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Abstract
Living in segregated areas with concentrated neighbourhood poverty negatively affects the quality of life, including the
availability of local jobs, access to services, and supportive social relationships. However, even with similar neighbour‐
hood poverty levels, the degree and structure of spatial separation vary markedly between such areas. We expected that
the level of spatial segregation aggravates the social exclusion of its inhabitants by negatively affecting their social capital.
To test this hypothesis, we identified three low‐income neighbourhoods with high poverty rates (78%) in a medium‐sized
town in Hungary, with different levels of integration in the city (based on characteristics such as the degree of spatial sepa‐
ration, infrastructure, and availability of services). The three neighbourhoodswere located in two areas of differing degrees
of integration in the fabric of the city: fully integrated, semi‐integrated (integrated into the surrounding residential area but
isolated from the city), and non‐integrated. 69% of the 394 households in these areas were represented in our sample (one
respondent per household). We interviewed respondents regarding the size and composition of their personal networks.
Our results, which also distinguished between Roma and non‐Roma inhabitants, showed that those living in the spatially
more integrated area not only have the largest and most diverse networks but seem to have a strong, “bonding‐based”
cohesive community network as well. Even the non‐Romawho live there have ethnically heterogeneous—in other words—
Roma network members. The disintegrated area, on the other hand, is characterised by both spatial and social isolation.

Keywords
bonding and bridging; ethnic homophily; policy intentions; Roma; segregation; social capital; spatial homophily

Issue
This article is part of the issue “In Good Company? Personal Relationships, Network Embeddedness, and Social Inclusion”
edited by Miranda J. Lubbers (Autonomous University of Barcelona, Spain).

© 2021 by the authors; licensee Cogitatio (Lisbon, Portugal). This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribu‐
tion 4.0 International License (CC BY).

1. Introduction

Social capital is embodied in interpersonal relationships
(Bourdieu, 1986; Coleman, 1988; Portes, 1998). The avail‐
ability of social support is particularly important for poor
people since it can decrease the negative impacts of their
disadvantaged economic circumstances (Saegert et al.,
2001). The stigmatising nature of poverty, together with

social networks, that are characterised by homophily
(McPherson et al., 2001), result in lower resource‐
strength networks, as these networks are more likely
to consist of similarly disadvantaged people. Numerous
studies have examined the relationship between inter‐
personal social networks and poverty (Albert & Hajdu,
2020; Böhnke & Link, 2017; Eckhard, 2018) and found
a negative link between them (e.g., the quantity and
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quality of interpersonal relations). This finding supports
the so‐called accumulation hypothesis and warns of the
“downward spiral of social exclusion” (Mood & Jonsson,
2016, p. 637).

However, research on social networks and poverty
does not always take the spatial context into account.
Traditionally, international research has been limited to
describe relationships within a well‐defined area (e.g.,
colleges; see Doreian & Conti, 2012; Faust et al., 1999) or
to study the spread of disease (social and spatial cluster‐
ing of disease; see Emch et al., 2012; Logan et al., 2016).
Our study is in the context of urban sociology rather than
following these lines of inquiry. Spatial separation and
barriers to spatial mobility often hinder social mobility
and may result in ethnic segregation. Spatial integration
is just as important concerning a stable social position as,
for example, labour market integration (Massey, 2001),
and we may expect that spatial separation reduces the
chances of social integration by marking physical bound‐
aries for inhabitants of segregated areas and thus produc‐
ing more homogenous interpersonal networks.

In our article, we analyse how the physical and social
characteristics of a neighbourhood can shape the struc‐
ture of the social networks of its residents by analysing
the network characteristics of people living in three segre‐
gated areas of a medium‐sized Hungarian town. We also
study whether there are network differences between
the non‐Roma and the Roma people living together in
the same area. We expect that, in general, spatial segre‐
gation facilitates the formation of certain ties but hinders
others.We suppose that the spatial dimension influences
network size and composition more than ethnicity. Our
data facilitates the evaluation of how “far” personal net‐
works can reach both spatially and ethnically.

The novelty of our analysis is that it focuses on both
the ethnic and spatial homogeneity of the ego‐networks
in three deprived areas of the same city, which at the
same time differ in their level of integration into the
city fabric. We found subtle differences concerning the
degree of spatial disintegration.

2. Theoretical Background

Social relations are an important dimension of social inte‐
gration (Coleman, 1988; Granovetter, 1985). A lack of
social integration does not only mean limited access to
resources, but it may also cause anxiety and depression,
decrease well‐being and lead to increasedmorbidity and
mortality (Putnam, 2000; Wilkinson, 1996).

In terms of integration, bonding and bridging ties
function differently. The former creates relatively closed
and socio‐demographically homogeneous groups with
shared resources and information, high levels of intimacy
and trust. Weaker but more heterophilic ties with more
distant individuals (bridging ties) connect the ego to dif‐
ferent social groups, even from greater social distances,
contributing to the structural mobility of the individual
(Lin, 2008).

Network analysts identify two basic types of
homophily: baseline and inbreeding (McPherson et al.,
2001). Baseline homophily refers to the fact that we
have a limited pool of potential ties defined by our
demographic characteristics and foci of activities (e.g.,
as in our case, ethnicity, or place of residence) and
the main source of these ties is geographical space.
Inbreeding homophily is conceptualised as any other
kind of homophily. As a result, we form and maintain
ties more easily with those who are geographically close
(Wong et al., 2006). Bidard et al. (2020), building on
Fischer (1982), point out that strong ties are more resis‐
tant to distance, whichmeans that in general, in personal
networks, strong ties are more dispersed in geographic
space than weak ties. Those who live in closer proximity
have to spend less money and time to meet; thus, sup‐
portive ties, which are especially important for the poor,
may form faster and more easily and can be maintained
over long periods more efficiently (Emch et al., 2012).
Proximity remained an important characteristic despite
the spread of info‐communication technologies (Mok
et al., 2004).

Researchers have long studied the relationship
between social integration and urban structure. Roberto
and Hwang (2017) argue that there is a causal relation‐
ship between the physical separation of urban spaces
and the formation and sustainment of segregation.
People living in areas that are difficult to reach and less
integrated into the urban fabric have limited access to
transport and urban space, and their social integration
is hampered. Physical barriers such as railway tracks,
motorways, industrial areas, forests, fences, etc., create
clear divisions among various areas. Some of these bar‐
riers are natural; others have been created artificially,
often to clearly separate deprived areas from those popu‐
lated bymore affluent residents. At the same time, these
barriers also physically limit the growth of areas popu‐
lated by low‐status residents not only with regards to the
number of available housing units but also the scope of
available services, thus sustaining social and spatial iso‐
lation and increasing social inequalities.

Tóth et al. (2021) found that the physical arrange‐
ment of residential areas in a city is connected to social
network fragmentation: Existing inequalities are exacer‐
bated by physical barriers, significant distances, phys‐
ically concentrated amenities, which make social net‐
works more fragmented. Thus, through social networks,
the geographical characteristics of a place compound
economic inequalities.

Spatial segregation can also have benefits, including
a cohesive community organised on a geographic basis,
making it easier to navigate the world and everyday life.
However, living in spatially isolated, segregated neigh‐
bourhoods and the associated stigma both hinder assim‐
ilation (Massey, 2001). According to previous research
(seeMassey & Denton, 1988), a high level of segregation
isolates minority groups from the services and opportu‐
nities that can contribute to raising their quality of life
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to the level of the majority population. Thus, any move‐
ment towards concentrating poverty in an isolated neigh‐
bourhood increases the likelihood of socio‐economic fail‐
ure within the segregated group (e.g., teenage preg‐
nancy, school dropouts, low educational attainment, low
income, criminality, and victimisation). Therefore,munic‐
ipalities should handle poverty and spatial exclusion
together to intervene successfully (Massey, 2001).

Roma people are themost numerous andmost disad‐
vantaged ethnic minority groups living in contemporary
Central and Eastern Europe, including Hungary. Ethnic
identity is considered a private matter, and, for data pro‐
tection purposes, it is not included in the mandatory
national data reporting in Hungary.

According to the 2011 census, the latest available offi‐
cial data on the number of minorities living in Hungary,
approximately 3% of the total population identified
themselves as Roma (Központi Statisztikai Hivatal [KSH],
2014). While the widespread stereotypes, attitudes and
prejudices concerning the Roma minority suggest the
existence of a homogenised group, the actual popula‐
tion meant by the category of Roma varies, not only
among the non‐Romamajority but also among the Roma.
Data on self‐categorisation show a smaller number of
Roma than data resulting from categorisation set by
outgroup members (Csepeli & Simon, 2004). Thus, it is
not possible to measure the size of the Roma popula‐
tion, but it is estimated to be 600,000–700,000 (Bernát,
2014). The age composition of the Roma population is
significantly younger, and their at‐risk of poverty and
social inclusion index is three times higher compared to
the non‐Roma population, which means that the major‐
ity of Roma people in Hungary are affected by poverty
and social exclusion. Roma people have more children,
lower education attainment (the share of Roma with
at most primary education is still four times the level
for non‐Roma), and higher unemployment. They tend to
live in small settlements, often in less developed regions
(Bernát, 2019; European Union Agency for Fundamental
Rights, 2016).

Most Roma are concentrated in underdeveloped
areas of the country, representing a significant territo‐
rial disadvantage (Kertesi, 2005; Nemes Nagy & Németh,
2005). There are 10 districts of settlements where their
ratio is between 30 to 40%, 62% lives in towns and 38%
in villages, primarily in small ones, with a population of
less than 2000. In towns, their numbers growmostly due
to immigration. In the villages, their proportion increases
due to the out‐migration of the non‐Roma and their
higher fertility rates (Pénzes et al., 2018). In big cities,
most of the Roma live in segregated areas.

Based on the most recent available survey result
(from 2010) and the last census (from 2011), there were
1633 poor and ethnic ghettoes and segregated areas in
Hungary with 280–300 thousand inhabitants, which is
3% of the Hungarian population. These areas are con‐
centrated in the North‐Eastern and Southern regions of
the country, to 26% of its settlements (820 municipali‐

ties and 10 districts of Budapest out of 22). 39% of these
areas are in towns, 2% in Budapest, the capital city, and
32% in villages. 20% of them are in or close to the centre
of the settlement, 66% are on the periphery, and 14%
are outside the settlement limits (Domokos & Herczeg,
2010). The spatial distribution pattern of the Roma pop‐
ulation has remained essentially unchanged since 1980
(Pénzes et al., 2018). The ability or willingness to move
is strongly correlated with demographic characteristics,
occupation and regional position of residence (Hárs &
Simon, 2015) and financial situation. The Hungarian pop‐
ulation is lessmobile than the European average (3–4.5%
move house every year). Willingness to move is also low.
According to KSH (2016), 79% of the population do not
plan to move. This proportion is slightly higher among
Roma (83%). In fact, they would be willing to move only
if there were significant financial benefits (Varga, 2020).
Hungary is one of the CEE countries with a private home‐
ownership rate above 90%; Hegedüs et al. (2016) point
out that homeownership has a strong attenuating effect
on domestic moving decisions.

In Hungary, socially disadvantaged people have very
few opportunities to move to a more spatially integrated
area. They live in social housing units (mostlymunicipally‐
owned) with poor quality. The spatial mobility of Roma
has become increasingly limited as the number of social
housing units has started to decline significantly since
1990. The share of these housing units is very low (2.6%;
KSH, 2016).

According to Hungarian studies, although Roma had
ethnically homogeneous networks of contacts in the
early 2000s, their family ties were stronger, and they
had more friends than members of the majority soci‐
ety (Albert & Dávid, 2006). The ethnically homogeneous
network was even more characteristic for those who
belonged to an ethnically closed community and iden‐
tified themselves as Roma (Messing, 2006). However,
more recent research reveals a change: Roma people
no longer have a richer network of contacts. Their
circle of friends has been significantly reduced and
has become even more ethnically homogeneous, and
the proportion of relatives among their confidants has
decreased. Despite improving educational and economic
indicators in general, only a small fraction of people
established contact resources. Isolation from each other
and mainstream society continues to be present (Dávid
et al., 2020).

In segregated areas, social network characteristics
vary and contribute to sustaining the existing power rela‐
tions. Some of the few Hungarian studies on the topic
highlighted that relational characteristics of poor and
deprived segments of the population are quite different
in various settings/regions (Dávid, 2010; Messing, 2006;
Messing & Molnár, 2011), which provides the rationale
for our study to compare the network characteristics of
people living in poverty and social exclusion in different
territorial segments of the very same city. Katona et al.
(2020), analysing segregated areas in four Hungarian and
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four Romanian settlements, found that the integration
of local communities can only be realised if they receive
support to build ties to form external contact networks
and then they actively use those contacts on their own.

3. Data and Method

In 2019, we surveyed the living conditions in two seg‐
regated areas of a Hungarian city, which included a
detailed module on interpersonal network characteris‐
tics. According to Government Decree 314/2012 (8.XI),
“a segregated area or an area at risk of segregation [is]
a contiguous area where families of low social status
are concentrated or show signs of social status decline,
and therefore community intervention is required in
the area” (NYITS, 2014, p. 44). The identification of
segregated areas was based on the segregation indica‐
tor (the proportion of people of working age with no
more than primary education and no regular income
from work) produced from the 2011 census data of the
KSH (total number of segregated areas is 1633, where
280,000–300,000 people, roughly 3% of the total popu‐
lation, live).

Interviewers reached 271 households in these two
segregated areas (S#1 and S#2). The number of social
housing units owned by the local government in these
two areas is 394 (131 in S#1, 263 in S#2), with a total
population of 1374 people (525 in S#1, 849 in S#2; see
Nyíregyháza City Integrated Settlement Development
Strategy, 2014). Based on this, and considering the num‐
ber of housing units, the response rate was high (Huszti,
2019; Takács & Huszti, 2019). We analyse our data in
three main dimensions: spatial, network, ethnicity.

3.1. The Areas in Focus

The segregated areas in our study are situated far from
the city centre, occupy relatively small space, and are far

from each other (see Figure 1). Most of the apartments
are social housing units with relatively low rent owned by
the local government. Both areas aremarked bymedium‐
level ethnic segregation (with a mix of Roma and non‐
Roma poor population), but they have different poten‐
tials regarding social integration.

As shown in Figure 1, the smaller S#1 is less isolated;
therefore, we label it as spatially integrated. It is only
1.5 km away from the city centre, situated between two
main roads, near the former city limits. Despite the devel‐
opment of the city and the wider neighbourhood, its
segregated character remained. Given its location along
main roads, residents have good transportation access to
public services. The bus service is frequent and regular,
and the inner city can be accessed by bicycle. The 4‐flat
housing units were built in the early 1960s with minimal
conveniences. They are still without any modern ameni‐
ties. They only have electricity and are in a very run‐down
condition. Households have the most members in this
area, with an average of 4–6 people per household and
2–4 people per room. The surrounding public roads are
in good shape but getting around within the area among
the buildings is more problematic since there is no rain‐
water drainage system. Inhabitants predominantly have
low educational attainment, which limits their employ‐
ment opportunities. As the city centre and another hous‐
ing estate are close by, several educational institutions
are available. General practitioners are available in the
city centre, outpatient clinics and emergency care are
only a couple of minutes away. Social workers and dis‐
trict nurses are actively present.

The larger segregated area (S#2) became part of the
city fabric after the 1850s; it primarily functioned as a
military base for cavalry. Its population changed in the
1960s; themore affluentmilitary and administrative elite
were replaced by Roma people moving into the city.
The average household size is 3.7 (N#1) and 3.8 (N#2).
The average density is 3.4 (N#1) and 3.2 (N#2) people per

Figure 1. Segregated areas (S#1 and S#2) and different neighbourhoods (N#1 and N#2) within S#2.
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room. The segregated nature of the area iswell‐indicated
by its spatial characteristics: The railway lines separate it
from the major parts of the city, the neighbouring, more
modern city area can only be accessed on foot. Public
services provision can be considered good, as there is
a crèche, kindergarten, and primary school in the area.
However, children from S#2 attend these mostly. It is
also possible to send children to other educational insti‐
tutions in the city. Family and child welfare services are
available locally, together with day‐care provision for the
old. Various social, healthcare, religious, and civil organi‐
sations provide in‐kind support for the inhabitants.

Within S#2, we identified two neighbourhoods based
on various characteristics (the degree of spatial sep‐
aration, infrastructure, availability of services, etc.) as
shown in Figure 1. The spatially semi‐integrated neigh‐
bourhood (N#1) is more integrated into the surrounding
residential area but isolated from the city. The spatially
non‐integrated neighbourhood (N#2) is less integrated,
as the railway cuts off direct transit routes to other areas
on three sides of the area, and only one street connects
it to the rest of the city. Spatially it is well‐separated from
the semi‐integrated part. It is closed off from other resi‐
dential areas by the railways and industrial plants on the
northern side.

3.2. Social Capital: Bonding and Bridging Ties

Weconsider confiding relations to be bonding ties, which
we elicited by a core discussion network‐generated ques‐
tion (McCallister & Fischer, 1978). The following name‐
generator was applied: “Most people sometimes discuss
important matters with others. If you consider the past
12 months, who are the people with whom you dis‐
cussed the most important things, your problems, sor‐
rows, complaints (e.g., personal and/or family matters,
questions concerning work, etc)?”

We followed up by asking questions concerning the
listed alters, including gender, age, educational attain‐
ment, type of relationship, length of knowing each other,
living distance, type of support given, and ethnicity.
Themaximumnumber of alters was limited to five. In the
analysis, we focus on the kin and non‐kin composition
of these networks and their ethnic and spatial charac‐
teristics. We consider weak ties (Granovetter, 1973) to
be bridging ties, which we elicited by a position gener‐
ator containing 30 different occupations: actor/actress,
administrator, banker, chief executive, civil welfare office
administrator, clerical officer in local government, dress
shop owner, driver, engineer, entrepreneur, farmworker,
hairdresser, health visitor, housing administrator, inte‐
rior designer, journalist, NGO worker, nurse, paediatri‐
cian, politician, sales/shop assistant, scientist, security
guard, skilled worker, social worker, solicitor, surgeon,
teacher (secondary), unskilled worker, waiter.

If the respondent knew somebody with the named
occupation, we asked the person’s gender, if they lived
in the same area, and their ethnicity (Lin & Dumin, 1986).

In the analysis, we include the number of weak ties and
their ethnic and spatial characteristics.

3.3. Ethnicity

Csepeli and Simon (2004, p. 134) wrote:

There are two theoretical ways of Gypsy identity con‐
struction: as an imposed and as an adopted identity,
i.e., the labels used by the majority or as a procedure
of self‐identification performed by the Gypsies them‐
selves, based on their being culturally different.

For our research purposes, we defined Roma ethnicity
based on self‐identification.

Based on Leszczensky and Pink (2019), we consid‐
ered the relationships ethnically homogeneous if the
respondent identified himself as Romaanddescribed the
other person identified as Roma as well. We also con‐
sidered the relationships ethnically homophilic where
the respondent did not identify himself as Roma and
described the other person identified as not being Roma.

3.4. Empirical Strategy

We examined whether there is a difference between seg‐
regated areas according to network characteristics taking
into account socio‐demographic control variables. Since
these control attributions generally do not have a sig‐
nificant effect on dependent variables, we analysed the
links between network characteristics and place of res‐
idence using discriminant analysis. We calculated the
percentage that our dependent variable, living in one
of the segregated areas, can be estimated by the inde‐
pendent variables. Since bigger and more diverse inter‐
personal networks may enhance social integration more
effectively, we tested whether those living in a spatially
more integrated area are more integrated socially based
on their interpersonal network characteristics. The vari‐
ables we included in our analysis are core discussion
network size, number of weak ties, rate of ethnic and
spatial homogeneity, ego’s ethnicity, and the length of
residence in the given area.

4. Results

4.1. Description of the Segregated Areas

68.6% of the sample are women: 45.7% are at most 40
years old and the average age is 43.5 years. The rate of
women is higher inN#2 (74%) than in the other twoareas.
The rate of ages 40 years or younger is higher in N#1 and
N#2 (47.6 and 46.6%). The average age is the highest in
N#2 (45.2 years). Most of the sample have low educa‐
tional attainment. 77.3% has atmost primary school edu‐
cation (8 years of schooling). The share of those with a
higher educational level than primary school is the high‐
est in N#2 (28.8%). 67.9% of the sample did not work
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at the time of data collection. There is no significant dif‐
ference among the three surveyed areas in terms of sex,
age, educational attainment, and economic activity.

The analysed population is a homogenous group
based on their basic socio‐demographic characteristics,
but there are significant differences based on ethnic com‐
position and length of residence (see Table 1). The overall
rate of Roma respondents is 57.9%, but it is significantly
lower in N#2 (41.1%) compared to the other two areas.
A total of 19 (only 7% of the total sample) were born in
the area, the highest rate is in area S#1 among Roma res‐
idents. Residents in S#1 have lived there on average for
21.9 years, while in N#1 for 12.6 and N#2 for 9.9 years.
In S#1, there is a difference between the Roma and non‐
Roma population: the Roma moved there at a younger
age than the non‐Roma (18.1 vs. 26.5 years).

4.2. Social Capital

4.2.1. The Number and Composition of Bonding Ties

Respondents, on average, mentioned 1.41 bonding ties
in the core discussion network name‐generator situa‐
tion (min 0; max 5). In line with our expectations, those
living in the spatially more integrated area have signif‐
icantly more ties (on average 2) than those from N#1
(1.23, p < 0,001) and N#2 (1.16, p = 0,001). There is a
difference within the areas regarding ethnicity. In the
spatially non‐integrated part (N#2), Roma respondents
had fewer bonding ties than the non‐Roma (1.00 vs. 1.28;
see Table 2).

We found no statistically significant differences
regarding the number of bonding ties concerning the sex,

Table 1. Some characteristics of respondents (N = 271).
S#2
S#1 N#1 N#2

(n = 70) (n = 128) (n = 73)
% % %

Ethnicity
Non‐Roma 34.29 36.72 58.90
Roma 65.71 63.28 41.10

Born in area
Non‐Roma 12.50 2.10 0.00
Roma 26.10 3.70 0.00

Mean Mean Mean

Length of residence in the given area 21.96 12.55 9.97
Non‐Roma 22.79 13.64 10.14
Roma 21.52 11.91 9.72

At what age the respondent moved to the given area 21.09 30.59 35.27
Non‐Roma 26.50 30.00 36.26
Roma 18.14 30.94 33.83

Note: All effects are significant at p < 0.05.

Table 2. Size and composition of bonding ties

S#2
S#1 N#1 N#2

(n = 70) (n = 128) (n = 73)
Mean Mean Mean

Bonding ties 2.00 1.23 1.16
Non‐Roma 1.75 1.30 1.28
Roma 2.13 1.19 1.00

% % %

Composition of bonding ties 0 kin 0 non‐kin 20.00 10.16 24.66
Only kin 50.00 75.00 50.68
Only non‐kin 14.29 10.94 13.70
Mix 15.71 3.91 10.96

Note: All effects are significant at p < 0.05.
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age, educational attainment, and economic activity sta‐
tus of the egos.

When analysing the composition of the bonding ties,
we differentiated four groups: Respondent has (1) no
bonding ties, (2) only kin bonding ties, (3) only non‐kin
bonding ties, and (4) both kin and non‐kin ties (see
Table 2). We found a significant difference in this compo‐
sition by residential area (p = 0,002). The share of those
with no bonding ties was the highest among those liv‐
ing in N#2 (24.7%). The most diverse, “mixed” compo‐
sition was most prevalent in S#1 (15.7%). The highest
rate of people with only kin bonding ties was found in
N#1 (75%).

4.2.2. Ethnic and Spatial Homophily of Bonding Ties

Table 3 shows that the bonding ties of the Roma are eth‐
nically and residentially more homogenous than those
of the non‐Roma, irrespective of their place of resi‐
dence. For non‐Roma respondents, we found a signifi‐
cant difference in in the three areas: The core networks
are ethnically more homogenous in the non‐integrated
neighbourhood (N#2, 67.59%) and the most heteroge‐
neous in the case of the non‐Roma living in the inte‐
grated area (S#1, 25.69%). The ethnic homophily of
the core networks of the Roma and non‐Roma is quite
different in S#1: The core networks of the non‐Roma
are ethnically heterogeneous, while those of the Roma
are homogenous.

Most of the alters live in the same area as the ego,
that is, they are spatially very close, either from the same
household, street, or at least from the same segregated
part of the settlement. This ismost pronounced for those
living in N#2, as 82.76% of their core ties live in the same
area. There is a significant difference between the Roma
and non‐Roma in S#1: Non‐Roma have more spatially
and more heterogeneous bonding ties and several ties
that live further away, while Romahavemore ties to their
residential area (see Table 3).

4.2.3. The Number, Ethnic, and Spatial Homophily of
Bridging Ties

Respondents have an average of 8.43 weak ties, which
is significantly influenced by their age and activity status.
First, younger respondents (those younger than 40 years
old) have more bridging ties than older respondents
(9.58 vs. 7.57 persons, p = 0.003); and second, thosewho
were employed at the time of data collection have more
weak ties than thosewho did not have a job (9.53 vs. 7.91
people, p = 0.067).

There are significant differences in the number of
bridging ties among the three areas (see Table 4): On
average, respondents from N#1 had the most ties (9.71)
and those from N#2 the fewest (6.21). This is true for
both the Roma and non‐Roma. We found no statisti‐
cally significant differences within the areas between the
Roma and non‐Roma, although Roma people tend to
have more bridging ties in all three areas (see Table 4).

There is no difference based on which area they
live in for non‐Roma as far as the ethnic homophily of
weak ties is concerned. Non‐Roma have predominantly
non‐Roma weak ties, which is not that surprising since
non‐Roma people are over‐represented in the occupa‐
tions listed in the position generator. The ethnically
homogenous ties of the non‐Roma poor may enhance
their social integration. In the case of the Roma, there
is a significant difference in their bridging ties based
on which area they live in. Roma people living in S#1
have the smallest proportion of Romaweak ties (13.14%).
Thus, their more extended network is ethnically hetero‐
geneous, containing a large number of non‐Roma peo‐
ple, indicating greater social integration. In this respect,
they differ significantly from both N#1 and N#2, where
the share of Roma weak ties is higher (34.2 and 31.76%).
The spatial heterogeneity of bridging ties is more pro‐
nounced for those living in S#1, in other words, their
weak ties are the most spatially dispersed, and for those
living in N#1, they are the most homogenous, limited to
their residential area.

Table 3. Ethnic and spatial homophily of bonding ties.

S#2
S#1 N#1 N#2

(n = 70) (n = 128) (n = 73)
% % %

Ethnic homophily 64.79 69.42 72.42
Non‐Roma 25.69 60.61 67.59
Roma 81.84 74.88 81.58

Residential homophily 74.82 75.51 82.76
Non‐Roma 63.43 71.97 79.91
Roma 79.79 77.70 88.16

Note: All effects are significant at p < 0.05.
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Table 4. Network characteristics of bridging ties.

S#2
S#1 N#1 N#2

(n = 70) (n = 128) (n = 73)
Mean Mean Mean

Number of bridging ties 8.41 9.71 6.21
Non‐Roma 7.54 8.85 5.77
Roma 8.87 10.21 6.83

% % %

Ethnic homophily 38.16 50.81 67.84
Non‐Roma 87.80 78.48 87.57
Roma 17.43 35.52 39.93

Residential homophily 14.47 29.37 23.68
Non‐Roma 17.47 20.64 17.97
Roma 13.14 34.20 31.76

Note: All effects are significant at p < 0.05.

4.3. Spatial Segregation and Social Capital

We analysed the links between the structure of social
networks and the level of spatial integration using dis‐
criminant analysis. Classification results show that 69.3%
of the cases from the original three neighbourhoods
were correctly classified by linear discriminant func‐
tions, which, in fact, indicates a strong relationship
between the two types of integration. The first dis‐
tributed function explains 77.5% and the second 22.5%
of the explained variance between groups (p < 0,001).

The first function (see Table 5) is where positive val‐
ues embody several bonding ties, a long period of res‐
idence in the given area and spatially heterogeneous
bridging social capital. The second function is where pos‐

itive values refer to richness in bridging social capital, the
dominance of ethnically heterogeneous weak ties and
the Roma ethnicity of the respondents. The first function
indicates some kind of local embeddedness, thus named
“bonding‐based non‐Roma and Roma,” while the second,
characterised by the heterogeneous bridging ties of the
Roma, is called “bridging‐based Roma.”

The three group centroids are significantly different
from each other (see Table 6 and Figure 2). The spa‐
tially more integrated area (S#1) is characterised domi‐
nantly by the first function: several bonding ties, strong
attachment to the area (living there for the longest time),
and spatially heterogeneous bridging ties. The so‐called
“bridging‐based Roma” function mostly characterises
the spatially semi‐integrated neighbourhood (S#2 N#1)

Table 5. Structure matrix of the discriminant analysis.

Function 1 Function 2

Number of bonding ties 0.65 −0.12
Length of residence 0.52 0.25
Spatial homophily of bridging ties −0.34 0.20
Ethnic homophily of bonding ties −0.06 −0.05
Number of bridging ties 0.00 0.61
Ethnic homophily of bridging ties −0.32 −0.56
Ethnicity of ego 0.19 0.55
Spatial homophily of bonding ties −0.05 −0.16

Table 6. The discriminant functions in the three areas studied.

Functions at group centroids

Bonding‐based non‐Roma and Roma Bridging‐based Roma

S#1 1.401 0.050

S#2 N#1 −0.510 0.334
N#2 −0.379 −0.738
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Figure 2. Plot of discriminant functions.

where mostly the Roma respondents are the ones
who have more numerous bridging ties, preferably
non‐Roma and locally bounded. In this neighbourhood,
the “bonding‐based non‐Roma and Roma” function is
the weakest. The spatially non‐integrated neighbour‐
hood (S#2 N#2) is where the first function is also weak,
along with an extremely disadvantaged position on the
“Bridging‐based Roma function”: Most of these respon‐
dents are socially isolated from the fabric of the city.

5. Conclusion

The population groups in our analysis do not differ in the
three areas based on their socio‐demographic character‐
istics, yet the characteristics of their social networks dif‐
fer in meaningful ways. Moreover, even inside a seem‐
ingly homogenous spatially segregated area (S#2), we
may find significant differences regarding social capital.
Those living in the more spatially integrated area (S#1)
have the most bonding ties, and the number of these
ties decreases with the level of spatial integration of
the given area. Ethnic differences are also clearly visi‐
ble: the Roma in the spatially non‐integrated part (N#2)
have fewer bonding ties than the non‐Roma. Those living
in the spatially non‐integrated area (N#2) are the most
bounded locally.

The number of bridging weak ties varies greatly
by space and ethnicity: Those from the spatially semi‐
integrated area (N#1) have the most, while those in
the spatially non‐integrated area (N#2) the fewest.

Roma respondents tend to have more weak ties than
non‐Roma respondents. The number of weak ties of
non‐Roma respondents does not differ spatially by the
area in which they live. However, in the case of the Roma,
the network of those living in the spatially integrated
area (S#1) is more diverse both ethnically and spatially;
that of the spatially semi‐integrated area (N#1) is more
locally bounded. The discriminant analysis supports our
original claim. The level of spatial integration matters
and is reflected in the characteristics of the interper‐
sonal network structures: Those living in more spatially
integrated, less segregated areas have somewhat larger,
more spatially and ethnically diverse networks, both in
terms of their strong and weak ties, while the oppo‐
site is true for those living in less integrated and most
segregated areas. Those who live in the spatially semi‐
integrated area (N#1) are “halfway” in both respects:
Their mostly kin‐based core networks are supplemented
with wide but predominantly locally bound weak ties.

Although we could detect relevant differences, the
populations of all three segregated areas are primar‐
ily locally bounded, segregated communities and are
much less spatially integrated than other residential
areas of the city. Those living in the spatially more
integrated area (S#1) not only have the largest and
most diverse networks but also seem to have a strong,
“bonding‐based” cohesive community network as well.
Even the non‐Roma who live there have ethnically het‐
erogeneous, that is, Roma network members. The disin‐
tegrated area (S#2) is characterised by both spatial and
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social isolation; the network resources of the population
cannot enhance their social integration as their spatial
exclusion coincides with their social exclusion. Moreover,
it seems that even the neighbourhood cannot function as
a community.

The survey was part of a project initiated by the
local government aiming to ensure the social inclusion of
people at risk of social exclusion at the community and
individual levels. Specific objectives, such as strong com‐
munity cohesion at the neighbourhood and municipal
levels, promoting social inclusion, overcoming long‐term
disadvantages for children and increasing access to pub‐
lic services, guide the implementation of the project.
The city’s long‐term plans include the eradication of S#1
and the creation of a habitable housing environment and
increased opportunities for social inclusion in S#2.

The project staff will build on the existing resources
of the population, taking into account the principle of
“do no harm” (Charancle & Lucchi, 2018) to local social
resources. In light of the foregoing, our policy recom‐
mendation for local urban planning authorities is to con‐
sider that populations in segregated areas may have dif‐
ferent needs based on their different network resources.
The more deprived and spatially and socially segregated
area (S#2) has nothing to build on, while the more spa‐
tially integrated area (S#1) has resources both within the
community and “external” links that could be exploited
for more efficient social integration.

The positive or negative qualities of the existing rela‐
tions should be taken into account in executing a move
from the part of the settlement with poorer infrastruc‐
ture (#S1) to a more modern and comfortable area (S#2).
The more favourable network indicators of the territori‐
ally integrated part of the settlement (S#1) should be con‐
sideredwhen the settlement is dismantled: Strong family
and neighbourhood ties should be prioritised as poten‐
tial resources when they are moved to the new residen‐
tial area. To ensure a positive outcome and avoid con‐
flicts, these should be built upon as a priority in neigh‐
bourhood and community activities. Both the strong
local cohesion and the change in perspective are well
illustrated by the fact that people in settlement S#1 were
initially reluctant to move, despite the promise of bet‐
ter housing. However, currently, those who have not yet
moved are looking forward to the move and taking their
children to see their new home. The desire to move also
reflects the importance of strong ties: People are keen
to move to where their trusted relationships and famil‐
iar support system are located.

In the other part of the settlement (S#2), in addi‐
tion to infrastructural improvements, efforts should be
made to increase the network resources of the popula‐
tion, to promote the development and maintenance of
core relationships, and to raise awareness among the
programme staff of their significant role as bridging ties
in the social integration of the inhabitants of the set‐
tlement. The number, geographical extent and ethnic
composition of core and weak‐ties of the people living

in the settlement area are also increased and enriched
by the community activities organised as part of the
project (joint landscaping, joint organisation of events,
sports events with members of the majority community,
the storytelling‐based “Meséd” programme, Lego build‐
ing), neighbourhood discussions, involvement in training
courses and activities.

The COVID epidemic and the resulting restrictions
have disrupted community activities and slowed the
hard‐won progress. The effectiveness of the programme
and theorganised activities, the involvement of residents
and their need for social interaction is reflected in the
fact that the May 2021 opening was eagerly awaited
by the inhabitants of the municipality. Thus, the pro‐
grammecan rely on the results achievedbefore the onset
of the COVID epidemic and continue effectively.
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