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Abstract

Purpose — This paper empirically explores the spatial distribution of the four major South Asian communities in
Italian municipalities between 2004 and 2014 and identifies the key determinants of these patterns.
Design/methodology/approach — SAP’s (South Asian People) location patterns are investigated through a
large and varied set of explanatory variables. Employing a settlement model and the inflow approach, we
disentangle the impact of conventional pull factors and the network effect.

Findings — We observe how SAP in Italy are concentrated in some specific locations, away from the natives.
This decentralised clustered distribution results from a mix of contextual pull factors and ethnic networks with a
strong local character. However, national communities exhibit striking differences in location patterns,
determined by different pull factors. We found evidence of the overall persistence of drivers over time, which
generated substantial inertia in the settlement patterns of SAP national groups over the 2008 crisis.

Practical implications — We stressed how SAP have different settlement patterns and drivers, so they cannot be
treated as a unicum. They call for place-based policies tailored to the specific needs of individual communities.
Originality/value — We examine the relevant but under-researched SAP diaspora in Italy by comparing the
Indian, Pakistani, Bangladeshi and Sri Lankan location models across all the Italian municipalities and checking
if and how their spatial distribution changed over the 2008 crisis.
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1. Introduction

The spread of international migration is one of the most salient social and political issues in a
growing number of OECD regions facing self-reinforcing demographic shrinkage and
population ageing (Hugo and Morén-Alegret, 2008). Policymakers and academics debate the
opportunities and challenges posed by this unprecedented mass migration, particularly about
the ability to replace the working-age population, whose loss threatens the viability of health,
welfare and production systems (Strozza et al., 2016; Livi Bacci, 2018).

Some scholars argue that international migration enhances economic growth, productivity
(Michelangeli et al., 2019), innovation (Poot, 2008) and entrepreneurship (Livi Bacci, 2018);
it fills in for labour shortages in agriculture, construction, manufacturing and tourism sectors
and provides care/domestic services (Mingione, 2009). Migrants also reduce territorial
imbalances and keep basic services such as schools, hospitals and childcare facilities afloat in
sparsely populated areas (Hugo and Morén-Alegret, 2008).
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Another stream of thought is more sceptical about the long-term replacement effect of
immigration. In this perspective, foreigners represent only a temporary and unstable presence
(Bayona-i-Carrasco and Gil-Alonso, 2012) that increases the existing territorial imbalances
because of their propensity to locate in urban settings or dynamic labour markets (Martin
Martin and Jiménez Aguilera, 2017). Moreover, immigrants fuel social resentment among the
poorer segment of the native population, which perceives them as competitors both in the
labour market (Kim, 2020) and in access to public assistance (Jakubiak, 2019). It also
perpetuates obsolete industries, based on low-skilled, low-salaries jobs, delaying their
restructuring toward more efficient models (Garzon, 2015). Finally, foreigners belonging to
culturally distant communities are a source of concern about social and cultural cohesion
(Simpson et al., 2008), especially if concentrated in few settlements (Brezzi et al., 2010).

Such debate cannot ignore the increasing complexity of contemporary migration as
compared to earlier waves (McAreavey and Argent, 2018). Some scholars emphasize the
superdiversity (Vertovec, 2007) of current migratory flows, which are fragmented in a wide
range of countries of origin and have spread out to new destinations, as Southern Europe
(King, 2002), small towns (Garzén, 2015) and rural areas (Hugo and Morén-Alegret, 2008).
The re-routing of migratory flows even beyond traditional urban gateways poses
unprecedented challenges to local communities (McAreavey and Argent, 2018). Further
complexity stems from recent shocks such as the 2008 economic crisis, which impacted
foreigners particularly hard compared to natives (Colombo and Dalla-Zuanna, 2019),
therefore changing the location patterns of some migrant communities (Kahanec and
Guzi, 2017).

The spatial distribution of foreigners has therefore become a relevant research issue, which
encompasses new destinations and migrant origins, and strongly influences their integration
process in the host country (Lichter et al., 2020). Migrants’ location is determined by the
interplay between local characteristics (Maza et al., 2013), and network effects exerted by the
already-settled immigrants (Brezzi et al., 2010; Beine et al., 2011).

In this perspective, South Asian People (SAP) in Italy represent an intriguing case study, as
they emphasize the benefits and drawbacks of immigration. They are generally considered
hardworking, with strong entrepreneurial attitudes but scarcely integrated with the natives
because of their concentrated settlement (Garha et al., 2016), the greater cultural barriers and
the political mistrust after the events of 9/11 and the refugee crises (Hangartner et al., 2019).

On the other hand, Italy represents a meaningful field of study due to the large territorial
imbalances, the polycentric settlements and the high aging population (Livi Bacci, 2018)
which strongly pose the issue of replacement migration. It is the second destination in Europe
after the UK for all the major SAP national groups, which are Indians, Sri Lankans,
Bangladeshis and Pakistanis. Their size has strongly increased since 2000 and has persisted
even after the 2008 crisis which asymmetrically affected some migrant groups (Venturini and
Villosio, 2018). Besides, the lack of cultural, colonial, religious, linguistic ties or geographical
proximity between Italy and South Asia allow to better conceptualise the role of local pull
factors and ethnic networks in the location choices of migrants.

Nevertheless, SAP in Italy are quite neglected in economic literature. Analyses generally
focus on sociological features as religion, identity, gender and family relationships. Little is
said about the spatial distribution, and above all, comparative works between the national
groups are missing.

The paper has three main purposes. First, we compared the spatial distribution of the four
major SAP communities in Italian municipalities between 2004 and 2014. Then, we
investigated the key drivers of settlement choices of SAP in Italy, distinguishing between a set
of pull factors and network chains. Finally, we checked if the settlement pattern has changed
over time, before and after the economic crisis.

Our paper seems to bring some novelties to the literature on migrant location. Firstly, we
provided new insights on the relevant but under-researched issue of the SAP diaspora in
Southern Europe. Secondly, we took a holistic approach to address the spatial, ethnic and
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temporal complexity of contemporary migratory settlements. We discussed Indian, Pakistani,
Bangladeshi and Sri Lanka location models separately, identifying the key factors behind their
settlement patterns. Thirdly, we expanded our analysis at a fine spatial scale, for all the Italian
municipalities, to grasp the physical, functional and cultural interdependencies between rural
and urban areas. Fourthly, we checked if and how the SAP spatial distribution changed over the
2008 crisis. Finally, the SAP location patterns are compared through a set of different indexes.
We also incorporated a rich set of explanatory variables, from various disciplinary fields, and
addressed the issue of spatial dependence, often overlooked in migration studies (Maza
etal., 2013).

The rest of the paper is structured as follows: Section 2 introduces the main characteristics
and the role of SAP diaspora in Italy; Section 3 starts the empirical analysis using indices of
SAP location and segregation in Italy; Section 4 explores the factors driving the location of SAP
in Italy through econometric models; Section 5 comments empirical findings and concludes.

2. South Asian People (SAP) in Italy

2.1 South Asian diaspora

The acronym SAP commonly refers to people originating from the Indian subcontinent. Most
studies focus on the largest national groups which are Indians, Pakistanis, Bangladeshis and
Sri Lankans. Similarities stem from their belonging to the British Empire until 1947, when
Pakistan became independent, while Bangladesh emerged as a sovereign state in 1971.
Besides their historical roots, SAP share the affiliation with transnational networks, which is
enforced through remittances, social norms and cultural practices. The presence of a collective
identity and ongoing ties with the country of origin is a distinctive feature of a diaspora
(Constant and Zimmermann, 2016; Epstein and Heizler, 2016).

However, the term “South Asians” also promotes a misleading sense of homogeneity
among communities sharing some social structures but with substantially different settlements
and economic profiles (Peach, 2006).

The increasing polarization between social and economic integration (Peach, 2006) makes
SAP a paradigmatic example of the challenges and opportunities of immigration. They
combine a high employment rate, due to their hard-working and entrepreneurial attitude, with a
huge risk of segregation in low-skilled occupational niches and in poor, unsafe and unqualified
jobs (Fellini, 2018). SAP low integration in the host society is attributed to the more distinct
and visible ethnicities, a closed and traditional social structure, settlement concentration and
higher residential segregation compared to other foreigners (Garha et al., 2016).

2.2 SAP in Italy
Up till the 1970s, SAP were mainly headed to the United Kingdom, then the tightening of
immigration policies reduced the entry opportunities and legal residence (Peach, 2006). As a
result, growing flows of undocumented SAP have shifted across Europe. They have turned to
Italy since the 1990s (Abenante, 2017) and have had a dramatic increase in the following
decades [1]. According to ISTAT (Italian National Statistics Institute), the number of SAP in
Italy has multiplied by almost seven times in the last 21 years, passing from 86 thousand
residents in the 2002 to 595 thousand in the 2023. This marked growth involves all four major
citizenships (Figure 1). SAP increased especially between 2002 and 2009, due to both new
arrivals from abroad and to the regularisation of undocumented migrants who were already
present in Italy. This steady growth slowed down but did not stop in the post-crisis period,
unlike the total number of foreigners (Table 1). This is noteworthy evidence, especially if we
consider the increase in Italian citizenship acquisitions.

Italy became a popular destination for SAP because it provided a “back door entrance” in
Europe due to its flexible migration policy, lax entry controls and the periodic regularisation
drives (Colombo and Dalla-Zuanna, 2019).
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Figure 1. South Asian People resident in Italy by citizenship, 2002-2023

Table 1. Average growth rates of SAP groups and other migrants

2002-2008 (%) 2009-2014 (%) 2015-2023 (%)
Indians 19.5 9.1 2.3
Bangladeshis 235 11.1 6.2
Pakistanis 21.2 9.9 5.4
Sri Lankans 13.5 8.2 2.1
Other immigrants (no SAP) 15.2 7.1 0.5
Other immigrants (no SAP — no EU) 13.0 6.6 0.5

Source(s): Authors’ elaboration on ISTAT data (https://demo.istat.it)

At present, Italy hosts the largest numbers of Indians (Garha, 2020), Pakistanis (Abenante,
2017), Bangladeshis (Morad and Sacchetto, 2020) and Sri Lankans (Benassi et al., 2023) in
continental Europe. These main SAP national groups in Italy share similarities in the size of the
population (Figure 1), the arrival time, the fast increase of the flows, the young age range and a
male-oriented gender ratio [2], except for Sri Lankans, who are more gender-balanced
(Benassi et al., 2023). SAP in Italy also share a poor level of education (Abenante, 2017), large
remittances to the homeland, confirming their strong transnational ties (Morad and Sacchetto,
2020), the settlement concentration, the segregation from natives (Benassi et al., 2023) and the
fragmented integration in the host society, limited to the economic sphere (Garha, 2020).

However, both the settlement models and employment structure considerably differ
between the groups examined. Pakistanis are predominantly employed in industry and
commerce, while Bangladeshis work in the hospitality and commercial sectors (Morad and
Sacchetto, 2020). Both communities have high propensity to self-employment whereas they
are not involved in elderly care and domestic services, which especially represents the main
occupation for Sri Lankans (Benassi et al., 2023). Indians work in industry, in the services and
in agriculture (Lum, 2012).

Despite its relevance, the SAP settlement in Italy has been poorly studied so far, and no one
deals with this issue by means of a comparative perspective between the different countries of
origin, unlike the UK (Peach, 2006) or Spain (Garha et al., 2016). Current studies focus on a
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single national group, as Indians (Garha, 2020), Sri Lankans (Benassi et al., 2023),
Bangladeshis (Morad and Sacchetto, 2020) and Pakistanis (Abenante, 2017), or some selected
Asian communities (Conti et al., 2023).

In addition, foreign settlement is mainly examined at national or regional levels, whereas
the municipal scale has so far been explored through individual case studies, which provide
detailed but fragmentary insights on few contexts, generally urban areas (Strozza et al., 2016;
Benassi et al., 2023). Systematic and detailed comparative analyses of settlement patterns of
national groups over time are still remarkably absent in literature.

3. Concentration and location of SAP in Italy

In order to implement the empirical analysis, we collected data for the 8.091 Italian
municipalities at 2011, which is our reference time. The municipal scale was preferred for data
availability and because it is the smallest political unit with administrative power. Since
samples change over time, due to municipal splitting or amalgamation, the population data
were reclassified at the municipal boundaries relating to the year 2011. Variables on the
geographical characteristics of the municipalities and their belonging to economic districts
were also derived from the municipality classification of 2011 [3].

The analysis concerns two specific years: 2004 to 2014. This period is over the 2008 crisis
and encompasses the rise, maturation and relocation of SAP communities in Italy (Figure 1).
The years 2004 and 2014 are chosen based on data availability (and proximity to census
surveys of 2001 and 2011, which provide exhaustive socioeconomic information at a small
scale [4]. At the time of writing, detailed data for the 2021 census are not yet available.

The first part of the analysis concerns the computation and reading of spatial distribution
indices. The Location Quotient helps to analyse the concentration of a specific ethnic group in
each municipality (Brown and Chung, 2006):

Xi

__ pop;

LQxﬁi - X
POP

where x; represents the number of individuals belonging to an ethnic group x in the
municipality i, while pop; is the population of municipality i, X is the number of individuals
belonging to the ethnic group at national level and POP is the national population. The higher
the index value, the higher the concentration of the community under analysis. However, this
index suffers from the fact that some municipalities attract more migrants than others in
general.

Hence, we also compute a standard Balassa Index:

Xi
_ X
B ALXJ T imm;

MM

where imm; is the number of immigrants in municipality i and IMM is the number of
immigrants at national level. Unlike the previous one, this index assesses the “specialization”
of municipalities in “attracting” the ethnic groups of interest.

The maps in Figures 2—7 in Appendix show these indices for migrants in general, for all
SAP, and finally for each SAP national group. In the six figures, the colour gradations for the
values of each of the three measures (Percentage on population, Location Quotient, Balassa
Index) are kept constant to facilitate the reading of the data.

In summary, the maps show that the SAP are a small part of the foreigners present in Italy;
however, their share has increased over time. We also note that individual SAP groups are
highly localized in certain municipalities (much more than other migrants in general).
However, different national groups follow different settlement patterns, reason why analysing
SAP as if they were a unicum would be misleading.



In order to corroborate these first impressions, we then calculate other indices. The
Dissimilarity Index is a measure of the evenness with which two groups are distributed across
some geographic areas. A group is evenly distributed when each spatial unit has the same
percentage of group members as the total population (Brown and Chung, 2006).

1 N

Dl =5 >

i=1

Xi Vi

X Y

where x; and y; represent the number of individuals in each municipality i belonging to ethnic
groups x and y, while X and Y represent their totals in Italy.

The Segregation Index is a particular specification of the Dissimilarity index, but with
reference to the whole population, thus it measures how unevenly the population of an ethnic
group is distributed in relation to the total population:

1 N

The results shown in Tables 2 and 3 suggest that SAP follow very different settlement patterns
compared to both Italians and the whole migrant population. Moreover, each SAP community
is concentrated in different cities. Hence, SAP are quite segregated. This dissimilarity persists
over time, highlighting a substantial inertia in the settlement patterns (Conti et al., 2023). The
location has not changed despite the 2008 crisis; this is a quite different result compared to
other proveniences and migrants in general (Kahanec and Guzi, 2017).

X;  pop;
X POP

Table 2. Dissimilarity index

Ttalians Indians Pakistanis Bangladeshis Sri Lankans
Indians 2004: 0.66
2014: 0.62
Pakistanis 2004: 0.75 2004: 0.71
2014: 0.68 2014: 0.67
Bangladeshis 2004: 0.72 2004: 0.74 2004: 0.71
2014: 0.66 2014:0.73 2014: 0.71
Sri Lankans 2004: 0.66 2004: 0.76 2004: 0.76 2004: 0.63
2014: 0.66 2014: 0.75 2014: 0.75 2014: 0.64
Migrants 2004: 0.30 2004: 0.59 2004: 0.70 2004: 0.63 2004: 0.58
2014:0.28 2014: 0.55 2014: 0.63 2014: 0.57 2014: 0.58

Note(s): 0 = the two groups are in the same municipalities, 1 = the two groups are in different municipalities
Source(s): Authors’ elaboration on ISTAT data (https://demo.istat.it)

Table 3. Segregation index

2004 2014
All Migrants 0.29 0.26
Indians 0.65 0.61
Pakistanis 0.75 0.67
Bangladeshis 0.72 0.65
Sri Lankans 0.66 0.65

Note(s): 0 = low segregation, 1 = high segregation
Source(s): Authors’ elaboration on ISTAT data (https://demo.istat.it)
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4. Econometric models: drivers of settlement choices
4.1 Econometric models
The second target of the paper is to analyse the factors driving the settlement of SAP. The
evidence provided in the previous section suggests that treating SAP as a unicum would be
misleading, hence the analysis will be carried out separately for the four main communities.
Based on the reference literature, we use two approaches: the Settlement approach allows to
explore the role of pull factors whereas the Inflows approach aims to investigate the role of the
network chain. The analyses will be carried out for two years (2004 and 2014) to check
whether the location factors have changed over time.
The Settlement approach follows Maza et al. (2013) [5], in which the percentage of
residents of an ethnic group in the population depends on a set of local characteristics:

C
Yi=a+u+r+ Y 0 X+

c=1

+p- ZW,'J"Y]'-FV,'
j=1

j=

n
124 =1 E W,'J"I/j‘i’éi
J=1

where:

(1) Y; is the share of the ethnic group under analysis over the total population in
municipality i.

(2) p;,7; are the regional and province fixed effects of the municipality i, respectively.

(3) 0Oisthe vector of the C regressors, which are municipality features. Some regressors are
time invariant (class of municipality, regional capital, provincial capital, coastal,
mountain, district specialisation), others vary over time. Regarding the latter, the
regressors used for the analysis in which the dependent variable is relative to 2004 were
those from 2001 and for the analysis in which the dependent variable is relative to 2014
those from 2011. As disclosed, this is due to data availability.

(4) Finally, p is the spatial correlation of the dependent variable, and A the spatial
correlation of the errors. By estimating these parameters, we further check the
robustness of the results with respect to potential spatial autocorrelation biases. In
particular, the models without p e A are normal regressions; models with p # 0 and
A = 0are SAR (Spatial Autoregressive model); models with p #0 and 4 # 0 are SAC
(Spatial Autoregressive Combined model); w; ; is the “weight” between municipality i
and j, where the weight is the inverse of the distance between the two municipalities
(Darmofal, 2015)

The set of plausible explanatory variables (X{) can be divided into several blocks:
demographic variables, which include population density (Garzén, 2015), elderly
dependency ratio (Colombo and Dalla-Zuanna, 2019), masculinity ratio and average
household size; economic variables, which consist of the activity rate, the unemployment
rate (Maza et al., 2013), families in economic distress, the economic district specialization
(Martin Martin and Jiménez Aguilera, 2017), the employment share in agriculture, industry
and services (Mingione, 2009), and the percentage of employment in different skill levels;
among the social variables we consider education (Beine et al., 2011) and housing
characteristics (Strozza et al., 2016); while the locational factors include province or region



capital (Garzon, 2015), coastal or mountain municipalities (Vinuela et al., 2019), centrality or
peripherality of the municipality (Royuela, 2015) and public transport usage.

To assess the role of network chains (i.e. the tendency of migrants to choose municipalities
where individuals of the same group are already present), we will also estimate models based on
an Inflows approach. For this specification, we follow Brezzi et al. (2010), in which the
variation of the presence of an ethnic group is linked to a series of contextual characteristics and,
where possible, we consider the variation over time for the regressors. “More robust inference
of the effect of location characteristics on inflows could be obtained by studying how changes in
levels of inflows are affected by changes in regional characteristics” (Brezzi et al., 2010, p. 10).
We use the changes of the independent variables, apart from time invariant characters.

In this case, the model can be written as follows:

where:

(M

@
3)

4

©)

F C
AS; =+ +m+ Y o X+ g, AX+

7= =1

+p ZW,‘J'ASj"‘V,‘

Jj=1

n
V=) wiyyte
=

AS; is the inflows of the ethnic group under analysis in the municipality i, between
2004 and 2014;

¢; and 7, are the regional and province fixed effects of the municipality i, respectively;

w is the vector of the F regressors (municipality features) that do not vary over time.
Among these regressors, we also consider, in some model specifications, the share of
Indians, Pakistanis, Bangladeshis, Sri Lankans and other migrants among the
population of municipality i at the beginning of the period (i.e. in 2004) because,
following Brezzi et al. (2010), these initial quotas are the variables that capture the
chain effect;

@ is the vector of the C regressors (municipal features) varying over time (for the same
reasons highlighted above, in this case, the variation is between 2001 and 2011).
Obviously, caution is needed in interpreting the relationship between a change that
occurred between 2001 and 2011 (varying regressors) and one that occurred between
2004 and 2014 (dependent variable). Nevertheless, what we are interested in analysing
here is the “chain” effect while the other regressors should be considered more as
“controls”. In fact, we will not comment on their results.

Finally, p is the spatial correlation of the dependent variable, and A the spatial
correlation of the errors, as in the Settlement approach.

More precisely, the dependent variable (AS;) is defined by the inflows of migrants of a given
ethnic group between 2004 and 2014 in the municipality i, relative to the total population of the
municipality i in 2004, for example:

indians; yo14 — indians; so4

Aindians; = -
population; sy,
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It is useful to specify that the second model (Inflow approach) is not a “in first differences”
version of the first model (Settlement approach). These are two distinct approaches, both
found in literature: the first focuses on a level-based analysis and the second centres on an
analysis of recent flows. From an interpretative standpoint, the first approach (Settlement)
better captures long-term dynamics, while the second one (Inflows) focuses on short-term
aspects in the time frame in which the variation in the population under analysis is studied.

From a technical point of view, our approach only allows us to analyse possible correlations
whereas, in theory, it does not allow us to say anything about the presence of causality and,
possibly, its direction. The limited municipal data would not allow the implementation of more
advanced methodologies such as dynamic panel models or instrumental variables (in our
specification we already use almost all the variables available at the municipal level).
However, our approach is consistent with what is usually done in the literature concerning the
issue of endogeneity and causality (Brezzi et al., 2010; Melguizo and Royuela, 2020). In the
presence of a correlation, it is much more logical to think that the characteristics of
municipalities attract certain migrants rather than to assume that the presence of those migrants
may influence the overall social and economic characteristics of a municipality, especially
with regards to the quite small SAP communities. The Inflow approach still includes some
aspects of dynamics as it considers the variation of the dependent variable, the variation of
some regressors and the lagged value of other regressors.

Moreover, with the Settlement approach many regressors are time-invariant and exogenous
by definition (province capital, region capital, coastal and mountain character, degree of
centre-periphery of the municipality, district economic specialization) and the others are
lagged (2001 for 2004 analysis and 2011 for the 2014 analysis) due owing to the availability
of data.

Tables A1 and A2 in Appendix A show summary statistics for the 8,091 municipalities
included in the sample. From these tables, it is also possible to know the regressors included in

the analysis in detail (X¢ for the Settlement approach, X; and X{ for the Inflow approach).

4.2 Summary of results — settlement approach
Detailed findings for the four communities are shown in Appendix B (Tables B1-B4). Table 4
provides a summary of the results, to facilitate their uniform reading and interpretation.

The analysis following the Settlement approach provides coherent results with those
emerging from Section 4. Each SAP group shows different settlement factors. The only
common feature is that SAP generally avoid mountain areas.

For Bangladeshis and Sri Lankans, what emerges is an urban model (they show a positive
and significant correlation with capitals and population density), but with relevant differences.
Sri Lankans locate in post-industrial cities, characterized by higher activity rates, public
transport usage, less buildings in poor condition, more trade services, belonging to paper and
printing districts. Such cities (i.e. Napoli, Milano, Verona, Firenze, Messina, Napoli and small
municipalities in the surroundings) demand both medium-high skilled and low-level
professions, and deputies to manual jobs. Bangladeshis prefer coastal, crowded, old
industrial cities, with low average house areas, specialized in both traditional (leather and
footwear) and chemical industries and with a higher share of employment in professions
requiring a low level of competence. Among them, we note Bologna, Venezia and Jesolo,
Ancona, Porto Recanati and Palermo.

The lack of correlation with regional capital or population density highlights that Indians
settle outside of cities, often in rural areas characterized by higher average households and
house size, higher masculinity ratio, lack of public transport and lower activity rate. In 2004,
Indians chose to settle in industrial districts or municipalities with employment in agriculture
while in 2014 the latter variable became not significant. Indians are the only SAP located in
areas specialized in metallurgy, home goods or food industries such as the Parmesan cheese
production in Viadana and Suzzara or Latina’s greenhouses in Anzio and Sabaudia.



Table 4. Summary of settlement approach results

Settlement approach (2004)

Indians  Pakistanis

Bangladeshis

Sri
Lankans

Settlement approach (2014)

Indians

Pakistanis  Bangladeshis

Sri
Lankans

Regional capital

Province capital

A — Central pole omitted omitted
B — Intercommunal pole

C — City belt

D — Intermediate -
E — Periphery -
F — Ultra-periphery -
Coastal municipality +
Mountain municipality -
Population density

Elderly dependency ratio

Masculinity ratio +

Average household size

Average house area +

Potential use of housing

Incidence of buildings in poor condition

Ratio of educated (upper secondary or tertiary) to uneducated

(lower secondary) adults

Incidence of families in economic distress

Public transport usage

Activity rate

Unemployment rate

Economic district specialization: none omitted omitted
Economic district specialization: home goods +
Economic district specialization: jewellery, musical instruments, —

etc.

omitted

+

omitted

+
omitted

+

omitted

omitted

+

+++

omitted
+

+

omitted omitted

+ 14

+

omitted omitted

+

omitted

J’_
+

omitted

(continued)
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Table 4. Continued
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0T‘9%
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Settlement approach (2004)

Indians  Pakistanis

Bangladeshis

Sri
Lankans

Settlement approach (2014)

Indians

Pakistanis

Bangladeshis

Sri
Lankans

Economic district specialization: chemical, petrochemical, rubber

and plastics industry

Economic district specialization
Economic district specialization
Economic district specialization
Economic district specialization
Economic district specialization
Economic district specialization

: machines

: metallurgical

: food

: paper and printing

: leather and footwear
: textiles and clothing

% Employment in manufacturing

% Employment in agriculture

% Employment in services (no trade)

% Employment in trade services

% Employment in medium-skilled professions

% Employment in medium-high skilled professions
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Pakistanis prefer traditional industrial districts, located in medium towns, not rural
(positive relation with population density) or urban settings (negative relation with
masculinity ratio). The labour market is fully pivoted on manufacture, especially in the
traditional or mechanical sectors in Brescia, Gallarate, Prato, Carpi, Novi di Modena and
Corridonia. They locate in industrial districts with cheap housing, established ethnic networks,
job opportunities in sectors with low linguistic, educational or financial barriers to entry.

Finally, the parameters related to the spatial correlation of the dependent variable and/or
errors are always insignificant. This result aligns with the tendency of individual SAP
communities to be concentrated in a few specific municipalities, which are not necessarily in
close geographical proximity. Hence the dependent variable (presence of the ethnic group
under analysis in neighbouring municipalities) and the error term (which generally captures
what is not explained by the model’s regressors) exhibit no spatial correlation. This
interpretation is also suggested by the indices and maps already presented, which reveal both a
considerable dispersion of the four communities across the country and a concentration in
specific municipalities.

The non-significance of the spatial correlation parameters results in highly similar values of
the regressor parameters in models that include them or not. The standard errors, on the other
hand, are slightly different in some cases. This may be due to the fact that some of the
regressors still have a “spatial” dimension, i.e. they are linked with the geographical location of
the municipalities. The spatial correlation parameters could therefore capture shared
characteristics among some regressors, thereby influencing their standard errors and
significance. This reading seems to be confirmed by the fact that in our results often
(though not always) the regressors that see the greatest increase in standard errors are those
relating to the peripheral or central condition of the municipality, whereas this is more rarely
the case, for example, for regressors relating to sectoral employment characteristics.

4.3 Summary of results — the inflow approach

Tables C1-C4 in Appendix C show detailed results for the Inflow approach Analysis. Table 5
presents only the results for the “chain” (correlation between inflows of a certain ethnic group
and the presence of the various ethnic groups at the beginning of the period) because our model
has some shortcomings due to the data availability: while the variation of the dependent
variable is relative to the period 2004-2014, the variation of the dependent variables “time
variant” can only be relative to the period 2001-2011, raising problems of interpretation.
While it makes sense in the Settlement approach to consider regressor values relative to 2001
(2011) for a dependent variable of 2004 (2014), it makes less sense to regress a 2004-2014
variation on the 2001-2011 variations. We think, however, that these time variant variables can
still be good “controls”. As already mentioned in the presentation of the two models, the
Settlement approach is more effective in capturing long-term dynamics (which are the primary
focus of our analysis). In the Inflow approach, however, the interpretation of the parameters is

Table 5. Summary of inflow approach results (only “chain” variables)

Inflows approach (2004-2014)
Var dip: A ethnic group/pop 2004

Indians Pakistanis Bangladeshis Sri Lankans
Other immigrants/municipality pop (2004) + +
Indians/municipality pop (2004) —+ + -
Pakistanis/municipality pop (2004) +
Bangladeshis/municipality pop (2004) + +
Sri Lankans/municipality pop (2004) + + +

Source(s): Authors’ elaboration on ISTAT data (https://demo.istat.it)
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more complex as the variable “share of migrants already present” tends to encapsulated many
of the effects linked to the characteristics of the municipality that attract the ethnic group under
study. For all these reasons (and in the interest of article length) we limit our commentary to the
regressors related to the “chain” (although others do not appear to contradict the results of the
settlement approach either).

The Inflow approach shows the role of chain networks for all the four SAP groups. Indians
and Sri Lankans have the tendency to locate close other migrants already present, thus
reducing segregation. Pakistanis and Bangladeshis show a specific settlement model and the
segregation from main migratory flows. We therefore confirm that the existing diaspora
strongly attracts SAP, by providing them with basic information, employment, financial,
linguistic and psychological assistance (Ukrayinchuk and Jayet, 2011; Beine, 2016).

The differences between the models with and without the spatial correlation parameters
reflect the same observations discussed in relation to the Settlement approach.

4.4 Comments and discussion

SAP in Italy are more concentrated in some specific locations fairly distant form the natives
(Garha, 2020). This settlement model reminds of the decentralised clustered distribution of the
Chinese communities (Brown and Chung, 2006), which results from a mix of contextual pull
factors and ethnic networks with a strong local character (Ukrayinchuk and Jayet, 2011).
Among the former, the local economic specialization is a main pull factor for SAP (Benassi
et al., 2023), who often filled the dramatic shortage of manual jobs nowadays unattractive for
natives (Colombo and Dalla-Zuanna, 2019). SAP’s concentrated settlement is also a result of
their wide cultural, geographical, religious and lifestyle distance from Italy.

However, the national communities exhibit striking differences in the location patterns,
which are determined by different pull factors. Pakistanis move towards industrial districts
(especially in some sectors such as leather and textiles), Indians also spread in rural areas,
Bangladeshis settle in several “Banglatowns” usually close to major North Eastern industrial
centres (Morad and Sacchetto, 2020) and Sri Lankans locate in the cities, even in the Southern
regions.

In short, we found two settlement patterns: an urban model, split in a post-industrial (Sri
Lankans) or old industrial (Bangladeshis) cities; and an industrial districts model, in medium
towns (Pakistanis) or rural areas (Indians). Urban gateways have a powerful attraction over the
newcomers, especially those involved in domestic services or commercial activities, because of
more opportunities arising in the cities (Royuela, 2015). However, a noteworthy feature of the
Italian case is the strong SAP presence in industrial districts, where they provide a cheap and
efficient workforce or create ethnic firms ancillary to the local companies. Rather than outsourcing
to low labour-cost countries, they play a key role in the onsite outsourcing strategy within the
industrial districts, keeping their competitiveness on the global markets (Mingione, 2009).

We found evidence of the overall persistence of drivers over time, which generates stable
location patterns (Ukrayinchuk and Jayet, 2011). The economic crisis seems not to have
affected the geographical distribution of SAP national groups (Garha, 2020). The stability of
spatial distribution is related to the rising role of chain networks, feed from family reunions and
the persistent specialization in some occupational niches. Despite the concerns about possible
competition between immigrant and local workers (Mingione, 2009), the labour market
remained highly segmented even in the post-crisis period (Venturini and Villosio, 2018). Many
foreign workers reacted to the higher unemployment risk by moving into different jobs and
places (Kahanec and Guzi, 2017). On the contrary, the SAP were less penalized during the
Great Recession: the specialization in some low-paid, labour-intensive jobs complementary to
the natives (dairy activities for Indians, textile and leather for Pakistanis) intensified settlement
concentration but also social segregation. High-skilled natives have a favourable attitude
toward low-skilled SAP, but just in the economic sphere (Kim, 2020). In Italy, the crisis has
thus reinforced the “low unemployment risk-no access to skilled jobs” pattern and settlement



segregation (Fellini, 2018). Our findings are consistent with some recent evidence, according
to which the Asian immigrants have shown falling unemployment and low inter-sectoral
mobility during the Great Recession (Kahanec and Guzi, 2017).

The substantial inertia in the settlement pattern of SAP communities is also due to the high
natural growth of young and prolific communities (Simpson et al., 2008) as well as the new
arrivals, driven by the ethnic network and family reunion (Garha, 2020), less sensitive to the
economic climate (Ukrayinchuk and Jayet, 2011). The presence of an existing diaspora plays a
major role in shaping the SAP employment profile, spatial distribution and everyday life,
where many key choices are a family, rather than an individual affair. The chain network
favoured the inflows of unskilled immigrants, to whom it provided easier access to the job
market (Beine, 2016). However, a thick ethnic network only helps to avoid but not to bear the
linking costs such as language acquisition and knowledge of local customs and culture. So, the
employment opportunities are achieved at the risk of being confined to occupational niches or
weak self-employment (Venturini and Villosio, 2018) blocking the individual upward
mobility, raising deep-rooted stereotypes (Indian-cattle, domestic Sri Lankans, Bengali-trade),
promoting social segregation and, in the worst cases, forms of exploitation (Biggeri et al.,
2022) and gang mastering.

In the long run, SAP’s location patterns could become a source of vulnerability.
Concentrated settlements are less resilient to health and economic crises (Gaia and
Baboukardos, 2023), feed the frustration of people who are relegated to stigmatizing and
downgraded jobs (Della Puppa and King, 2019), hamper the acquisition of language and
educational skills (Conti et al., 2023) and promote a precarious and fragmented integration
(Fellini, 2018), restricted to the economic status. A large ethnic concentration may imply a
separation, or even marginalization, from the host society (Epstein and Heizler, 2016),
segregation in the deprived neighbourhoods (Ukrayinchuk and Jayet, 2011) and dependency
on the local welfare system (Pellizzari, 2013).

5. Final remarks

The paper identified settlement patterns and its determinants of the SAP in Italy. We found a
substantial persistence of location models over time, mainly due to the ethnic network or job
specialization. This could imply a stabilization process that could provide long-term benefits
to the host municipalities but also reinforce the existing spatial imbalances and slow down
social integration. The persistence of SAP’s location patterns could even introduce some
rigidity in the Italian labour market, forced to increasingly rely on foreign workers due to its
aging population (Maza et al., 2013). In addition, SAP will have to face the next evolution of
industrial districts toward a sustainable and inclusive development; such process will imply
job upgrading and the need for more integration into the host community (Biggeri et al., 2022).
The current severe work conditions and job exploitation experienced by SAP will not be
accepted by the second generation of migrants. This could result in mounting frustration and
lack of interest in permanent stay leading to joining the larger diaspora in English-speaking
countries (Della Puppa and King, 2019).

Location concentration also fosters a fragmented social integration, where easy access to
the job market is associated with more mistrust upon the issues of social and housing insertion.
The poor integration harshly affects SAP women, who are doubly marginalised in both the
domestic and social spheres, as evidenced by very low female employment rates, especially for
Pakistanis and Bangladeshis (Abenante, 2017; Morad and Sacchetto, 2020).

We stressed how SAP have different settlement patterns and drivers, so they cannot be
treated as a unicum. Our empirical findings thus help to inform effective and inclusive policies
addressed to the multiple challenges of a superdiverse migration which calls for “place-based”
responses, tailored to the specific needs of individual communities. For instance, we raised
some potential concerns about segregated ethnic minorities, which are more vulnerable to
economic crises. This is the case of Pakistanis or Bangladeshis, which are more segregated in
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industrial districts and thus they need appropriate policies aimed to bring out them from a
social and occupational niche.

Our research is a preliminary step that calls for further extensions. Dataset could be updated
at 2021 and include more variables; it could be even useful to separate first arrivals and internal
displacement of SAP. These kind of mobilities have different settlements and drivers. What
still needs to be understood is whether the increase in the foreign population mainly depends
on the natural balance between already established people or on the newcomers from abroad
(Simpson et al., 2008). The former hypothesis signals an ongoing stabilization process while
the latter shows intense transnational connections.

Other limitations lie in the grounded methodological nationalism, which makes us to refer
to national citizenship as a single homogeneous group. The national SAP communities consist
of different migratory waves, highly heterogeneous in ethnic origins, skills and backgrounds.
Settlement patterns can be conceptualised according to religion (Munoz, 2010), caste
affiliation or along ethnic lines such as the Indians, which divide among Punjabis, working in
agriculture, and the Malayalees, more employed in domestic services (Lum, 2012).

In summary, SAP in Italy provide peculiar, significant opportunities and challenges. They
are a young, stable presence, economically inserted in labour-intensive sectors but still largely
culturally and socially alien to the host society. However, public opinion and politics are not
yet able to understand the extent of the phenomenon, often abandoned to captious or
stereotyped readings.

A qualitative leap is needed to overcome the social fragmentation that feeds economic
vulnerability and pushes towards marginalization. SAP can play a key role not only in the
preservation of the current industrial districts but also in their evolution towards a sustainable
and inclusive model. Recognizing the role and the potentialities of immigration in Italy also
means the introduction of active migratory policies, aimed to achieve a full integration. SAP’s
location cannot only rely on the ethnic network, which often provides rigid and inefficient
support, or on local job markets, which frequently result in exploitation of individual
resources. Both the strategies are ineffective and unequal because they increase the
vulnerability of the system, feed frustration and resentment which leads to re-emigration or
protests, social separation and sometimes marginality. SAP in Italy need a full and not
fragmented integration, through policies aimed to value the individual, as well as the worker.

Notes

1. The Sri Lankan community has a partially different history, dating back to the second half of the 70s.
However, mass flows started since and the 90s.

2. The gender ratios (number of males for each female) for the four groups in 2023 are 1.4 (Indians), 2.7
(Pakistanis), 2.5 (Bangladeshis), 1.6 (Sri Lankans). Source: https://demo.istat.it

3. https://www.istat.it/classificazione/principali-statistiche-geografiche-sui-comuni/and https://
www.istat.it/statistiche-per-temi/focus/informazioni-territoriali-e-cartografiche/statistiche-sul-
territorio/sistemi-locali-del-lavoro-e-distretti-industriali/

4. Socioeconomic census data at municipal level are download from the online ISTAT databases: https://
www.istat.it/statistiche-per-temi/censimenti/censimenti-storici/popolazione-e-abitazioni/
popolazione-2001/and https://www.istat.it/statistiche-per-temi/censimenti/censimenti-storici/
popolazione-e-abitazioni/popolazione-2011/

5. They use a panel data analysis, which we cannot do because of the structure of our data.
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APPENDIX: MAPS

Figure 2: Migrants Size and Location
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Figure 3: SAP Size and Location
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Figure 4: Indians Size and Location
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Figure 5: Pakistanis Size and Location
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Figure 6: Bangladeshis Size and Location
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% Sri Lanka (over Pop.)
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Figure 7: Sri Lankans Size and Location
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APPENDIX A: Descriptive statistics

Table Al: Summary statistics for 2004 analysis (data for 2004 where not otherwise specified)

N=8091 (municipalities)

Sources:

Census Data for socio-economic characteristics (2001): https://www.istat.it/statistiche-per-
temi/censimenti/censimenti-storici/popolazione-e-abitazioni/popolazione-2001/

Population data (2004) from ISTAT (https://demo.istat.it))

Geographical characteristics: https://www.istat.it/classificazione/principali-statistiche-geografiche-sui-comuni/

Economic Districts: https://www.istat.it/statistiche-per-temi/focus/informazioni-territoriali-e-cartografiche/statistiche-

sul-territorio/sistemi-locali-del-lavoro-e-distretti-industriali/

Mean Std. Dev. min max

Regional Capital .002 .05 0 1
Province Capital 014 119 0 1
Coastal Municipality .08 271 0 1
Mountain Municipality 437 496 0 1
A — Central Pole .027 162 0 1
B — Intercommunal Pole .013 113 0 1
C — City Belt 433 496 0 1
D — Intermediate 294 456 0 1
E — Periphery .189 .391 0 1
F — Ultra-periphery .044 .206 0 1
Population Density (2001) 278.1 619.321 1.188 | 13157.136
Elderly Dependency Ratio (2001) 33.55 13.679 8.223 180
Masculinity Ratio (2001) 96.467 6.129 50.602 156.757
Average Household Size (2001) 2.531 314 1.244 3.878
Average house area (2001) 99.47 13.655 49.984 155.992
Potential use of housing (2001) 6.218 5.07 0 48.248
Incidence of buildings in poor condition (2001) 2.14 2.157 0 24.952
Ratio of educated (upper secondary or tertiary) to uneducated (lower secondary) adults 100.214 40.357 11.111 1012.5
(2001)

Incidence of families in economic distress (2001) 1.49 2.376 0 27.625
Public Transport Usage (2001) 11.413 4.761 0 54.545
Activity Rate (2001) 47.422 6.921 16.654 71.429
Unemployment rate (2001) 10.078 8.815 0 51.323
Economic District Specialization: none 738 A4 0 1
Economic District Specialization: Home Goods .035 183 0 1
Economic District Specialization: Jewellery, musical instruments, etc. .006 .078 0 1
Economic District Specialization: Chemical, petrochemical, rubber and plastics industry .013 112 0 1
Economic District Specialization: Machines .101 .302 0 1
Economic District Specialization: Metallurgical .008 .09 0 1
Economic District Specialization: Food .021 145 0 1
Economic District Specialization: Paper and Printing .001 .033 0 1
Economic District Specialization: Leather and Footwear .02 139 0 1
Economic District Specialization: Textiles and Clothing .057 231 0 1
% Employment in Manufacturing (2001) 10.064 9.154 0 68.506
% Employment in Agriculture (2001) 37.268 12.481 4.265 79.356
% Employment in Services (no trade) (2001) 34.653 9.461 6.25 79.812
% Employment in Trade Services (2001) 18.015 5.475 0 71.579
% Employment in medium-skilled professions (2001) 31.281 6.587 0 64.473
% Employment in medium-high skilled professions (2001) 29.83 6.441 6.742 73.438
% Employment in craft, blue-collar or agricultural professions (2001) 17.28 4.733 2.128 53.326
% Employment in professions with a low level of competence (2001) 2.902 2.494 0 43.032
% over pop: Indians 116 519 0 10.035
% over pop: Bangladeshis .018 121 0 3,711
% over pop: Pakistanis .034 .186 0 4.944
% over pop: Sri Lankans .02 .095 0 2.83




Table A2: Summary statistics for 2014 analysis (data for 2014 where not otherwise specified)

N=8091 (municipalities)

Sources

Census Data for socio-economic characteristics (2011): https://www.istat.it/statistiche-per-

temi/censimenti/censimenti-storici/popolazione-e-abitazioni/popolazione-2011/

Population data (2014) from ISTAT (https://demo.istat.it))

Geographical characteristics: https://www.istat.it/classificazione/principali-statistiche-geografiche-sui-comuni/

Economic Districts: https://www.istat.it/statistiche-per-temi/focus/informazioni-territoriali-e-cartografiche/statistiche-

sul-territorio/sistemi-locali-del-lavoro-e-distretti-industriali/

Mean Std. Dev. min max

Regional Capital .002 .05 0 1
Province Capital .014 119 0 1
Coastal Municipality .08 271 0 1
Mountain Municipality 437 496 0 1
A — Central Pole .027 162 0 1
B — Intercommunal Pole 013 113 0 1
C — City Belt 433 496 0 1
D — Intermediate 294 456 0 1
E — Periphery .189 .391 0 1
F — Ultra-periphery .044 .206 0 1
Population Density (2011) 296.499 630.735 92 | 12224.406
Elderly Dependency Ratio (2011) 35.985 12.265 7.539 178.125
Masculinity Ratio (2011) 97.134 6.392 | 67.797 190.909
Average Household Size (2011) 2.358 264 1.205 3.384
Average house area (2011) 103.28 13.124 | 61.703 166.941
Potential use of housing (2011) 5.501 5.233 0 68.522
Incidence of buildings in poor condition (2011) 1.646 2 0 28.804
Ratio of educated (upper secondary or tertiary) to uneducated (lower secondary) adults 137.303 49.577 | 28.436 568.471
(2011)

Incidence of families in economic distress (2011) 2.023 1.871 0 17.923
Public Transport Usage (2011) 11.482 4.741 0 50.893
Activity Rate (2011) 50.01 6.572 | 19.333 77.113
Unemployment rate (2011) 10.141 6.314 0 42.182
Economic District Specialization: none 738 44 0 1
Economic District Specialization: Home Goods .035 183 0 1
Economic District Specialization: Jewellery, musical instruments, etc. .006 .078 0 1
Economic District Specialization: Chemical, petrochemical, rubber and plastics industry 013 112 0 1
Economic District Specialization: Machines 101 .302 0 1
Economic District Specialization: Metallurgical .008 .09 0 1
Economic District Specialization: Food .021 145 0 1
Economic District Specialization: Paper and Printing .001 .033 0 1
Economic District Specialization: Leather and Footwear .02 139 0 1
Economic District Specialization: Textiles and Clothing .057 231 0 1
% Employment in Manufacturing (2011) 9.211 8.605 0 78.476
% Employment in Agriculture (2011) 31.121 10.827 2.817 74.969
% Employment in Services (no trade) (2011) 40.909 8.898 8.571 88.889
% Employment in Trade Services (2011) 18.759 5.126 0 68.525
% Employment in medium-skilled professions (2011) 25.697 6.363 1.205 61.224
% Employment in medium-high skilled professions (2011) 26.943 7.822 4.632 71.739
% Employment in craft, blue-collar or agricultural professions (2011) 18.544 7.482 0 81.793
% Employment in professions with a low level of competence (2011) 6.077 4.13 0 56.25
% over pop: Indians .288 982 0 16.587
% over pop: Bangladeshis .044 .249 0 6.246
% over pop: Pakistanis .092 .386 0 7.856
% over pop: Sri Lankans .043 .19 0 8.22




APPENDIX B: Settlement Approach Results

Source: (Authors’ elaborations on previously described databases)

Table B1: Indians

Dep var: Dep var: Dep var: Dep var: Dep var: Dep var:
Indians/pop. Indians/pop. Indians/pop. Indians/pop. Indians/pop. Indians/pop.
2004 2004 2004 2014 2014 2014
Regional Capital 0.0695™ 0.0693 0.0698 0.1630™ 0.1627 0.1639
[0.0302] [0.1099] [0.1099] [0.0721] [0.1992] [0.1992]
Province Capital 0.0572" 0.0572 0.0573 0.0960 0.0959 0.0959
[0.0309] [0.0587] [0.0587] [0.0682] [0.1063] [0.1063]
A — Central Pole omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted
B Intercommunal Pole 0.0342 0.0343 0.0338 0.0664 0.0663 0.0656
[0.0255] [0.0588] [0.0588] [0.0802] [0.1065] [0.1065]
C - City Belt 0.0366 0.0365 0.0367 0.0377 0.0374 0.0376
[0.0239] [0.0419] [0.0419] [0.0568] [0.0758] [0.0758]
D - Intermediate 0.0268 0.0265 0.0263 -0.0248 -0.0253 -0.0257
[0.0262] [0.0430] [0.0430] [0.0608] [0.0779] [0.0779]
E - Periphery -0.0178 -0.0180 -0.0181 -0.1102° -0.1105 -0.1109
[0.0258] [0.0448] [0.0448] [0.0617] [0.0814] [0.0814]
F - Ultra-periphery -0.0451 -0.0452 -0.0456 -0.1662" -0.1664" -0.1670
[0.0296] [0.0507] [0.0507] [0.0665] [0.0921] [0.0921]
Coastal Municipality 0.0804™" 0.0805™" 0.0808""" 0.1935™" 0.1937"" 0.1939""
[0.0138] [0.0220] [0.0221] [0.0272] [0.0403] [0.0403]
Mountain Municipality -0.0394™" -0.0393™" -0.0393™" -0.1217"" -0.1217"" -0.1216™"
[0.0122] [0.0149] [0.0149] [0.0230] [0.0269] [0.0269]
Population Density -0.0000 -0.0000 -0.0000 -0.0000™ -0.0000 -0.0000
[0.0000] [0.0000] [0.0000] [0.0000] [0.0000] [0.0000]
Elderly Dependency Ratio 0.0014™ 0.0014 0.0014 0.0010 0.0010 0.0010
[0.0006] [0.0009] [0.0009] [0.0015] [0.0018] [0.0018]
Masculinity Ratio 0.0030"" 0.0030"" 0.0030"" 0.0079"" 0.0079"" 0.0079""
[0.0008] [0.0009] [0.0009] [0.0017] [0.0016] [0.0016]
Average Household Size -0.0263 -0.0256 -0.0259 0.2592"" 0.2592"" 0.2583""
[0.0388] [0.0394] [0.0394] [0.0702] [0.0743] [0.0742]
Average house area 0.0040"" 0.0040"" 0.0040"" 0.0065™" 0.0066™" 0.0066™"
[0.0009] [0.0006] [0.0006] [0.0014] [0.0012] [0.0012]
Potential use of housing 0.0003 0.0003 0.0003 0.0010 0.0010 0.0010
[0.0010] [0.0012] [0.0012] [0.0016] [0.0020] [0.0020]
Incidence of buildings in poor condition -0.0017 -0.0017 -0.0017 0.0046 0.0045 0.0045
[0.0020] [0.0025] [0.0025] [0.0047] [0.0047] [0.0047]
Ratio of educated (upper secondary or tertiary) to uneducated (lower -0.0003" -0.0003 -0.0003 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001
secondary) adults [0.0001] [0.0002] [0.0002] [0.0003] [0.0004] [0.0004]
Incidence of families in economic distress -0.0046 -0.0047 -0.0047 -0.0209" -0.0208" -0.0208"
[0.0032] [0.0052] [0.0052] [0.0085] [0.0112] [0.0112]
Public Transport Usage -0.0016" -0.0016 -0.0016 -0.0066™" -0.0066™" -0.0066™"
[0.0008] [0.0013] [0.0013] [0.0019] [0.0025] [0.0025]
Activity Rate -0.0011 -0.0011 -0.0011 -0.01117" -0.01117™" -0.01117™"
[0.0015] [0.0020] [0.0020] [0.0039] [0.0038] [0.0038]
Unemployment rate 0.0017 0.0017 0.0017 0.0045" 0.0045 0.0045
[0.0010] [0.0016] [0.0016] [0.0027] [0.0035] [0.0035]
Economic District Specialization: none omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted
Economic District Specialization: Home Goods 0.0599 0.0596- 0.0592- 0.1714° 0.L711°* 0.1706™*
) [0.0460] [0.0314] [0.0314] [0.0886] [0.0569] [0.0569]
Economic District Specialization: Jewellery, musical instruments, etc. ?0]074]623] -[%.:)7616‘;] -[%.:)76162;] ?04(3;208] ?04]3;029] ?04]3;099]
Economic District Specialization: Chemical, petrochemical, rubber 0.0726 0.0726 0.0723 0.5781"" 0.5780"" 0.5778™
and plastics industry [0.0525] [0.0503] [0.0503] [0.1814] [0.0912] [0.0912]
Economic District Specialization: Machines 0.0469" 0.0470° 00468 0.0782 0.0783° 0.0779°
) [0.0262] [0.0228] [0.0228] [0.0489] [0.0413] [0.0413]
Economic District Specialization: Metallurgical 0.4223 04225° 04218" 0.4553 0.4553" 0.4547"
) [0.2146] [0.0625] [0.0625] [0.3174] [0.1134] [0.1134]
Economic District Specialization: Food 0.1617 0.1619™" 0.1615™" 0.1752 0.1754™ 0.1746™
) [0.0840] [0.0377] [0.0377] [0.1301] [0.0683] [0.0683]
Economic District Specialization: Paper and Printing 0.0126 0.0139 0.0122 -0.0718 -0.0706 -0.0730
) [0.0303] [0.1543] [0.1543] [0.0606] [0.2794] [0.2794]
Economic District Specialization: Leather and Footwear ?023;29] (E()zgﬁ 5] ?023235] ?04%;9] ?04338 6] ?0433(1) 6]
Economic District Specialization: Textiles and Clothing [(())(())%1%925] ?003;27] ?003;27] [(())13242125] ?013‘1‘33] ?013‘1‘33]
% Employment in Manufacturing omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted
% Employment in Agriculture 0.0024™ 0.0024™ 0.0024™ 0.0014 0.0014 0.0014
[0.0011] [0.0010] [0.0010] [0.0023] [0.0020] [0.0020]
9% Employment in Services (no trade) -0.0028" -0.0028" -0.0028" -0.0080""" -0.0081""" -0.0081"""
[0.0011] [0.0015] [0.0015] [0.0025] [0.0026] [0.0026]
% Employment in Trade Services -0.0029™ -0.0029" -0.0029" -0.0006 -0.0007 -0.0007
[0.0014] [0.0017] [0.0017] [0.0029] [0.0032] [0.0032]
% Employment in medium-skilled professions omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted
% Employment in medium-high skilled professions 0.0011 0.0010 0.0010 0.0060° 0.0059 0.0059
[0.0018] [0.0022] [0.0022] [0.0032] [0.0037] [0.0037]
% Employment in craft, blue-collar or agricultural professions 0.0007 0.0007 0.0007 0.0032 0.0031 0.0031
i [0.0023] [0.0027] [0.0027] [0.0033] [0.0039] [0.0039]
% Employment in professions with a low level of competence 0.0004 0.0003 0.0003 0.0177" 0.0177™ 0.0176™
[0.0024] [0.0028] [0.0028] [0.0033] [0.0037] [0.0037]
Constant -0.4960™ -0.5063" -0.5051" -1.4935™" -1.5038""" -1.49617""
[0.2294] [0.2889] [0.2893] [0.4484] [0.4893] [0.4892]
Spatial Correlation
0.2822 0.3276 0.1266 0.1410
P [0.3296] [0.6440] [0.2414] [0.3169]
2 -0.4040 -0.2870
[1.3641] [0.7273]
Regional and province dummies yes yes yes yes yes yes
8091 8091 8091 8091 8091 8091
12 (pseudo r2) 0.2966 (0.2968) (0.2968) 0.3556 (0.3557) (0.3557)




Robust standard errors in brackets; “ p < 0.1, ™ p <0.05, ™" p < 0.01

Table B2: Pakistanis

Dep var: Dep var: Dep var: Dep var: Dep var: Dep var:
Pakistanis/pop. | Pakistanis/pop. | Pakistanis/pop. | Pakistanis/pop. | Pakistanis/pop. | Pakistanis/pop.
2004 2004 2004 2014 2014 2014
Regional Capital -0.0166 -0.0166 -0.0165 -0.0283 -0.0283 -0.0283
[0.0211] [0.0426] [0.0426] [0.0573] [0.0863] [0.0863]
Province Capital -0.0045 -0.0045 -0.0044 -0.0215 -0.0215 -0.0216
[0.0191] [0.0228] [0.0228] [0.0438] [0.0460] [0.0460]
A — Central Pole omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted
B — Intercommunal Pole -0.0274 -0.0275 -0.0274 -0.0734 -0.0735 -0.0736
[0.0182] [0.0228] [0.0228] [0.0472] [0.0461] [0.0461]
C - City Belt -0.0204 -0.0204 -0.0204 -0.0572 -0.0572" -0.0572"
[0.0171] [0.0162] [0.0162] [0.0403] [0.0328] [0.0328]
D - Intermediate -0.0293" -0.0293" -0.0292" -0.1010™ -0.1010™ -0.1010™
[0.0175] [0.0167] [0.0167] [0.0404] [0.0338] [0.0338]
E — Periphery -0.0398™ -0.0398™ -0.0397™ -0.1223™ -0.1223™ -0.1224™
[0.0184] [0.0174] [0.0174] [0.0416] [0.0353] [0.0353]
F - Ultra-periphery -0.0649™ -0.0649™ -0.0649™ -0.1659™ -0.1658™ -0.1659™
[0.0185] [0.0197] [0.0197] [0.0425] [0.0399] [0.0399]
Coastal Municipality 0.0098"" 0.0097 0.0097 0.0273™" 0.0273 0.0273
[0.0037] [0.0086] [0.0086] [0.0088] [0.0174] [0.0175]
Mountain Municipality -0.0030 -0.0030 -0.0030 -0.0373™ -0.0374™ -0.0374™
[0.0056] [0.0058] [0.0058] [0.0099] [0.0117] [0.0117]
Population Density 0.0000™ 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000""" 0.0000""" 0.0000"""
[0.0000] [0.0000] [0.0000] [0.0000] [0.0000] [0.0000]
Elderly Dependency Ratio 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0005 0.0005 0.0005
[0.0003] [0.0004] [0.0004] [0.0005] [0.0008] [0.0008]
Masculinity Ratio 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0017"" 0.0017" 0.0017"
[0.0002] [0.0004] [0.0004] [0.0005] [0.0007] [0.0007]
Average Household Size -0.0272™ -0.0275" -0.0275" 0.0394 0.0394 0.0392
[0.0134] [0.0153] [0.0153] [0.0269] [0.0322] [0.0322]
Average house area 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 -0.0006 -0.0006 -0.0006
[0.0002] [0.0003] [0.0003] [0.0004] [0.0005] [0.0005]
Potential use of housing -0.0002 -0.0002 -0.0002 -0.0008 -0.0008 -0.0008
[0.0003] [0.0005] [0.0005] [0.0005] [0.0009] [0.0009]
Incidence of buildings in poor condition -0.0006 -0.0006 -0.0006 -0.0007 -0.0007 -0.0007
[0.0006] [0.0010] [0.0010] [0.0014] [0.0020] [0.0020]
Ratio of educated (upper secondary or tertiary) to -0.0001™ -0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0002" -0.0002 -0.0002
uneducated (lower secondary) adults [0.0000] [0.0001] [0.0001] [0.0001] [0.0002] [0.0002]
Incidence of families in economic distress 0.0009 0.0009 0.0009 -0.0084" -0.0084" -0.0084"
[0.0013] [0.0020] [0.0020] [0.0035] [0.0049] [0.0049]
Public Transport Usage -0.0000 -0.0000 -0.0000 -0.0015" -0.0015 -0.0015
[0.0003] [0.0005] [0.0005] [0.0009] [0.0011] [0.0011]
Activity Rate 0.0011" 0.0011 0.0011 -0.0012 -0.0012 -0.0012
[0.0006] [0.0008] [0.0008] [0.0012] [0.0017] [0.0017]
Unemployment rate -0.0000 -0.0000 -0.0000 0.0026™" 0.0026 0.0026"
[0.0003] [0.0006] [0.0006] [0.0009] [0.0015] [0.0015]
Economic District Specialization: none omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted
Economic District Specialization: Home Goods 0.0038 0.0039 0.0040 0.0269 0.0270 0.0268
) [0.0116] [0.0122] [0.0122] [0.0247] [0.0246] [0.0246]
Economic District Specialization: Jewellery, musical 0.0307 0.0308 0.0308 0.0855" 0.0856 0.0857
instruments, etc. [0.0193] [0.0259] [0.0259] [0.0471] [0.0524] [0.0524]
Economic District Specialization: Chemical, 0.0139 0.0139 0.0140 0.1388"" 0.1388"" 0.1387""
petrochemical, rubber and plastics industry [0.0153] [0.0195] [0.0195] [0.0506] [0.0395] [0.0395]
Economic District Specialization: Machines 0.0165 0.0165° 0.0166 0.0597" 0.0596"* 0.0596"*
) [0.0140] [0.0089] [0.0089] [0.0268] [0.0179] [0.0179]
Economic District Specialization: Metallurgical [% 1)13336] ?010126:2] ?010126:2] [(;)1153042] ?0105‘:)921] ?01054:)941]
Economic District Specialization: Food 0.0080 0.0080 0.0079 0.0387" 0.0387 0.0387
) [0.0068] [0.0146] [0.0146] [0.0171] [0.0296] [0.0296]
Economic District Specialization: Paper and Printing [88 } gg] [88;83] [ggégg] [88;?‘;] [8?;??] [8?;??]
Economic District Specialization: Leather and Footwear [(()) %‘;2323] ?003 12 723] ?003 12 723] [(()) %Zéss] ?600734;9] ?600734:9]
e . . . 0.0134 0.0136 0.0136 0.0924™" 0.0925™" 0.0924™"
Economic District Specialization: Textiles and Clothing [0.0139] [0.0104] [0.0104] [0.0314] [0.0209] [0.0209]
% Employment in Manufacturing omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted
% Employment in Agriculture -0.0014™ -0.0014™ -0.0014™ -0.0044 -0.0044™ -0.0044™
[0.0003] [0.0004] [0.0004] [0.0009] [0.0009] [0.0009]
9% Employment in Services (no trade) -0.0014™ -0.0014™ -0.0014™ -0.0048™ -0.0048™ -0.0048™
o bmployme ervices (no trade [0.0005] [0.0006] [0.0006] [0.0013] [0.0011] [0.0011]
o4 Employment in Trade Servi -0.0016™ -0.0016™ -0.0016™ -0.0046™ -0.0046™ -0.0046™
o bmpioyme ade services [0.0006] [0.0007] [0.0007] [0.0014] [0.0014] [0.0014]
% Employment in medium-skilled professions omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted
% Employment in medium-high skilled professions 0.0005 0.0005 0.0005 0.0007 0.0007 0.0007
[0.0006] [0.0009] [0.0009] [0.0012] [0.0016] [0.0016]
% Employment in craft, blue-collar or agricultural -0.0002 -0.0002 -0.0002 -0.0033™ -0.0033™ -0.0033™
professions [0.0007] [0.0011] [0.0011] [0.0014] [0.0017] [0.0017]
% Employment in professions with a low level of -0.0002 -0.0002 -0.0002 0.0023™ 0.0023 0.0023
competence [0.0007] [0.0011] [0.0011] [0.0011] [0.0016] [0.0016]
Constant 0.0755 0.0783 0.0791 0.3225" 0.3239 0.3229
[0.0840] [0.1120] [0.1127] [0.1836] [0.2120] [0.2122]
Spatial Correlation
-0.3228 -0.3577 -0.0593 -0.0320
P [0.4585] [1.3554] [0.3029] [0.4272]
2 0.1611 -0.1043
[1.3843] [0.6631]
Regional and province dummies yes yes yes yes yes yes
N 8091 8091 8091 8091 8091 8091
12 (pseudo r2) 0.1751 (01752) (0.1752) 0.2163 (0.2163) (0.2163)

Robust standard errors in brackets; “ p <0.1, ™ p <0.05, ™" p < 0.01




Table B3: Bangladeshis

Dep var: Dep var: Dep var: Dep var: Dep var: Dep var:
glad./pop. glad.//pop. glad.//pop. glad.//pop. glad.//pop. glad.//pop.
2004 2004 2004 2014 2014 2014
Regional Capital 0.0406 0.0406 0.0406 0.1949" 0.1949™" 0.1949™"
[0.0297] [0.0286] [0.0286] [0.1080] [0.0593] [0.0593]
Province Capital 0.0039 0.0039 0.0039 -0.0066 -0.0067 -0.0066
[0.0152] [0.0152] [0.0153] [0.0542] [0.0316] [0.0316]
A — Central Pole omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted
B — Intercommunal Pole -0.0197 -0.0197 -0.0197 -0.1002" -0.1002" -0.1000™"
[0.0132] [0.0153] [0.0153] [0.0525] [0.0317] [0.0317]
C - City Belt -0.0176 -0.0176 -0.0176 -0.0974 -0.0975™" -0.0972"
[0.0131] [0.0109] [0.0109] [0.0524] [0.0226] [0.0226]
D — Intermediate -0.0084 -0.0085 -0.0084 -0.0801 -0.0802"" -0.0800™"
[0.0135] [0.0112] [0.0112] [0.0521] [0.0232] [0.0232]
E - Periphery -0.0144 -0.0144 -0.0144 -0.0931° -0.0932™" -0.0930™"
[0.0134] [0.0116] [0.0116] [0.0522] [0.0242] [0.0242]
F - Ultra-periphery -0.0232" -0.0232° -0.0232" -0.1096™ -0.1097° -0.1095™
[0.0135] [0.0132] [0.0132] [0.0526] [0.0274] [0.0274]
Coastal Municipality 0.0072 0.0072 0.0072 0.0365™ 0.0365™" 0.0365™"
[0.0045] [0.0057] [0.0057] [0.0160] [0.0120] [0.0120]
Mountain Municipality -0.0096™" -0.0096™ -0.0096™ -0.0253™ -0.0253™ -0.0253™
[0.0030] [0.0039] [0.0039] [0.0057] [0.0080] [0.0080]
Population Density 0.0000™ 0.0000" 0.0000" 0.0000" 0.0000""" 0.0000""
[0.0000] [0.0000] [0.0000] [0.0000] [0.0000] [0.0000]
Elderly Dependency Ratio -0.0002 -0.0002 -0.0002 -0.0002 -0.0002 -0.0002
[0.0002] [0.0002] [0.0002] [0.0004] [0.0005] [0.0005]
Masculinity Ratio -0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0001 0.0005 0.0005 0.0005
[0.0001] [0.0002] [0.0002] [0.0003] [0.0005] [0.0005]
Average Household Size -0.0412™" -0.0412" -0.0412" -0.0365™ -0.0365" -0.0365"
[0.0097] [0.0102] [0.0102] [0.0161] [0.0221] [0.0221]
Average house arca -0.0003™ -0.0003" -0.0003" -0.0009™" -0.0009™" -0.0009™"
[0.0001] [0.0002] [0.0002] [0.0003] [0.0003] [0.0003]
Potential use of housing 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 -0.0003 -0.0003 -0.0003
[0.0002] [0.0003] [0.0003] [0.0003] [0.0006] [0.0006]
Incidence of buildings in poor condition -0.0000 -0.0000 -0.0000 -0.0014 -0.0014 -0.0014
[0.0005] [0.0006] [0.0006] [0.0010] [0.0014] [0.0014]
Ratio of educated (upper secondary or tertiary) to uneducated -0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001
(lower secondary) adults [0.0000] [0.0001] [0.0001] [0.0001] [0.0001] [0.0001]
Incidence of families in economic distress 0.0018" 0.0018 0.0018 0.0005 0.0005 0.0006
[0.0008] [0.0014] [0.0014] [0.0029] [0.0033] [0.0033]
Public Transport Usage -0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0006 -0.0006 -0.0006
[0.0003] [0.0003] [0.0003] [0.0006] [0.0007] [0.0007]
Activity Rate 0.0015™" 0.0015™" 0.0015™" 0.0007 0.0007 0.0007
[0.0005] [0.0005] [0.0005] [0.0011] [0.0011] [0.0011]
Unemployment rate -0.0005™ -0.0005 -0.0005 0.0014™ 0.0014 0.0014
[0.0002] [0.0004] [0.0004] [0.0007] [0.0010] [0.0010]
Economic District Specialization: none omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted
Lo . 0.0031 0.0031 0.0031 -0.0181 -0.0181 -0.0182
Economic District Specialization: Home Goods [0.0160] [0.0082] [0.0082] [0.0249] [0.0169] [0.0169]
Economic District Specialization: Jewellery, musical -0.0215 -0.0215 -0.0215 -0.0054 -0.0054 -0.0053
instruments, etc. [0.0440] [0.0173] [0.0173] [0.1026] [0.0360] [0.0360]
Economic District Specialization: Chemical, petrochemical, 0.0062 0.0061 0.0061 0.0686 0.0685™ 0.0686™
rubber and plastics industry [0.0045] [0.0131] [0.0131] [0.0465] [0.0271] [0.0271]
Economic District Specialization: Machines 0.0128° 0.0128 0.0128 0.0202 0.0202 0.0202
) [0.0074] [0.0059] [0.0059] [0.0143] [0.0123] [0.0123]
Lo L . -0.0138 -0.0138 -0.0139 -0.0000 0.0000 -0.0001
Economic District Specialization: Metallurgical [0.0087] [0.0162] [0.0162] [0.0196] [0.0337] [0.0337]
Economic District Specialization: Food 0.0010 0.0010 0.0010 0.0030 0.0030 0.0030
) [0.0035] [0.0098] [0.0098] [0.0062] [0.0203] [0.0203]
Lo . - -0.0043 -0.0042 -0.0042 -0.0091 -0.0090 -0.0089
Economic District Specialization: Paper and Printing [0.0058] [0.0401] [0.0401] [0.0156] [0.0832] [0.0832]
Economic District Specialization: Leather and Footwear ?005:17 2 (E()Ogﬂ 6] (E()Ogﬂ 6] [ggzg] ?6032120] ?6032120]
Economic District Specialization: Textiles and Clothing [88?32] [gggég] [gggég] [_(;)(5)200261] [_(;)(5)10341] [_(;)(5)10341]
% Employment in Manufacturing omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted
% Employment in Agriculture -0.0005™ -0.0005" -0.0005" -0.0013™ -0.0013™ -0.0013™
[0.0002] [0.0003] [0.0003] [0.0006] [0.0006] [0.0006]
9% Employment in Services (no trade) -0.0006 -0.0006 -0.0006 -0.0010 -0.0010 -0.0010
[0.0004] [0.0004] [0.0004] [0.0009] [0.0008] [0.0008]
% Employment in Trade Services -0.0008™ -0.0008" -0.0008" 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002
[0.0004] [0.0005] [0.0005] [0.0012] [0.0010] [0.0010]
% Employment in medium-skilled professions omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted
N . . . . . 0.0011™ 0.0011" 0.0011" 0.0012 0.0012 0.0012
% Employment in medium-high skilled professions [0.0005] [0.0006] [0.0006] [0.0008] [0.0011] [0.0011]
% Employment in craft, blue-collar or agricultural professions [_g(%)&z] [_388372] [_388372] [_gé)gllol] [_(?(;)(?11 11] [_(?(;)(?11 11]
% Employment in professions with a low level of competence [88882] [ggggg] [ggggg] ?008(3;?0] ?008(3;?1] ?008(3;?1]
Constant 0.0774 0.0767 0.0766 0.1843 0.1832 0.1821
[0.0614] [0.0750] [0.0757] [0.1194] [0.1457] [0.1467]
Spatial Correlation
0.1359 0.1757 0.1000 0.1598
P [0.4153] [1.8400] [0.3777] [1.5443]
2 -0.1944 -0.3537
[2.5079] [2.4500]
Regional and province dummies yes yes yes yes yes yes
8091 8091 8091 8091 8091 8091
12 (pseudo r2) 0.1335 (0.1335) (0.1335) 0.1139 (0.1139) (0.1140)

Robust standard errors in brackets; “ p <0.1, ™ p <0.05, ™" p < 0.01




Table B4: Sri Lankans

Dep var: Dep var: Dep var: Dep var: Dep var: Dep var:
Sri Lan./pop. Sri Lan./pop. Sri Lan./pop. | SriLan./pop. | SriLan./pop. | SriLan./pop.
2004 2004 2004 2004 2004 2004
Regional Capital 0.0084 0.0084 0.0084 0.0104 0.0104 0.0104
[0.0346] [0.0228] [0.0228] [0.0731] [0.0455] [0.0455]
Province Capital 0.0500™" 0.0501"" 0.0501"" 0.1212™ 0.1212™ 0.1212""
[0.0173] [0.0122] [0.0122] [0.0349] [0.0242] [0.0242]
A — Central Pole omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted
B — Intercommunal Pole 0.0054 0.0054 0.0054 0.0176 0.0176 0.0177
[0.0090] [0.0122] [0.0122] [0.0182] [0.0243] [0.0243]
C - City Belt 0.0035 0.0035 0.0035 0.0175" 0.0176 0.0176
[0.0052] [0.0087] [0.0087] [0.0101] [0.0173] [0.0173]
D - Intermediate 0.01217 0.0121 0.0121 0.0343™" 0.0344" 0.0345"
[0.0052] [0.0089] [0.0089] [0.0113] [0.0178] [0.0178]
E — Periphery 0.0012 0.0012 0.0012 0.0139 0.0139 0.0140
[0.0052] [0.0093] [0.0093] [0.0110] [0.0186] [0.0186]
F - Ultra-periphery 0.0115 0.0115 0.0115 0.0341" 0.0341 0.0342
[0.0075] [0.0105] [0.0105] [0.0178] [0.0210] [0.0210]
Coastal Municipality 0.0028 0.0028 0.0028 0.0132 0.0132 0.0131
[0.0035] [0.0046] [0.0046] [0.0090] [0.0092] [0.0092]
Mountain Municipality -0.0043 -0.0043 -0.0043 -0.0138" -0.0138™ -0.0138™
[0.0031] [0.0031] [0.0031] [0.0073] [0.0061] [0.0061]
Population Density 0.0000™" 0.0000"" 0.0000"" 0.0000"" 0.0000"" 0.0000""
[0.0000] [0.0000] [0.0000] [0.0000] [0.0000] [0.0000]
Elderly Dependency Ratio 0.0002" 0.0002 0.0002 0.0010 0.0010™ 0.0010™
[0.0001] [0.0002] [0.0002] [0.0006] [0.0004] [0.0004]
Masculinity Ratio 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0005 0.0005 0.0005
[0.0005] [0.0002] [0.0002] [0.0005] [0.0004] [0.0004]
Average Household Size -0.0260"" -0.02617 -0.02617" -0.0519" -0.0520"" -0.0519™"
[0.0097] [0.0082] [0.0082] [0.0308] [0.0169] [0.0169]
Average house area 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0005 0.0005" 0.0005"
[0.0002] [0.0001] [0.0001] [0.0006] [0.0003] [0.0003]
Potential use of housing -0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0007" -0.0007 -0.0007
[0.0002] [0.0002] [0.0002] [0.0003] [0.0005] [0.0005]
Incidence of buildings in poor condition 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 -0.0030 -0.0030 -0.0030
[0.0004] [0.0005] [0.0005] [0.0008] [0.0011] [0.0011]
Ratio of educated (upper secondary or tertiary) to uneducated (lower 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001
secondary) adults [0.0000] [0.0000] [0.0000] [0.0001] [0.0001] [0.0001]
Incidence of families in economic distress 0.0009 0.0009 0.0009 0.0017 0.0017 0.0017
[0.0008] [0.0011] [0.0011] [0.0028] [0.0026] [0.0026]
Public Transport Usage 0.0004 0.0004 0.0004 0.0021"" 0.0021"" 0.0021""
[0.0003] [0.0003] [0.0003] [0.0007] [0.0006] [0.0006]
Activity Rate 0.0016™" 0.0016™" 0.0016™" 0.0033™" 0.0033™" 0.0033™"
[0.0005] [0.0004] [0.0004] [0.0008] [0.0009] [0.0009]
Unemployment rate -0.0009™" -0.0009™" -0.0009"" -0.0007 -0.0007 -0.0007
[0.0003] [0.0003] [0.0003] [0.0015] [0.0008] [0.0008]
Economic District Specialization: none omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted
e L -0.0037 -0.0037 -0.0037 -0.0118 -0.0117 -0.0117
Economic District Specialization: Home Goods [0.0053] [0.0065] [0.0065] [0.0089] [0.0130] [0.0130]
Economic District Specialization: Jewellery, musical instruments, etc. 0.0092 0.0092 0.0092 0.0206 0.0207 0.0207
[0.0082] [0.0138] [0.0138] [0.0188] [0.0276] [0.0276]
Economic District Specialization: Chemical, petrochemical, rubber -0.0007 -0.0007 -0.0007 0.0182 0.0182 0.0182
and plastics industry [0.0088] [0.0104] [0.0104] [0.0246] [0.0208] [0.0208]
Economic District Specialization: Machines -0.0014 -0.0014 -0.0014 0.0057 0.0056 0.0056
[0.0054] [0.0047] [0.0047] [0.0102] [0.0094] [0.0094]
Economic District Specialization: Metallurgical -0.0334™ -0.0334" -0.0334™ -0.05617" -0.05617 -0.05617"
) [0.0082] [0.0130] [0.0130] [0.0126] [0.0259] [0.0259]
Economic District Specialization: Food 0.0044 0.0044 0.0044 0.0137 0.0137 0.0137
[0.0160] [0.0078] [0.0078] [0.0268] [0.0156] [0.0156]
Economic District Specialization: Paper and Printing 0.0687 0.0686 0.0686 0.2645™ 0.2644" 0.2644"
) [0.0447] [0.0320] [0.0320] [0.1244] [0.0638] [0.0638]
Economic District Specialization: Leather and Footwear [_8 (%) 59;] [}g)(;)(())f)gg] [}5)3899;)] [})(),};)11062] [})(),};)11362] [})(),};)11362]
Economic District Specialization: Textiles and Clothing [-(())(;)85283] [}?(?85253] [}?(?85253] [}?gﬁ)z;‘] [}?g{)?g] [}?g{)?g]
% Employment in Manufacturing omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted
% Employment in Agriculture 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0003 0.0003 0.0003
[0.0002] [0.0002] [0.0002] [0.0007] [0.0004] [0.0004]
% Employment in Services (no trade) -0.0006" -0.0006™ -0.0006™ -0.0003 -0.0003 -0.0003
[0.0003] [0.0003] [0.0003] [0.0008] [0.0006] [0.0006]
9% Employment in Trade Services -0.0002 -0.0002 -0.0002 0.0021 0.0021™" 0.0021™"
[0.0005] [0.0004] [0.0004] [0.0013] [0.0007] [0.0007]
% Employment in medium-skilled professions omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted
% Employment in medium-high skilled professions -0.0002 -0.0002 -0.0002 0.0016 0.0016 0.0016
[0.0006] [0.0005] [0.0005] [0.0009] [0.0008] [0.0008]
% Employment in craft, blue-collar or agricultural professions -0.0014™ -0.0014™ -0.0014™ -0.0016 -0.0016° -0.0016°
? [0.0006] [0.0006] [0.0006] [0.0014] [0.0009] [0.0009]
% Employment in professions with a low level of competence -0.0013 -0.0013 -0.0013 0.0018 0.0018 0.0018
[0.0007] [0.0006] [0.0006] [0.0009] [0.0008] [0.0008]
Constant 0.0236 0.0248 0.0249 -0.2701™ -0.2672" -0.2677"
[0.0620] [0.0599] [0.0599] [0.1180] [0.1115] [0.1120]
Spatial Correlation
-0.1703 -0.1608 -0.2331 -0.2326
P [0.3611] [0.4812] [0.4348] [1.2007]
2 -0.0805 0.1242
[0.6580] [1.4203]
Regional and province dummies yes yes yes yes yes yes
8091 8091 8091 8091 8091 8091
12 (pseudo r2) 0.0880 (0.0881) (0.0881) 0.1071 (0.1072) (0.1072)

Robust standard errors in brackets; “ p <0.1, ™ p <0.05, ™" p < 0.01




APPENDIX C: Inflows Approach Results

Source: ((Authors’ elaborations on previoulsy described databases)

Table C1: Indians

Dep var: Dep var: Dep var:
A Indians 14-04/ A Indians 14-04/ A Indians 14-04/
pop. 2004 pop. 2004 pop. 2004
Regional Capital 0.0352 0.0357 0.0363
B P [0.0301] [0.1261] [0.1261]
Province Capital -0.0981™ -0.0979 -0.0979
2p! [0.0417] [0.0676] [0.0676]
A — Central Pole omitted omitted omitted
B — Intercommunal Pole 0.0288 0.0287 0.0287
[0.0727] [0.0681] [0.0681]
. -0.0114 -0.0113 -0.0114
C - City Belt [0.0426] [0.0479] [0.0479]
D — Intermediate -0.0702 -0.0699 -0.0703
‘ [0.0435] [0.0489] [0.0489]
E — Perioh -0.0873" -0.0870" -0.0873"
eriphery [0.0438] [0.0508] [0.0508]
F - Ultra-periphe -0.0783" -0.0782 -0.0786
periphery [0.0451] [0.0575] [0.0575]
asta iciali 0.0279 0.0278 0.0277
Coastal Municipality [0.0194] [0.0248] [0.0248]
. S -0.0962"" -0.0962"" -0.0961""
Mountain Municipality [0.0154] [0.0165] [0.0165]
. . 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001
A Population Density [0.0001] [0.0001] [0.0001]
. -0.0043" -0.0043" -0.0043""
A Elderly Dependency Ratio [0.0012] [0.0012] [0.0012]
- . 0.0017 0.0017 0.0017
A Masculinity Ratio [0.0012] [0.0012] [0.0012]
. . 0.3074™" 0.3084"™" 0.3085""
A Average Household Size [0.0861] [0.0699] [0.0699]
A Average house arez -0.0047"" -0.0047"" -0.0047""
verage house area [0.0011] [0.0011] [0.0011]
A Potential use of housi 0.0005 0.0005 0.0005
otentialuse ol housing [0.0011] [0.0012] [0.0012]
A Incidence of buildings in poor condition [(())%%4;;] [(())%%4;;] [(())%%4;;]
A Ratio of educated (upper secondary or tertiary) to uneducated (lower secondary) adults _[%%%%i] Eggggg] Eggggg]
A Incidence of families in economic distress [-(;)(?(?5205] [-(;)(?(?237] [-(;)(?(?237]
. -0.0032™ -0.0033" -0.0032"
A Public Transport Usage [0.0014] [0.0018] [0.0018]
. -0.0044™ -0.0044" -0.0045"
A Activity Rate [0.0021] [0.0024] [0.0024]
AU ) { rat 0.0032" 0.0032" 0.0032"
nemp oyment rate [0.0013) [0.0017) [0.0017)
Economic District Specialization: none omitted omitted omitted
. R I ] 0.0947" 0.0950"" 0.0948""
Economic District Specialization: Home Goods [0.0535] [0.0361] [0.0361]
. R I e ] -0.2147" -0.2146"" -0.2150""
Economic District Specialization: Jewellery, musical instruments, etc. [0.0480] [0.0775] [0.0775]
. R S . ; SR 0.5998"" 0.6000"" 0.6000""
Economic District Specialization: Chemical, petrochemical, rubber and plastics industry [0.1539] [0.0582] [0.0582]
e L 0.0246 0.0244 0.0243
Economic District Specialization: Machines [0.0318] [0.0263] [0.0263]
e 0.1064 -0.1066 0.1064
Economic District Specialization: Metallurgical [0.1175] [0.0728] [0.0728]
. R . -0.0767 -0.0769" -0.0771°
Economic District Specialization: Food [0.0776] [0.0436] [0.0436]
. R o . -0.0617 -0.0630 -0.0634
Economic District Specialization: Paper and Printing [0.0453] [0.1789] [0.1789]
e L } ! 0.0426 0.0425 0.0425
Economic District Specialization: Leather and Footwear [0.0787] [0.0516] [0.0516]
. R S oo . 0.0069 0.0073 0.0071
Economic District Specialization: Textiles and Clothing [0.0450] [0.0308] [0.0307]
A % Employment in Manufacturing omitted omitted omitted
. . -0.0063"" -0.0063"" -0.0064""
o .
A % Employment in Agriculture [0.0020] [0.0019] [0.0019]
A % Employment in Services (no trade) -[?)%%ﬁ%] -[?)%%ﬁg] -[?)%%ﬁg]
. . -0.0019 -0.0019 -0.0019
A % Employment in Trade Services [0.0020] [0.0023] [0.0023]
A % Employment in medium-skilled professions omitted omitted omitted
A % Employment in medium-high skilled professions ?00(%3]88] [(())%%3281] [(())%%3281]
A % Employment in craft, blue-collar or agricultural professions [ggg?;] [ggg(z);] [ggg(z);]
- - - 0080 0080 0080
A % Employment in professions with a low level of competence ?083?9] ?Ogggl] ?Ogggl]
. - 0.0106" 0.0107™* 0.0107™*
o
% of other immigrants 04 [0.0047] 0.0031] [0.0031]
R 0.5476 0.5477" 0.5477"
o
7o of Indians 04 [0.0639] [0.0129] [0.0129]
. . 0.0267 0.0271 0.0272
o anols
7 of Bangladeshis 04 [0.0830] [0.0499] [0.0499]
-0.0024 -0.0029 -0.0029
0 f DLt
o of Pakistanis 04 [0.0580] [0.0334] [0.0334]
- 0.1378™ 0.1376" 0.1377
o ank:
% of Sri Lankans 04 10.0526] 10.0622] 10.0622]
Constant 0.2232"" 02394 0.2368""
onsta [0.0509] [0.0646] [0.0651]
Spatial Correlation
-0.2338 -0.2338
P [0.2563] [0.2563]
2 -0.3272
[0.6431]
Regional and province dummies yes yes yes
N 8091 8091 8091
12 (pseudo r2) 0.4178 (0.4178) (0.4178)

Robust standard errors in brackets; “ p <0.1, ™ p <0.05, ™" p < 0.01




Table C2: Pakistanis

Dep var: Dep var: Dep var:
A Pakistanis 14-04/ A Pakistanis 14-04/ A Pakistanis 14-04/
pop. 2004 pop. 2004 pop. 2004
Regional Capital 0.0345 0.0342 0.0342
g P [0.0360] [0.0625] [0.0625]
Province Capital -0.0345 -0.0345 -0.0345
2p! [0.0215] [0.0335] [0.0335]
A — Central Pole omitted omitted omitted
B - Intercommunal Pol -0.0372 -0.0371 -0.0371
crcommunat Fole [0.0289] [0.0338] [0.0338]
) -0.0463" -0.0464" -0.0464"
C - City Belt [0.0203] [0.0237] [0.0237]
D - Intermediate -0.0838"" -0.0840"" -0.0840""
° [0.0207] [0.0243] [0.0243]
E - Peripher -0.0849" -0.0850"" -0.0850""
phery [0.0222] [0.0252] [0.0252]
F _ Ultra-periph -0.0803"" -0.0803"" -0.0803""
periphery [0.0232] [0.0285] [0.0285]
P 0.0045 0.0046 0.0046
Coastal Municipality [0.0069] [0.0123] [0.0123]
. S -0.0306"" -0.0306"" -0.0306""
Mountain Municipality [0.0069] [0.0082] [0.0082]
. . 0.0004"" 0.0004"" 0.0004""
A Population Density [0.0001] [0.0001] [0.0001]
. -0.0005 -0.0005 -0.0005
A Elderly Dependency Ratio [0.0004] [0.0006] [0.0006]
A Masculinity Rati 0.0020"" 0.0020"" 0.0020""
asculnity Ratio [0.0004] [0.0006] [0.0006]
. . 0.0948"" 0.0945"" 0.0945""
A Average Household Size [0.0347] [0.0346] [0.0346]
A Average house arez -0.0008™ -0.0008 -0.0008
verage house area [0.0004] [0.0006] [0.0006]
A Potential use of housi 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002
otentialuse ol housing [0.0004] [0.0006] [0.0006]
A Incidence of buildings in poor condition [ggggg] [ggg??] [ggg??]
A Ratio of educated (upper secondary or tertiary) to uneducated (lower secondary) adults fggg(?ll] fggg(?ll] fggg(?ll]
A Incidence of families in economic distress Eggg;g] [-(;)(())(?;5] [-(;)(())(?;5]
. 0.0005 0.0005 0.0005
A Public Transport Usage [0.0007] [0.0009] [0.0009]
A Activity Rat -0.0020™ -0.0020" -0.0020"
ctivity Rate [0.0009] [0.0012] [0.0012]
AU ) { rat 0.0015" 0.0015" 0.0015"
nemployment rate [0.0006] [0.0009] [0.0009]
Economic District Specialization: none omitted omitted omitted
e S . 0.0165 0.0164 0.0164
Economic District Specialization: Home Goods [0.0181] [0.0179] [0.0179]
. I . o ] 0.0594" 0.0591 0.0591
Economic District Specialization: Jewellery, musical instruments, etc. [0.0323] [0.0384] [0.0384]
§ N L . i . 0.1370"" 0.1371"" 0.1371""
Economic District Specialization: Chemical, petrochemical, rubber and plastics industry [0.0458] [0.0288] [0.0288]
. R . 0.0360" 0.0361°™" 0.0361""
Economic District Specialization: Machines [0.0163] [0.0130] [0.0130]
S -0.0184 -0.0181 -0.0181
Economic District Specialization: Metallurgical [0.0818] [0.0361] [0.0361]
. R . 0.0106 0.0107 0.0107
Economic District Specialization: Food [0.0125] [0.0216] [0.0216]
. R S . -0.0090 -0.0089 -0.0089
Economic District Specialization: Paper and Printing [0.0214] [0.0887] [0.0887]
e ) 20.0101 20.0100 20.0100
Economic District Specialization: Leather and Footwear [0.0261] [0.0256] [0.0256]
e S . . 0.0672"" 0.0669"" 0.0669""
Economic District Specialization: Textiles and Clothing [0.0213] [0.0152] [0.0152]
A % Employment in Manufacturing omitted omitted omitted
. . -0.0007 -0.0007 -0.0007
A % Employment in Agriculture [0.0007] [0.0010] [0.0010]
0. 1 0. 1 0. 1
A % Employment in Services (no trade) [(;)(())(?009] [(;)(())(?009] [(;)(())(?009]
. . 0.0021" 0.0021" 0.0021"
A % Employment in Trade Services [0.0010] [0.0011] [0.0011]
A % Employment in medium-skilled professions omitted omitted omitted
A % Employment in medium-high skilled professions -?00(?02069] -[?)%%2]%] -[?)%%2]%]
A % Employment in craft, blue-collar or agricultural professions [-(;)(())30082] [-(;)(())(?]012] [-(;)(())(?]012]
A % Employment in professions with a low level of competence ?008(2)?’8] ?00(%2]20] ?00(%2]20]
0.0018 0.0018 0.0018
o ¢ -
% of other immigrants 04 [0.0020] [0.0015] [0.0015]
R 0.0452"* 0.0452" 0.0452"*
o
7 of Indians 04 [0.0129] [0.0064] [0.0064]
A . 0.1448™ 0.1446™" 0.1446™"
o anols
7 of Bangladeshis 04 [0.0687] [0.0248] [0.0248]
Dol 0.6167"" 0.6168" 0.6168"
o
7 of Pakistanis 04 [0.1211] [0.0165] [0.0165]
0.0050 0.0050 0.0050
% of Sri Lanks
% of Sri Lankans 04 [0.0262] [0.0309] [0.0309]
Constant 0.0705"" 0.0635" 0.0635"
onsta [0.0248] [0.0317] [0.0330]
Spatial Correlation
0.2860 0.2849
P [0.3085] [0.4985]
2 0.0046
[0.7164]
Regional and province dummies yes yes yes
N 8091 8091 8091
12 (pseudo 12) 0.3151 (0.3152) (0.3152)

Robust standard errors in brackets; “ p <0.1, ™ p <0.05, ™" p < 0.01




Table C3: Bangladeshis

Dep var: Dep var: Dep var:
A Bangladeshis 14-04/ A Bangladeshis 14-04/ A Bangladeshis 14-04/
pop. 2004 pop. 2004 pop. 2004
Regional Capital 0.1427" 0.1427"° 0.1427"
cgional Lapiia [0.0662] [0.0419] [0.0419]
Province Capital -0.0227 -0.0227 -0.0227
P [0.0359] [0.0225] [0.0225]
A — Central Pole omitted omitted omitted
B — Intercommunal Pol -0.0732™ -0.0732"" -0.0731""
crcommunat Fole [0.0342] [0.0227] [0.0227]
. -0.0836™ -0.0836"" -0.0836""
C - City Belt [0.0340] [0.0159] [0.0159]
D — Intermediate -0.0809™ -0.0809"" -0.0809""
© [0.0340] [0.0163] [0.0163]
E — Periphet -0.0794™ -0.0794"" -0.0794""
phery [0.0338] [0.0169] [0.0169]
F _ Ultra-periph -0.0766™ -0.0765"" -0.0765""
peripey [0.0342] [0.0191] [0.0191]
P 0.0358"" 0.0358"" 0.0358""
Coastal Municipality [0.0107] [0.0082] [0.0082]
. S -0.0085™ -0.0085 -0.0085
Mountain Municipality [0.0041] [0.0055] [0.0055]
. . 0.0002""* 0.0002""* 0.0002""*
A Population Density [0.0000] [0.0000] [0.0000]
. 0.0005" 0.0005 0.0005
A Elderly Dependency Ratio [0.0003] [0.0004] [0.0004]
A Masculinity Rati 0.0005 0.0005 0.0005
asculnity Ratio [0.0004] [0.0004] [0.0004]
. . 0.0436" 0.0437" 0.0436"
A Average Household Size [0.0253] [0.0232] [0.0232]
A Average house area -0.0008™ -0.0008™ -0.0008™
crage house are; [0.0003] [0.0004] [0.0004]
A Potential use of housi 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
otentialuse ol housing [0.0002] [0.0004] [0.0004]
A Incidence of buildings in poor condition [-(;)(())(‘)’)0067] [-(;)(())300;] [-(;)(())300;]
N o . § U -0.0000 -0.0000 -0.0000
A Ratio of educated (upper secondary or tertiary) to uneducated (lower secondary) adults [0.0001] [0.0001] [0.0001]
A Incidence of families in economic distress [gggg] [ggg;%] [ggg;%]
. -0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0001
A Public Transport Usage [0.0003] [0.0006] [0.0006]
A Activity Rat 0.0008 0.0008 0.0008
ctivity Rate [0.0007] [0.0008] [0.0008]
AU )  rat -0.0005 -0.0005 -0.0005
nemployment rate [0.0006] [0.0006] [0.0006]
Economic District Specialization: none omitted omitted omitted
e S . -0.0329"" -0.0329"" -0.0329""
Economic District Specialization: Home Goods [0.0125] [0.0120] [0.0120]
e o i 0.0413 0.0414 0.0414
Economic District Specialization: Jewellery, musical instruments, etc. [0.0642] [0.0258] [0.0258]
§ N L . . i . 0.0622 0.0622"" 0.0622""
Economic District Specialization: Chemical, petrochemical, rubber and plastics industry [0.0510] [0.0193] [0.0193]
. R . -0.0031 -0.0031 -0.0031
Economic District Specialization: Machines [0.0095] [0.0087] [0.0087]
e L - 0.0203 0.0203 0.0204
Economic District Specialization: Metallurgical [0.0155] [0.0242] [0.0242]
. R . -0.0050 -0.0050 -0.0050
Economic District Specialization: Food [0.0065] [0.0145] [0.0145]
e -0.0120 20.0121 20.0120
Economic District Specialization: Paper and Printing [0.0159] [0.0595] [0.0595]
. R . i -0.0548™ -0.0548"" -0.0548""
Economic District Specialization: Leather and Footwear [0.0259] [0.0172] [0.0172]
[ . -0.0113 -0.0113 -0.0113
Economic District Specialization: Textiles and Clothing [0.0124] [0.0102] [0.0102]
A % Employment in Manufacturing omitted omitted omitted
. . -0.0007 -0.0007 -0.0007
A % Employment in Agriculture [0.0005] [0.0006] [0.0006]
A % Employment in Services (no trade) [ggggg] [88382] [88382]
. . 0.0004 0.0004 0.0004
A % Employment in Trade Services [0.0011] [0.0008] [0.0008]
A % Employment in medium-skilled professions omitted omitted omitted
A % Employment in medium-high skilled professions [-(;)(())30056] [-(;)(())30076] [-(;)(())30076]
A % Employment in craft, blue-collar or agricultural professions [88882] [8888;] [8888;]
A % Employment in professions with a low level of competence ?008536] ?008(;57] ?008(;57]
0.0004 0.0004 0.0004
o ¢ -
% of other immigrants 04 [0.0012] [0.0010] [0.0010]
R -0.0045 -0.0045 -0.0045
o
7 of Indians 04 [0.0067] [0.0043] [0.0043]
. . 0.7380" 0.7380" 0.7380"
o anols
7 of Bangladeshis 04 [0.1116] [0.0166] [0.0166]
Dol 0.0092 0.0092 0.0091
o
o of Pakistanis 04 [0.0154] [0.0111] [0.0111]
0.0883 0.0882"* 0.0882""*
% of Sri Lanks
% of Sri Lankans 04 [0.0556] [0.0207] [0.0207]
Constant 0.0839" 0.0846"" 0.0844™"
onsta [0.0370] [0.0210] [0.0218]
Spatial Correlation
-0.0595 -0.0464
P [0.3630] [0.6402]
2 -0.0696
[0.8287]
Regional and province dummies yes yes Yes
N 8091 8091 8091
12 (pseudo 12) 0.2693 (0.2693) (0.2693)

Robust standard errors in brackets; “ p <0.1, ™ p <0.05, ™" p < 0.01




Table C4: Sri Lankans

Dep var: Dep var: Dep var:
A Sri Lankans 14-04/ A Sri Lankans 14-04/ A Sri Lankans 14-04/
pop. 2004 pop. 2004 pop. 2004
P 0.0266 0.0266 0.0265
Regional Capital [0.0470] [0.0336] [0.0336]
R 0.0554™" 0.0554"" 0.0555
Province Capital [0.0185] [0.0180] [0.0180]
A — Central Pole omitted omitted omitted
0.0128 0.0128 0.0129
B — Intercommunal Pole [0.0121] [0.0182] [0.0182]
. 0.0102 0.0102 0.0102
C - City Belt [0.0063] [0.0128] [0.0128]
. 0.0129" 0.0129 0.0130
D — Intermediate [0.0069] [0.0130] [0.0130]
. 0.0114 0.0114 0.0114
E — Periphery [0.0078] [0.0135] [0.0135]
. 0.0235" 0.0235 0.0236
¥~ Ultra-periphery [0.0136] [0.0153] [0.0153]
. 0.0143™ 0.0143" 0.0143™
Coastal Municipality [0.0068] [0.0066] [0.0066]
. L -0.0110™ -0.0110™ -0.0110™
Mountain Municipality [0.0054] [0.0044] [0.0044]
. . 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
A Population Density [0.0000] [0.0000] [0.0000]
. 0.0005 0.0005 0.0005
A Elderly Dependency Ratio [0.0004] [0.0003] [0.0003]
- . 0.0012"" 0.0012"" 0.0012""*
A Masculinity Ratio [0.0004] [0.0003] [0.0003]
. 0.0093 0.0093 0.0094
A Average Household Size [0.0197] [0.0186] [0.0186]
-0.0006 -0.0006" -0.0006"
A Average house area [0.0004] [0.0003] [0.0003]
. . . 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002
A Potential use of housing [0.0002] [0.0003] [0.0003]
. S - -0.0008" -0.0008 -0.0008
A Incidence of buildings in poor condition [0.0005] [0.0006] [0.0006]
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
A Ratio of educated (upper secondary or tertiary) to uneducated (lower secondary) adults [0.0001] [0.0001] [0.0001]
. P Lo 0.0041" 0.0041" 0.0041"
A Incidence of families in economic distress [0.0018] [0.0017] [0.0017]
. 0.0008 0.0008 0.0008
A Public Transport Usage [0.0005] [0.0005] [0.0005]
. 0.0006 0.0006 0.0006
A Activity Rate [0.0006] [0.0006] [0.0006]
-0.0006 -0.0006 -0.0006
A Unemployment rate [0.0004] [0.0005] [0.0005]
Economic District Specialization: none omitted omitted omitted
-0.0192" -0.0192" -0.0191™
Economic District Specialization: Home Goods [0.0088] [0.0096] [0.0096]
S .0024 0.0025 0.0024
Economic District Specialization: Jewellery, musical instruments, etc. [8.8?77] [0.0206] [0.0206]
. - 011 L0115 0.0114
Economic District Specialization: Chemical, petrochemical, rubber and plastics industry [8.8243] [8.0155] [0.0155]
S e . 0.0016 0.0016 0.0016
Economic District Specialization: Machines [0.0064] [0.0070] [0.0070]
Lo e . -0.0291° -0.0291 -0.0291
Economic District Specialization: Metallurgical [0.0149] [0.0194] [0.0194]
S e -0.0015 -0.0015 -0.0015
Economic District Specialization: Food [0.0126] [0.0116] [0.0116]
- 1866 0.1865™" 0.1866™"
Economic District Specialization: Paper and Printing ?0(?;064] [0.0477] [0.0477]
-0.0187" -0.0187 -0.0187
Economic District Specialization: Leather and Footwear [8.01?’;] [0.0138] [0.0138]
. e ‘alization: iles and Clothi -0.0043 -0.0042 -0.0042
Economic District Specialization: Textiles and Clothing [0.0102] [0.0082] [0.0082]
A % Employment in Manufacturing omitted omitted Omitted
. . -0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0001
A % Employment in Agriculture [0.0004] [0.0005] [0.0005]
-0.0004 -0.0004 -0.0004
A % Employment in Services (no trade) [0.0006] [0.0005] [0.0005]
. . -0.0005 -0.0005 -0.0005
A % Employment in Trade Services [0.0005] [0.0006] [0.0006]
A % Employment in medium-skilled professions omitted omitted omitted
. B . -0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0001
A % Employment in medium-high skilled professions [0.0008] [0.0006] [0.0006]
- -0.0007 -0.0007 -0.0007
A % Employment in craft, blue-collar or agricultural professions [0.0006] [0.0006] [0.0006]
o . TSR level of c N 0.0005 0.0005 0.0005
A % Employment in professions with a low level of competence [0.0005] [0.0006] [0.0006]
o ¢ - 0.0019™ 0.0019™ 0.0019"
% of other immigrants 04 [0.0009] [0.0008] [0.0008]
R -0.0065" -0.0065" -0.0065"
% of Indians 04 [0.0033] [0.0034] [0.0034]
. . 0.0057 0.0057 0.0057
% of Bangladeshis 04 0.0132] 0.0133] 0.0133]
Dol -0.0050 -0.0050 -0.0050
% of Pakistanis 04 [0.0055] [0.0089] 0.0089]
o) 0.4474" 0.44747 0.44747
% of Sri Lankans 04 0.2200] 0.0166] 0.0166]
-0.0107 -0.0098 -0.0096
Constant [0.0116] [0.0169] [0.0197]
Spatial Correlation
-0.0906 -0.1086
P [0.3620] [1.1486]
0.1644
A [1.3480]
Regional and province dummies yes yes Yes
N 8091 8091 8091
12 (pseudo r2) 0.1499 (0.1499) (0.1499)

Robust standard errors in brackets; “ p <0.1, ™ p <0.05, ™" p < 0.01
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