
evaluation of attitudes of Poles towards migrantthe assessment of neighbour relations in théestiadeas.
Interestingly enough, migrants perceive Poles aseermpen towards an inflow of migrants than it hasrb
observed in the opinions of native respondentsséftdifferences in the views of migrants and nataes
particularly visible in the ‘Viethamese neighbouolds’. Then, in general, when we look at variousdatbrs
of potential xenophobia, the results of the sumweuld suggest that xenophobic attitudes are ragbleiom in
the researched areas. In particular, the feamtigrants will become a threat to the Polish sodcietthe future
has been expressed by a minority of respondentaiet#zr, this can be related to the limited number of
migrants present in Poland nowadays, which makes itisue a problem of an undefined future. Thus,
apparently, the picture relating to the level ofiaghobia in the Polish society is very positivet, ipuour view
the context of the limited migrant inflow has to beken into account. We would thus argue that the
neighbourhood stigmatisation as a factor hampetiolgrance towards newcomers and encouraging
xenophobia is currently of minor importance in Baish context, mainly due to the low number of raigs

in any Warsaw neighbourhood.
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As regards opinions about the studied areas, &pantthe general tendency of migrants to speakeftin a
more positive way, considerable differences betwesghbourhoods can be observed relating to theactex
of the neighbourhood and the history of settleniarnthe given areas. In general, Sgtiavice is the most
positively perceived neighbourhood, as regardsrtfrastructure of the neighbourhood, level of truevel of
attachment to the area, feeling of safety, etc.ddwer, inhabitants of Szgdiwice demonstrate the strongest
neighbourhood identity. Being a relatively new mdigurhood, Szegliwice is not only a rather rich area, but
also relatively homogenous in terms of socio-demaphic characteristics of its Polish population. Typee of
architecture — prevalence of small and medium-bizigdings — is also more conducive for developmat
neighbour relations (compare Newman 1996). Findlging a relatively new residential area, Szliwice is
close to the rich cultural and educational infrasture of the old Ochota district, which can alasipvely

contribute to positive opinions about this neighthmod.

Zelazna Brama is, according to the results of ouvesy the worst perceived neighbourhood, whereas th
picture developed for the perception of Wilanoéwasher complex. However, Wilanéw seems to take the
middle position with regards to attitudes towardg aking into account the architectureZaflazna Brama - a
concentration of big blocks of flats — results sgjing a negative perception of this neighbourhainot
surprising. Such places on the map of Warsaw aoevkrfor higher level of inhabitants’ anonymity alogver

levels of safety and social cohesion.

It is clear that the quality of neighbour relationgs an impact on the assessment of the neighbmdirho
Warsaw, being a big city attracting both internadl anternational migrants arriving in search fatecent job,
is generally perceived as a city with bad qualintacts between neighbours, in which people tentdse
themselves in the walls of their apartment. In factch an image is partly supported by the resfltsur
survey. Inhabitants of the researched neighbouhe@sgress a low level of familiarity with people timeir
area and limited engagement in everyday contadtsnveighbours. As regards visiting or inviting reigurs —
i.e. rather intimate contacts — such interactiomshe neighbourhood level are indeed limited. Migsaseem
less engaged in weak ties within the neighbourhesgecially in the ‘Viethamese neighbourhoods’. Ago
other things, this can be related to the commuigicgiroblems the Viethnamese often encounter inrieblaut

also to the shorter stay of migrants in the reseat@reas.

Furthermore, interethnic contacts at the neighbmonhlevel are also not that frequent, but they xistelt
should be stressed, however, that they encompdgsnberactions between migrants from the giveriorsl
group and natives. Interethnic contacts betweenmesemtatives of different ethnic groups are vittual
inexistent in Poland. The intensity of interethoantacts at the neighbourhood level differs betwearants
and natives. While migrants tend to engage in atataith Poles, Poles hardly have any interethoittacts
in the neighbourhood. Moreover, on a daily basigranits prefer to interact with their co-ethnicsheatthan
with Poles. Such a picture should be enriched witomment that the limited interest of Poles toagegin

interactions with migrants is clearly related te tlow representation of migrants in the neighboadso

® However, for example in Szgiiwice, examples of apartments overpopulated byramits sleeping on mattresses with country fellows
from outside their families can also be easily fund
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Obviously, for migrants it is incomparably easiercome across a Pole in the neighbourhood thanfdria

Pole to meet a foreigner.

The ethnic homogeneity of relations in the resesdlaleighbourhoods is even more visible in the aislyf
strong ties of migrants and Poles. While refertmimportant persons, both Poles and migrants tefidst of
all mention their co-ethnics. Moreover, the evalutiof interethnic relations, as measured by corapari
between past and present networks, is indeed imitedl. Only in the case of a small proportion agrants,
their social networks have transformed from fulbyeiigners-oriented towards mixed networks of imgatrt

people, i.e. such that include Poles and foreigners

It should be stressed, however, that social netsvagpear to be more important for migrants thamétives.
In contrast to weak ties, which are less humeransng migrants, migrants tend to have bigger netsvoifk
important persons. This is probably related toithyortance of social capital in the migration antkgration
process. Interestingly enough, neighbours play eerimaportant role in the social networks of migeanthen
compared to networks of natives, as measured hgusindicators: type of relation with an importaerson,
place where the relationship started and place evtter important person resides at the moment.peas
that the tendency of migrants to rely on local,t@sserved also for other groups with lower lewdlsesources
and limited access to broader networks (compareabhand Spitze 1994, Meegan and Mitchell 2001), has

been identified in the demonstrated research.

In addition, some important differences between riksgearched areas have been observed in the réalm o
neighbours’ importance in the social networks afpandents. The neighbourhood level appears to aotay
exceptional role in the case of Sgdavice, especially for migrants. In this area slsaof respondents whose
important persons were both met and currentlyilivihe neighbourhood are particularly high. Morepveey

are higher for migrants than for natives. This casts with the results fofelazna Brama, where migrants’
social networks tend to include persons livinghat inoment in the same area but met in the coufitoyigin

(for the majority of respondents in fact in Vietiam

A general look on the modes of interethnic coeristerevealed five dimensions (factors) underlying t
mechanisms governing the neighbourhood coexistandeembeddedness in the research areas in Warsaw.

They include:

= general attachment to the neighbourhood

= having networks in the neighbourhood

= evaluation of safety and cohesion in the neighboanh
= familiarity with neighbours

= everyday interactions with people in the neighboorth

Comparing the level of neighbourhood embeddednesgeen migrants and natives in the three studiedsar
a general distinction can be observed, such thgtamis are less familiar with people in their aaed have
less ‘weak ties’ in the neighbourhood, but at thme they tend to be more attached to the neighbodrh
Therefore it appears that the fact that migrantsp@rionally more often establish strong ties wittihe

neighbourhood seems to create a higher level aflattent to the area.
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In an attempt to provide some conclusions of tieb &nd diversified material presented in this repee
would like to stress not only differences betwedgramts and natives, but also differences obsebeddeen
the researched Warsaw neighbourhoods. It is diedildcal conditions in the neighbourhoods pertajrio the
institutional and physical environment, to a higlgee translate into perceptions of the given anflagence
and sometimes even shape modes of neighbour ceeséstin general, and modes of interethnic coexiste

in particular.

7.2  Lessons learned: Local and national policy recommelations

The picture that has emerged from the analyseeptes in the report is rather positive. Migrantpress
relatively positive attitudes towards the neighthmads they live in, the level of xenophobia in falish
society appears to be low, especially in migramisivs. It should however be stressed that suchsitiy®
picture can be related to the specificity of thgananigrant group examined in the research — thretndmese,
who tend not to express negative attitudes in fadace contacts with Poles, despite the fact leders of
the group openly criticise Polish immigration ahé integration policy at the national level. Anatheessage
to be put forward in our report addresses the isguenited or even lack of interethnic relationsgthin the
investigated neighbourhoods. Finally, what in oiewis a crucial outcome of the research in thashol
context, the importance of the neighbourhood anghteur relations in the functioning of the migramnbups
— especially the Vietnamese — has been revealagseThbservations lead us to formulate severalnpiredry

policy recommendations for Poland in general andsata in particular.

In our opinion, taking into account the limited wole of the inflow of foreigners to Polarattivities at the
local level, i.e. within the neighbourhood, that wold stimulate migrant integration could be particularly
effective. This can include activities related to advisoryvems on the labour market, legalisations of the
migrants’ legal status in Poland and others. The @b cultural, sport and social initiatives undéen in local
centres like schools, cultural centres, libraries,., should also not be neglected. In this reattiviies
directed towards second-generation migrants —iehile- could be particularly beneficial for the oation of
migrants. As suggested by other studies, sociagtion via contacts with parents of children stimates is

a powerful way for anchoring migrants in the reg®ivsociety (compare Piekut 2010).

Apart from activities stimulating integration of gnants as suchall activities aimed at stimulating
interethnic relations could be beneficial in the Plish context. As revealed in the research, Poles have a
relatively small propensity towards engaging thdugsein relations with migrants living nearby. laroview,
this is partly caused by the lack of experience ragnBoles in interethnic relations given the greahnie
homogeneity of the Warsaw population and of thesRosociety as a whole. Thuactivities promoting
different cultures are necessary and could be partularly effective while addressed at the local leVeas

it stems from the study of the three Warsaw neighthaods.
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APPENDIX

ZELAZNA BRAMA

Table Al. Background

Background Frequency Percent
immigrant background 59 24.4
native background 183 75.6
Total 242 100.0

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table A2. Country of birth of respondent (migrants)

Country Frequency Percent

Vietham 43 72,9
Poland 7 11,9
Bulgaria 2 3,4
Ukraine 2 3,4
France 1 1,7
Japan 1 1,7
Portugal 1 1,7
Sri Lanka 1 1,7
Turkey 1 1,7
Total 59 100

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table A3. Country of origin based on country of bith of parents (migrants)

Country Frequency Percent

Vietnam 43 72,9
Ukraine 5 8,5
Bulgaria 2 3,4
Germany 2 3,4
Croatia 1 1,7
France 1 1,7
Japan 1 1,7
Portugal 1 1,7
Russia/Ukraine 1 1,7
Sri Lanka 1 1,7
Turkey 1 1,7
Total 59 100

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
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A4. Having ethnically mixed parents (migrants)

Characteristics of parents Frequency Percent

Parents - same foreign countries 51 86,4

Parents - different foreign countries 1 1,7

Parents - Polish and foreign 7 11,9

Total 59 100,0
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
Table A5. Age group (%)

Age migrant native

under 35 74,58 30,05

35-49 22,03 13,66

50-64 3,39 20,77

65 and more 0,00 35,52

Total 100,0 100,0

total abs. 59 183
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
Table A6. Sex (%)

Gender migrant native

male 61,0 37,7

female 39,0 62,3

Total 100,0 100,0

total abs. 59 183
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
Table A7. Education (ISCED) (%)

Education migrant native

no school, primary and first stage of basic 14.04 2.33

lower secondary, second stage 19.30 11.05

upper secondary 28.07 25.00

post secondary and tertiary 38.60 61.63

Total 100.0 100.0

total abs. 58 172

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
Table A8. Length of residence in the neighbourhoo?)

Length of residence migrant native

moved in between 1 and 5 years ago 64,4 13,2
moved in between 6 and 10 years agq 20,3 8,8
moved in more than 10 years ago 10,2 59,3
has always lived there 5,1 18,7
Total 100,0 100,0
total abs. 59 182

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
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SZCZESLIWICE

Table A9. Background

Background Frequency Percent
immigrant background 65 27.9
native background 168 72.1
Total 233 100.0

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table A10. Country of birth of respondent (migrantg

Country Frequency Percent

Vietnam 53 84.1
Belarus 2 3.2
USA 2 3.2
Austria 1 1.6
China 1 1.6
Denmark 1 1.6
Former USSR 1 1.6
France 1 1.6
Ukraine 1 1.6
Total 63 100.0

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table All. Country of origin based on country of hith of parents (migrants)

Country Freqguency Percent

Vietnam 52 80
Belarus 2 3,1
Germany 2 3,1
USA 2 3,1
Austria 1 1,5
China 1 1,5
Denmark 1 1,5
France 1 1,5
Russia 1 1,5
Ukraine 1 1,5
Vietnam/UK 1 1,5
Total 65 100

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
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Table A12. Country of birth of respondent (migrant9

Country Freqguency Percent

Vietnam 53 81,5
Poland 3 4,6
Belarus 2 3,1
USA 2 3,1
Austria 1 1,5
China 1 1,5
Denmark 1 1,5
France 1 1,5
Ukraine 1 1,5
Total 65 100

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table A13. Having ethnically mixed parents (migrans)

Characteristics of parents

Frequency

Percent

parents - same foreign countries

59

90,8

parents - different foreign countries

1

15

parents - Polish and foreign

5

7,7

Total

65

100,0

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table Al14. Age group (%)

Age

migrant

native

under 35

46,15

35,71

35-49

43,08

31,55

50-64

10,77

20,24

65 and more

0,0

12,50

Total

100,0

100,0

Total abs.

65

168

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table A15. Sex (%)

Gender migrant

native

male

47,69

46,4

female

52,3]

53,51

Total

100,(

100,(

total abs.

65

168

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table Al6. Length of residence in the neighbourhoo()

Length of residence

migrant

native

moved in between 1 and 5 years ago

49,2

32,7

moved in between 6 and 10 years ago

23,1

23,2

moved in more than 10 years ago

26,2

35,1

has always lived there

1,5

8,9

Total

100,0

100,0

total abs.

65

168

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010




WILANOW

Table A17. Background

Background Frequency Percent
immigrant background 55 24.9
native background 166 75.1
Total 221 100.0

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table A18. Country of birth of respondent (migrantg

Country Frequency | Percent

Poland 38 69,1
USA 4 7,3
France 2 3,6
Ukraine 2 3,6
Canada 1 1,8
China 1 1,8
India 1 1,8
Mexico 1 1,8
New Zealand 1 1,8
Portugal 1 1,8
Russia 1 1,8
Tanzania 1 1,8
Vietnam 1 1,8
total abs. 55 100

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table A19. Country of origin based on country of hith of parents (migrants)

Country Frequency Percent

USA 33 60
Germany 4 7,3
Ukraine 3 5,5
Belarus 2 3,6
France 2 3,6
Australia 1 1,8
Canada 1 1,8
China 1 1,8
India 1 1,8
Italy 1 1,8
Mexico 1 1,8
New Zealand 1 1,8
Portugal 1 1,8
Russia 1 1,8
Sweden 1 1,8
Vietham 1 1,8
total abs. 55 100,0

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
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Table A20. Having ethnically mixed parentgmigrants)

Characteristics of parents

Frequency

Percent

parents - same foreign countries

18

32,7

parents - Polish and foreign

37

67,3

total abs.

55

100,0

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table A21. Age groups (%)

Age migrant

native

under 35

63,64

22,24

35-49

21,87

18,61

50-64

9,09

37,35

65 and more

5,45

21,64

Total

100,(

100,(

total abs.

55

166

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table A22. Sex (%)

Gender migrant

native

male

49.1

47.6

female

50.9

52.4

Total

100.0

100.0

total abs.

55

166

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table A23. Education (ISCED) (%)

Education

migrant

native

no school, primary and first stage of basic

1,89

3,25

lower secondary, second stage

3,71

7,79

upper secondary

22,64

27,21

post secondary and tertiary

71,7(

61,6

Total

100,(

100,(

total abs.

53

154

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table A24. Length of residence in the neighbourhoo()

Length of residence

migrant

native

moved in between 1 and 5 years ago

36,4

15,7

moved in between 6 and 10 years

ago

9,1

6,6

moved in more than 10 years ago

14,5

46,4

has always lived there

40,0

31,3

Total

100,0

100,0

total abs.

55

166

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
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Table A25. T-test descriptive statistics for statements concaing getting along with each other,
migrants vs. natives

. Std. Std. Error

Question Background N Mean Deviation Mean

- . migrant 173 2.12 0.834 0.063
People in this area are welcoming tq
new people moving in native 465 2.52 0.989 0.046
People in this area pull together to migrant 172 2.09 0.936 0.071
Improve it native 495 2.49 0.983 0.044
People in this area do not get along migrant 167 3.86 1.081 0.084
very well native 456 3.39 1.246 0.058
People in this neighbourhood hardly, migrant 167 2.93 1.082 0.084
know each other native 486 2.70 1.113 0.050
There are often tensions between migrant 165 3.96 1.032 0.080
different categories of people native 443 3.76 1107 0.053

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
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Table A26. T-test resultsfor statements concerninggetting along with each other, migrants vs. natives

Levene's Tesl

t-test for Equality of Means

95% Confidence
Interval of the

. Sig. (2- Mean |Std. Error i
F| S T f tailed) |Difference|Difference Difference
Lower Upper
Equal
People in this [variances| 10.93 0.00] -4.735 636 0.00¢ -0.401 0.084 -0.567 -0.234
area are assumed
welcoming to
new people qual
moving in ‘r’z;'ances 5111 362.32¢ 0.00¢  -0.401 0.074 -0554 -0.241
assumed
Equal
People in thi variances| 4.844 0.02§ -4.64¢ 665 0.00¢ -0.40( 0.084 -0.568 -0.23]
eople inthis |, o mad
area pull
together to Equal
Improve it vatiances 4767 31156{ 000 -040 0084 -0.56§ -0.23f
assumed
Equal
variances| 2.284 0.13] 4.333 621 0.00( 0.472 0.109 0.25§ 0.684
People in this |assumed
area do not get
along very well qual
‘r’z;'ances 4.624 337.82 0.00( 0.477 0104 0271  0.67
assumed
Equal
.. |variances| 3.31( 0.069 2.407 651 0.014 0.23¢ 0.099 0.044 0.43
People in this
: assumed
neighbourhood
hardly know  [Equal
each other vatiances 2441 29536{ 0014 023 009§ 004  0.43]
assumed
Th ft Equal
ere are oten, ariances| 0.011 0.897 2.031 606 0.043 0.201 0.09¢ 0.007  0.39
tensions assumed
between
different Equal
categories of |variances i J )
people ot 2.09 313.31 0.03 0.201 0.096 0.0173 0.39(
assumed

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
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Table A27. Number of the most important persons InPAST and PRESENT social networks of
respondents in the sphere FREE TIME, by migration lackground, per neighbourhood (%)

Number of Zelazna Brama Szcgliwice Wilanow
persons migrant native migrant native migrant ‘ native
PAST NETWORKS

0 33.9 42.6 24.6 19.0 50.9 392
1 20.3 25.1 10.8 25.0 10.9 139
2 45.8 32.2 64.6 56.0 382 4710
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 100.0 10¢.0
total abs. 59 183 65 168 55 16p

PRESENT NETWORKS
0 3.4 12.6 10.8 3.6 A ip
1 23.7 30.6 9.2 22.6 5.5 12]0
2 72.9 56.8 80.0 73.8 85.5 86|7
total 100.0 100.0 100.( 1000 100.0 109.0
total abs. 59 183 65 168 55 16p

PAST NETWORKS:

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 3.563 , df=2; p=0.168;
Szczsliwice: chi square =5.821, df=2; p=0.054;
Wilanéw: chi square =2.344, df=2; p=0,310.
PRESENT NETWORKS:
Zelazna Brama: chi square = 11.147 , df=4; p=0025;
Szcz$liwice: chi square =11.375, df=4; p=0.023;
Wilanow: chi square =8.980, df=4; p=0,062.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table A28. Number of the most important persons InPAST and PRESENT social networks of
respondents in the sphere ADVICE, by migration bacground, per neighbourhood (%)

Number of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanéw
persons migrant native migrant | native migrant ‘ native
PAST NETWORKS

0 33.9 42.1 23.1 18.5 509 38]0
1 13.6 26.8 10.8 28.6 9N 13]9
2 52.5 311 66.2 53.0 400 48|12
Total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 100[0 100.0
total abs. 59 183 65 168 55 16p

PRESENT NETWORKS
0 51 17.5 12.3 4.2 3 ip
1 22.0 32.8 15.4 25.6 il 1114
2 72.9 49.7 72.3 70.2 83.6 8713
Total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 1000 1009.0
total abs. 59 183 65 168 55 16p

PAST NETWORKS:

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 9.669 , df=2; p=0.008;
Szczsliwice: chi square =8.237, df=2; p=0.016;
Wilanéw: chi square =3.025, df=2; p=0,220.
PRESENT NETWORKS:
Zelazna Brama: chi square = 10.775 , df=2; p=0.005;
Szczs$liwice: chi square =7.001, df=2; p=0.030;
Wilanow: chi square =5.880, df=2; p=0,053.

Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
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Table A29. Number of the most important persons InPAST and PRESENT social networks of
respondents in the sphere HELP, by migration backgvund, per neighbourhood (%)

Number of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanéw
persons migrant native migrant native migrant ‘ native
PAST NETWORKS

0 33.9 41.0 27.7 20.2 545 39|12
1 13.6 29.0 7.7 31.( 5.b 1415
2 52.5 30.1 64.6 48.8 400 464
Total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 100[0 100.0
total abs. 59 183 65 168 55 16p

PRESENT NETWORKS
0 3.4 14.2 13.8 54 9.1 3p
1 27.1 39.3 12.3 30.4 7.3 15]1
2 69.5 46.4 73.8 64.3 83.6 8119
Total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 1000 1009.0
total abs. 59 183 65 168 55 16p

PAST NETWORKS:

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 11.118 , df=2; p=0004;

Szcz$liwice: chi square =13.732, df=2; p=0.001;

Wilanow: chi square =5.393, df=2; p=0,067.

PRESENT NETWORKS:

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 10.897 , df=2; p=0.004;

Szczsliwice: chi square =11.041, df=2; p=0.004;

Wilanéw: chi square =5.298, df=2; p=0,071.
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010

Table A30. Number of the most important persons inPAST and PRESENT social networks of
respondents in the sphere OTHER, by migration backgund, per neighbourhood (%)

Number of Zelazna Brama Szcesliwice Wilanéw
persons migrant native migrant | native migrant ‘ native
PAST NETWORKS

0 35.6 54.6 38.5 34.% 56.4 4416
1 27.1 235 13.8 36.9 3.6 23|5
2 37.3 21.9 47.7 28.6 40.0 3149
Total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 100.0 100.0
total abs. 59 183 65 168 5% 16p

PRESENT NETWORKS
0 8.5 27.9 30.8 17.9 146 12|7
1 39.0 29.0 9.2 33.3 3.p 18J1
2 52.2 43.2 60.0 48.8 81.8 6913
Total 100.0 100.0 100.( 100.0 100.0 10¢.0
total abs. 59 183 65 168 55 16p

PAST NETWORKS:

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 7.625 , df=2; p=0.022;

Szczsliwice: chi square =13.435, df=2; p=0.001;

Wilanéw: chi square =10.782, df=2; p=0,005.

PRESENT NETWORKS:

Zelazna Brama: chi square = 9.541 , df=2; p=0.008;

Szczdliwice: chi square =15.003, df=2; p=0.001;

Wilanéw: chi square =6.956, df=2; p=0,031.
Source: GEITONIES, Warsaw survey, 2009/2010
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