Chapter 20
Immigrant Location Patterns in a Southern
European Metropolis: The Case of Athens
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Abstract Over the last two decades, Greece has seen a substantial influx of
economic immigrants giving rise to a number of studies examining the social,
economic and spatial implications immigration has for the country. In terms of the
spatial impact, the observed tendency is immigrants to move primarily into metro-
politan areas, which offer employment opportunities and anonymity. However, very
little is known with regard to the specific, intra-urban, locations immigrants choose
for their residence and the factors that affect such decisions. The current study
attempts to shed light on the above issues, analysing the spatial distribution of
economic immigrants within the metropolitan area of Athens, their mobility patterns
and the resultant metropolitan structure. Our findings indicate a slight preference
for central areas, but, over the time, the general dispersion of such immigrants to
peripheral locations. On these grounds, spatial segregation, to the formation of clear
ethnic enclaves, seems less plausible.
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1 Introduction

Over the last 20 years or so, Greece has seen a substantial influx of immigrant
populations originating primarily from the countries of ex USSR, the Balkans and
Eastern Europe, as well as from Asia and Africa. Currently, according to official
estimates, people originating from such places make up about one million of
Greece total population, compared to about 50,000 in 1991, of which the vast
majority (over 60 %) are economic immigrants from Albania (Arvanitidis and
Skouras 2008).

This phenomenon has attracted increasing attention in the literature, giving rise
to a number of studies examining the economic, social and spatial implications
immigration has for the country (see Lazaridis 1996; Psimmenos 1995, 1998;
Lianos 2001; Cavounidis 2002; Lianos and Papakonstantinou 2003; Labrianidis
et al. 2004; Baldwin-Edwards 2005; Arapoglou 2006; Rovolis and Tragaki 2006;
Maloutas 2007; Arvanitidis and Skouras 2008; Cavounidis et al. 2008). As regards
its spatial impact, the general trend reported is that new-comers move primarily into
the metropolitan areas (Rovolis and Tragaki 2006), which offer anonymity and
substantial employment opportunities. Within the urban frame, immigrants seems
to show a preference for central locations (Maloutas 2007), where accessibility is
high (due to transport networks) and low-cost housing is available (Arvanitidis and
Skouras 2007).

In the light of these arguments the current study analyses the residential distri-
bution of various immigrant groups within Athens’ metropolitan area, to assess
their locational preferences, the degree of their mobility and the pattern of their
spatial development. In doing so, the paper utilizes data from the 2001 National
Census, whereas the spatial unit of data collection and analysis is the Census
Collection District (apografikos tomeas), which is the smallest available.

The paper is structured as follows. The next section outlines the theoretical
models that have been developed to explain immigrants’ spatial behaviour. On
these grounds, Sects. 3 and 4 review the empirical literature to delineate the
international and national experience respectively. These are followed by Sect. 5,
which briefly outlines the research method employed, and Sect. 6, which discusses
immigrants’ intra-urban locational pattern and assesses the degree of segregation
exhibited. Finally, Sect. 7 concludes the paper by summarising the key findings.

2 The Spatial Behaviour of Immigrants: Conceptual
Considerations

The location preferences of immigrants, as well as any minority group in general,
and the spatial patterns that result from their decisions have been discussed in the
literature under the theme of segregation. Initial approaches to segregation, how-
ever, dealt with space implicitly, simply assuming that the social environment
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Fig. 20.1 Dimensions of spatial segregation (Source: based on Reardon and O’Sullivan 2004)

of different groups corresponds to some organisational unit that has a spatial
substance. These treatments have been repeatedly criticised in the literature for
their simplistic approach and their inability to properly project such social phenom-
ena on space (see Openshaw and Taylor 1979; White 1983; Massey and Denton
1988; Morrill 1991; Wong 1993, 1997, 2002; Reardon and O’Sullivan 2004).

A notable attempt to put space into the forefront of the analysis of segregation is
Massey and Denton (1988). Employing notions available from the economics
literature, they identified five separate dimensions to the segregation of any one
group: evenness, exposure, concentration, clustering, and centralization. Evenness
refers to the differential distribution of the subject population, exposure denotes the
likelihood of interaction between groups, concentration addresses the relative
amount of physical space occupied, centralization indicates the degree to which a
group is located near the urban centre, and clustering specifies the gathering of
group members into one certain space.

More recently, other scholars (Reardon and O’Sullivan 2004) have elaborated on
the above approach to develop more refined measures of spatial segregation that
analyse patterning along two axes: one indicating spatial exposure or spatial isola-
tion and the other indicating spatial evenness or spatial clustering (see Fig. 20.1).
Spatial exposure/isolation refers to the extent that people belonging to one group are
mixed with people of other groups or remain spatially isolated in their local spatial
environments. Spatial evenness/clustering assesses the distribution of a group in the
residential space, specifying the extent to which its members prefer to locate close to
each other (i.e. to cluster together). The combination of the two analytical concepts
gives four patterns of residential location, as shown in Fig. 20.1. The upper half
of the diagram presents two patterns of evenly distributed (‘black’ and ‘white”)
households, indicating low levels of spatial clustering (or high levels of spatial
evenness). The difference between the two is on the degree of exposure they go
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through. People of the two groups in the upper-right pattern are equally mixed with
each other, whereas in the upper-left quadrant ‘black’ households are more isolated.
In turn, both patterns at the bottom half of the figure indicates high degrees of
clustering: the right one presents a ‘black’ community with higher exposure,
whereas at the left one higher degrees of isolation are evident.

Turning to the reasons behind the development of the various patterns of residen-
tial segregation, two major streams of explanation have been put forward: cultural
and economic. Cultural explanations argue that minority group members tend to
locate close to each other in order to take advantage of their closely-integrated social
networks and to retain valued elements of their cultural heritage, such as language
and religion (Boal 1976; Hugo 1996; Dunn 1998). Economic explanations draw
attention to the functioning of both the labour and the housing markets, asserting that
newcomers tend to concentrate in specific areas of the city (usually the least
expensive ones) due to income and information limitations (Massey 1985; Bartel
1989; Boal 1996; Kempen and Ozuekren 1998). These arise, firstly, because
immigrants are usually low-skilled, low-paid, unemployment-prone workers (Tripier
1990; Ulrich 1994), and, secondly, because they are faced with both restricted access
to housing and other information regarding the institutional mechanisms of the host
society (Yinger 1986; Kesteloot 1995; Petsimeris 1995; Pacione 1996). It is impor-
tant to mention that economic explanations see intra-urban low-priced housing as the
cause behind the spatial clustering of minority group members, whereas for cultural
explanations low-priced houses is rather a side-effect caused by the decrease of
desirability of the particular location to other groups of inhabitants.

In order to analyse the dynamics of spatial settlement of immigrants, three fully
fledged explanatory models have been put forward (Freeman 2000). These are the
spatial assimilation model, the spatial stratification model and the residential
preference model, which are discussed next.

The spatial assimilation model, developed by the Chicago School of Human
Ecology, argues for the time-progressive dispersal of initially spatial-concentrated
immigrant groups (Dunn 1998). Concentration is rooted in the cultural character of
immigration but is reinforced by economic considerations that affect the immigra-
tion process. It is expected that during the initial stages of immigration, newcomers
would cluster together in order to take advantage of the social and kinship networks
of their co-ethnics (Cutler et al. 1999). These networks provide social support
and information as well as employment opportunities. However, as time goes by,
the gradual acquisition of the language, values, and manners of the host society
(a process called acculturation), achieved through prolonged contact with natives
and through mass institutions such as schools and the media, would lead to the
spatial assimilation of the immigrants (Freeman 2000). This is because, as the
degree of acculturation increases and the socioeconomic status of the immigrants
rises, the social distance between natives and immigrants diminishes, leading to a
decrease in the spatial distances between them (Hawley 1950; Park 1926). Thus,
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immigrants move out of the poor inner-city areas to the outer suburbs, starting to
integrate spatially with the natives (Massey 1985; Kempen and Ozuekren 1998).

Although the spatial assimilation model describes relatively well the progress of
spatial settlement for most immigrant groups, e.g. the non-English speaking
populations in Sydney and Melbourne in Australia (Grimes 1993; Hugo 1996)
and the black Caribbean people in Greater London (Peach 1996), it encounters
serious problems in explaining the spatial patterns of minorities with African
heritage, namely African Americans and Puerto Ricans, in the USA (Freeman
2000). This has led to the development of the place stratification model.

The place stratification model considers urban space as a hierarchy of places
ordered in terms of desirability and the quality of life they provide to urban dwellers
(Logan 1978). Natives occupy the most desirable places, keeping immigrants, and
generally ethic and racial minorities, at a distance (Cutler et al. 1999). This situation
reflects the perception that the natives have of immigrants and their place in the
society. Immigrants are attributed with a low social status and remain segregated,
even if they are financially able to take up residence in areas occupied by natives
(Alba and Logan 1993; Freeman 2000). The place hierarchy is maintained through
institutional mechanisms (red-lining, exclusionary zoning, etc.) and/or discrimina-
tory acts on the part of the host society, which can be explicit, such as violence
against minorities (Cutler et al. 1999; Anas 2004), or implicit, such as discrimina-
tion on the housing and land market (Yinger 1986; Cutler et al. 1999; Ahmed and
Hammarstedt 2008). In the case of hierarchy disturbance, natives are expected to
depart from the ‘invaded’ area in a progressive manner, leaving immigrants to
constitute, slowly but steadily, the majority population in the area.

While the place stratification model envisages spatial segregation being imposed
on immigrants (by other urban groups), the residential preference model asserts that
this is in fact a decision of the immigrants themselves. That is, members of the
immigrant group ‘prefer’ to reside with their co-ethnics and to remain spatially
segregated, even when they have the financial means or the social status that would
enable them to move elsewhere (Freeman 2000; Anas 2004). There are many benefits
to be gained from such spatial behaviour. To newcomers, the community’s social
network would provide not only emotional, social and cultural support, but also other
vital ‘resources’, such as housing and valuable information (on the host institutional
framework and the labour market) (Freeman 2000). To all other members, the
community represents the stronghold of their own cultural identity (in a sense it
constitutes a specific ethnic local public good). It enables them to sustain aspects of
their pre-migration cultural practices (religion, language, etc.) while also facilitating
their assimilation into wider society. This element constitutes the key difference
between the residential preference model and the spatial assimilation model; that is,
there is no acculturation process envisaged in the former.
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3 Some International Evidence on the Spatial Behaviour
of Immigrants

What becomes apparent from the above discussion is that the intra-urban location
decisions of immigrants are determined by both cultural and economic factors.
When cultural reasons prevail over economic ones, immigrant concentration is
expected to be strong and sustained in the long-run. In contrast, dominance of
economic considerations over cultural ones would lead, in the long-run, to smoother
residential patterns characterised by greater evenness. A number of studies have
attempted to explore these issues in empirical research and to assess the role played
by, and significance attached to, each set of determinants with regard to the devel-
oped urban residential structure.

In a study examining patterns of residential location among immigrants in Oslo,
Blom (1999) supported the view that the most significant factor in determining
immigrant’s locational behaviour is economic resources; though cultural reasons
also appear to play an important causal role. This is interpreted as an assimilation
tendency where immigrants, after a certain length of stay, start to conform to local
residential patterns. On these grounds, dispersal of foreign-born inhabitants is
observed after an initial period of concentrated immigrant housing. Djuve and
Hagen (1995) come to a similar conclusion, drawing on survey research they
conducted on a sample of 329 refugees in Oslo. They found that affordability of
housing was the main reason behind the latter’s decision to settle in a particular
residential area within the city, rather than ‘preferences for living close to
countrymen’. Analogous evidence has also been provided by Zang and Hassan
(1996); Lan-Hung and Jung-Chung (2005) and Burnley (2005), who explored the
residential preferences of immigrants in Australian metropolises. These studies
indicated that, while immigrant groups may prefer to settle in close proximity to
their family and kin for practical and/or emotional reasons, their locational choice
depends largely on income and housing affordability, availability of neighbourhood
services and closeness to work, giving rise to more assimilated residential patterns.

In a recent study investigating immigration dynamics and resulting residential
patterns in the four largest Dutch cities (i.e. Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague and
Utrecht), Bontje and Latten (2005) observe a strong exchange of population
subgroups. Natives show an ongoing outflow from certain urban neighbourhoods,
where foreign-born population is increasingly settling in. These neighbourhoods
have formed the basis of immigrant communities that are growing fast through
family reunification and family formation. In fact, in some areas the share of
foreigners has reached ... levels above 70 per cent and even 80 per cent, in
contrast to the national share of 10 per cent” (Bontje and Latten 2005: 450). This
can be seen as an example of joint implementation of economic and cultural factors,
where economic reasons account for the initial stages of immigrant concentration,
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and cultural reasons justify its enhancement and longevity. Similar conclusions are
drawn by Bolt et al. (2002) who, on the basis of both income and ethnicity, predict
further strengthening of segregation and concentration of immigrants in the Dutch
cities. However, there are researchers (Deurloo and Musterd 1998; Musterd and
Deurloo 2002) who assert that the observed patterns of immigrant residential
concentration tend not to be stable and therefore spatial integration is to be seen.

The situation across the Atlantic appears to be more complex. Scholars, such as
Freeman (2000), Johnston et al. (2003) and Myers and Liu (2005), report a process
of immigrant clustering in the American Metropolises similar to the one described
above (i.e. fuelled by a time-lagged implementation of economic and cultural
factors), but only for certain ethnic groups. Thus, it is argued that initially Asian
and Latino immigrants were located in the degraded inner-city areas due to eco-
nomic reasons, whereas subsequent newcomers of the same ethnic groups settled in
the same neighbourhoods on the basis of cultural reasons. However, as they climb
up the socioeconomic ladder they tend to move out and to assimilate into ‘white’
neighbourhoods. In contrast to Asian and Latino groups, the form of residential
patterning exhibited by African Americans is somewhat different, in both its
character and intensity (Massey and Denton 1985, 1987; Denton and Massey
1988; Harrison and Weinberg 1992; Alba and Logan 1993; Logan et al. 1996;
Clark and Ware 1997; Freeman 2000). This ethnic group seems to place greater
emphasis on cultural factors and, on these grounds, to show more concentrated
patterns of residential location.

A similar situation is also observed in some European cities, such as Lisbon.
Malheiros (2000) and Malheiros and Vala (2004) distinguish between two groups of
immigrants with different locational behaviour. African-origin immigrants are more
‘consolidated’ in their residential pattern, whereas all other groups (dominated by
Eastern Europeans and Brazilians) temporarily settle within their co-ethnics, only to
flee out when their socio-economic conditions improve. Malheiros (2000) argues
that a significant factor behind this dual pattern of immigrant settlement is the
housing market and the policies adopted by the local authorities (of freezing
property rents, tight controls over evictions, and loose enforcement of legal
procedures over illegal constructions) that have reinforced the concentration of
the less-affluent African-origin immigrants.

Concluding this discussion, it becomes clear that is no common pattern of
immigrant residential location evident in the majority of places. Stated differently,
economic and cultural factors influence the locational choice and the residential
patterns of immigrants to a different degree, depending on the local conditions,
policies and institutions, the cultural and economic background of immigrants and
the time that immigration takes place. It is on these grounds that Musterd et al.
(1998), having analysed immigrant residential behaviour in nine European
metropolises, identifies the establishment of four spatial patterns: (a) clustering of
immigrants in inner-city locations, (b) concentrations of immigrants outside central
areas, (c) scattered immigrants but with clustering in inner-city locations, and (d)
scattered immigrants but with concentrations in locations outside the city centre.
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4 Immigrants in Greek Metropolises: A Review
of the Literature

For many decades Greece has been a labour-exporting country. In fact, almost two
million Greeks emigrated since the end of the nineteenth century to countries of
North America (especially to the USA), Oceania and northern Europe (Kotzamanis
2008). The reversal of migratory balance started in the mid-1970s with the
returning of the first waves of ‘repatriates’,’ but it really took off in the early
1990s (see Fig. 20.2), fuelled by the border opening in East Europe and the
subsequent adoption of restrictive policies by the traditional destination countries
of northern Europe (King 2000; Rovolis and Tragaki 2006). During this period the
vast majority of immigrants which entered the country were undocumented,
whereas legal status was granted under the first, second and third regularisation
programmes, took place in 1997-8, 2001-2 and 2005-6 respectively. Despite these
regularisation campaigns and relevant legislative attempts aiming to deal with
immigration in a more comprehensive way,” illegal immigration has remained an
issue of concern and integration proved to be quite a challenge for both the Greek
state and the Greek society in general (Cavounidis 2007).

Today, migrants constitute a significant part of Greece’s population. According
to the 2001 Census of the National Statistical Service (ESYE), which provides the
most recent and reliable information, the estimated number of non-nationals living
in the country was 762,191 people, amounting to approximately 7 % of the total

! Consisted of returning Greek guest workers, members of the Greek Diaspora from Egypt or
elsewhere, as well as political exiles from the time of the Civil War of the 1940s.

2 Laws 2910/2001, 3386/2005 and 3536/2007, and Presidential Decrees 358/1997, 359/1997, 131/
2006 and 150/2006.
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Table 20.1 Immigrants in Origin Numbers % Sex ratio®
Greece (2001)

Europe 640,997 84.10 1.14
Southeastern 500,280 65.64 1.33
Central and East 74,682 9.80 0.60
EU-15 46,869 6.15 0.67
Rest of Europe" 19,166 2.51 0.86

Asia 68,361 8.97 2.07

America 27,293 3.58 0.88

Africa 15,620 2.05 1.99

Oceania 9,060 1.19 0.87

Albania 438,036 57.47 1.42

Bulgaria 35,104 4.61 0.66

Georgia 22,875 3.00 0.76

Romania 21,994 2.89 1.30

India and Pakistan 18,346 2.41 17.91

Russia 17,535 2.30 0.60

Ukraine 13,616 1.79 0.33

Poland 12,831 1.68 0.85

Egypt 7,448 0.98 324

Philippines 6,478 0.85 0.31

Total 762,191 100.00 1.20

Source: own elaboration (2001 population census, ESYE)
“Males to females
"Mainly Cypriots

population (as compared to 1.4 %, 10 years earlier). It is important to note that other
studies have put this figure up to one million, when unregistered or Greek ethnic
immigrants are taken into account (OECD 2001; Lianos et al. 2008). By 2003, there
have been approximately 130,000 foreign children attending state schools (of which
about 32,000 were ethnic Greeks), comprising 11 % of primary school registrations
and the 8 % of secondary school registrations (Baldwin-Edwards 2005).

Contrary to the experience of other European countries, the majority of
immigrants in Greece comes from a restricted number of countries, with few, if
any, historic or cultural links (Rovolis and Tragaki 2006). Thus, only five countries
of origin (out of more than 200 in total) count for about 70 % of all non-nationals,
while ten countries represent more than 80 % of them (see Table 20.1). The
majority of immigrants (eight out of ten) come from Europe, especially from
Albania (57.5 %) and to a lesser extent from other Balkan countries, the Central-
eastern Europe and the Republics of ex-USSR. Asians represent 9 % of the foreign
population, Africans about 2 %, and those from America and Oceania, which
are largely repatriates who have returned to their homeland with their families,
amount to 4.8 %.
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Table 20.2 Immigrants in

: L In percentage (%)
Athens metropolitan region in

2001 (ranked by size) Nationality Numbers of total cumulative

1 Albanians 209,333 62.06
2 Poles 11,529 3.42 65.48
3 Russians 11,465 3.40 68.88
4 Bulgarians 11,141 3.30 72.18
5 Romanians 10,270 3.04 75.23
6 Pakistani 10,133 3.00 78.23
7 Ukrainians 9,996 2.96 81.20
8 Egyptians 7,187 2.13 83.33
9 Iraqis 6,618 1.96 85.29

10 Filipinos 6,484 1.92 87.21

11 Bangladeshi 4,767 1.41 88.62

12 Syrians 4,713 1.40 90.02

Source: own elaboration (EKKE-ESYE 2005)

Immigrants in Greece tend to be young (average age of about 29 years old),
mostly men (about 55 %) that come to the country mainly for economic reasons
(although women migrate for family reasons too) (Rovolis and Tragaki 2006). The
majority of them work in construction, agriculture, manufacturing and various low
and semi-skilled services in tourism, catering, domestic service, etc. (Lianos and
Papakonstantinou 2003; Kanellopoulos 2008). Partly because of the exclusionary
legal framework and partly due to the structural characteristics of the Greek labour
market, the big bulk of immigrant labour has been absorbed by the underground
economy and informal employment remains widespread for large shares of foreign
workers, even after legal status is achieved (Kanellopoulos et al. 2006).

In terms of geographical location, the majority of immigrants found residence in
the metropolitan areas of Athens and Thessaloniki (Rovolis and Tragaki 2006;
Kotzamanis 2008). As regards the immigrant’s intra-metropolitan location pattern,
researchers (Lazaridis 1996; Psimmenos 1995, 1998; Baldwin-Edwards 2005;
Maloutas 2007) have reported a tendency of the former to concentrate in the old
city centre and other poor areas of Athens, which are characterised by low-quality
housing and lack of public facilities. This literature identifies three reasons that
inform such decisions. The main explanation is economic, where immigrants
choose to take up residence in these areas simply because rents are low and there
is housing stock available. This is supported by cultural issues. Co-ethnics already
reside in these areas, and newcomers decide to settle there too, in order to take
advantage of the social and kinship networks which offer social and emotional
support and valuable information regarding the host institutions and opportunities.
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Map 20.1 Athens metropolitan region (Source: own elaboration [EKKE cartographic platform])

Interestingly, however, concentration seems to be fuelled by a third factor: the
xenophobic intolerance of the natives. Greece has a history of high levels of
xenophobia recorded in opinion polls, although rather less visible in reality. In
support of this argument Baldwin-Edwards (2005) mentions the results of a survey
conducted in 2002 amongst 2,100 households living in Athens metropolis: it was
found that 44 % of respondents believed that immigrants should live separately
from Greeks, in other areas.’ Although high levels of racial intolerance are clearly
linked with low educational and income levels, the point that clearly emerges is that

3Other incidents that could be interpreted along this line include the continuing public
advertisements and notices in Athens refusing to rent property to foreigners. As Psimmenos
(2001) clearly states, few natives would be willing to rent their property to a foreigner (especially
of Albanian origins) if there are chances to rent it to someone else.
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Map 20.2 Immigrants’ spatial distribution within Athens metropolitan region (all nationalities)
(Source: own elaboration [EKKE cartographic platform])

Greeks would not object to the creation of ethnic ghettos, presumably with little
comprehension of their long-term implications.

This tendency of immigrants (a significant number of whom have been illegal) to
locate in Athens inner-city over the 1990s worried the Greek government, who
consequently intensified the policing of such areas.* Actually, this was so intense
that in June 1998, migrants had held a rally for the first time in Athens demonstrating
for their right to have a place to live® (Lazaridis and Psimmenos 2000). Under the

4Researchers such as Lazaridis and Psimmenos (2000) have linked those measures to an overall
local-government strategy to regenerate the centre of Athens.

5 Baldwin-Edwards (2005) argues that after intense criticism from leading academics, several state
institutions and agencies dealing with immigrants on a regular basis have started to become more
sensitised to issues relating to immigrants’ rights and social integration. These agencies include
various arms of the Ministry of Labour (OAED, IKA) and also the Greek police, to which clear
instructions have been given in a circular from the Ministry of Public Order to respect immigrants’
rights and prohibit police violence.
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Map 20.3 Albanians spatial distribution (Source: own elaboration [EKKE cartographic
platform])

weight of these pressures some immigrants had moved out of the city centre, finding
residence in the surrounding municipalities. In spatial terms this gave rise to higher
rates of integration between immigrants and natives and to a more dispersed
residential pattern of the former.

Thessaloniki presents a very similar picture to the case of Athens. Economic
reasons on the part of the immigrants, and a hesitancy to rent property to foreigners
on the part of the natives, led the immigrant population to take up residence in both
the inner-city and the western suburbs where housing is cheap, constructions are old
and the residential quality is low (Velentzas et al. 1996; Hatziprokopiou 2003).
However, there are no visible clusters of immigrants and the resulting patterns of
residence do not seem to lead to any kind of excessive concentration in which
ethnic ghettoes could be developed (Kokkali 2005).
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Map 20.4 Poles spatial distribution (Source: own elaboration [EKKE cartographic platform])

5 Exploring Immigrant Location in Athens Metropolitan Area:
Methodological Issues

Having outlined some general trends in immigrants’ locational behaviour, the rest
of the paper analyses the residential distribution of various immigrant groups within
Athens metropolitan region. The aim is to shed light on their locational preferences,
exposing the pattern of their spatial arrangement over time and assessing the degree
of their segregation. In doing so, data from the 2001 National Census were acquired
at the smallest available spatial unit, which is the Census Collection District — CCD
(apografikos tomeas).

The populations chosen for analysis are immigrants from Eastern Europe (post-
socialist countries), Africa and Asia. These are largely economic immigrants

6Although the majority of these people are economic (labour force) immigrants there is a small
number of refugees and asylum seekers coming mostly from Iraq.
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Map 20.5 Russians spatial distribution (Source: own elaboration [EKKE cartographic platform])

coming primarily from 12 countries: Albania, Poland, Russia, Bulgaria, Romania,
Ukraine, Egypt, Iraq, Syria, Pakistan, Bangladesh, and Philippines. These
populations as a whole exceed the 90 % of the total number of immigrants found
residence in Athens metropolis (see Table 20.2).

Two methods of analysis have been employed. First we examined the degree of
residential segregation exhibited within specific areas. In particular, we calculated
the Dissimilarity Index’ (D) in each one of the municipalities comprising the
metropolitan region, in order to assess the relative dominance of each immigrant
group in an area as compared to the native population (or the proportion of
immigrants that would need to move out in order to achieve an even distribution).
The basic formula for the Index is:

"This is the most widely-used measure of residential segregation developed by Duncan and
Duncan (1955).
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Map 20.6 Bulgarians spatial distribution (Source: own elaboration [EKKE cartographic
platform])

D_1 M N;
) M N

where M; is the population of immigrants that reside in a spatial unit i, M is the
overall immigrant population living in the metropolitan region, and N; and N are the
populations of natives in unit / and the whole region respectively. The Dissimilarity
Index varies from —1 to 1. Zero denotes an even distribution between the two
groups (immigrants and natives), whereas the values of —1 and 1 indicate the
dominance of natives and immigrants in the area respectively.

Analysis based on the Dissimilarity Index moved in two directions. We started by
comparing the indices of the city centre (Athens municipality), for each immigrant
group, with those of the periphery (that is all other municipalities) to investigate
whether there is any immigrant population that is over-represented (that is,
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Map 20.7 Romanians spatial distribution( Source: own elaboration [EKKE cartographic
platform])

concentrates) either in the city centre (centralization) or in the rest of the region.
Next, we examine the dissimilarity indices of all municipalities to identify those
areas where specific ethnic populations dominate.

Segregation analysis was complemented with cartographic presentations of the
residential location of immigrants in order to expose the current pattern of spatial
distribution (in 2001) and its changes over time. First, we started with a simple
display of the relative distribution of immigrants (as a percentage of the total
population) in order to identify patterns of clustering and isolation. Then, we looked
into mobility patterns to assess changes in the locational preferences of immigrants
over time. In particular, we examined whether immigrants had changed their
residence either 1 or 6 years before 2001 (where the National Census took place),
that is in 1995 or 2000 respectively. Since detailed information on the mobility
pattern of each ethnic group of immigrants is not available (apart from Albanian
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Map 20.8 Pakistani spatial distribution (Source: own elaboration [EKKE cartographic platform])

which comprise more than half of the immigrants in total), analysis at this stage was
conducted on an aggregate level of immigrants’ region of origin (i.e. Eastern
Europe, North Africa, West Asia, Central-South Asia and South-East Asia).

6 Exploring Immigrant Location in Athens Metropolitan Area:
Analysis and Discussion

Analysis starts by examining the degree of immigrant evenness/clustering (with the
use of D) within each one of the municipalities comprising the metropolitan region.
It then moves to consider the overall pattern of immigrant distribution across
Athens region and to assess the extent of their clustering and isolation. Table 20.2
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Map 20.9 Ukrainians spatial distribution (Source: own elaboration [EKKE cartographic
platform])

provides the D values of each immigrant group for Athens centre and periphery, as
well as such values for all municipalities in the region. Map 20.1 provides a picture
of the built up areas in Athens region, whereas Maps 20.2, 20.3, 20.4, 20.5, 20.6,
20.7,20.8, 20.9, 20.10, 20.11, 20.12, 20.13, and 20.14 depict the spatial distribution
of each immigrant group (CDD is the unit of analysis). The darker the colour, the
higher the proportion of immigrants in the area is.

As can be seen from Table 20.3 (see also Map 20.2), Athens central area seems
to exert an attraction to the totality of immigrants that find residence in the Greek
capital. This verifies the previously reported trend of immigrants to concentrate in
the Athens inner-city (see Sect. 4 above). Out of the 12 nationalities that have been
examined, only three groups, Russians, Pakistani and Iraqis, seems to be
overshadowed by the native population in the city centre (negative D value).
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Map 20.10 Egyptians spatial distribution (Source: own elaboration [EKKE cartographic
platform])

Of the rest, the greatest clustering is exhibited by Bangladeshi (D is close to 0.4),
followed by Filipinos and Poles (both Ds are close to 0.2).

The Dissimilarity Indices on the second column of Table 20.3 make clear that
apart from central Athens, immigrants as a whole are over-represented (at a minor
degree) in 11 other municipalities. These are the areas of Ag loannis Rentis (0.002)
and Dafni (0.002) both neighbouring Athens centre at the south, Voula (0.002),
Vouliagmani (0.002) and Vari (0.001) which are on the south-east end of the city,
Kropia (0.002), Artemida (0.002), Nea Makri (0.002) and Marathonas (0.002)
which are on the east (the last three on the Aegean seaside), Ag Stefanos (0.002)
on the north and Aspropyrgos (0.002) on the west of the metropolitan region.

For those municipalities dominated by immigrants, the degree of segregation of
each immigrant group is as follows (see Table 20.3). In Ag. Ioannis Rentis seven



20 Immigrant Location Patterns in a Southern European Metropolis: The Case of. . . 493

i

Map 20.11 Iraqis spatial distribution (Source: own elaboration [EKKE cartographic platform])

out of the 12 nationalities are over-represented, with Pakistani (0.034), Iraqis
(0.008), Bangladeshi (0.006) and Egyptians (0.005) showing the highest segrega-
tion degree. Bangladeshi (0.020), Egyptians (0.011) and Pakistani (0.006) are also
over-represented in Piraeus. In Acharnes segregation is high for immigrants of
Russia (0.098), Pakistan (0.041), Romania (0.010) and Bangladesh (0.007),
whereas in Metamorfosi over-representation is evident only in Pakistani (0.012).
Filipinos, working primarily in domestic help, are found in excess in the high-class
areas of Kifisia (0.007), Vouliagmeni (0.004) and Voula (0.002).

Other municipalities with relative dominance of immigrants are Peristeri and
Aegaleo, both over-represented by Iraqis (Ds are 0.156 and 0.133 respectively). Of
all areas examined, those which provide residence to five and above immigrant
groups of high segregation are the following: Ag. Ioannis Rentis (seven groups),
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Map 20.12 Filipinos spatial distribution (Source: own elaboration [EKKE cartographic
platform])

Avlona (five), Voula (five), Tavros (five) and Psychiko (five). In contrast, those
municipalities where immigrants are under-represented (which means that natives
dominate) are: Ag. Paraskevi, Amarousio, Ampelakia, Argyroupoli, Vrilissia,
Vyronas, Galatsi, Gerakas, Glyka Nera, Ilioupoli, Iraklio, Melissia, Nea Smyrni,
Neo Psychiko, Papagos, Perama, Pefki and Xolargos.

The overall pattern of immigrant distribution is displayed in Map 20.2. As can
be seen immigrants as a whole are scattered all over the metropolitan region,
indicating low levels of isolation. High clustering is evident in city centre, though
it extends down to Piraeus through the neighbouring municipality of Ag. Ioannis
Rentis. In the periphery, clustering is observed in Aspropyrgos on the west, in the
areas of Metamorfosi, Acharnes and Kifisia on the north of the city, in Ag. Stefanos
further up, in Penteli and Anthousa on the city east and in Voula, Vouliagmani and
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Map 20.13 Bangladeshi spatial distribution (Source: own elaboration [EKKE cartographic
platform])

Vari on the city south-east. In addition, a considerable degree of immigrant
concentration is apparent in the east side of the region, across the Aegean seaside
(municipalities of Marathonas, Nea Makri, Rafina and Artemida).

Maps 20.3, 20.4, 20.5, 20.6, 20.7, 20.8, 20.9, 20.10, 20.11, 20.12, 20.13, and
20.14 provide a picture of the spatial distribution of each one of the immigrant
group examined. Albanians, comprising the 62 % of the immigrants as a whole,
deserve special attention. Observing the pattern of their distribution across the
region (Map 20.3), it becomes evident that they exhibit the greatest dispersion, as
compared to the other nationalities. They are over-represented in 28 municipalities
of the metropolis, with central Athens receiving the majority of these people (D is
0.166). Around the city centre, areas with relatively high percentage in Albanian
population are Dafni, Ag. Ioannis Rentis and Piraeus on the south, and Ag.
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Map 20.14 Syrians spatial distribution (Source: own elaboration [EKKE cartographic platform])

Anargyroi, Nea Ionia and Amarousio on the north. In the periphery, clustering is
evident in Aspropyrgos on the west, Metamorfosi, Kifisia, Acharnes and Ag.
Stefanos on the north, in Penteli and Anthousa on the east as well as in a number
of municipalities on the east seaside (Marathonas, Nea Makri, Rafina, Artemida and
Markopoulos).

Although immigrants as a whole are dispersed all over the metropolitan region,
the exposure/isolation pattern of each one of the nationalities under study differs.
Two groups can be identified: one of relative exposure and one of isolation. As
Maps 20.4, 20.5, 20.6, 20.7, 20.8, 20.9, 20.10, 20.11, 20.12, 20.13, and 20.14
indicate, people originating from Eastern European countries (Albania, Bulgaria,
Poland, Romania, Russia and Ukraine) seems to follow a pattern of relative
dispersion across the metropolitan region. In turn, those coming from North Africa
and Asia (Egypt, Syria, Iraq, Pakistan, Bangladesh and Philippines) appear to live
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Map 20.15 Albanians destinations (moved in at 1995) (Source: own elaboration [EKKE carto-
graphic platform])

in relative isolation. As discussed in Sect. 2, such behaviour is driven by cultural
and/or economic factors. Religion might be an important parameter here since in
five out of the six countries of the second group, i.e. Egypt, Syria, Iraq, Pakistan and
Bangladesh, the official creed is Islam, whereas the Greek official religion is
Christianity. As concerns Filipinos, the other nationality of the second group,
economic reasons might be of primary importance, since these people (who are
not in their majority Muslims) are employed largely in domestic help and reside
with the wealthy families that employ them in specific parts of the city (Psychico,
Ekali, Kifisia, Vouliagmeni).

As regards the clustering/evenness dimension, we observe eight nationalities
of immigrants to exhibit a similar pattern, which is described by both high
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Map 20.16 Albanians destinations (moved in at 2000) (Source: own elaboration [EKKE carto-
graphic platform])

concentration within the city centre (centralisation) and relatively lower
concentrations in other parts of the metropolitan region. In particular, apart from
central Athens, people originating from Poland and Bulgaria show a preference for
residence in municipalities at the east coast (Marathonas, Nea Makri, Rafina,
Artemida), Romanians in local concentrations in Ag. loannis Rentis and Acharnes,
whereas Ukrainians are deployed in Mosxato and Piraeus at the south and Filothei
and Psychiko at the north of the city centre, as well as in the adjacent areas of
Kifisia, Acharnes, Nea Erythraia and Ekali (see Maps 20.4, 20.6, 20.7 and 20.9
respectively).

Syrians and Egyptians (Maps 20.14 and 20.10 respectively) are quite centralised,
showing a preference for the inner-city and nearby municipalities at the south
(Dafni, Kallithea, Tavros, Ag loannis Rentis and Piraeus). So do Bangladeshi
(Map 20.13), who apart from the city centre, where their over-representation
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Map 20.17 East Europeans destinations (moved in at 1995) (Source: own elaboration [EKKE
cartographic platform])

(measured by D) is almost double as compared to those of other immigrants groups,
find residence in Ag Ioannis Rentis and Piraeus (southern at the city-centre), as well
as in the adjacent area of northern municipalities of Kamatero, Acharnes, Zefyrio
and Ano Liosia. In turn, Filipinos are seen to reside (Map 20.12) not only in central
Athens but also in the high-income areas of Filothei and Psychico at the north of the
city centre, Kifisia and Ekali further up, and Vouliagmeni at the south-east of the
city, where they are employed in the domestic help.

The rest three nationalities of immigrants, i.e. Iraqis, Pakistani and Russians
seems to follow a different location pattern, characterised by low centralisation. In
particular, the vast majority of Iraqis, which exhibit the most isolated and clustering
pattern of the three,® find home in the adjacent municipalities of Ag. Toannis Rendis,

8 This behaviour might be related to the fact that most Iraqis are in fact asylum-seekers and
refugees rather than economic immigrants. We thank the anonymous referee for bringing this point
to our attention.
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Map 20.18 East Europeans destinations (moved in at 2000) (Source: own elaboration [EKKE
cartographic platform])

Aegaleo and Peristeri located on the west of central Athens (Map 20.11). In turn,
Pakistani are deployed along a west-north corridor (across the Kifisou Avenue),
taking up residence in the municipalities of Ag. loannis Rendis, Aegaleo, Peristeri,
Ag. Anargyroi, Acharnes and Metamorfosi (Map 20.8). Finally, Russians, who in
their majority are repatriated Greek-ethnic Pontians, exhibit a highly exposure
pattern but with increased clustering in Acharnes and Ano Liosia (Map 20.5).
These are areas where land had been made available (at low cost) by the Greek
government aiming to assist Greek-Pontians’ residency and integration.

Apart from determining the current distribution of immigrants across Athens
metropolitan region, the study is also interested in its dynamics, which are reflected
on the mobility pattern of the immigrants. On these grounds, the rest of the paper
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Map 20.19 West Asians destinations (moved in at 1995) (Source: own elaboration [EKKE
cartographic platform])

looks at the changes in immigrant residential location took place in the years of
1995 and 2000, where data from the 2001 census are available. In particular,
Maps 20.15, 20.16, 20.17, 20.18, 20.19, 20.20, 20.21, 20.22, 20.23, 20.24, 20.25,
and 20.26 highlight those areas (at the CDD level) where immigrants have recently
moved in, or more precisely, the areas where immigrant reside during the 2001
census but they have moved in there either a year or 6 years ago (that is in 2000 or in
1995, respectively).

What becomes evident from the cartographic representations below
(Maps 20.15, 20.16, 20.17, 20.18, 20.19, 20.20, 20.21, 20.22, 20.23, and 20.24) is
a clear tendency of immigrants to decentralise, that is, to move out of the central
Athens and to take up residence in the peripheral municipalities of the city. This is
the case both in 1995 and in 2000 time points. This exodus, however, is not uniform
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Map 20.20 West Asians destinations (moved in at 2000) (Source: own elaboration [EKKE
cartographic platform])

either across time or across immigrant groups. As regards the former, the data
indicate the gradual increase of immigrants’ decentralisation over time. In particu-
lar, changes in residential location took place in 2000 constitute the 23 % of the
totality of movements occurred since 1995. This means that one out of four
immigrants who have changed area of residence within this 6 years time frame
she did so over the last year.

The second point raised highlights the fact that mobility is not the same for all
immigrant groups examined. In particular, people of East European countries, and
especially Albanians, exhibit a much higher mobility degree as compared to
Asians or Africans. Actually, about half (45 %) of the Albanians that live in
Athens have, within the examined period, moved houses from the central area to
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Map 20.21 Central-South Asians destinations (moved in at 1995) (Source: own elaboration
[EKKE cartographic platform])

municipalities in the periphery, whereas the respective figure for Asian or Africans
is below 10 %.

7 Conclusions

The current research has analysed the residential distribution of various immigrant
groups within Athens metropolitan region. In particular, it has determine both the
pattern of isolation, clustering and centralisation immigrants display and the degree
of segregation exhibited within specific areas, and assessed the dynamics of the
aforementioned configurations. Such analysis enables to shed light on the locational
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Map 20.22 Central-South Asians destinations (moved in at 2000) (Source: own elaboration
[EKKE cartographic platform])

preferences of various immigrant groups, on possible changes of these preferences
over time, and on the emerging form of their spatial arrangements.

Our findings indicate the preference of immigrants for central locations, where
accessibility is high, due to transport networks, and low-cost housing is available.
This trend has been also reported in other studies, such as Psimmenos (1995, 1998),
Baldwin-Edwards (2005) and Maloutas (2007), but the current research adds four
clarifications on the issue.

First, the emerging pattern of immigrants’ residential location is described as
one of increasing exposure and decentralisation. This is principally attributable to
the locational behaviour of Eastern Europeans, and particularly of Albanians,’
which is characterised by relative dispersion on the one hand, and increasing

Note that Eastern Europeans comprise more than 78 % of the totality of immigrants, with
Albanians being the 62 %.
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Map 20.23 South-East Asians destinations (moved in at 1995) (Source: own elaboration [EKKE
cartographic platform])

mobility from central areas to the peripheral locations on the other. Along these
lines it is of interest to note that an important role to the aforementioned distribution
is played by Russians, which is the third, in terms of size, group of immigrants,
exhibiting a highly exposure pattern with relative clustering in away-from-the-
centre northern municipalities of the metropolis.

Second, the locational pattern and dynamics are not uniform to all groups of
immigrants. Whereas Eastern Europeans (with possible exception this of Poles)
show signs of dispersion, and perhaps integration with the local population, those
who are coming from Asia and Africa are seen to exhibit a rather seclusive
behaviour and a pattern of location characterised by relative isolation and low
mobility. Given the present small size of the latter groups it can be argued that no
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Map 20.24 South-East Asians destinations (moved in at 2000) (Source: own elaboration [EKKE
cartographic platform])

specific ethnic ghettos are under formation, though there are no guarantees that this
will be the case in the future.

Third, although economic factors are significant determinants of immigrants’
locational decisions, it seems that cultural reasons play a key role too, especially
for specific immigrant groups. Thus, for instance, one can easily attribute the
initial location of newcomers from Philippines within the wealthy neighbourhoods
of Ekali, Vouliagmeni, Psychico and Kifisia, to pure economic reasons, as these
people were primarily employed in the domestic help of the high-income families
residing in those areas. However, there are difficulties in explaining why people
remained there, once the community increased its size with the arrival of further
Filipinos, without reference to cultural reasons. Similarly, the initial location of
Russian-Pontians in Acharnes may be due to economic reasons, and in particular
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Map 20.25 North Africans destinations (moved in at 1995) (Source: own elaboration [EKKE
cartographic platform])

to the policies of low-cost housing put forth by the Greek government over the
1990s, but the further enlargement of the community within the same area should
be seen as a side-effect of the close-knit ethnic networks of support developed in
the area.

Finally, it becomes evident that we know relatively little of the processes and
factors determining the intra-urban locational decisions of immigrants. Perhaps this
may be due to the too-short experience Greece has on the issue, and perhaps it might
be necessary for patterns to establish before we could be able to draw firm
conclusion on the subject. At the moment we can argue that both economic and
cultural features affect the locational choices of immigrants, but further research
needs to be put forward in order to shed light on these matters, investigating in more
detail the specific qualities (which might be related to the housing stock, labour
opportunities, local institutions, immigrants’ nationality, religion, family structure,
etc.) that define the locational behaviour of these people.
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Map 20.26 North Africans destinations (moved in at 2000) (Source: own elaboration [EKKE
cartographic platform])
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