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Introduction

The study of the housing conditions of immigrants is a highly important topic for understanding what type of integration process can be undertaken for immigrants (Tosi, 1993 and 1995). This refers, in particular, to the positive effect the duration of the stay in the migration-receiving country produces on housing integration. This effect, also confirmed by some empirical research conducted in Italy between the late 1980s and the early 1990s, now seems to be more attenuated. In the most recent period, it is likely that some unstable workers are still excluded from housing apart from factors like the duration of their stay in Italy. The situation seems to be considerably differentiated  according to the geographical area (north-south, city/rural) and the community considered.

If we observe the housing conditions of the non-EC immigrants in Italy, the sensation is that they are highly unstable, and that even when immigrants are actually considered to be legal and stable, they are often housed in the most marginal and "extreme" fringes of the country's housing resources. There are often situations where, on one extreme, we observe "normal" underprivilege, i.e. problems similar to those faced by the native population with medium and low incomes. On the other, there are sectors with absolute marginalisation typically correlated to real housing exclusion (Casacchia, Gualtieri and Natale, 1996).

In this paper, using data collected in a field survey conducted recently in Italy
, a research study of the housing conditions of some of the major non-EC immigrant communities in our country is presented, with an attempt to distinguish them on the basis of the process of housing integration observed, comparing the situation in Rome with that in other areas considered as typical.

2. Housing condition in Rome

The picture emerging from an initial analysis of the current housing conditions of foreigners living in the Capital, as indicated at the time of the interview
, shows a percentage of precarious conditions (in terms of chance shelter, hotels or hospitality facilities) which is not excessively high (13,5%: Tab. 1), although not negligible from the symbolic point of view. The figure is interesting when compared with that of the Veneto (15%), one of the most advanced areas with regard to social and economic integration of the immigrants, and with Campania, showing high levels of exclusion (31%). Together with a major proportion of those living with their employers, forming about 10% in Rome, many immigrants (45,5%) state that they have their own apartment or with relatives, and a significant number of immigrants (31,4%) live with fellow-nationals.

Table 1 - Foreigners in Rome by past and current housing condition. Five selected communities, 1998
	Housing condition at the time of entry
	Current housing condition
	Total

	
	with family or alone
	with fellow nation.
	at work
	hotels/  hospita-lity fac.
	Chance shelter 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	%
	abs.

	With family or alone
	84,2
	7,9
	2,4
	0,0
	5,5
	25,2
	253

	With fellow nationals
	31,8
	55,1
	6,8
	0,5
	5,8
	41,0
	412

	At work
	26,9
	20,4
	50,0
	0,0
	2,8
	10,8
	108

	Hotels/hospit. Facil.
	48,8
	20,9
	2,3
	21,7
	6,2
	12,8
	129

	Chance shelter 
	20,6
	18,6
	5,9
	1,0
	53,9
	10,2
	102

	Total (%)
	45,5
	31,4
	9,7
	3,1
	10,4
	100,0
	

	Total (abs.)
	457
	315
	97
	31
	104
	
	1004


Source: see note 1








It is interesting to compare the current housing conditions with those indicated at the time of entry in Italy. Literature has often stressed the link between the longer duration of the stay and the improvement of housing conditions. The process has typical stages that can be summarised as follows. Initial settlement seems to be highly precarious since new immigrants are generally offered temporary accommodation (boarding houses, shared rooms, etc.) in the city centre and especially in the neighbourhoods close to ports and railway stations. The serious state of decay of old buildings often make them scarcely attractive to the local population and in some cases, the speed and stratification of the migration flows favours ethnic segregation, so that this type of housing supply becomes typical of the real-estate market reserved for foreigners. Subsequently, the gradual insertion in the labour market induces immigrants to seek more stable types of housing (rented apartments alone, with their family or with fellow-nationals). At the same time, there is a change in the location of settlements, moving from the city centre to suburbs or outlying areas. 

In the case of Rome, for example, recent studies have highlighted a heavy concentration of some foreign communities in the south-eastern area, in particular along the major roads leading out of the city centre. The outline presented here is partly confirmed by Table 1 where the number of people in temporary dwellings decreases (from 23% to 10%) with improved housing conditions (rented private house alone or with relatives) regards an increasing number of the interviewees (from 25% to 45%).

Table 2 - Foreigners interviewees in Rome by citizenship and some variables about 

housing condition. 1998
	Citizenship
	%  with family/

alone
	% shelter facilities
	% house with base
	% house with high
	% ascen-dant hou-sing mob.
	Occup. per room

	Albanians
	67,3
	1,5
	71,1
	37,4
	50,7
	2,1

	former Yugoslavians
	47,1
	19,8
	75,4
	40,0
	35,5
	1,7

	Poles
	43,2
	3,1
	87,5
	62,0
	30,9
	1,4

	Romanians
	24,5
	17,1
	63,4
	16,7
	17,7
	3,0

	Moroccans
	46,1
	16,4
	60,5
	21,3
	25,3
	1,7

	Total
	45,1
	10,4
	72,9
	37,7
	31,6
	1,9


Source: note 1







In Rome, a significant percentage (31.6%: Table 2) reports an upward mobility in housing, although the improvement involves the various communities considered to a different extent. In particular, the Albanian community, with major improvement (51%) is in contrast with the Romanian community, with a particularly low rate of upward mobility (17%). Other indicators on living arrangements
 also show that the Romanians form the community with serious housing problems: on average, 3 occupants per room, fewer basic services (regarding only 63%) and fewer "advanced" services (17%). The Poles seem to be in a better situation: all the indicators used show high levels except for that of upward mobility (only 30.9%) probably due to the better housing conditions upon arrival in Italy.

3. Communities and housing condition: a comparison among areas

The information collected up to now regards a very specific situation, that of the foreigners living in Rome. Since chances for integration seem to differ considerably according to the reference area and the structural characteristics of the individuals, it is seemed suitable to extend the analysis to the whole sample, including those interviewed in Veneto and Campania. The current housing conditions, described in the modal grid already introduced, were compared with some structural variables such as the survey area, gender, age, citizenship, etc. 

Table 3 - Foreigners interviewees in Rome by living arrangement and some variables. 1998.

	Variables
	with fami-ly or alone
	with fellow nat.
	at work
	hotels/hospitality
	Chance shelter 
	Total

	Sex

	Male 
	64,1
	82,3
	30,1
	92,6
	84,0
	70,2

	Female
	35,9
	17,7
	69,9
	6,8
	16,0
	29,8

	Working condition

	No
	26,4
	30,7
	2,1
	64,8
	64,0
	32,1

	Yes
	73,6
	69,3
	97,9
	35,2
	36,0
	67,9

	Main occupation

	White collars
	4,2
	2,8
	0,0
	0,0
	2,4
	3,1

	Farmer
	3,0
	9,3
	5,6
	3,7
	21,2
	6,8

	Skilled workman
	18,5
	9,7
	1,9
	18,8
	4,1
	12,9

	Unskilled workman
	35,0
	41,2
	12,1
	57,8
	30,8
	34,2

	Retailer
	4,0
	3,2
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	2,9

	Peddlers
	4,8
	6,3
	0,8
	0,0
	7,9
	4,9

	Waiter, cook
	7,1
	6,1
	1,3
	5,7
	8,3
	6,2

	Servant
	17,4
	13,0
	73,7
	4,2
	12,7
	22,5

	“Lavavetri” and other
	0,6
	2,0
	0,0
	3,2
	3,2
	1,4

	Other
	5,4
	5,6
	3,8
	0,0
	6,2
	5,2

	Legal position

	Regular
	76,9
	50,5
	37,6
	52,7
	29,4
	57,7

	Illegal
	19,9
	45,1
	59,3
	42,0
	66,2
	38,5

	Irregular
	3,1
	4,5
	3,1
	5,3
	4,3
	3,8

	Family reunification

	  No
	18,8
	18,1
	12,6
	35,4
	14,8
	18,3

	  Yes
	79,6
	79,4
	83,3
	61,8
	76,7
	78,6

	Family in Italy

	  Yes
	81,6
	14,6
	13,3
	10,0
	26,2
	44,8

	   No
	18,4
	85,4
	86,7
	88,8
	73,8
	55,2

	Duration of stay in the current house

	Less than 6 months
	9,5
	18,1
	17,6
	30,4
	23,2
	15,8

	6-12 months
	13,8
	19,5
	16,4
	19,2
	20,3
	17,0

	1-2 years
	14,5
	18,8
	21,8
	19,5
	18,1
	17,3

	2-4 years
	23,9
	23,6
	24,6
	13,0
	15,6
	22,2

	More than 4 years 
	38,4
	19,9
	19,6
	14,1
	22,8
	27,6

	Duration of stay

	less than 6 months
	4,3
	13,2
	13,9
	30,3
	22,1
	11,6

	6-12 months
	10,7
	16,0
	13,3
	19,7
	16,2
	13,7

	1-2 years
	10,3
	19,4
	23,9
	14,5
	12,6
	15,0

	More than 2 years 
	74,6
	51,4
	48,9
	35,5
	49,0
	59,8

	Citizenship

	Albanians
	19,2
	10,8
	8,8
	17,4
	11,6
	14,5

	Yugoslavians
	19,0
	9,2
	11,2
	5,3
	11,9
	13,8

	Polish
	17,7
	21,7
	60,7
	6,6
	9,4
	21,4

	Romanians
	6,0
	16,6
	5,0
	17,7
	13,1
	10,5

	Moroccans
	38,2
	41,7
	14,3
	51,9
	54,0
	39,8

	Education level

	None
	7,3
	6,8
	4,0
	5,9
	22,0
	8,8

	Low
	7,8
	15,7
	4,7
	19,6
	15,8
	11,5

	Medium
	51,0
	47,5
	45,8
	44,7
	51,3
	49,3

	High
	23,8
	25,6
	41,5
	20,9
	8,5
	23,7

	Very high
	10,1
	4,5
	3,9
	8,4
	2,4
	6,6


                                                                                                      (continue)

Table 3 - Foreigners interviewees in Rome by living arrangement and some variables. 1998

	Variables
	with fami-ly or alone
	with fellow nat.
	at work
	hotels/hospitality
	Chance shelter 
	Total

	Religion

	Catholic
	36,2
	33,5
	74,7
	27,7
	26,2
	37,6

	Muslim
	48,1
	55,1
	19,6
	64,4
	66,9
	50,4

	Other
	15,7
	11,4
	5,7
	7,8
	6,9
	12,0

	Number of cohabitants

	None
	11,6
	0,3
	13,3
	18,8
	34,1
	11,1

	 One
	19,8
	17,5
	30,5
	11,0
	10,5
	18,9

	 Two
	27,9
	27,8
	21,4
	15,0
	13,8
	25,1

	 Three
	23,9
	24,1
	19,0
	12,5
	15,6
	22,1

	 Four-five
	13,9
	25,1
	14,0
	8,3
	16,4
	17,5

	  Six or more
	2,8
	5,2
	1,9
	31,5
	9,7
	5,4

	Monthly income

	 None
	3,6
	6,4
	0,0
	31,1
	31,5
	8,4

	 Yes
	79,1
	53,5
	90,8
	49,1
	25,2
	65,3

	  No
	17,3
	40,0
	9,0
	16,4
	43,3
	26,3

	Standard of living

	Really unsatisfactory
	6,8
	12,5
	2,6
	37,2
	43,7
	13,5

	Unsatisfactory
	32,6
	41,3
	26,8
	37,4
	27,8
	34,2

	Satisfactory
	55,6
	43,4
	69,6
	21,5
	27,9
	49,1

	Really satisfactory
	4,9
	2,8
	1,0
	3,1
	0,6
	3,2

	Areas

	Campania
	12,7
	26,1
	37,2
	29,6
	44,8
	24,0

	Rome
	55,9
	55,6
	53,6
	37,7
	39,9
	52,7

	Veneto
	31,4
	18,3
	9,2
	32,7
	15,3
	23,3

	Total  (a)
	818
	564
	182
	82
	263
	1.909

	Total     % by column
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0

	      % by line
	42,8
	29,5
	9,6
	4,3
	13,8
	100,0


Note: excluding 11 missing







Source: see note 1







Women, who form about 30% of the sample (Table 3), seem to have greater guarantees. The percentage with highly precarious living arrangements is especially low, ranging from 16% of  those who reported temporary shelter to 6.8% of those in hospitality facilities. Lack of permanent housing also characterises those without a job, labourers, those with "invented" jobs (windshield cleaners, etc.) and peddlers.

The legal status is clearly connected with the type of housing conditions. In a total of 42.3% of "illegal" foreigners, an amount obtained by adding the percentage of undocumented immigrants (38.5) and those who are in an irregular position (3.8), 70.5% have precarious living arrangements. Obviously, those who live with their own family are over-represented in the modes expressing the possession of an independent house. The overall percentage of foreigners with a family, 44.8%, rises to nearly 82% among those who live in their own home (rented or with relatives). Other considerations of a certain interest can be made observing the frequency distribution of other relevant features: the citizenship of the interviewee, the type of religion, the way of receiving income (monthly or less), educational qualifications, the area and so on.

The relationships between structural characteristics and housing conditions are however considered as a whole using a multivariate analysis system checking the combined relationships between the variables in order to identify the latent factors summarising the indicators on housing conditions. This involved the conducting of a multiple correspondence analysis using the "housing" indicators as active variables in the definition of the factorial axes and structural indicators as illustrative
. Basically, if the latent factors emerging in the analysis summarise the housing conditions, we can try to identify Rome's role in the process of housing integration of foreigners with respect to the other two areas considered. The examination of the documentation collected in Table 4 suggests the following considerations. 

The first factor extracted seems to be linked to some features, since the contribution in absolute terms to determining the first factor is high (see the figures in Tab. 4a)
. Significant features emerge linking housing conditions - living in private homes and temporary dwellings - with co-ordinates placing them on the far ends of the axis (with reference, for example, to the latest type of housing, the first co-ordinate is 0.73 and the second one is -1.65), high and low availability of services - both basic and advanced - and the extreme forms of monthly expenditure for accommodation (no expense and over 600,000 lire). A summary interpretation of the behaviour of the individual modes with regard to the first factor leads to the identification of a valid axis of housing inclusion as opposed to the two extremes of the way and form of living arrangements.

The second axis seems to be more difficult and not subject to a single interpretation, since on the one hand it seems to contain those who share an apartment (with intermediate standard services) with fellow-nationals, thus reducing the expense of the accommodation, and on the other foreigners with a family using dwellings with poor services and rather expensive. Basically, the axis seems to express the structure of the supply for immigrants, in which, rather forcing the interpretation, the contrast is between foreigners who trigger a separate demand for dwellings where the available housing resources are poor quality and expensive, and other foreigners who rely on cohabitation leading to savings with some quality at the expense of a possible lack of family reunion.

The observation of the supplementary variables makes interpretation easier, suggesting that there is a sort of insertion process on the housing market (Tab. 4b). On the one extreme, there are people from former Yugoslavia in the Veneto region, but also the Albanians (presumably in Rome), and on the other, the Moroccans and above all Romanians who seem to live in conditions of virtual housing exclusion (figure 1). The Poles, on the other hand, do not seem to feature on this axis since their situation is mainly one of lodging with employers.

Some conclusions

The analysis of the current housing conditions of foreigners living in Rome, as indicated at the time of the interview, shows a percentage of precarious conditions not excessively high. 

The link between the longer duration of the stay and the improvement of housing conditions is confirmed, at least looking at the results obtained from a sample survey (Blangiardo 1993) recently conducted in Italy.

Table 4a – Multiple correspondence analysis: co-ordinates, absolute and relative contributions. 

Axis from 1 to 5. Active variables.

+------------------------------------------+-------------------------------+--------------------------+--------------------------+

|    Variables and values                  |          Co-ordinates          |  Absolute contributions  |Relative contributions  |

|                             Weight  Dist.|   1     2     3     4     5   |   1    2    3    4    5  |  1    2    3    4   5  |

+------------------------------------------+-------------------------------+--------------------------+--------------------------+

 Last residence in the country of origin                                                                                        
       In a village            1.32   4.82 | -0.19  0.12  0.12 -0.02 -0.14 |  0.1  0.1  0.1  0.0  0.2 | 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

       in a little town        2.85   1.70 | -0.04 -0.21 -0.31  0.20  0.01 |  0.0  0.6  1.4  0.7  0.0 | 0.00 0.03 0.06 0.02 0.00 

       in a big city           3.52   1.19 |  0.10  0.13  0.20 -0.15  0.04 |  0.1  0.3  0.8  0.5  0.0 | 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.00 

 Home rent















   

        No rent                2.10   2.66 | -0.88  0.29 -0.89 -0.04 -0.14 |  4.5  0.8  8.8  0.0  0.3 | 0.29 0.03 0.30 0.00 0.01 

        less than 200.000      1.02   6.51 | -0.19 -0.75  0.61  0.37  0.10 |  0.1  2.7  2.0  0.9  0.1 | 0.01 0.09 0.06 0.02 0.00 

        200.000-400.000        1.82   3.23 |  0.21 -0.71  0.31  0.09  0.15 |  0.2  4.2  0.9  0.1  0.3 | 0.01 0.16 0.03 0.00 0.01 

        400.000-600.000        1.04   6.38 |  0.67 -0.05  0.09  0.14  0.11 |  1.3  0.0  0.0  0.1  0.1 | 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

        more than 600.000      1.31   4.87 |  0.94  0.77  0.14  0.15 -0.17 |  3.2  3.5  0.1  0.2  0.3 | 0.18 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.01 

 Food expenditure (monthly)














    

        less than 150.000      2.30   2.34 | -0.75  0.03 -0.53  0.00 -0.02 |  3.6  0.0  3.4  0.0  0.0 | 0.24 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.00 

        150.000-300.000        1.74   3.41 | -0.19 -0.56  0.22 -0.13  0.05 |  0.2  2.5  0.4  0.2  0.0 | 0.01 0.09 0.01 0.01 0.00 

        300.000-450.000        1.67   3.61 |  0.44 -0.20  0.17  0.18  0.10 |  0.9  0.3  0.2  0.3  0.1 | 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 

        more than 450.000      1.70   3.51 |  0.78  0.60  0.22  0.27 -0.09 |  2.9  2.8  0.4  0.8  0.1 | 0.17 0.10 0.01 0.02 0.00 

 Family reunification  












          

        No                     1.15   5.70 |  0.16  0.11  0.21 -0.08 -0.02 |  0.1  0.1  0.3  0.0  0.0 | 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 

        Yes                    4.91   0.57 | -0.01 -0.09 -0.19  0.12  0.08 |  0.0  0.2  0.9  0.5  0.2 | 0.00 0.01 0.06 0.03 0.01 

 Family in Italy                                                                                                                
        Yes                    3.45   1.23 |  0.59  0.42  0.10  0.17  0.00 |  3.4  2.8  0.2  0.7  0.0 | 0.29 0.14 0.01 0.02 0.00 

        No                     4.25   0.81 | -0.48 -0.34 -0.08 -0.14  0.00 |  2.8  2.3  0.1  0.5  0.0 | 0.29 0.14 0.01 0.02 0.00 

 Duration of stay in current house











          

        less than 6 months     1.12   5.86 | -0.92 -0.10 -0.27  0.68  0.29 |  2.6  0.1  0.4  3.2  0.7 | 0.14 0.00 0.01 0.08 0.01 

        6 - 12 months          1.20   5.39 | -0.35 -0.21  0.90 -1.12 -1.32 |  0.4  0.2  5.2  9.5 15.0 | 0.02 0.01 0.15 0.23 0.32 

        1-2 years              1.23   5.27 | -0.26 -0.51 -0.33 -0.68  1.13 |  0.2  1.4  0.7  3.5 11.2 | 0.01 0.05 0.02 0.09 0.24 

        2-4 years              1.57   3.89 |  0.26 -0.18 -0.25  0.37 -0.27 |  0.3  0.2  0.5  1.4  0.8 | 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.02 

        more than 4 years      1.95   2.94 |  0.48  0.19 -0.28  0.62 -0.41 |  1.3  0.3  0.8  4.6  2.4 | 0.08 0.01 0.03 0.13 0.06 

 Duration of stay in Italy                                                                                                               
        0-6 months             0.83   8.24 | -1.30 -0.05 -0.24  0.75  0.38 |  3.9  0.0  0.3  2.9  0.9 | 0.21 0.00 0.01 0.07 0.02 

        6-12 months            1.00   6.69 | -0.47 -0.15  1.02 -1.25 -1.45 |  0.6  0.1  5.5  9.8 15.0 | 0.03 0.00 0.16 0.23 0.31 

        1-2 years              1.09   6.06 | -0.31 -0.65 -0.32 -0.90  1.28 |  0.3  2.1  0.6  5.5 12.7 | 0.02 0.07 0.02 0.13 0.27 

        more than 2 years      4.33   0.78 |  0.36  0.02 -0.22  0.45 -0.27 |  1.6  0.0  1.1  5.5  2.3 | 0.17 0.00 0.06 0.26 0.10 

 Occupants per room                                                                                                                
        0-.75                  1.07   6.16 |  0.23  0.04 -0.78 -0.52 -0.07 |  0.2  0.0  3.5  1.8  0.0 | 0.01 0.00 0.10 0.04 0.00 

        0.75-1.25              1.94   2.96 |  0.46  0.23 -0.16 -0.19 -0.23 |  1.2  0.5  0.3  0.4  0.8 | 0.07 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 

        1,25-1,5               0.88   7.76 |  0.46 -0.05 -0.06  0.03  0.09 |  0.5  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.1 | 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

        1.5-2                  1.22   5.32 |  0.27 -0.45  0.30 -0.04  0.12 |  0.2  1.1  0.6  0.0  0.1 | 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.00 0.00 

        2-3                    1.14   5.72 | -0.05 -0.56  0.39  0.46  0.31 |  0.0  1.6  0.9  1.5  0.8 | 0.00 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.02 

        3-4                    0.38  19.29 | -0.34 -0.30  0.58  0.03  0.09 |  0.1  0.2  0.7  0.0  0.0 | 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 

        more than 4            0.31  24.13 | -0.80 -0.16 -0.10  0.63 -0.43 |  0.5  0.0  0.0  0.8  0.4 | 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.01 

 Current housing condition        

        With family/alone      3.28   1.34 |  0.73  0.44  0.03  0.14 -0.04 |  4.9  2.9  0.0  0.4  0.0 | 0.40 0.15 0.00 0.01 0.00 

        With fellow nationals  2.26   2.40 | -0.05 -1.08  0.43 -0.02  0.21 |  0.0 12.0  2.2  0.0  0.7 | 0.00 0.48 0.08 0.00 0.02 

        at work                0.73   9.47 | -0.40 -0.13 -1.99 -1.21 -0.22 |  0.3  0.1 15.4  6.7  0.2 | 0.02 0.00 0.42 0.15 0.00 

        Hotels/hospital. fac.  0.34  21.47 | -0.73  0.27 -0.03 -0.11 -0.31 |  0.5  0.1  0.0  0.0  0.2 | 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

        Chance shelter         1.07   6.21 | -1.65  0.93  0.37  0.48 -0.08 |  8.1  4.2  0.8  1.6  0.0 | 0.44 0.14 0.02 0.04 0.00

Table 4a (continue) – Multiple correspondence analysis: co-ordinates, absolute and relative contributions. 

+------------------------------------------+-------------------------------+--------------------------+--------------------------+

|    Variables and values                  |          Co-ordinates         |  Absolute contributions  |Relative contributions  |

|                             Weight  Dist.|   1     2     3     4     5   |   1    2    3    4    5  |  1    2    3    4   5  |

+------------------------------------------+-------------------------------+--------------------------+--------------------------+

 Housing condition at the time of entry
        With family/alone      1.94   2.97 |  0.67  0.50  0.07  0.11  0.12 |  2.5  2.2  0.1  0.1  0.2 | 0.15 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.01 

        Other foreigners       2.54   2.03 |  0.10 -0.70  0.19  0.02  0.09 |  0.1  5.6  0.5  0.0  0.1 | 0.01 0.24 0.02 0.00 0.00 

        At work                0.77   9.02 | -0.12 -0.10 -1.82 -0.80 -0.18 |  0.0  0.0 13.5  3.1  0.2 | 0.00 0.00 0.37 0.07 0.00 

        Hotels/hospit. Fac.    0.85   8.01 |  0.01  0.10 -0.10  0.19 -0.58 |  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.2  2.0 | 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 

        Chance shelter         1.59   3.83 | -0.93  0.49  0.54  0.11  0.11 |  3.8  1.8  2.5  0.1  0.1 | 0.23 0.06 0.08 0.00 0.00 

 Basic facilities                                                                                                                 

        None                   0.89   7.64 | -2.08  1.12  0.28  0.43 -0.10 | 10.7  5.1  0.4  1.0  0.1 | 0.57 0.16 0.01 0.02 0.00 

        Low                    0.22  34.43 | -0.56 -0.88  0.56  0.59 -0.10 |  0.2  0.8  0.4  0.5  0.0 | 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.00 

        Medium                 1.44   4.35 | -0.04 -0.63  0.39  0.51  0.24 |  0.0  2.6  1.2  2.4  0.6 | 0.00 0.09 0.04 0.06 0.01 

        High                   5.15   0.49 |  0.40  0.02 -0.18 -0.24 -0.05 |  2.2  0.0  0.9  1.9  0.1 | 0.32 0.00 0.07 0.12 0.00 

 Other facilities 

        None                   1.49   4.17 | -1.48  0.50  0.28  0.39  0.00 |  9.0  1.7  0.6  1.4  0.0 | 0.52 0.06 0.02 0.04 0.00

        Refrig. or washing-mac.1.50   4.13 |  0.07 -0.62  0.62 -0.08 -0.17 |  0.0  2.6  3.1  0.1  0.3 | 0.00 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.01

        Both                   1.93   2.98 |  0.37 -0.48  0.22  0.10  0.06 |  0.7  2.0  0.5  0.1  0.1 | 0.05 0.08 0.02 0.00 0.00 

        Both plus TV           2.77   1.78 |  0.49  0.40 -0.64 -0.24  0.05 |  1.9  2.0  6.0  1.0  0.0 | 0.14 0.09 0.23 0.03 0.00 

 Legal position                                                                                                           

        Regular                4.43   0.74 |  0.49  0.16  0.04  0.12 -0.11 |  2.9  0.5  0.0  0.4  0.4 | 0.32 0.03 0.00 0.02 0.02 

        Illegal                2.96   1.60 | -0.71 -0.20 -0.06 -0.20  0.16 |  4.2  0.5  0.1  0.8  0.5 | 0.32 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.02 

        Irregular              0.31  24.11 | -0.14 -0.32  0.01  0.20  0.02 |  0.0  0.1  0.0  0.1  0.0 | 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Table 4b –Supplementary variables.

+--------------------------------------------+-------------------------------+----------------------------------+----------+

|                  Variables and values      |       Significance level      |             Co-ordinates          |          |

| Variables and values        Abs.    P.ABS  |   1     2     3     4     5   |    1      2      3      4      5   |   DISTO. |

+--------------------------------------------+-------------------------------+----------------------------------+----------+

  Citizenship                                                                                                         

        Albanians             279    279.00  |   4.1  -2.3  -1.8   4.8   0.0 |   0.23  -0.13  -0.10   0.27   0.00 |     5.88 

        former yugoslavia     264    264.00  |   8.9   5.1  -3.8   4.4  -3.5 |   0.51   0.29  -0.22   0.25  -0.20 |     6.27 

        Poles                 410    410.00  |  -0.3  -5.9 -16.9  -6.0   1.5 |  -0.01  -0.26  -0.74  -0.26   0.06 |     3.68 

        Romanians             202    202.00  |  -8.5  -6.3   3.2   0.4   0.4 |  -0.57  -0.42   0.21   0.03   0.03 |     8.50 

        Moroccans             765    765.00  |  -3.6   7.0  16.1  -1.8   1.0 |  -0.10   0.20   0.45  -0.05   0.03 |     1.51 

  Areas                                                                                                                

        Campania              773    460.50  | -16.4  -6.9  -4.0   7.9   2.3 |  -0.67  -0.28  -0.16   0.32   0.09 |     3.17 

        Rome                  800   1012.67  |   4.8  -8.1  -8.0   4.1  -2.7 |   0.10  -0.18  -0.17   0.09  -0.06 |     0.90 

        Veneto                347    446.83  |  10.8  16.6  13.6 -12.9   0.8 |   0.45   0.69   0.56  -0.53   0.03 |     3.30 

  Profession                                                                                                          

        Farmer                147     94.72  |  -5.6  -3.4   2.6   4.9  -0.1 |  -0.56  -0.34   0.26   0.49  -0.01 |    19.27 

        Skilled workman       136    179.67  |  10.4   7.1   6.0  -1.5   1.1 |   0.74   0.50   0.43  -0.11   0.07 |     9.69 

        Unskilled workman     452    477.62  |   7.1  -6.0   6.1   3.3  -1.0 |   0.28  -0.24   0.24   0.13  -0.04 |     3.02 

        Retailer               38     40.09  |   4.1  -0.5   0.3   3.0  -0.5 |   0.64  -0.07   0.05   0.46  -0.08 |    46.89 

        Peddlers               82     69.02  |  -2.0  -2.1   5.0   5.0   0.6 |  -0.24  -0.24   0.59   0.59   0.07 |    26.82 

        Waiter, cook           89     86.32  |   3.0   0.4  -0.3   0.6  -1.0 |   0.31   0.05  -0.03   0.06  -0.11 |    21.24 

        Servant               365    314.68  |   1.2  -4.2 -20.8  -9.7  -0.4 |   0.06  -0.22  -1.07  -0.50  -0.02 |     5.10 

        White collar           38     42.86  |   3.6   0.2  -1.7   1.5  -0.7 |   0.55   0.02  -0.26   0.23  -0.11 |    43.79 

        “Lavavetri”+altro      32     20.03  |  -3.5  -2.0   1.8   2.7   0.3 |  -0.78  -0.43   0.40   0.60   0.08 |    94.85 

        Other                  64     73.20  |   2.4   2.3   2.3  -1.7   0.3 |   0.28   0.26   0.27  -0.20   0.03 |    25.23 
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In Rome, upward mobility in housing condition is moderate, although the improvement involves the various communities considered to a different extent. In particular, the Albanian community is in contrast with the Romanian community, that experienced a particularly low rate of upward mobility. Moreover, the Romanians form the community with the most serious housing problems: 3 occupants per room, fewer basic and "advanced" services. Lastly, the Poles seem to be in a better situation.
Chances for integration seem differ considerably according to the reference area: consequently it is seemed suitable to extend the analysis to a more extended sample, using data base derived from the survey on five communities conducted in three areas (Rome, Veneto and Campania) of the country.
By combining various variables, the multivariate analysis permits the identification of two factorial axis, one defined as axis of housing inclusion and the other one termed as the structure of the supply for immigrants. Using this approach Rome clearly appears in an intermediate position between the two extreme situation considered as typical of differential socio-economic and standard of living Italian context, that is Veneto and Campania.
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�	Study financed with university funds ("La Sapienza" University, Rome) under research on "Worker Movement and Capital Movement" directed by Nicola Acocella and Eugenio Sonnino. The survey, directed by Marcello Natale and co-ordinated by Salvatore Strozza, studied nearly 2000 questionnaires on five communities (The Poles, Romanians, Moroccans, Albanians and people from the countries of former Yugoslavia) administered in different areas of the country: the three provinces of Veneto (Verona, Treviso and Vicenza), the city of Rome and some areas of Campania (towns in the Caserta area and Naples) using the sampling method proposed by Blangiardo (1993).





�	The need for classification of immigrant housing with hierarchical criteria regarding stability and compliance with current housing standards has led, as in other surveys, to the combination of the 14 features characterising housing conditions at the time of arrival and the time of the interview into 5 new categories.


�	Apart from those already presented, indicators have been formulated on availability of basic services (i.e. electricity, toilets, heating and running water) and of "advanced" services" (ownership of refrigerator, television and telephone) and the crowding rate (occupants per room).


�	The analysis of multiple correspondences is especially useful in simultaneously handling qualitative and quantitative variables. In the application, it is useful to identify two separate groups, the one with the so-called active variables, because they contribute to the construction of the factors underlying the structure of the data, and of those identified as supplementary because the values are represented as further points but are not used for determining the axes. A complete and recent examination of the technical and methodological aspects of this type of analysis is in Bolasco (1999: in particular, also see pp. 162-178). 


�	The final version of the model contains 13 active variables arranged in a total of 64 values. The percentage of unexplained inertia is relatively good (16%), while corrected according to Benzecri is 89%.





