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Abstract | The article presents the results of a project aimed at identifying the neighbourhoods or urban 
zones with the highest concentration of foreigners, exhaustively and comparatively across some of the main 

European countries. To this end, the article discusses the relevance of the locational patterns of migrants 

and of so-called ‘ethnic enclaves’ for understanding both contemporary migration and contemporary cities. 

It then describes the main methodological challenges behind their identification, and how those were 
approached in this study. Finally, it presents the results: the location and sociodemographic composition of 

the main multi-ethnic neighbourhoods in France, Germany, Italy, Spain and the United Kingdom.  
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segregation 

 

1. Mapping migration in cities 

Mapping migration is inherently challenging. Migration is a form of human mobility and movement is, by 

definition, hard to represent in an image that is, by definition, static. Historically, the first attempts to map 

migration flows occurred in the mid Nineteenth century. The French engineer and data analyst Charles 
Joseph Minard is a frequently cited precursor in this regardii. One of the best known of Minard’s 

cartographies is indeed his “Map showing worldwide emigrants in the year 1858 in the style of a Sankey 

chart”iii. And, honestly, when it comes to proper cartography, looking at for example some of the Atlas of 
migrations mentioned in the introduction to this special issue, the mapping of migrants’ flows didn’t evolve 

so much since the times of Minard. Cartography is the reign of fixity. We still cannot but map movement 

by representing one or at best a few points of origin and of destination, and eventually connecting those 
points through lines or flows.  

The alternative is to opt for a static representation of the distributional pattern of migrants, with the idea that 

such image can tell something about the dynamic processes that produced such pattern. This is, in general, 

the case of locational patterns, and particularly of clustering processes and spatial autocorrelation (the degree 
of similarity among nearby geographical features). The where and the degree of spatial clustering, together 

with the degree of homogeneity of each cluster, can be of great help for understanding the processes of 

attraction, interaction, influence, interdependency, homophily or, on the contrary, repulsion, independency, 
inhibition, differentiation, that may explain such spatial distributioniv.  

And this is particuarly the case of migrants’ distributional patterns, especially in cities, insofar as the 

tendency to concentrate, to co-locate in specific neighbourhoods, and to form enclaves delimited on the base 
of ethnicity or geographical origin, is a recurrent outcome of urban migration, and a widely debated issue, 

at least since Ernest Burgess’ famous “chart of the city”, and the Chicago School’s ecological model of 

urban structure and growthv. Burgess and the Chicago School defined their model(s) of the city as ecological, 

because the typical concentric urban structure (Figure 1) is the result of a city’s expansion driven by the 
‘invasion’ of the urban core by new inhabitants and, consequently, the expulsion of both previous and higher 

income (white) inhabitants to the outer rings. Such phenomenon was lately defined as the “white flight” and 

is at the basis of the suburbanization of the American urban landscape. The Chicago School has been and is 
still incredibly influential in the way we came to represent and, consequently, understand and manage the 

urbanvi. The same can be said, consequently, of migration in cities, which, in Burgess’ model, was both one 

of the main engines beyond the structuring of the city into concentric circles having each a peculiar social 

composition and function, and some sort of exception to the rule. This is because migrants, and minorities 
more generally, tended not only to concentrate in the inner city, but also to inhabit rigidly segregated spaces, 

as expressed - in Figure 1 - by labels such as Chinatown, Little Sicily or the Black Belt.  

 

                                                             
1 The paper is a pre-print in English of the article: Celata F. (2022) «Cartographier les migrations dans l’espace 

urbain. Les principaux quartiers multiethniques en Europe», Migrations Societé 34(187): 49-64.  



 

Figure 1. Ernest Burgess Chart II of urban areas of Chicago, 1920s. Source: Burgess (1925), p. 55. 

 

Chicago is still one the most segregated metropolis in the United States and various maps have been 
produced through the decades to describe the ethnic and racial spatial structure of the city. Figure 2 includes 

only what is probably the first attempt in this regard; many others have followedvii. But (migrants’) 

concentration and segregation is obviously not only typical of Chicago. 

For the sake of this article, a particularly significant issue regards the implications. Segregation is normally 

considered problematic as long as it is both the cause and effect of sociospatial exclusion, and even of 

discrimination practices, for example in the housing marketviii, especially in the case of racial segregation. 
When it comes to migration, and new immigrants in particular, the case of the so-called “ethnic enclave” 

inspired indeed a lively debateix. On the one hand the tendency of migrants to create social and economic 

spaces that are geographically and functionally isolated is supposed to produce enclosures and ghettos that 

prevent the integration and assimilation of foreigners by, for example, lowering the rate of acquisition of 
host country skills, such as language. Along this line, the degree of concentration of migrants can even be 

assumed to be inversely correlated to their degree of sociocultural integration. On the other hand, migrants 

concentrate because they benefit from mutual proximity: ethnic enclaves, according to this view, facilitate 
the access to socioeconomic networks bounded by co-ethnicity and to a variety of community resources 

such as interpersonal relationships, human capital externalities, or community-based associations, that 

favour the access to information, labour and credit, while fostering intracommunity solidarity. This latter 

idea was put forward by Kenneth Wilson and Alejandro Portes in their research about Cubans’ performance 
in the Miami labour marketx. The authors showed that by concentrating in enclaves, immigrants achieve 

better economic performance, faster upward mobility and higher returns to their human capital investments. 

The debate that followed focused, first, on how such “enclave” should be defined and delimited. Some 
authors referred to the enclave as an ethnic neighbourhood and criticized the above-mentioned “enclave 

hypothesis”. Ethnic neighbourhoods tend to be abandoned by migrants who achieve a better status and are 

predominantly inhabited by poor and unskilled migrants, trapped in areas with low-quality education 
facilities and that are distant from employment opportunities. Wilson and Portes responded that they didn’t 

consider the enclave in strictly spatial terms, but more as an ethnic economy where most transactions are 

among co-ethnics. The quality of the enclave, however, is crucial, as its negative or positive effects are 

correlated primarily with its degree of socioeconomic diversity. In any case, those issues should be the object 
of empirical verification based, among other things, on appropriate methods for identifying and delimiting 

the ethnic enclave.  

 



 

Figure 2. Ethnic Communities in Chicago, 1911. Source: Immigrants in cities. Report of the 

Immigration Commission, Washington, p. 248 

 

2. Methodological challenges 

The second relevant issue about mapping migration in cities is indeed methodological: how for example do 

we define and, consequently, identify and eventually map ethnic neighbourhoods, or enclaves? Maps like 

Figure 2 imply of course a substantial level of abstraction. What is the main social group inhabiting each 

part of the city says nothing about, for example, the degree of diversity in each neighbourhood. To this end, 
several measures of segregation have been proposedxi. One of the most debated problems in this regard is 

that those measures are heavily affected by the spatial partition used in each case, i.e. by the so-called 

modifiable area unit problem (MAUP). The MAUP, basically, is due to the fact that any territorial partition 
is arbitrary, modifiable, artificial - “borders, I have never seen one”, says a famous quote by Thor Heyerdahl 

– but such partition heavily influences the results of the analysisxii. Segregation measures are, moreover, for 

the most ‘global’ indexes that provide the overall degree of spatial segregation for the whole city or region, 
while the identification of specific (multi-)ethnic neighbourhoods is frequently conducted qualitatively and 

limited to specific case studies, while the aim of this article is to provide a more systematic identification 

that is also comparable across different urban contexts and countries. 

Particularly in the case of how we represent migration, moreover, any apparently technical problem is also 
inherently political. The way we represent a social fact is crucial to how we both understand and govern it. 

Migration is, additionally, particularly hard to define or categorize – consider, for example, the elusive 

distinction between migrants and touristsxiii. And it is also the object of a political battlefield in which 
representations and imaginaries play a crucial and ambivalent role. To represent migrants as a specific social 

group, for example, is certainly essential to understanding migration, but it reinforces the idea of this social 

group being ontologically distinct from a “native population” which, on the contrary, and equally arbitrarily, 

we tend to represent as indigenous, immobile, and homogenous. The image of a “migration flow”, to give 
another example, reinforces the binary opposition between migrants and natives as an opposition between 

movement and fixity, and resembles the idea of an invasion – one of the most famous flow maps produced 

by Minard is indeed a diagram of Napoleon’s Russian campaign.   



All of the above is particularly relevant, as well as problematic, when it comes to mapping migration in 

urban spaces. National boundaries are, at least, in most cases, formally defined. What is a city, and how it 
should be internally and externally delimited, is on the contrary an open issue: should we use administrative 

partitions, although those are often inadequate for delimiting a city geographically? And should this partition 

be that of the main municipality, of the metropolitan area, of the urban region? And when delimiting a city 
internally, should we adopt the official sub-municipal partition - if any - or should we refer to proper 

‘neighbourhoods’, although their definition is often subjective, vernacular, and not univocal, nor mutually 

exclusive? Or should we avoid any pre-given partition? And if yes, how?  

To address those challenges, and to identify (multi-)ethnic neighbourhoods exhaustively and across different 
cities and countries, requires first the availability of detailed, accurate and comparable information about 

the spatial distribution of migrants at a geographical scale that is sufficient to identify the specific areas 

where they concentrate. To this end, the Joint Research Centre of the European Union produced a very 
detailed dataset thanks to the disaggregation of the most detailed available data in several European 

countriesxiv. This data was predominantly extracted from the national censuses, and refers consequently to 

the year 2011. 

The results of the spatial processing and interpolation of the original data is a uniform grid showing the 
concentration of migrants by country of origin or of birth, per continent, and in terms of EU versus not-EU 

origin, at a very high spatial resolution, of 100 by 100 meters. The resulting data is therefore rich, 

homogenous, and complete. Only, data for Spain and the United Kingdom is limited to the main 20 countries 
of origin of migrants. Moreover, the origin of migrants is expressed in terms of their country of birth in the 

case of Germany, Spain and the UK, and in terms of citizenship in the case of France and Italy; absolute 

numbers are therefore not directly comparable. To provide an idea of the difference between the two figures, 
Table 1 presents data about the number of foreign-born residents and foreign citizens in the countries and 

year considered in this study: foreign-born residents are on average 50% more than foreign citizens.  

 

Table 1. Population on 1 January 2011 by country of birth and of citizenship 

 Resident population Foreign born residents Foreign citizens 

 Mlns Mlns % Mlns % 

France 65,0 7,3 11,3% 3,9 6,0% 

Germany 80,2 8,9 11,1% 6,1 7,6% 

Italy 59,4 5,8 9,7% 3,9 6,5% 

Spain 46,7 6,3 13,5% 5,3 11,4% 

United Kingdom 63,0 7,3 11,7% 4,5 7,2% 

Total 314,3 35,7 11,3% 23,7 7,5% 

Source: Eurostat 

 

Based on this data, in order to avoid any pre-given partition into administrative or quasi-administrative units 

which, as already mentioned, may be very different in terms of shape and extent, and consequently not 
comparable, both within and between cities, we adopted a spatial unit corresponding to one square 

kilometre: an extent that was supposed to correspond to that of a neighbourhood, and that was chosen also 

for the sake of clarity and simplicity. In order to avoid the MAUP, we didn’t over-impose above the 100x100 
meters grid a predefined square kilometres grid but, instead, we considered any potential alternative 

aggregation of 100x100 cells in order to identify and to delimit the square kilometres that, in any country, 

hosts the highest concentration of foreigners. In practice, we converted the original grid data into a raster 

geodataset and ran a focal statistic to attribute to any 100x100 meters cell the sum of the foreign population 
in the surrounding 100 cells. We then selected in each country the twenty non-overlapping square kilometres 

with the highest concentration of migrants or foreigners, and attributed a name to each zone using municipal 

and sub-municipal administrative units. Finally, we extracted from the dataset some indicators about the 
sociodemographic composition of each zone. The results are presented in the next section.  

 

 



3. The main multi-ethnic neighbourhoods in Europe 

The results of the analysis provide useful and relevant figures that, in this article, will only be preliminarily 

described. The list of the main 20 concentrations of migrants per each of the countries considered in the 

study is reported in the appendix: some of those are familiar, and others are more surprising. Each of them 
would deserve an ad hoc discussion and a proper contextualization that, obviously, goes beyond the scope 

of the article.  

In France, almost all of the main multi-ethnic neighbourhoods are located in Paris, particularly in the North-
Eastern and Northern Arrondissements. Especially due to its very dense urban fabric, Paris hosts some of 

the square kilometres with the highest number of migrants in Europe, particularly if we consider that data 

here refers to foreign citizens, and that foreign-born residents in the country are, on average, almost twice 

the number of foreign citizens (Table 1). Notwithstanding, in all of those neighbourhoods, foreigners are 
never the majority: their portion of the total population is rarely above 40% and on average around 20%. 

The main nationalities of migrants are Algerian and Chinese, but those are, again, almost everywhere only 

a limited portion of the foreign population (less than 20%).  

In Germany, eight of the twenty main multi-ethnic neighbourhoods are in Berlin, but the rest are distributed 

in various cities and metro areas. Migrants, also in Germany, are never a majority, but their portion of the 

total population is higher than in France (as well as than in Italy and Spain), as it ranges from 30% to 50%. 

The main country of origin is in all of the twenty cases Turkey, but Turkish in almost all the cases account 
for only a third of the migrant population approximately.  

In Italy the results show a variegated geography. The 20 main concentrations of foreigners are distributed 

in seven cities, from Trieste in the North-East to Naples in the South, although Milan hosts eight and Turin 
five of them. The main nationality of foreigners is also varied - China (in 6 over 20 neighbourhoods), 

Romania (5), Philippines (4), Ecuador (2), etc. The percentage of foreigners over the total population and, 

with few exceptions, the percentage of the main nationality of citizenship over the total number of 
foreigners, is low, similarly to France.  

The results for Spain are more peculiar. Besides the five multi-ethnic neighbourhoods that are located in 

Madrid, many of the others - and particularly those with the highest number of migrants - are indeed in small 

urban areas surrounding the country’s metropolitan cities, and four of those are actually not even within any 
metro area, while in the other countries such circumstance is rare. The percentage of foreigners in the total 

population is in line with France and Italy. Differently from those countries, the main countries of birth - 

which are often Romania and Ecuador - cover frequently a substantial portion of the total migrant 
population: in most of the cases they represent a majority, and in five cases they exceed the 90%.   

The United Kingdom is also peculiar. Most multi-ethnic neighbourhoods are obviously in London, with the 

only exception of two located in Leicester. London, together with Paris, hosts some of the neighbourhoods 
in Europe that, in absolute numbers, concentrate the highest number of migrants. The portion of migrants 

over the total population is, moreover, much higher than in France, as well as in the other countries: in most 

of the 20 zones migrants are a majority, although they rarely exceed 60%. On the other hand, the main 

countries of birth of migrants – which are often India or Bangladesh - rarely represent a substantial portion 
of the migrant population, which is consequently particularly diverse and multi-ethnic. What is peculiar of 

London is also the case of those central and affluent neighbourhoods that host a high number of migrants 

from western and high-income countries, such as the US.   

To allow a better appreciation of the location and distribution the identified multi-ethnic neighbourhoods, 

Figure 3 provides some maps at the urban scale for the five cities in Europe that host the majority of them.  

Figure 4 permits a closer look at some of the most prominent neighbourhoods. The figure shows, for each 

of the five countries, the square kilometre with the highest number of migrants (the areas outlined in red in 
the left column), and those with the highest portion of migrants over the total population (in blue, right 

column).  

 

 



 

Figure 3. Main multi-ethnic neighbourhoods in Paris, Berlin, Milan, Madrid and London, 2011 

 



 

Figure 4a. Zones with the highest number of migrants (red) and the highest percentage of 
migrants over the total population (blu) among the country's 20 zones with the highest 
concentration of migrants in France, Germany and Italy, 2011. 

 



 

Figure 4b. Zones with the highest number of migrants (red) and the highest percentage of 
migrants over the total population (blu) among the country's 20 zones with the highest 
concentration of migrants in Spain and UK, 2011. 

 

4. Conclusions 

The results of the analysis presented in the previous section confirm the relevance of clustering in the 

relationship between migration and cities. On the other hand, such a tendency towards concentration seems 
in most of the cases not to be driven by some sort of attraction among co-ethnics, nor to lead to rigidly 

segregated spaces, as long as even the main ‘ethnic’ neighbourhoods in Europe are very frequently highly 

diverse, mixed and ‘multi-ethnic’, both with regard to the co-presence of migrants and natives, and in terms 

of the countries of origin or of citizenship of migrants. The analysis permitted, at the same time, to identify 
some relevant exceptions which may be particularly interesting to investigate further.  

These results are, however, only exploratory and preliminary. The aim was to provide an exhaustive and 

comparative mapping of the main multi-ethnic neighbourhoods in Europe, primarily to serve as a basis for 
further research and more in-depth investigations. This is also because while a wealth of qualitative research 

exists about multi-ethnic neighbourhoods based on single case studies, quantitative and comparative 

analyses are rare, and limited for the most to single countries. In both cases, we believe that the analysis 

presented in this article can provide a solid ground for the identification of those geographical units upon 
which both qualitative and quantitative research on the topic can be conducted.  



The results of the analysis can also contribute to improving knowledge and information about the areas or 

neighbourhoods where migrants concentrate, first among the general public. So-called “ethnic 
neighbourhoods” are indeed crucial to how the public opinion perceives the patterns and consequences of 

migration, and are often the object of vocal political debates about the implications in terms of exclusion 

and segregation or, on the contrary, integration and co-existence between natives and migrants. In this, 
ethnic neighbourhoods are also frequently the object of misinformation about, for example, the existence of 

“Sharia law zones” in European cities. The results of the analysis can help to confute those narratives, and 

favour a more balanced and evidence-based approach to the topic. 

Such an evidence-based approach, finally, is crucial to inform local, national or European policies about 
migration and cities, in terms of for example where to implement, to experiment with novel approaches, to 

target, or simply to evaluate the results of policies aimed at a better integration of migrants in the destination 

countries. 
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Appendix a. Main Multi-Ethnic Neighbourhoods in France, 2011 

Neighbourhood (Nearest) City 
FUA/ 

Metropolitan area 

Foreigners Main nationality 

Number 
% of tot. 

pop. 
Country 

% of 
foreigners 

Belleville West Paris Paris 11.500 22% China 27% 

Clignancourt Paris Paris 11.000 20% Algeria 13% 

Aubervilliers-Pantin Paris Paris 9.771 41% China 23% 

La Villette Paris Paris 9.524 21% China 28% 

Epinettes Paris Paris 8.357 17% Algeria 12% 

Belleville East Paris Paris 8.240 18% Algeria 16% 

Aubervilliers Paris Paris 7.990 37% Algeria 15% 

Porte de Choisy Paris Paris 7.607 17% China 21% 

Porte Saint-Martin Paris Paris 7.474 20% China 22% 

Porte de Paris (St Denis) Paris Paris 6.772 35% Algeria 16% 

Clichy-sous-Bois Paris Paris 6.556 41% Turkey 26% 

Clichy Paris Paris 6.498 21% Morocco 23% 

Roquette Paris Paris 6.249 14% China 10% 

Chateau Landon Paris Paris 6.063 20% China 11% 

Cité Florale-Butte Aux Cailles Paris Paris 6.060 16% Algeria 8% 

Charonne Paris Paris 5.945 14% Algeria 14% 

Garges-lès-Gonesse Paris Paris 5.931 27% Turkey 16% 

Noailles Marseille Marseille 5.777 21% Algeria 46% 

Port de Clignancourt Paris Paris 5.754 23% Algeria 18% 

La Courneuve-Aubervilliers Paris Paris 5.723 33% Algeria 16% 

 

Appendix b. Main Multi-Ethnic Neighbourhoods in Germany, 2011 

Neighbourhood (Nearest) City 
FUA/ Metropolitan 

area 

Foreigners Main nationality 

Number 
% of tot. 

pop. 
Country 

% of 
foreigners 

Neukolln North Berlin Berlin 7.991 32% Turkey 30% 

Leopoldplatz Berlin Berlin 7.495 37% Turkey 35% 

Gesunbrunnen Berlin Berlin 7.072 37% Turkey 39% 

Nordmarkt Dortmund Dusseldorf-Ruhrgebiet 6.864 42% Turkey 30% 

Kreuzberg East Berlin Berlin 6.654 31% Turkey 63% 

Galgenhof Nuremberg Nuremberg 6.596 33% Turkey 19% 

Marktplatz Offenbach Frankfurt am Main 6.523 46% Turkey 15% 

Moabit Berlin Berlin 6.490 30% Turkey 21% 

Chorweiler Leverkusen Koln / Cologne-Bonn 6.358 50% Turkey 34% 

Schillerkiez Berlin Berlin 6.162 30% Turkey 32% 

Milbertshofen Munchen Munchen 5.975 36% Turkey 12% 

Jungbush Mannheim Mannheim 5.868 40% Turkey 32% 

Neckarstadt Mannheim Mannheim 5.845 37% Turkey 31% 

Ostend Frankfurt am Main Frankfurt am Main 5.801 40% Turkey 13% 

Neukolln South Berlin Berlin 5.772 31% Turkey 27% 

Kalk Koln Koln / Cologne-Bonn 5.732 35% Turkey 34% 

Nordend Offenbach Frankfurt am Main 5.693 42% Turkey 15% 

Schoneberg North Berlin Berlin 5.640 34% Turkey 33% 

Hochfeld Duisburg Dusseldorf-Ruhrgebiet 5.589 40% Turkey 30% 

Oststadt Pforzheim - 5.538 43% Turkey 16% 



Appending c. Main Multi-Ethnic Neighbourhoods in Italy, 2011 

Neighbourhood (Nearest) City 
FUA/ 

Metropolitan 
area 

Foreigners Main nationality 

Number 
% of tot. 

pop. 
Country 

% of 
foreigners 

Barriera di Milano Torino Turin 9.709 35% Romania 29% 

Loreto Milano Milan 7.148 34% Philippines 23% 

Aurora Torino Turin 6.050 35% Romania 25% 

Selinunte Milano Milan 5.967 24% Egypt 22% 

Villapizzone Milano Milan 5.631 28% China 25% 

San Giacomo Trieste Trieste 5.258 19% Serbia 39% 

Via Padova Milano Milan 4.774 28% Philippines 25% 

San Donato Torino Turin 4.720 21% Romania 36% 

Pioltello Monza Milan 4.699 32% Ecuador 14% 

Corvetto Milano Milan 4.667 22% Philippines 18% 

Tor Pignattara Roma Rome 4.660 20% Bangladesh 28% 

Dergano Milano Milan 4.539 28% China 25% 

Borgata Vittoria Torino Turin 4.518 20% Romania 40% 

San Lorenzo Napoli Naples 4.381 14% China 31% 

San Paolo Torino Turin 4.339 18% Romania 38% 

Esquilino Roma Rome 4.135 25% China 28% 

Sampierdarena Genova Genova 4.026 16% Ecuador 51% 

Chinatown Prato - 4.000 40% China 76% 

Bolognina Bologna Bologna 3.571 21% China 16% 

Clavairate Milano Milan 3.570 20% Philippines 19% 

 

Appendix d. Main Multi-Ethnic Neighbourhoods in Spain, 2011 

Neighbourhood (Nearest) City 
FUA/ 

Metropolitan 
area 

Foreigners Main nationality 

Number 
% of tot. 

pop. 
Country 

% of 
foreigners 

Coslada Coslada Madrid 8.122 35% Romania 98% 

Usera Madrid Madrid 7.687 26% Argentina 40% 

Pubilla Cases Hospitalet de Llobregat Barcelona 7.187 18% Ecuador 39% 

Parla Getafe Madrid 7.058 27% Ecuador 36% 

Santa Rosa S. Coloma de Gramenet Barcelona 6.760 22% Romania 37% 

Castellon de la Plana Sur Castellon de la Plana - 6.616 22% Romania 92% 

Collblanc Hospitalet de Llobregat Barcelona 5.859 17% Ecuador 39% 

Alcala de Henares Alcala de Henares Madrid 5.686 19% Romania 86% 

Arganda del Rey Coslada Madrid 5.505 30% Romania 97% 

Numancia-Portazgo Madrid Madrid 5.502 17% Ecuador 52% 

Pueblo Nuevo Madrid Madrid 5.007 17% Ecuador 48% 

Lorca San Diego Murcia Murcia 4.893 39% Morocco 56% 

Vista Alegre Madrid Madrid 4.784 16% Ecuador 48% 

Delicias Zaragoza Zaragoza 4.775 16% Romania 53% 

Melilla Norte Melilla - 4.760 31% Morocco 99% 

Roquetas de Mar Almeria - 4.556 41% Romania 62% 

Torrejon de Ardoz Torrejon de Ardoz Madrid 4.543 24% Romania 51% 

S. Cristobal d. L. Angeles Getafe Madrid 4.335 33% Ecuador 36% 

Castellon d. l. Plana Norte Castellon de la Plana - 4.187 18% Romania 93% 

Pere Garau Palma de Mallorca Palma de M. 4.096 17% Ecuador 49% 



 

Appendix e. Main Multi-Ethnic Neighbourhoods in the United Kingdom, 2011 

Neighbourhood (Nearest) City 
FUA/ 

Metropolitan 
area 

Foreigners Main nationality 

Number 
% of tot. 

pop. 
Country 

% of 
foreigners 

Green Street London London 13.117 62% India 36% 

Bayswater-Lancaster Gate London London 12.157 60% Usa 6% 

Earl's Court London London 11.784 61% Usa 9% 

Church Street-Lisson Grove London London 11.240 56% Bangladesh 5% 

East Ham London London 11.083 65% India 34% 

Queen's Park-Harrow Road London London 10.956 47% Ireland 5% 

Spinney Hills-Wycliffe Leicester Leicester 10.193 56% India 52% 

Boleyn London London 10.126 55% India 21% 

Manor Park London London 9.941 57% India 23% 

Pimlico London London 9.421 42% Usa 4% 

Maida Vale-Abbey Road London London 9.342 55% Usa 10% 

West Kensington London London 9.179 50% Australia 5% 

Whitechapel London London 8.851 47% Bangladesh 52% 

Bruce Grove London London 8.728 55% Poland 11% 

Belgrave Leicester Leicester 8.624 65% India 61% 

Forest Gate London London 8.387 54% Bangladesh 13% 

King's Cross London London 8.347 48% Bangladesh 10% 

West Ham-Plaistow North London London 8.281 51% Bangladesh 18% 

Notting Hill-Colville London London 8.230 44% Usa 6% 

Walworth London London 8.086 44% Nigeria 16% 
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