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1.  Some Interpretative Hypotheses

In Italy, but not only in Italy, the immigration problem is above all represented in the mass media as a difficult emergency and source of difficulties for the public and the institutions which must face it by spending resources and taking measures. Although the local population utilizes immigrant labor in various ways, they often experience immigrants as a threat to law and order, reacting to them with increasing diffidence and alarm. This alarm tends to be expressed above all when there are major migration moves which can no longer be represented as the experience of some, albeit numerous, individuals seeking to improve their living arrangements, but rather as continuous and growing flows from some countries in particular, depicted as a sort of exodus, with "waves of immigrants" which people want stopped in order to safeguard the quality of the national life.

There is undoubtedly this attitude in Italy with regard to some particular migration flows, for example that of the Albanians or North Africans, highlighted by the media during mass arrivals and landings on the southern coasts which give the sensation of the country being "invaded". There is, thus, a growing tendency among consistent segments of the local population to demand a "halt", the stopping of these flows, with the implementation of policies of closure and expulsion above all with regard to illegal and irregular immigrants. This sort of attitude tends to spread to the various ethnic groups in Italy with all of them being labeled as "non-EC immigrants", who are often subject to discriminatory behavior not taking into account the actual conditions of legality and economic and social integration among the various groups and individuals.

In the Italian context, the awareness that migration flows originate in the various relationships and exchanges between migration-receiving countries and migration-sending countries is wholly absent in public communications and not widespread enough in work by immigration researchers and among politicians. In other words, it is not explained that the undeniable conditions of poverty, over-urbanization and population growth and internal conflict in the countries of origin are not, when taken alone, sufficient causes to trigger major flows along specific routes. These flows are also defined by other equally important or prevailing factors involving the economic, political and social conditions of Italy as a host country and by financial relationships, such as international aid and investment, economic relationships such as industrial decentralization and market expansion, or the political influence such as the start-up of inclusion in a sphere of influence that our country has undertaken in recent years.

Failure to highlight these aspects has major effects in the definition of hospitality measures and in the emotional reactions by the population in critical phases of particular immigration pressure. The most immediate consequences of these omissions in communications is a widespread request for blocking and possible containing this pressure rather than managing and co-ordinating a flow which is actually structured and controllable in the context of Italian policies of international relationships.

With regard to integration and intercultural relationships, this information and these communications drawbacks cannot fail to produce obstacles and mutual suspicion between the public and immigrants in daily life. Rome, a cosmopolitan and tolerant city by consolidated cultural and historical identity, is not immune from discriminatory practices. Likewise, the collective view of immigration in the city does not seem able to interpret the rather complex mechanisms making the city a target for specific flows with specific origins.

Basically, it is a matter of identifying the geographical, timing and institutional links join Italy and the origin countries of migrant workers; as for the other European countries (Sassen, 1999), these links define the place, time and size of migration.

The historical analysis of migration in Europe highlights some recurring elements, which also seem to appear in the current situation of migration in Italy, and it is therefore useful to review them in order to understand the current events. In particular, emigration still regards only a small percentage of the population of a country, however extensive and serious the conditions of poverty and underprivileged may be. Often the migration plan is temporary, with frequent returning to the country of origin after a certain amount of time. There is also frequent mobility of migrants arriving and leaving, moving within Italy and between Italy and the other European Union countries and moving between the latter and their own country of origin. This leads to cultural and economic exchange and is a source of innovation and mutual knowledge.

Immigration in Italy is therefore a process with high levels of differentiation. The most significant differences, more than in cultural identity and ethnic groups, seem to lie in the difference in the migration plans of those who aim at permanent migration and those who consider their journey to be a limited experience in a specific time. The differences between these due models should lead to targeted hospitality and integration policies, with the identification of mechanisms for organizing manpower, taking into account the various timespans involved in immigrant labor.

The second basic aspect of differentiation regards the differences within our country; it is well known that Italy has various production and labor-market structures in various differing though interdependent social and geographical areas, that offer various systems of inclusion and absorption of immigrant labor. Four basic though approximate geographical areas can be identified in the development of major capitalist enterprises in north-western Italy, the development of flexible Small- and Medium-sized Enterprises with integration systems based on the industrial districts in north-eastern and central Italy, a production system in southern Italy which is still marginal, and finally a system in the Rome area based on sectors related to public services. Such a highly differentiated system is obviously suited to immigrants with a variety of potentials for economic and social integration, implying different paths in the various geographical areas in the formal, informal and unofficial sectors, with various opportunities to plan and organize their own lives and that of their families.

Finally, in Italy and in the Rome area it seems clear enough that the various ethnic groups have followed different paths on the way to integration and insertion not only with reference to their cultural characteristics, but also in many cases in relation to the immigration networks that have facilitated their arrival. The labor-recruitment networks are set up between Italy and the migration-sending countries according to processes occurring according to circumstances and related to formal or informal relationships created by the government, institutions, associations or individuals in order to export and import labor.

While for some European Union countries, the migration flows can be explained by major geopolitical factors such as the colonial past in some cases (as is obvious for France and the Great Britain), and for others with the policy of economic expansion towards Eastern Europe (for Germany, this component is certainly significant), other factors are involved in Italy. These include ideological or cultural factors (e.g. the attraction for the Eastern European countries of the mass-media depiction of an opulent consumer society) and connections in Rome involving the more international scope of the Catholic Church (this factor explains the flow from countries like the Philippines or the Poland, for example), with exchange with countries with a large Catholic population. Other factors include specific economic and financial measures by the Italian government triggering exchanges of manpower (e.g. intervention of the FAI in South America, in particular in Peru, or in some African countries), and finally military intervention defining new spheres of influence and consequently some especially massive flows (such as the migrations from Albania or former Yugoslavia).

The various structural components defining migration dynamics can therefore help us to interpret in macro-social terms the various integration processes in the country and in Rome.

Nevertheless, with reference to a specific local society such as the city of Rome, factors such as the micro-social approach highlighting behavior analysis, localized interaction, geographical location and the use of the city can also provide useful indicators for interpretation.

2. The Foreign Population in Italy

Before conducting an empirical analysis of the process of integration regarding major communities currently in Rome, a brief analysis should be made of the evolution, size and characteristics of the foreigners legally living in Italy.

This examination can be conducted on the basis of the official survey by the Ministry of the Interior on the permits to stay issued by the Police Department to foreign citizens in Italy. The data used has been processed by the National of Statistics Institute (ISTAT, 1998; 1999; 2000) which, using the monthly archives of the Ministry, has included only the permits to stay still valid, excluding expired and/or duplicated documentation
. This material provides a reliable image of the legal presence of adult foreigners (Natale, Strozza, 1997; ISTAT, 1998), without taking into account accompanying minors and the illegal component
.

In early 1999, there were nearly 1,100,000 legal foreigners in Italy (just under 1,300,000 if we also consider accompanying minors) representing approximately 2% of the total population. Italy has, therefore, become the fourth country of the European Union (after Germany, France and the UK) for the number of foreign immigrants, but only one of the last if we take into account their percentage on the native population. There was a particularly high growth of the stock of legal foreigners recorded in the 1990s. Between 1993 and 1998, permits to stay increased by approximately 500,000 with a relative increase of 85% (Table 1). This increase is mainly due to two factors: the recording of approximately 250,000 illegal foreigners mainly from the Less Developed Countries (LDCs) who, between the end of 1995 and the first three months of 1996, applied for the legalisation measures (under the so-called Dini Decree Law and subsequent measures). It is also due to high immigration flows from Eastern Europe, mainly from former Yugoslavia and Albania, following the well-known political, institutional and economic crisis and the wars that have affected some Balkan countries in recent years.

Table 1 - Permits to stay by areas of origin. Italy, 1993-1999. Situation at 1st January 







	Areas and countries(°) of origin
	1993 
	1996 
	1999 
	% distribution
	Index 99

	
	
	
	
	1993 
	1999 
	1993=100

	Total
	589 457 
	729 159 
	1 090 820 
	100
	100
	185.1

	

	MDCs
	174351 
	198417 
	221008 
	29.6
	20.3
	126.8

	LDCs
	415106 
	530742 
	869812 
	70.4
	79.7
	209.5

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	EU
	104031 
	122185 
	142128 
	17.6
	13.0
	136.6

	Other MDCs
	66906 
	72029 
	73190 
	11.4
	6.7
	109.4

	Eastern Europe 
	95632 
	157490 
	267622 
	16.2
	24.5
	279.8

	Africa
	180446 
	205947 
	316434 
	30.6
	29.0
	175.4

	Asia
	95020 
	114558 
	201181 
	16.1
	18.4
	211.7

	Latin America
	90934 
	104117 
	138726 
	15.4
	12.7
	152.6

	

	  Morocco
	66526 
	81247 
	128297 
	11.3
	11.8
	192.9

	   Albania
	22474 
	30183 
	87595 
	3.8
	8.0
	389.8

	  Former Yugoslavia
	34954 
	73538 
	82067 
	5.9
	7.5
	234.8

	  Philippines
	30220 
	36007 
	59074 
	5.1
	5.4
	195.5

	  United States
	40960 
	44830 
	45944 
	6.9
	4.2
	112.2

	  China
	12166 
	16200 
	41237 
	2.1
	3.8
	339.0

	  Tunisia
	27356 
	30666 
	41137 
	4.6
	3.8
	150.4

	  Germany
	26767 
	30235 
	33836 
	4.5
	3.1
	126.4

	  Romania
	8419 
	14212 
	33777 
	1.4
	3.1
	401.2

	  Senegal
	19235 
	20816 
	31420 
	3.3
	2.9
	163.3

	  Sri Lanka
	11401 
	16010 
	27381 
	1.9
	2.5
	240.2

	  France
	17532 
	21006 
	24762 
	3.0
	2.3
	141.2

	  Egypt
	14647 
	15530 
	23811 
	2.5
	2.2
	162.6

	  Peru
	5022 
	8001 
	23637 
	0.9
	2.2
	470.7

	  United Kingdom
	18179 
	20505 
	23377 
	3.1
	2.1
	128.6

	  Poland
	10490 
	13955 
	23258 
	1.8
	2.1
	221.7

	  India
	9363 
	11984 
	21974 
	1.6
	2.0
	234.7

	  Spain
	11608 
	14513 
	17132 
	2.0
	1.6
	147.6

	  Macedonia
	n.a. 
	13528 
	16995 
	..
	1.6
	..

	  Brazil
	10518 
	12985 
	16593 
	1.8
	1.5
	157.8

	  Switzerland
	15247 
	16270 
	16404 
	2.6
	1.5
	107.6

	  Croatia
	5908 
	14374 
	15455 
	1.0
	1.4
	261.6

	  Nigeria
	4067 
	4828 
	13001 
	0.7
	1.2
	319.7

	  Bangladesh
	4129 
	4877 
	12044 
	0.7
	1.1
	291.7

	  Algeria
	2435 
	2807 
	11011 
	0.4
	1.0
	452.2

	  Pakistan
	4359 
	5147 
	10802 
	0.7
	1.0
	247.8

	  Russia
	4230 
	5720 
	10135 
	0.7
	0.9
	239.6

	  Dominican Republic
	4239 
	6398 
	9596 
	0.7
	0.9
	226.4

	  Greece
	6823 
	7518 
	9300 
	1.2
	0.9
	136.3

	  Somalia
	10881 
	9047 
	8653 
	1.8
	0.8
	79.5

	  Japan
	4208 
	5017 
	6355 
	0.7
	0.6
	151.0

	  Iran
	5840 
	5802 
	5910 
	1.0
	0.5
	101.2

	  Argentina
	7473 
	5873 
	5725 
	1.3
	0.5
	76.6

	  Ethiopia
	6278 
	5557 
	5482 
	1.1
	0.5
	87.3

	  Bulgaria
	2461 
	3256 
	5278 
	0.4
	0.5
	214.5

	  Cape Verde
	3267 
	3818 
	3976 
	0.6
	0.4
	121.7

	  Jordan
	n. a.
	n. a.
	1986 
	..
	0.2
	..


Notes: (°) The countries are ranked at 1999;  n. a.:  not available




Source: our elaboration on data of Home Office revised by ISTAT (1998; 1999; 2000)


The examination of the structure and dynamics by area or country of origin enables us to highlight some particular aspects. First of all, there are great differences among the areas of origin. To determine the groups composing half the foreign population in the country, we have to add up the figures for the first 9 communities (Table 1), while in nearly all the traditional European host countries, the first two or three immigrant communities form over 50% of immigration (Cacciani, Casacchia, Diana, Strozza, 1998). The wide range of origins characterizing the new European host countries (Italy, Spain and Greece, excluding Portugal), involves the need to develop the analyses for individual communities since these have different migration histories, demographic characteristics as well as different forms and types of job insertion, all relevant aspects in the integration process. Limiting our attention exclusively to the recent evolution of these communities, only some of the differences can be taken for granted (see Table 1). Together with long-established communities that have recently seen a numerical decline (this has occurred for the Ethiopians, Somalis and Argentines), there are others, also of less recent formation (in particular the Iranian, Tunisian, Egyptian and Brazilian communities), which have grown to a lesser extent, reducing their relative importance. Especially after the legalization law of 1995-96, others have increased their weight within the immigrant community (the Moroccan and Philippine communities and the communities of former Yugoslavia) and finally communities of recent or very recent formation characterized mainly by illegal-immigration flows that have become legal via the legalization process (above all the Albanian, Romanian and Peruvian communities).

The distribution of foreigners throughout Italy varies considerably according to the community so that at least three distinct models can be identified (Casacchia, Diana, Strozza, 1999). This highlights the great capacity of attraction of the northern regions, which over recent years have further increased their prevalence; in early 1999, they absorbed half the immigrants (Table 2). On the other hand, the absolute size and percentage of legal foreigners in the southern regions and islands, with respect to the native population, seem to be quite small, although the greater importance of the illegal component in these areas should not be ignored. Central Italy is in an intermediate position  with over 300,000 foreigners  (corresponding to over 30% of the total) with the highest impact on the native population (approximately 3.4%). Nearly the two thirds of them are concentrated in Latium, basically in the Province of Rome with over 180,000 foreigners representing nearly the 5% of the resident population.

The Rome area, thus, has a major percentage of overall foreign immigration with an especially high impact on the local population. This makes it important to examine the extent of foreign-newcomer insertion in the host context. Since the stratification of successive waves of immigrants and the numerous attraction factors due to the various roles of the Italian capital have led to the settlement of a varied foreign population - more heterogeneous compared to other areas of Italy - with special characteristics (for example, different numbers per foreign community and a different population structure), it therefore seemed preferable to conduct the analysis separately for the main immigrant communities. This analysis will be preceded by a short introduction relative to integration measurement and indicators selection problems.

3. Components of integration of foreign communities in Rome

3.1 From concepts to indicators

It should be stressed that integration of immigrants in host society is a dynamic process with various dimensions. On the basis of the participation of immigrants in the host country's economic, social and cultural life and therefore of the progression of the position occupied in various sectors, such as employment, housing, education and political participation, we can attempt to measure the level or degree of integration achieved by the immigrants.

Table 2 - Permits to stay by region. Italy, situation referred to 1st January 1993, 1996 and 1999. 









	Region and geographic division 
	1993
	1996 
	1999 
	x 100 residents
	% distribution
	Index numb. 1999

1993=100

	
	
	
	
	1993 
	1999 
	1993 
	1999 
	

	 ITALY 
	589457
	729159
	1090820
	1.03
	1.90
	100.0
	100.0
	185.1

	 North West
	169960
	215757
	338789
	1.13
	2.26
	28.8
	31.1
	199.3

	 North East 
	124531
	159387
	246661
	1.19
	2.36
	21.1
	22.6
	198.1

	 Center 
	199739
	240312
	334056
	1.82
	3.04
	33.9
	30.6
	167.2

	 South 
	57843
	71799
	114240
	0.41
	0.81
	9.8
	10.5
	197.5

	 Islands 
	37384
	41904
	57074
	0.55
	0.84
	6.3
	5.2
	152.7

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Piedmont 
	33311
	44402
	70054
	0.78
	1.63
	5.7
	6.4
	210.3

	   Valle d'Aosta 
	1628
	1768
	2362
	1.37
	1.99
	0.3
	0.2
	145.1

	   Lombardy 
	116103
	146492
	235154
	1.30
	2.63
	19.7
	21.6
	202.5

	   Trentino Alto Adige 
	14957
	20000
	26234
	1.64
	2.87
	2.5
	2.4
	175.4

	   Veneto 
	43066
	56988
	97915
	0.97
	2.21
	7.3
	9.0
	227.4

	   Friuli Venezia Giulia 
	21224
	26227
	32383
	1.79
	2.72
	3.6
	3.0
	152.6

	   Liguria 
	18918
	23095
	31219
	1.14
	1.88
	3.2
	2.9
	165.0

	   Emilia Romagna 
	45284
	56172
	90129
	1.15
	2.30
	7.7
	8.3
	199.0

	   Tuscany 
	43203
	52759
	86394
	1.23
	2.45
	7.3
	7.9
	200.0

	   Umbria 
	11876
	16124
	21150
	1.44
	2.56
	2.0
	1.9
	178.1

	   Marches 
	11220
	15199
	25122
	0.78
	1.74
	1.9
	2.3
	223.9

	   Latium 
	133440
	156230
	201390
	2.57
	3.87
	22.6
	18.5
	150.9

	       of whom Rome 
	121859
	142780
	182108
	3.23
	4.82
	20.7
	16.7
	149.4

	   Abruzzo
	7885
	11164
	15112
	0.62
	1.19
	1.3
	1.4
	191.7

	   Molise 
	908
	998
	1520
	0.27
	0.46
	0.2
	0.1
	167.4

	   Campania 
	26236
	31949
	55029
	0.46
	0.95
	4.5
	5.0
	209.7

	   Puglia 
	14760
	18286
	27925
	0.36
	0.68
	2.5
	2.6
	189.2

	   Basilicata 
	1415
	1378
	2321
	0.23
	0.38
	0.2
	0.2
	164.0

	   Calabria 
	6639
	8024
	12333
	0.32
	0.59
	1.1
	1.1
	185.8

	   Sicily 
	31035
	34016
	46750
	0.61
	0.92
	5.3
	4.3
	150.6

	   Sardinia 
	6349
	7888
	10324
	0.38
	0.62
	1.1
	0.9
	162.6


Source: see table 1

In order to be able to study immigrant integration, we must use some measures expressing the degree and the condition of their participation in the economic, social and cultural life of the host country.
We must also, however, recall that integration is a rather complex phenomenon involving "objective" factors of social insertion and "subjective" factors such as the way of conceiving relationships with the surrounding world, the type of representation of social relationships and the concrete ways in which these take place (Salvini, 1994). Although the "subjective" component related to psychological and perceptive aspects, we shall now look mainly at some of the "objective" factors which seem more directly involved in socio-economic integration, as well as being easy to measure.

The difficulties involved in the quantitative measurement of the various aspects of social life and the identification of those aspects indicating the degree of integration achieved have often been pointed out (Le Bras, 1992). Several series of thematic indicators have been proposed, both ideal and actually feasible, for measuring the degree of insertion of the immigrant communities in various contexts of the host society
 (Cagiano de Azevedo et al., 1993; Haut Conseil à l'intégration, 1991; Casacchia and Strozza, 1995; Council of Europe, 1997; Zincone, 2000).

Our attention has been limited here to legal foreigners, considering information extrapolated from official data mainly referring to 1996-98, although some data refer to previous years. Mainly on the basis of the information contained in the permits to stay, 16 empirical indicators have been formulated, only partially corresponding to the possible ideal indicators, through which we intend to measure the propensity and degree of integration among the various foreign communities in the socio-economic life of Rome. In particular, the indicators used, described in detail in Prospectus 1, aim at identifying:

Prospectus 1 – Indicators of integration: topic, building’s method and source
	Topic
	Code
	Label and building’s method
	Source

	Migratory project
	ILEGAL
	Legalization index  (legalized 1995-96 per 100 permits to stay at 1° January 1999)
	MINT

	
	LONGTIME
	Stabilization (Permits referred to long tern permits to stay, more then 10 years x 100 permits)
	MINT

	
	FAM
	Share of family permits to stay (Family permits to stay  x 100 permits)
	MINT

	
	REURISK
	Propensity to family reunification  (Family permits to stay  x 100 divorced with sons or married)
	MINT

	
	REURATE
	Rate of family reunification  (Family permits to stay at  1° January 1998 x 100 labor permits with  validity upper  then 1 year)
	MINT

	Demographic structure
	AVAGE
	Average age
	MINT

	
	SEXB
	Sex Balance (2 times absolute difference between 0,5 and the share of men)
	MINT

	
	WAP
	Working age population structure  (permits to stay entitled to   40-60 years old  foreigners x 100 permits entitled to 20-40 years old foreigners)
	MINT

	
	SINGLE
	% never married  (Never married permits to stay  x 100 permits to stay)
	MINT

	
	NAT
	Birth rate (Births x 100 de jure population)
	STCV

	Labor integration
	ACTIV
	Activity rate (Labor permits x 100 permits to stay)
	MINT

	
	UNEMPL
	Unemployment rate  (Seeking job permits to stay x 100 labor permits)
	MINT

	
	SELFEMP
	Share of self-employed (Self employment permits to stay per 100 labor  permits to stay)
	MINT

	Relationship with indigenous population
	NUPM
	Mixed nuptiality rate (1992-94 marriages of foreigners with Italians  x 100 de jure population)
	STCV and RPOP

	
	NAT%
	Share of births from mixed couple (1992-94 births from Italian fathers x 100 births)
	STCV

	
	NATU
	Rate of naturalization (Naturalizations x 100 permits to stay)
	MINT


Legenda: MINT = Home Office; STCV = Natural Register; RPOP = Population register

· the characteristics of the migration plan, differentiated on the basis of the type of entry and stay in the country (the indicator used is the legalization index), but above all of the phase of the process (expressed by the percentage of permits issued to foreigners present for over ten years and that of permits for family reasons) and the type of migration plan (expressed by the capacity and rate of family reunification) of the individual communities;

· the regularity of the population structure and the demographic behavior, conditioning the type of needs to which the host society must give an answer, expressed by the average age of foreigners over 18, the structure by large age groups of the active population, the degree of balance of the gender structure and the percentage of unmarried men and women and lastly the birth rate which depends on the real propensity to have children and above all (in this phase) from the population sex-age structure;

· insertion on the labor market, the first step towards a broader integration, representing the achievement of the main objective of emigration, summarized by the activity and unemployment rates and the percentage of self-employed;

· relationships with the native population, providing indications as to the possibilities and capacity mixing and merging between native and foreign communities, measured by the rate of mixed marriage, the percentage of births of an Italian father and the naturalization rate.

In Table 3 are reported for the first 25 foreign groups coming from LCDs and present in the Rome area the values of their absolute and relative consistency and those concerning the 16 elementary indicators proposed. It has to be pointed out that in the first three columns are reported the absolute value, the percentage for each community on the total of the province and the share present in Rome on the total of Italy. In order to be brief there is not a detailed analysis relative to elementary indicators. The multidimensional analysis is limited to LCDs because the most part of the constructed indicators often present values which are different between advanced development country communities and developing country communities, underlying the better conditions of insertion of the former than the latter. 

Some brief considerations should be made on the choice of the multidimensional-analysis tool. It seems evident that most of the indicators formulated often differ considerably between the communities of the advanced developed countries and those of the developing countries, highlighting the better conditions of insertion for the former with respect to the latter. This result, certainly not surprising, led us to consider only the communities of the developing countries as active in the following analysis, thus seeking the dimensions of integration for the communities most concerned in the problem. At the same time, the communities of the advanced developed countries are considered as important reference points to confirm the observations made.

3.2 The multivariate analysis

Taken as a whole, the 16 indicators presented (Table 3) are therefore summed up by a principal component analysis, which allows for the reduction of highly analytical information into a few factors to which an exact interpretative meaning can often be assigned.

In our case, factor conversion enables us to identify the two main factors accounting for 55.6% of overall variance, so that reducing the analysis just to these two axes seems to be a good compromise between requirements of synthesis and the cost of a reduction of the variability of the information (table 4).

The first factor seems to be directly related to the variables expressing a higher level of relationship with the native population (in Table 4, observe the factor loading, measurement of the ratio between the variable and the axis, of the indicators expressing mixed marriage and naturalization rates) and those linked to a type of plan recalling a stage of the process of advanced integration (cf. in Table 4 the factor loading of the indicators on family reunion). There is clearly a first axis expressing the level of mixture with the native population and at the same time the more or less advanced phase of the migration plan in which a certain family stability is accompanied, though only moderately, by a better insertion in the labor market. This factor can then be interpreted as the axis of broader integration connected with the family, cultural and, to a lesser extent, the employment aspect.


The other main factor in this analysis is affected by variables like the percentage of permits to stay issued for periods of over 10 years and the indices of the regularity of the population structure (aging and structure of the active population). 
Table 3 - Foreign population by country of citizenship and indicators of integration around 1996-98. Province of Rome. 














	Country of citizenship
	Permits at 1-1-1999
	% permits on province total
	% permits on Italian total
	Migratory project
	Demographic structure
	Labor integration
	Relationship with indigenous population

	
	
	
	
	ILEGAL
	LONGTIME
	FAM
	REURISK
	REURATE
	AVAGE
	SEXB
	WAP
	SINGLE
	NAT
	ACTIV
	UNEMPLE
	SELFEMP
	NUPM
	NAT%
	NATU

	  Morocco
	4276
	2.3
	3.3
	42.4
	27.3
	15.0
	32.9
	3.2
	35.69
	45.8
	38.6
	52.8
	5.4
	83.5
	40.3
	4.7
	3.2
	20.6
	5.2

	  Albania
	4363
	2.4
	5.0
	41.2
	0.8
	22.5
	46.6
	13.8
	31.82
	24.3
	23.3
	50.0
	8.9
	58.9
	31.8
	1.9
	3.0
	12.5
	3.9

	  Philippines
	22311
	12.3
	37.8
	30.9
	35.6
	6.4
	12.4
	2.4
	37.68
	36.5
	63.7
	47.0
	15.6
	82.5
	3.3
	0.2
	0.6
	6.8
	1.0

	  China
	4255
	2.3
	10.3
	34.5
	18.7
	33.7
	53.4
	12.4
	34.27
	4.2
	44.1
	36.0
	10.1
	63.3
	15.8
	17.3
	1.0
	4.6
	2.9

	  Tunisia
	2426
	1.3
	5.9
	24.9
	37.6
	22.3
	49.0
	2.5
	35.54
	38.5
	30.1
	52.7
	6.4
	74.8
	28.2
	1.6
	2.3
	15.2
	5.8

	  Rumania
	7580
	4.2
	22.4
	53.0
	2.5
	18.5
	35.3
	10.3
	31.99
	10.7
	21.4
	44.2
	10.6
	65.4
	28.2
	4.2
	11.0
	42.9
	13.4

	  Senegal
	957
	0.5
	3.0
	27.2
	38.1
	4.0
	7.5
	0.5
	37.98
	74.9
	59.1
	47.0
	3.4
	91.1
	54.8
	8.4
	1.3
	16.7
	0.6

	  Sri Lanka
	4987
	2.7
	18.2
	26.0
	23.2
	24.0
	39.9
	8.7
	36.56
	9.7
	54.2
	39.0
	6.2
	70.5
	6.2
	0.4
	0.0
	1.8
	1.3

	  Egypt
	5601
	3.1
	23.5
	41.2
	34.4
	19.2
	40.8
	3.5
	36.86
	62.2
	39.0
	52.3
	6.3
	76.6
	21.9
	5.0
	2.5
	4.3
	5.6

	  Peru
	6899
	3.8
	29.2
	63.2
	7.1
	13.5
	39.9
	3.8
	35.01
	38.6
	37.1
	65.0
	23.7
	77.9
	16.1
	1.6
	7.5
	18.6
	7.0

	  Poland
	9697
	5.3
	41.7
	40.3
	19.4
	15.3
	40.8
	3.5
	36.18
	25.7
	32.8
	58.3
	16.7
	57.7
	23.7
	2.2
	5.0
	24.6
	6.9

	  India
	6526
	3.6
	29.7
	35.5
	32.7
	8.3
	37.8
	8.5
	38.58
	2.2
	56.8
	77.8
	3.6
	30.4
	23.8
	3.0
	0.1
	2.6
	1.3

	  Brazil
	4286
	2.4
	25.8
	12.8
	31.1
	20.7
	99.3
	8.6
	41.99
	27.2
	62.4
	77.5
	8.0
	22.3
	24.0
	8.7
	8.9
	78.6
	8.8

	  Nigeria
	2039
	1.1
	15.7
	87.2
	25.2
	6.8
	24.4
	1.0
	34.95
	2.3
	27.5
	71.4
	7.4
	61.7
	47.4
	8.8
	0.4
	8.5
	2.1

	  Bangladesh
	5701
	3.1
	47.3
	81.4
	5.6
	12.1
	24.9
	4.6
	30.92
	74.1
	11.6
	51.5
	2.5
	86.2
	55.3
	5.3
	0.4
	3.6
	0.5

	  Algeria
	802
	0.4
	7.3
	56.9
	12.1
	16.7
	61.8
	2.6
	33.77
	56.4
	17.5
	71.3
	5.9
	74.1
	47.4
	5.8
	5.5
	18.2
	8.4

	  Pakistan
	1446
	0.8
	13.4
	114.2
	19.3
	10.3
	18.6
	2.9
	37.49
	74.0
	50.7
	43.9
	3.3
	80.6
	43.7
	5.3
	0.9
	10.7
	1.6

	  Dominican Republic
	772
	0.4
	8.0
	26.3
	13.7
	25.4
	90.3
	4.6
	35.39
	60.9
	45.9
	69.3
	17.1
	62.6
	13.9
	1.4
	17.8
	44.9
	22.1

	  Somalia
	1690
	0.9
	19.5
	0.4
	21.5
	10.5
	22.3
	4.9
	36.68
	32.7
	49.3
	49.6
	4.7
	83.3
	12.6
	4.5
	0.5
	15.0
	2.5

	  Iran
	1146
	0.6
	19.4
	4.8
	65.4
	27.7
	53.7
	8.2
	43.68
	15.9
	94.6
	42.6
	2.3
	41.7
	25.5
	33.7
	1.4
	17.4
	12.1

	  Argentina
	1399
	0.8
	24.4
	2.1
	47.1
	23.1
	78.8
	8.8
	47.54
	3.1
	79.1
	68.3
	4.4
	20.6
	13.9
	12.9
	3.7
	61.1
	9.3

	  Ethiopia
	2091
	1.1
	38.1
	43.5
	31.5
	11.3
	45.0
	2.4
	35.78
	37.9
	34.6
	71.1
	4.1
	66.7
	16.0
	2.4
	1.4
	35.6
	4.9

	  Bulgaria
	878
	0.5
	16.6
	39.5
	5.7
	26.7
	53.8
	10.1
	36.29
	6.6
	41.3
	43.8
	12.2
	55.4
	28.8
	4.0
	6.3
	22.9
	14.1

	  Cape Verde
	1920
	1.1
	48.3
	12.3
	63.1
	13.6
	43.2
	1.7
	36.79
	60.6
	61.7
	66.8
	9.3
	82.6
	5.0
	0.5
	1.3
	29.0
	8.2

	  Jordan
	1410
	0.8
	71.0
	9.8
	57.8
	23.4
	59.7
	5.0
	39.90
	39.0
	50.0
	60.5
	2.3
	45.0
	30.9
	23.7
	2.3
	7.1
	16.4


Source: see prospect 1

Table 4 - Factor loading of indicators on the first five axis






	Variables (a)
	
	
	Axis
	
	

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Avage
	0.51
	0.75
	0.23
	0.03
	-0.04

	Sexb
	-0.45
	-0.07
	0.24
	0.34
	0.72

	Wap
	0.48
	0.73
	0.07
	-0.22
	0.17

	Single
	0.08
	0.10
	0.82
	0.31
	-0.35

	Fam
	0.76
	-0.28
	-0.44
	-0.02
	0.12

	Activ
	-0.83
	-0.12
	-0.02
	-0.19
	0.46

	Unemp
	-0.49
	-0.05
	-0.20
	0.78
	-0.07

	Selfemp
	0.48
	0.46
	-0.46
	0.35
	0.09

	Reu1
	0.84
	-0.20
	0.24
	0.22
	-0.03

	Long
	0.19
	0.88
	0.16
	0.01
	0.24

	Nupm
	0.55
	-0.69
	0.28
	0.13
	0.22

	Reu2
	0.67
	-0.37
	-0.51
	-0.05
	-0.13

	Nat%
	0.72
	-0.25
	0.36
	0.20
	0.05

	Nat
	0.04
	-0.53
	0.40
	-0.55
	0.03

	Ileg
	-0.71
	-0.31
	-0.02
	0.28
	-0.24

	Natu
	0.76
	-0.39
	0.01
	0.19
	0.32

	% of Variance
	32.94
	20.39
	13.64
	9.86
	8.19

	% of Cumulate Variance 
	32.94
	53.33
	66.98
	76.84
	85.03


Note: (a) The meaning of the indicators is illustrated in prospectus 1
In this case, the factor seems to reflect the process leading over time to the overlapping of "old" communities which have nevertheless followed a very specific integration process, often without new flows renewing the internal composition of the community and the significant aging of the population structure, also responsible for the reduction of birth rates (an indicator found on the opposite end of the axis). This axis somehow seems to set against communities of more recent immigration (Rumanian, Peruvian and Albanian), characterized by a younger demographic structure, and communities of older formation that if have recent scarce migrations show a demographic structure particularly aged (see for example Iranian and Jordan communities). For this point of view it could be inferred that this factor expresses the presence stability on territory (exclusively referred to its regular component) to what it is joined a growing level of the aging of demographic structure.

Briefly examining the position of the various communities considered on the graph drawn on the basis of the two factors identified, some confirmation emerges as to the correct representation of the indicators of the integration process in the Rome area, as well as a few surprises (figure 1). 

The confirmation refers to the location on the negative semi-axis of nearly all the communities from Africa and Asia, i.e. the Bengalis, Nigerians, Pakistanis, Senegalese and so on are contrasted with the Latin American communities except for Peru, located on the positive side of the most integrated communities. The surprises emerge in that some communities, like the Chinese one, have a specific position along the axis being in the most advanced phase of the integration process and distinguished from the phase reached by other communities from the same area. A relevant example is the Philippine community, certainly among the longest-established in Rome.

3.3  Communities and integration: a typology


It has been identified through cluster analysis having a hierarchical aggregate method, four homogeneous groups of communities which should show different situations concerning the insertion in the Rome area (see figure 1). 
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The first group consists of four communities (Bangladesh, Pakistan and Nigeria) which are not very recently composed and which are put on the negative extremity of the first axis underlying the scarce or precarious labor integration and lack of merging with local population. 

A second group consists of communities characterized  by a recent immigration (for example, see Peruvian,  Rumanian and Albanian communities), which find their place in the negative part of the second axis testifying also a structure characterized by younger age, but that considering the first factor, relative to integration, are in a intermediate position. That group also included Dominican Republic community which seems an outlier because its integration is strongly connected to mixed marriages. 

The third group includes communities stable enough (that Egyptian, Tunisian, Chinese, Philippine etc.), also due to the legalization consequently to amnesty, having a intermediate labor integration in the Rome area and a scarce integration with indigenous population.

The fourth group is representative by communities characterized by the strongest integration and merging with population of Rome and is situated close to the MDCs communities when these last are projected as supplementary units. These are communities which are not a great importance among LDCs countries because of their specific quality of integration and for the traditional peculiarity of their presence in Italy and in Rome area.

Briefly it emerges an integration way that shift communities from left to right in first axis, reaching, in that way, the situation shown by the fourth groups (figure 1). Naturally, these considerations are relative to Rome situation; it will be interesting evaluate how the situation of foreign communities changes in different Italian context.

4. Concluding Remarks

The analysis has highlighted some basic characteristics of recent immigration in Rome and of the integration process undertaken by the foreign communities, with aspects that to some extent are related to the city's structural characteristics. Rome is notoriously a city with a complex, hard to define identity because of the many economic, social and organisational factors and its role on the national and international level. The way in which it has developed as the capital of the Italy while also maintaining the international role as the capital of Catholicism and the temporal power of the Vatican, as well as becoming the headquarters for various international organisations in the post-war years, have made it an important place for encounter and exchange between people with different cultures, identities and interests who have found here modes of action and interaction not only in the context of objectives of international mediation but also of protecting their own identity and values, which they are sometimes unable to express in their own country.

The analysis on legal immigrants obviously excludes the considerable numbers of people attracted to the city partly on the basis of continuous exchange, or those with the greatest stability.

The lack of a homogenous economic identity in Rome, the center of public administration as well as of advanced services and high-technology industries, in contrast with the building industry and other traditional sectors, have provided ample and multiple areas for a wide variety of immigrant workers to find a role, thus partially explaining the particularly wide range of nationalities and ethnic groups. In particular, these features are typical of an advanced metropolis where the sector of personal services is expanding, thus offering wider opportunities for insertion to people who are adaptable and without specific qualifications.

The integration process in such a variable situation tends to involve individual paths related to personal experiences often marked by the first months of their stay, or are strongly influenced by the migration networks leading to the decision and the experience of the journey. These aspects are suitable for investigation through direct ad hoc surveys based on structured questionnaires or on based on deep and qualitative interviews. Also this specific approach could identified “virtuous” or not ways towards integration.

In his paper the followed approach, based on official documents, permits to outline the average community situation relative to legal aspect only. Its seems a first level of analysis which should be examined carefully, but capable of giving first important information.

The kaleidoscope of communities present in Rome area emphasizes plurality of situations that, approximately could be summarized in four different integration condition. Going from left to right on the first axis, it emerges a virtuous integration way that passes from exclusion situations to intermediate situations inherent to the most important immigrated  communities, but also recent communities, to advanced integration situation also characterizing MDCs  communities. It clearly emerges that, in the construction of first axis, there is a strong connection between labor integration, familiar reunification, and interaction with indigenous  population.

Another important aspect is that legality represents the first and fundamental step towards integration but it does not seem sufficient to grant its success. Considering this it seems important to back up the regular access to occupation which, above all, represents an essential condition in order to avoid negative ways towards illegality.   
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�	For a detailed analysis of the statistical sources, see the extensive literature (see ISTAT, 1991; 1998; Natale and Strozza, 1997).


�	Minors do not generally hold their own permit to stay, and are recorded in that of the adult family member (ISTAT, 1991); illegal persons by definition have no valid permit to stay and are not usually recorded by the other administrative sources. There are various proposals in Italian literature to make estimates (for a summary see Natale and Strozza, 1997; Natale, 1998; Strozza, 2000).


�	For example, the French Haut Conseil à l'intégration has identified four main "dimensions" of integration corresponding to the most important aspects of the immigrant's life: nationality, family, the social promotion and the relationships with the host society. These aspects are associated with twelve concrete expressions: for the first dimension, relationships with the country of origin, the acquisition of nationality and the use of French; for the second one, marriage and the birth rate; for the third one, the scholastic success, vocational qualification and earned income, and finally, for the fourth dimension, consumer attitudes, housing, health and social deviance. A total of 22 indicators have been proposed to describe integration as a dynamic process. The aim is to orient French policy towards immigrants, to favour greater participation in the economic and social life of the State for all persons permanently resident in the country.





