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3 / Spatial Patterns of the Foreign Population
in Prague and the Central Bohemian Region:
The State 10 Years After the Financial Crisis

Adam Klsak, Ivana Krizkova

3.1 INTRODUCTION

In the era of Communist dictatorship between 1948 and
1989, people almost exclusively emigrated from Czechoslo-
vakia. However, following the Velvet Revolution there was
a significant turnover. Czechia has become a unique case
in terms of its migration attractiveness within post-socialist
Central and Eastern Europe during the last three decades
(Drbohlav, 2011). Foreigners (which we define, in accor-
dance with the legal definition, as all persons with a non-
Czech citizenship) make up a significant share of the pop-
ulation of Czechia, and the importance of their influence
on the formation of social, physical and functional spatial
structures of Czech settlements is growing (Oufednicek,
Temelova, 2009; Pridalova, Ourednicek, 2017; Pridalova,
Hasman, 2018).

Prague is the city with the highest number of foreigners
in the country, having by far the highest share of foreigners
in the population among post-socialist capitals in Central
and Eastern Europe and being known as a traditional gate-
way for foreign residents to enter the country (Janska, Cer-
mak, Wright, 2014; Pfidalova, Oufednicek, 2017). Prague,
as a capital and the main city in the country’s settlement
hierarchy, attracts residents and investors due to its high
standard of living, concentration of job and business oppor-
tunities, higher salaries compared to the rest of the country
and its aesthetic qualities. At the same time, Prague’s rent,
property prices and other costs are skyrocketing (Temelova,
2009; Hudecek et al., 2019). This alongside many other as-
pects leads to the expansion of the Prague metropolitan
region into areas far beyond its administrative boundary,
thereby reshaping the social structure of both Prague itself
and the Central Bohemian Region. The processes of resi-
dential and commercial suburbanisation contribute most to
this expansion (Oufednicek, 2007; Oufednicek et al., 2018).
Identifying the spatial aspects of the behaviour of foreign-
ers, being important actors in urban processes in Prague
and the Central Bohemian Region, is therefore important
not only from a social science perspective, but also from
the perspective of public institutions and self-government.

The aim of this chapter is to describe, analyse and in-
terpret how foreigners, whose numbers continue to grow

in the Prague metropolitan region, have responded to its
dynamic development in the last decade, particularly as the
financial crisis affected human mobility and migration flows
all over the world in 2008. Specifically, we will focus on
spatial patterns of foreign population distribution, changes
of these patterns over time and the differences between sig-
nificant categories of foreigners. We use primarily location
quotients, the traditional tool of measuring the concentra-
tion of population groups, as well as dissimilarity indexes.
Basic demographic characteristics of all analysed groups
are presented to provide another interpretative framework
for the key results. We also want to set the stage for the
following chapters (Kftizkova, Klsak, Simon, 2022; Simon,
Kftizkova, Klsak, 2022 in this book) to bring together a tru-
ly detailed view of the topic.

This chapter is divided into several sections. The intro-
duction is followed by a review of existing literature that
deals with similar topics within the area of research, offering
context in which the research is located. The next subchap-
ter provides a description of the sources and methods used
and discusses their quality and suitability in the given con-
text. Three empirically oriented sections cover the key re-
sults and include an interpretation of the general character-
istics of foreigners in the context of the zoning of Prague /
Central Bohemia, as well as the specific spatial patterns in
the studied area. The final section highlights and discusses
the most important findings and brings a critical reflection
of the research.

3.2 SPATIAL BEHAVIOUR OF FOREIGNERS -
WORLD CITIES, CZECHIA AND PRAGUE

The traditional spatial “three generational model” suggests
that immigrants entering the country settle in the transition-
al zones in inner cities of gate metropolises, where they are
highly segregated and socially unassimilated. However, the
second generation of immigrants is more assimilated and
leaves such areas to go further into the city, therefore the
group’s overall level of segregation decreases. The third gen-
eration should then complete the process of assimilation,
when it moves to the suburbs — the traditional destination
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of the residential majority (Peach, 1996). Similarly to other
paradigms on the subject matter, this model comes from the
North American environment (a specific immigration soci-
ety) and is therefore difficult to apply to a different context.*
The patterns of development in Western as well as (even
more so) post-socialist Central and Eastern Europe, thus
differ (Musterd, van Kempen, 2009; Hess, Tammaru, Leet-
maa, 2012). Combining migration at the urban level with
the traditional concept of phases of urbanisation processes
(van den Berg et al., 1982; Geyer, Kontuly, 1996), one can
deduct that “newcomers” from abroad are inclined towards
urbanisation, and the majority of them towards gradual
suburbanisation or counter-urbanisation, although such
differences are blurred. A similar situation can be observed
in Czechia today — in general, for foreigners, the attractive-
ness of a given place increases with its position in the settle-
ment hierarchy of the country and thus the foreign popula-
tion is more of an additional urban character; on the other
hand, however, they also tend to increasingly disperse from
the large urban centres (Cermék, Janska, 2011; Ktizkova,
Oufednicek, 2020).

Even though the intensive presence of foreigners is usu-
ally considered as a relatively new phenomenon in Czechia,
we cannot disregard the fact that the Czech lands, and even
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Figure 3.1: Development of
total numbers of foreigners in
regions of Czechia 1996-2018.
Data source: CZSO (2019).
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more so Prague as their dominant centre, have been ethni-
cally diverse throughout most of their history. The ethnic
composition of Prague and the distribution of individual
ethnic groups was studied in detail during the interwar era
(1918-1938) by Bohac (1923), according to whom Prague,
as a large commercial centre and capital of the country, has
always been an important destination for many foreigners.
In 1921, about 13 000 foreigners lived in Prague and made
up about 2 percent of the city’s population, which was a sig-
nificant increase from the previous census in 1910°. Accord-
ing to Bohac, foreigners at the time usually belonged to the
upper class, amongst others members of the German and
Jewish minorities, and their residential preferences were ori-
ented towards the centre and specific parts of the inner city
(Vinohrady, Bubene¢, Dejvice) rather than to the periphery
(Bohac, 1923). The post-war period and the subsequent era
of socialism meant the isolation of Czechoslovakia in the
Eastern bloc, the closure of borders and the ethnic homo-
genisation of the population, however even in these times,
specific groups of foreigners were migrating to Prague. Such
groups consisted of mainly students and workers from the
so-called allied countries on the basis of international agree-
ments (Drbohlav, Cermak, 1998; Ptidalova, Oufednicek,
2017). Even though their numbers were not fundamentally

4 Itshould be noted that this model is considerably simplistic and never universally valid even in the country of origin —an example is the African American minority
in the USA (Peach, 1996). Original ideas by Chicago school researchers are dated, and in contrast, the environment of globalised metropolises is indeed changing

and developing very dynamically.

5 This significant increase was probably caused by changes in the citizenship status of former Austrian-Hungarian citizens, as the author himself points out. Nev-
ertheless, real cross-border migration was also recorded, and the number of newcomers increased, such as Czechs returning from abroad, foreign traders and
students seeking potential in the newly established country, or refugees from Russia (Bohac, 1923).
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high and the contacts between them and the majority were
limited, we can trace the roots of certain migration flows —
specifically the later Vietnamese migration (Freidingerova,
Novakova, 2019; Pridalova, Oufednicek, 2017).

The real boom of foreign migration to Czechia took place
following the Velvet Revolution 0f1989. As mentioned above,
Prague has a dominant position in this respect not only in
Czechia (see Figure 3.1 comparing its position among other
Czech regions), but in the wider region of post-Communist
states of Central and Eastern Europe (Drbohlav, Valenta,
2014; Ptidalova, Oufednicek, 2017). Hence a relatively large
number of studies have already dealt with foreigners in
Prague. However, most of them focus on various aspects
of life and even more often on specific groups of foreigners.
In a case study of the Ukrainian, Vietnamese and Armenian
communities in Prague, Drbohlav and Dzirova (2007) ad-
dress aspects of the inclusion of such groups in Czech so-
ciety, within the framework of acculturation strategies and
segmented assimilation. The authors discovered significant
differences in the strategies of these groups, and found that
foreigners who are more familiar with the language and do
not live close to their compatriots (thus with less segregation
tendencies) are more satisfied with their life in the country
(Drbohlav, Dzirova, 2007). Nevertheless, the analysis of
specific spatial patterns was not included in their research.
A research report by Kusnirdkova, Plackova, Tran Vu (2013)
follows up on the internal differentiation of the Vietnamese
community in Czechia, but focuses in more detail on the
community living in Prague, which is strongly concentrat-
ed around the city district Prague-Libus. The study high-
lights the group’s considerable diversity, role of the family
and strong functional ties (Ku$nirakova, Plackova, Tran
Vu., 2013). Relatively more attention was paid to the Prague
Russian community investigated by Bittnerova (2012a,b),
Volkovova (2012), Volkovova and Bittnerova (2012),
Ptidalové (2017) and Ignatiyeva and Sykora (2019).

There are considerably fewer texts dealing in-depth
with the spatial distribution of foreigners at the city level,
or considering the wider urban region and the links there-
in. Works by Valenta (2012) or Ptidalova and Oufednicek
(2017) can be mentioned in this context. The differences
in adaptation to the urban environment of the individual
selected groups of in Czechia, are extensively summarised
in the article by Uherek (2003), and despite the relative age
of this text, its conclusions are still relevant. Unfortunately,
the text does not go too far into the details of the inner dif-
ferentiation of cities.

In Prague, foreigners play an important role in the
process of the so-called new socio-spatial differentiation
(Ouftednicek, Pospisilova, 2016) and constitute a significant
part of all migration flows (Pfidalova, Oufednicek, 2017).
The population of foreigners in the city is thus very diverse,
and yet earlier studies have noticed that its spatial distri-

bution is not uniform (Uherek, 2003). As Ptidalova and
Oufednicek (2017, p. 682) state, “the centre of Prague and
selected neighbourhoods of the inner city are exposed to
some of the effects of gentrification: the transformation of
local services, the increase in housing prices and probably
also the gradual displacement of the indigenous popula-
tion of the central parts of towns by foreigners.” According
to Kiizkova and Outednic¢ek (2020), suburbanisation is
mostly connected to affluent and culturally and economi-
cally well-off groups of foreigners in Czechia, which likens
non-native suburbanites to the majority trends. This signifi-
cantly differentiates Prague from Western cities, where the
suburbanisation of the poor is recently becoming a topic
of debate, being intrinsically linked to immigrants (Cooke,
Denton, 2015; Hochstenbach, Musterd, 2018).

3.3 DATA AND METHODS

In practice, research on foreign populations is subject to
several difficulties and challenges, including the availability
and quality of data, as well as the ability to capture an ade-
quate amount of information from foreigners (Hola, 2005).
Bernard and Leontiyeva (2013) aptly call migrants “a hard
to reach population,” which is not far from the truth. Col-
lecting and processing data on migration and foreigners is
shared between three key institutions in Czechia: the Czech
Statistical Office, the Ministry of the Interior (respectively
Czech Alien Police) and the Ministry of Labour and Social
Affairs (Drbohlav, Lachmanova-Medova, 2009). According
to literature, the considerable limit of available statistics can
be attributed to the fact that these registers are created for
the needs of bureaucracy of responsible institutions rather
than for statistical processing itself (Trlifajova, 2015). Cen-
suses have long been considered the most comprehensive
source of information on the foreign population of Czechia;
however, in the past they were characterised by consider-
ably high error rates and incompleteness of foreign nation-
als’ inputs (Leontiyeva, Chytil, 2012). Another disadvan-
tage is the ten-year interval between them, which makes the
collected data less relevant to the current dynamic situation,
several years after the census.

This study uses data from the Alien Police, which in our
opinion, is currently the most reliable source of informa-
tion on the spatial distribution of foreigners. This database
includes basic individual data on all foreign citizens legally
residing in Czechia and is available to us in the form of
yearly anonymised aggregates. Apart from address, sex, age
and resident status, the citizenship of these persons is dis-
tinguished in maximum detail. We are also aware of some
of the shortcomings of this data, which must be borne in
mind when interpreting the results. Some deficiencies can
be attributed to procedural errors — for example incorrectly
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entered addresses, which cannot be used when identifying
the exact location. Typically, however, such errors make up
only a small percentage of the entire sample and the quality
of records has been increasing over time. The second issue is
the validity of the records themselves. Citizens of the Euro-
pean Union are not obliged to report their residence, there-
fore the information about their stay may not be accurate
and their numbers may be underestimated. A problem may
also arise when individuals leave the country and do not
report their departure to the competent authorities. Such
cases are then addressed at the branches of the Alien Police,
where foreigners can be registered.®

The dataset is aggregated into six groups according to
citizenship for the purposes of this research. We have de-
cided to analyse the four largest groups by citizenship indi-
vidually — Slovaks, Ukrainians, Vietnamese and Russians —
and then merged all persons from EU15, Iceland, Norway,
Switzerland, USA, Canada, Australia and New Zealand into
a group of “developed countries”. The last group consists
of all other foreign nationals. This division is, of course,
very simplified, but in practice it represents the most typ-
ical foreign groups in Czechia, and citizenship is to some
extent also linked to socio-economic status of individuals
and households (Ptidalova, Oufednicek, 2017).

As we have already outlined, the main indicator of the
concentration used in this work is the so-called location
quotient (LQ). The LQ we have used to measure the spatial
concentration of selected groups is calculated as:

where S, represents the share of group X on population in
unit 7 and 4 is the share of group X on population in the
whole territory. In our research, city districts of Prague and
municipalities of the Central Bohemian Region were used
as i units of the LQ analysis. The wider area A consists al-
together of Prague and the Central Bohemian Region to
observe general trends at this level. The basic rule for the
interpretation of the results of LQ is that, when the value of
LQ exceeds 1, the given group is relatively more concentrat-
ed (and overrepresented) in the territorial unit compared to
the wider area. Values above 2 are usually evaluated as rela-
tively high and values above 5 as extremely high. Intervals
used in graphic elements in the text are adapted to this fact.

To measure geographical (un)evenness of distribution
of selected groups we have applied the traditional tool, the
index of dissimilarity. However, given the low number of
units, this is more of an illustrative indicator in our case.
The index of dissimilarity is calculated as follows:

6 Deficiencies of this data are described in more detail by Simon et al. (2020).
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In this formula g, and b, represent populations of groups
A and B in unit i, and 4 and B are total populations of these
groups in the wider territory. In our case we always calcu-
late the index of dissimilarity of the given group against
the rest of the population. As the wider area we consider
Prague and the Central Bohemian Region together, as in
the case of LQ. Simply put, the dissimilarity index indicates
what percentage of the population would have to move in
order to have the same minority and majority share in all
urban districts (Burjanek, 1997). The index ranges from
0 to 1 (or 0 to 100 percent respectively), with 0 representing
an even distribution of the population in space (without
segregation), while a value of 1 would indicate maximum
segregation. The dissimilarity index, of course, has several
limits that have been discussed for a long time. There is es-
pecially a problem with choosing the spatial unit and scale,
which can significantly affect the results. Secondly, there
is a problem with calculating for small populations, where
the index tends to show higher values not entirely corre-
sponding to reality (Simon, Kftizkova, Klsdk, 2020). These
shortcomings need to be kept in mind when interpreting
the dissimilarity index, yet we consider it a valid additional
indicator for the needs of this text.

Emphasis is placed on graphic and cartographic visual-
isation of the results. All maps consist of proportional dia-
grams showing total population of each group of foreign-
ers and the changes that take place between the analysed
years, as well as choropleths, which indicate the current
values of LQs. To prevent misinterpretation of low num-
bers and to increase the clarity of the maps, the choropleths
that are given only show settlements where there are at least
100 registered foreigners (to date 31. 12. 2017). We pre-
pared these maps for each of the six analysed groups sepa-
rately. Municipalities of the Central Bohemian region and
city parts of Prague were chosen as the basic spatial units
of the analysis. Although it is possible to carry out analy-
sis in greater detail (in smaller administrative units) with
available data, as was the case with other research papers
(e.g. Pfidalova, Outednicek, 2017), this approach would
no longer be effective in respect to the emphasis placed on
presenting the key results in maps. The spatial framework
used in this chapter, i.e. the definition of the internal zon-
ing of Prague and the typology of municipalities in the
Central Bohemian Region, is described and explained in
more detail in Chapter 2 (Oufednicek, Nemeskal, 2022,
in this book).
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3.4 FOREIGNERS IN PRAGUE AND
THE CENTRAL BOHEMIAN REGION:
AN OVERVIEW

The contents of this chapter provide us with a detailed view
of the foreign population of Prague and the Central Bohe-
mian Region, its current structure, how it has changed and
how the spatial patterns of its distribution have been evolv-
ing over the last decade, as the financial crisis impacted the
world’s migration flows and people’s mobility. These find-
ings are relevant given the fact that Czechia is ranked first in
migration attractiveness among the countries of Central and
Eastern post-socialist Europe (Drbohlav, 2011). However,
the phenomenon of foreign migration is still a relative nov-
elty for Czechia, and therefore its manifestations and conse-
quences in this specific context are still largely unexplored.
The spatial behaviour of individual immigration groups can
be an important sign of the success of their integration, or,
conversely, advancing segregation tendencies.

When looking at units aggregated into individual zones
and types (Figure 3.2), the results show a steep gradient of
distribution of foreigners from the city centre to the hinter-
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land. This is visibly the case for all considered divisions. As
it can be seen, most foreigners in the surveyed area live in
Prague, especially in its inner and outer city. The highest
proportion of the population between individual zones is
then found in the city centre of the city. These results con-
firm the thesis that Prague is the dominant destination of
foreign migration in the country (Drbohlav, Valenta, 2014;
Pridalova, Outednicek, 2017). Beyond the administrative
boundaries of Prague, higher total numbers of foreigners
occur in suburbs and in other cities and larger towns (sub-
urban cores). Taking a closer look at the suburban internal
structure, we find that the number and proportion of for-
eigners decreases from zone 1 to zones 3 and 4, meaning
that their involvement in the suburbanisation process is
higher where suburbanisation is more intense (Kfizkova,
Oufednicek, 2020).

In terms of the nature of the development in the last
decade, when comparing the situation of the past three
selected years, there was an increase in the share of for-
eigners in almost all types and zones, however being less
dynamic in recent years, than it was between 2008 and
20137. At the time, in some zones these values even doubled
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Figure 3.2: Total numbers and

shares of foreigners on total population

in Prague and the Central Bohemian Region
according to zones and types

(31.12. 2008, 2013, 2017).

Data source: MICR (2018).

Rural municipalities with population gain
Rural municipalities with population

7 For this reason, we will no longer work with 2013 and deal directly with the changes between 2008 and 2017.
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Figure 3.3: Detailed structure of foreign population in Prague and the Central Bohemian Region (31.12.2017)

Data source: MICR (2018).
Note: Values in thousands.

(city centre and inner city of Prague, suburban zone 1). The
exception to this is the periphery of Prague, where the num-
ber and share of foreigners decreased between 2013 and
2017. This finding can be attributed to the reduced interest
of manual workers in using shared dormitories and instead
relocating to other job positions in the wider metropoli-
tan region (e.g. areas of intensive commercial suburbanisa-
tion or housing construction) or other clusters of growing
economic activities in Central Bohemia (e.g. areas of auto-
mobile industry) (Pavlinek, 2008). The growth of both in-
dicators is obvious in the suburbs. While there was a fast
growth in the zone most affected by migration and housing
construction (zone 1), in the third zone it was comparatively
slower. The values reported among rural municipalities are
not fundamental; the differences between size categories
reflect rather the nature of the settlement structure within
Central Bohemia. The results confirm that foreigners in the
research area are more attached to the urbanised environ-
ment and urban lifestyle, which corresponds to older find-
ings (Uherek, 2003; Cermék, Janska, 2011).

Figure 3.3 clearly shows how diverse the structure of the
foreign population of Central Bohemia is and why we decid-
ed to aggregate six groups for the purposes of our analysis.
The four largest independent groups of foreigners — Ukrai-
nians, Slovaks, Russians and Vietnamese — together make

up slightly over 60 percent of all foreigners in the analysed
area (Prague and the Central Bohemian Region together).
There is also a significant leap in the frequency of citizen-
ship. However, if we merge the remaining citizenships into
two aggregated groups of (i) the developed and (ii) other
countries, they suddenly grow to more significant propor-
tions. In this case, the group of “other foreigners” will be-
come the most numerous, proving the mentioned diversity.
It is worth saying that this aggregation is rather complemen-
tary and is not made on the basis of common features, as
is the case with other groups. This can be clearly seen in
the detailed structure: the most numerous representatives
in this group are Bulgarians, Poles and other citizens of
Eastern Europe. This raises the question of whether these
countries do not deserve their own group for the purposes
of analysis. The answer is certainly yes, however numerous
Chinese or post-Soviet countries can also be seen in the ana-
lysis. For clarity of analysis, we prefer to stick to the selected
six groups.

In the table of seclected demographic characteristics
(Table 3.1) of foreigners in the analysed area, there are sig-
nificant differences between the selected groups. The high
average age is particularly obvious in the case of citizens of
developed countries, as well as the very low share of chil-
dren in their population. On the contrary, Vietnamese in
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Table 3.1: Selected demographic characteristics of analysed groups according to citizenship in zones/types of Prague and the Central Bohemian

Region (31.12. 2017).
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Data source: MICR (2018).

Prague and the Central Bohemian Region are characterised
by a lower average age and a very high share of children.
At first glance, it seems that there are no fundamental age
differences between zones and type; however, differences
in the proportions of children are evident. The increased
proportion of children in suburban localities suggests the
validity of the traditional pattern of family relocation or
moving to the suburb for the purpose of starting a fami-
ly, while younger individuals tend to look for more cen-
tral parts of the city — a motivation based on the life cycle
(Coulter, Scott, 2015). On the other hand, it is interesting to
see that most groups show a slightly higher average age in
suburbs, which indicates that these are older families with
grown-up children, rather than really young ones. The ra-
tios of women and men within individual groups are also
interesting. Generally, there are slightly more men than
women among foreigners, and in the case of those from de-
veloped countries, this disproportion is the largest of all
in comparison to the other monitored individual groups.

For Russians, on the other hand, women slightly prevail in
all units. The relatively balanced ratios among Slovaks and
Ukrainians correspond to the patterns seen among Czech
citizens (Uherek, 2003; Valenta, 2012).

The dominance of Prague in comparison with its hin-
terland and the whole of Central Bohemia is again visible
in Figure 3.4 and applies to all groups of foreigners. While
in 2008, the population of Ukrainians was the highest in
the inner city of Prague, in 2017, it was the group of other
foreigners. According to Pfidalova and Oufednicek (2017),
the increase in the number of EU citizens was particularly
noticeable. In this, we can see the consequence of the fi-
nancial crisis in 2008. The crisis dampened the demand for
manual workers?, while other economic sectors in Czechia,
which emerged relatively successfully from the crisis, did
not suffer such losses. In the city centre, the largest group of
foreigners are residents of developed countries, i.e. the sec-
ond aggregated group. Again, we see evidence of the grow-
ing diversity of the foreign population. Especially in the

8 Although no significant waves of return to source countries were recorded, there was an evident decrease in the number of newly arrived migrant workers from

Ukraine and in the volume of financial flows (remittances).
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first suburban zone, the differences in the absolute numbers
of foreigners are relatively blurred and their representation
here is similar. The number of Slovaks, Russians and other
foreigners has increased in the suburbs, while the number
of Ukrainians is rather stagnant. Of interest is the decline
of Vietnamese in other suburban centres. This may point to
the growing importance of Prague for this community, due
to the fact that the Vietnamese population has increased in
all zones of the capital.

3.5 SPATIAL PATTERNS OF SELECTED
GROUPS OF FOREIGNERS

The aim of this chapter is to locate foreigners, especially in
specific units, and to present the characteristics of their loca-
tions. The analysis is mainly based on the change of absolute
numbers and location quotients (LQs) measuring the con-
centration of the analysed groups. This chapter is therefore
divided into subchapters by individual groups.

Central Bohemian Region

20

Number of foreigners in each group (thousands)

40

60

80

Rural municipalities with population gain

Figure 3.4: Comparison of foreign population
structure in Prague and the Central Bohemian
Region according to zones and types

(31.12. 2008, 2017).

Data source: MICR (2018).

Rural municipalities with population loss or stagnation

= Other

Slovaks

Slovaks are a specific foreign group in Czechia and are very
close to the Czech majority on the grounds of language and
socio-cultural affinity. This is reflected in a significant as-
similation tendency, the absence of the creation of closed
enclaves, common mixed partnerships with Czechs and
their range of economic activities (Uherek, 2003; Valen-
ta, 2012). In 2017, almost 30 000 Slovaks lived in Prague
and another 20 000 lived in the Central Bohemian Region.
Their number has increased by more than one third since
2008 (MICR, 2018).

Although the predominance of Prague is again clear from
the aggregated results, if we consider the Slovak population
separately according to the units of analysis, Mlada Boleslav
has its highest absolute numbers (Figure 3.5). In this re-
spect, this is an exception among foreigners, as most repre-
sentatives of all other groups can be found in the populous
districts of Prague (Mlada Boleslav is followed by Prague 4
and Prague 10, both lying in the inner-city zone of Prague).
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We found relatively low LQ values for Slovaks. The val-
ues indicate their presence in all city districts of Prague and
almost all of the other municipalities in the Central Bohemi-
an Region. Therefore, the case of Slovaks suggests their so-
cio-cultural proximity to the majority population (Czechs).
The highest concentrations of the Slovak population in
Prague and the Central Bohemian Region are located out-

Localisation quotient

of Slovaks 2017

(in municipalities with more
than 100 inhabitants)
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1
in 2008-2017

Population change of Slovaks 2008-2017 (%)

50 75 100

Administrative units with at least 5 Slovaks

side the Prague Metropolitan Region in Mlad4 Boleslav
(LQ 3.6) and close to the municipality of Joseftiv Dil (LQ
3.16). Both overrepresentations can most likely be attributed
to the essential presence of the automotive industry. Here,
Slovaks mostly play the role of less skilled “peripheral”
workers, alongside Poles or Ukrainians (Pavlinek, 2008).°
On the other hand, their presence in the municipalities

Benesov
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-~ Rural municipalities
- with population gain
Highway

Rural municipalities with population

loss or stagnation First class road

Figure 3.5: Changes in Slovak spatial distribution of population between 2008 and 2017 in Prague and Central Bohemian Region (2017).

Data source: MICR (2018).

9  According to Pavlinek (2008), the share of Skoda auto foreign workers was between 2-15 percent between 1991 and 2006, and the number has been growing over

time.
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of the suburban zone1 close to Prague may show that Slovaks,
like the majority, participate in the suburbanisation process,
and thus those with higher socio-economic status move,
together with their families, outside the hustle and bustle
of the city.

Ukrainians

Ukrainians come to Czechia mostly as individual economic
migrants and work in low-skilled and low-paid jobs; howev-
er, family reunification is slowly also becoming an import-
ant reason for their arrival (Leontiyeva, 2016). Ukrainians
typically maintain strong transnational ties to their home-
land, where parts of their families still reside (Drbohlav, Dz-
urova, 2007). A typical manifestation of their transnational
behaviour is their cross-border flows, being not only per-
sonal, but also in form of finances or goods (remittances in
general) (Janska, Pauknerova, Koropecka, 2017). The tem-
porary stay of Ukrainians has often resulted in their hous-
ing in workers’ dormitories or lower-quality housing stock
(Drbohlav, Janska, Cermékova, 2007; Ptidalovi, Oufed-
nicek, 2017).

In 2017, 48 000 Ukrainians lived in Prague and another
18 000 in the Central Bohemian Region. The total num-
ber of Ukrainians has rather stagnated since 2008 and has
grown only by a few thousand (MICR, 2018). The highest

»

absolute numbers of Ukrainians can be found unequiv-
ocally in the inner city of Prague, specifically in the dis-
tricts of Prague 4, Prague 10 and Prague 8 (Figure 3.7).
There is an exceptional decrease in the absolute number of
Ukrainians in the peripheral district of Prague-Béchovice,
which previously showed one of the highest shares of for-
eigners in the population among city districts. A workers’
dormitory in the industrial area on the edge of the district
(Figure 3.6) is responsible for this phenomenon and has
already been mentioned in the literature as being char-
acteristic representative place of residence of low-income
manual working foreigners (Oufednicek, Novak, 2012).
This decrease can be seen as a consequence of the financial
crisis and the slowdown in the sectors that often employ
foreign manual workers (Drbohlav et al., 2010; Ptidalova,
Klsak, 2017). On the other hand, the extent of the change
suggests that this may also be related to a correction of sta-
tistics skewed by the long-term accumulation of workers’
registrations.

Values of LQ show the highest concentrations beyond
the administrative borders of Prague (Figure 3.7). Some of
the high concentrations of the Ukrainian population seem
to mainly relate to their orientation in the labour market,
as the highest LQ values for this group are in the proximity
of industrial zones. A more detailed view on resident struc-
ture in such localities shows high numbers of Ukrainians
at certain addresses, suggesting the presence of workers’

Figure 3.6: Workers'dormitory
in Prague-Béchovice.
Photo: Adam Klsdk (2020).
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dormitories. Some examples are the municipalities of
Semice (LQ 8.9), Stara Lysa (LQ 7.8) in the Nymburk dis-
trict and zone 2 suburbs Mochov (LQ 5.3) and Modletice
(LQ 4.1) in the metropolitan area of Prague. The latter two
are characterised by intensive development in commercial
suburbanisation in close proximity to the important high-
way infrastructure, therefore providing many job oppor-

tunities for manual workers. It is important to note that,
with some exceptions, the concentrations of Ukrainians are
smaller at the level of city districts and municipalities, and
their population appears to be relatively evenly distribut-
ed. This confirms earlier findings on the gradual dispersion
and possible spatial assimilation of Ukrainians (Pfidalova,
Oufednicek, 2017).
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Figure 3.7: Changes in spatial distribution of Ukrainian population between 2008 and 2017 in Prague and the Central Bohemian Region (2017).

Data source: MICR (2018).
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Russians

The first major migration from Russia to Czechia took place
in the time of the “First Republic” interwar era, when main-
ly elites and intellectuals fled from the newly established
Communist regime to the linguistically and culturally simi-
lar Czechoslovakia. An important milestone in the nations’
common history, was the twenty-year presence of the occu-
pying forces of the Warsaw Pact, led by the USSR between
1968 and 1989. This is also a typical source of Czech major-
ity’s negative feelings of towards the Russians. However,
the major wave of migration only began after the fall of
Communism. Current insights on the Czech-Russian com-
munity show that its members are usually highly educated,
economically active, come from the upper or upper-mid-
dle class, and leave Russia for reasons of security, generally
lower quality of life or restrictions set by the authorities.
However, they tend to remain emotionally attached to the
country of origin and stay partially isolated within their eth-
nic group and economy (Drbohlav, Janska, Selepova, 1999;
Janicko, 2012).

e

fa—
-

ZAKAZ VHAZOYANI
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In 2018, Prague’s Russian population totalled to around
22 000, and another 4 000 lived in the Central Bohemian
Region. Since 2008, the Russian population has increased
by about a third in the studied area (MICR, 2018). In lit-
erature, Russians in Czechia are usually as a typical ur-
ban-oriented group (Uherek, 2003), confirmed by the high-
est values among the absolute numbers (Figure 3.10). In
2017, most Russians lived in the urban districts of Prague 6
(which has been considered as a traditional destination
for this group since the beginning of the First Republic),
Prague 5 located in the inner-city zone and Prague 13, an
outer city location with a significant share of new develop-
ment, which is attractive for this group (Volkovova, 2012;
Pridalova, 2017).

The highest LQ values for Russians indicate a growing
tendency of suburbanisation (Figure 3.10). The LQ value
for Russians is clearly the highest in the village of Trnova
(17.5), where the massive construction of family houses
has recently taken place. It should be noted that this “ex-
treme” value is affected by the low total population of the
municipality. Nevertheless, this indicates the presence of

Figure 3.8 and 3.9: Intensive suburban development in Trnova and
Russian-language names on a mailbox in the same village.
Photo: Adam Klsdk (2020).
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a specific enclave. The presence of Russians (and other Rus-
sian-speaking inhabitants) in the village is obvious, but it
is not a closed area — Russians have their houses, among
others, in the new part of the village and do not separate in
this respect at first glance (Figure 3.8 and 3.9). Trnova is in
the first suburban zone of Prague, as are Jenstejn (LQ 4.5)
or Velké Ptilepy (LQ 4.4), which also have concentrations
of Russians. The city-peripheral areas of Prague-Zli¢in (6.9)

and Prague-Benice (4.7) can be characterised by a large
share of newly built housing stock too. It is interesting to
see that the concentration of Russians in these areas sur-
passes other traditional localities associated with Russians,
such as Prague 6 and 7 (the proximity of the Russian embas-
sy is an important factor here) or Prague 13. On the other
hand, there is still a much larger total population of Rus-
sians in these quarters.
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Figure 3.10: Changes in spatial distribution of Russian population between 2008 and 2017 in Prague and the Central Bohemian Region (2017).

Data source: MICR (2018).
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Vietnamese

Due to a number of reasons, Vietnamese form a very specific
group of foreigners in Czechia. It is the largest culturally
distant group among migrants. The roots of their migratory
flow can be traced back to the period of socialism, when
Vietnamese workers came to Czechoslovakia as part of an
exchange between the countries of the Eastern bloc. This
trend continued spontaneously on an individual basis even
after 1989. Vietnamese are not as strongly concentrated in
Prague, unlike other groups of foreigners. Their residential
preferences are related to their economic activities, leading
them not only to the capital, but also to the peripheral areas
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(especially West Bohemia, Cheb and Karlovy Vary districts)
or even to smaller towns and villages elsewhere across the
country (Janska, Bernard, 2015; Freidingerova, Novakova,
2019). However, this does not mean that Prague is not an
important centre of the Vietnamese community.

At the end of 2017, 12 500 Vietnamese were registered in
Prague and 5 500 in the Central Bohemian Region. Their
population in the whole of the surveyed area increased by
about 15 percent compared to 2008, which is a less sig-
nificant increase compared to other groups of foreigners
(MICR, 2018). While in most of the city districts of Prague
the number of Vietnamese has been growing, in some cities
in the Central Bohemian Region it decreased quite signifi-
cantly from 2008 (e. g. in Mlada Boleslav, see Figure 3.13).
This may indicate a gradual increase in the relative impor-
tance of Prague for the Vietnamese community and could
be associated with the growing internal diversity of the di-
aspora, higher integration of the emerging generation into
Czech society and the gradual diversification of economic
activities, which is offered inexhaustibly in Prague (Freidin-
gerova, Novéakova, 2019). Most Vietnamese inhabitants live
in districts of Prague 4 (inner city), Prague 11 and 12 (outer
city), and the locality most traditionally associated with the
Vietnamese community, Prague-Libus, located in the outer
city (Kusnirakova, Plackovd, Tran Vu, 2013).

From the mentioned literature, it is clear that Prague’s
Vietnamese population tends to live in close proximity to
their jobs (Valenta, 2012). The SAPA market, widely referred
to under the nickname “Little Hanoi”, and the Prague-Li-
bus district, in which the market is located, are considered

Figure 3.11 and 3.12: Billboard directed at Vietnamese clients in Prague-Libus and construction of family houses within the municipality of Vestec.
Photo: Adam Klsdk (2020).
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the centre of Vietnamese business and culture in Prague
(Valenta, 2012; Kusnirakova, Plackova, Tran Vu, 2013).
The assumption is confirmed by both absolute numbers
and the LQ value of Prague-Libus, reaching 14.7 (Figure
3.13). An interesting finding, however, is a very high LQ
for the neighbouring municipality of Vestec (16.2), lying in
suburban zone 1 of Prague, characterised mainly by inten-
sive suburban construction (Figure 3.11 and 3.12) of family
houses. Even though the Vietnamese are usually associat-
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ed with older or lower-quality housing stock (Drbohlav,
Janska, Cermékova, 2008; Temelovi et al., 2011), we can
now observe a pilot phase of Vietnamese suburbanisation,
which diffusively spreads from the locality Prague-Libus
(Kusnirakova, Plackova, Tran Vu, 2013). The Vietnamese
upper and upper-middle class households thus partly tend
to move to newly built family houses, still paying atten-
tion to the close proximity of economic or community
activities.

<
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Figure 3.13: Changes in spatial distribution of Vietnamese population between 2008 and 2017 in Prague and the Central Bohemian Region (2017).

Data source: MICR (2018).
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Citizens of developed countries

A substantial part of Prague’s citizens of developed coun-
tries are expats'’, a highly diverse group in terms of coun-
tries of origin, but with common socio-economic character-
istics (Gartner, Drbohlav, 2012). Contemporary literature
refers to them as the most segregated, or rather separated,
group of foreigners". As mostly high-income and socio-eco-
nomically strong individuals and households, members
from this group tend to separate themselves and their fami-
lies in condominiums and gated communities with high liv-
ing standards, usually within newly built large development
projects (Ptidalové, Oufednicek, 2017).

In 2017, Prague had approximately 23 500 inhabitants
from developed countries, while Central Bohemian Region
almost 5 000. Since 2008, this group has grown by about
a half (MICR, 2018). Absolute numbers prove that foreign-
ers from developed countries are very strongly concentrated
in Prague, and even more specifically in its city centre and
inner city (Figure 3.15). The highest absolute number of for-
eigners from developed countries, from the analysed units,
can be found in Prague 2 - in the city centre of Prague. This
is followed by Prague 5, 6 and 3 in the inner-city zone, and
then by Prague 1 (the city centre). This indicates the specific

spatial behaviour of this particular group and an orienta-
tion towards a higher standard of living.

The LQ values, for this group, are very high and show
the greatest concentration tendencies in the city centre of
Prague, specific peripheries and suburban areas (Figu-
re 3.15). The district of Prague-Nebusice (LQ 15.3), located
in Prague’s periphery, and the municipality of Prihonice
(LQ.9.2; suburban zone 1) are traditional localities of family
housing, and are known for being very prestigious residen-
tial areas (Figure 3.14). The LQ value in Prague 1 (LQ 6.73)
is not surprising, as the attractiveness of the city centre for
this better-off and highly mobile group has often been men-
tioned in literature as well (Pfidalova, Oufednicek, 2017).
What is perhaps unexpected, is the group’s high concen-
tration in the non-suburban village of M3ecké Zehrovice
(LQ 8.1), located on the Central Bohemian periphery. Un-
fortunately, we were unable to find out the reasoning behind
this, however a manual data check showed an unprecedent-
ed high number of persons of one citizenship at only two
addresses, which may refer to specific-purpose registrations
without the registered people actually living at the given
addresses. Literature has attributed such cases to the efforts
in obtaining a driving license in Czechia, following a ban in
the residents’ home country (éermék, Janska, 2011).

Figure 3.14: Newly built detached houses in Prague-Nebusice.
Photo: Google street view (2020).

10 The term expatriate or expat has several meanings. It is a person residing outside the country of origin and is usually associated with highly qualified profession-
als appointed by employers (corporations, governments, scientific institutions) as representatives abroad. More specifically, the term “sojourners” is sometimes
used to distinguish them from other meanings (for example retirees who voluntarily reside in other countries or more generally migrants as a whole) (Gartner,

Drbohlav, 2012).

11 Pridalova and Oufednicek (2017) demonstrate this with the example of US citizens.
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Figure 3.15: Changes in the spatial distribution of population of foreigners from developed countries, between 2008 and 2017 in Prague and the Central
Bohemian Region (2017).
Data source: MICR (2018).
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Other groups of foreigners

As mentioned above, the foreign population of Prague and
the Central Bohemian Region is very diverse and to a cer-
tain extent, representatives of all citizenships live there. This
is evident due to the fact that at least a small number of
other (than mentioned) groups of foreigners are present in
all city districts of Prague and most municipalities in the
Central Bohemian Region (Figure 3.17). Such diversity,
however, also means that the mentioned groups cannot be
considered fully compact and therefore the results must be
interpreted carefully.

In 2017, altogether, over 50 000 foreigners lived in
Prague, and another approximately 15 000 in the Central
Bohemian Region. The absolute numbers (Figure 3.17)
again show a high preference for Prague (and specifically
the inner city). In many of these units, over the past 10 years,
the number has quite significantly increased, which is the
case when we look at general population increase statistics,
as well (about a one third population increase over this
time). Specifically, the increases are observable in the city

Figure 3.16: Gated development of apartment houses in Prague-Stérboholy.

Photo: Adam Klsdk (2020).

districts of Prague 6, 4, 10, 3 and 5, all belonging to the
inner-city zone. Similarly, high numbers of other foreigners
can be found in the city centre of Prague, some suburbs and
other suburban cores too.

The highest populations of other groups of foreign-
ers, measured by LQs (Figure 3.17), are concentrated in
Prague-Stérboholy (3.9) and Prague-Nebusice (3.9); locali-
ties with a significant presence of newly built (partly gated)
condominiums. While the development of Prague-Nebusice
is characterised by family houses of suburban character, lo-
cated at the opposite side of Prague’s administrative border
(partly gated), Prague-Stérboholy is a gated area of apart-
ment buildings (Figure 3.16). This demonstrates a concen-
tration tendency for better-off expatriates, both from devel-
oped Western countries as well as other nations of origin.
The increased values in Prague-Suchdol can be attributed
to the location of Czech University of Life Sciences campus
and its students’ dormitories, in line with the findings of
Pridalova and Hasman (2018). All in all, these values are
rather low compared to Vietnamese, Russians or citizens
from developed countries.
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Figure 3.17: Changes in spatial distribution of other foreigners’ population between 2008 and 2017 in Prague and the Central Bohemian Region (2017).

Data source: MICR (2018).

3.6 FOREIGNERS’ SEGREGATION

As an additional indicator, we have calculated the index
of dissimilarity (D,). The above-mentioned gradient or
centripetal character is visible also from its values (Table
3.2). Its results essentially confirm the above-written in-
formation. The highest values of D, are found among the
Vietnamese and Russians; the relatively lowest are found
among Slovaks, Ukrainians and other foreigners. It may

come as a surprise that the values for citizens of developed
countries are not particularly high either. According to
the index, it seems that the level of segregation is grow-
ing from the inner city of Prague to its periphery and to
the hinterland. In suburbs, the values are relatively high,
which may indicate both the concentration of foreigners
in workers’ dormitories in specific localities, as well as in
socio-economically well-off suburban enclaves (Ptidalova,
Oufednicek, 2017).
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In general, the relatively low values of the index may
be related to the fact that Prague, being the capital, has
a relatively long history of foreign migration and foreign-
ers, and can be considered relatively spatially assimilated in
comparison to other cities in the country. In addition, this
phenomenon gradually diffuses from the capital over time
(Simon, Ktizkova, Klsak, 2020). This could also explain
the high values in the case of rural municipalities in Central
Bohemia. On the other hand, we must not overlook the fact
that the index tends to show higher values in the case of
smaller absolute numbers, which is also the case with this
type of unit (Manley, Jones, Johnston, 2019).

As mentioned, the calculation of the dissimilarity index
was used here only as an additional indicator and its aim is
not to draw fundamental conclusions. The measurement of
segregation is dealt with in more detail in one of the book’s
following chapters (Simon, Krizkova, Klsak, 2022, in this
book), with the application of the innovative method of
individualised neighbourhoods. This allows segregation to
be measured regardless of the problematic aggregation of
administrative units. The study concludes that the degree of
residential segregation in Central Bohemia is at a decline for
most groups of foreigners. It also comes with further confir-
mation of the assumption that culturally and socio-econom-
ically closer migrants (residents of Slavic countries and the
EU) are more evenly distributed in the studied area. These
conclusions can be drawn from the results of this work only
to a very limited extent, as different groups of citizenship
were used. However, the low values for Slovaks or Ukraini-
ans are persistent across these works.

3.7 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The population of foreigners is distributed unevenly in Cen-
tral Bohemia. Throughout time, there has been a concentric
pattern persisting with a decreasing gradient from the city
centre to the periphery of Prague and further from suburbs
to rural municipalities. However, this pattern is sometimes
considerably disrupted. Naturally, Prague is the biggest
attraction for foreigners and their preferences are mostly
urban-oriented. This is evidenced by both the highest ab-
solute and relative numbers of their populations especially
in the city centre and inner-city zone. Given the high prices
of real estate and the cost of living in the city centre and in-
ner Prague, many foreigners and expats take on the role of
gentrifiers, as entrepreneurs or well-paid experts can afford
a higher living standard of the upper-middle class — unlike
some former residents of the dynamically gentrifying quar-
ters (Ptidalova, Oufednicek, 2017; Hudecek et al., 2019).
On the other hand, location quotients also indicate a pro-
gressive suburbanisation trend for some groups. A more
detailed analysis suggests that the move of foreigners to
suburbs is related to processes of both residential and com-
mercial suburbanisation. In the first case, relocaters are tra-
ditionally better-off suburbanites seeking a corresponding
lifestyle, combining the benefits of urban and rural space.
In the latter case, they may be workers who move towards
job opportunities that spread beyond the capital’s border
(see also Kiizkova, Oufednicek, 2020). Outside of Prague,
foreign labour migrants also inhabit other important indus-
trial centres and their surroundings (Mlada Boleslav, Kolin)

Table 3.2: Index of dissimilarity of foreigners according to citizenship in zones of Prague and types of municipalities in the Central Bohemian

Region (31.12.2017).

Zone/type Slovakia Ukraine Russia Vietham Developed Others

City centre* 0.09% 0.16* 0.10% 0.10* 0.01% 0.05*
%: Inner city 0.07 0.09 0.15 0.21 0.21 0.08
£ | outer ity 0.10 014 031 031 014 016
Periphery 0.17 0.17 0.42 0.38 0.37 0.25
Other suburban cores (cities) 030 0.15 036 0.19 0.17 0.3
Suburban zone 1 0.19 0.27 037 0.64 036 032
é Suburban zone 2 0.26 0.28 036 0.48 033 035
§ Suburban zone 3 0.24 0.33 0.53 0.56 0.34 0.32
Suburban zone 4 0.26 0.41 0.44 0.37 0.26 0.34
_ | Rural municipalities with population gain 0.35 0.43 0.69 0.67 0.49 0.45
é :r;:;;nnl:t\ii;i:alities with population loss 037 040 063 0.56 041 042

Data source: MICR (2018).
Notes: *Only two units in the City centre zone. Values in italics based on a very low total numbers.
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in the Central Bohemian Region due to a greater range of
job opportunities. Foreigners participate in several import-
ant urbanisation processes, which is dealt with in more de-
tail, in the form of residential mobility of foreigners, in the
following chapter of this book (Simon, Krizkova, Klsak,
2022, in this book).

Naturally, the behaviour of foreigners in the studied area
differs, as do their various characteristics. On that account
we seperately analysed the most significant groups of for-
eigners categorically by citizenship in our text. The results
of this work point to the growing diversity of the foreign
population of Central Bohemia, with the share of other citi-
zenships growing significantly within these areas. If we were
to aggregate them into one group, there is a higher total
population of such citizens in Prague and the Central Bohe-
mian Region than the traditionally most numerous Ukraini-
ans. While culturally closer groups, such as Ukrainians and
Slovaks, are relatively evenly distributed and tend to decon-
centrate, Vietnamese, Russians and citizens of developed
countries still choose relatively specific places and areas to
live. For citizens of developed countries, this is mainly the
city centre of Prague and a few other selected older and
wealthy suburbs, for Russians, in addition to the traditional
locations of the inner city, also newly constructed areas on
the outskirts of Prague, and for Vietnamese the traditional
south-eastern edge of Prague (extending beyond the admin-
istrative border).

The economic crisis in 2008 partially affected the pat-
terns and structure of migration waves to Czechia. This is
the case of manual workers especially, reflected in the stag-
nation of the Ukrainian population and their decline in
peripheral areas typical of workers’ dormitories. However,
when it comes to the other groups of foreigners, the crisis
did not manifest itself to such an extent as might have been
expected. A very interesting challenge will be to observe
the manifestations of the new global security and health cri-
sis associated with the new coronavirus, COVID-19, which
will undoubtedly have a major impact on the economies of
many countries, free movement and migration behaviour.
We believe that the study of these impacts can easily be-
come a crucial topic in the field of migration studies for the
next decade.
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4 / Migration and Residential Mobility of Foreign
Citizens in Prague and the Central Bohemian Region

Ivana Kfizkova, Adam Klsak, Martin Simon

4.1 INTRODUCTION

Metropolitan regions are the main gateways for interna-
tional migration and places of immigrant integration. More
than a third of immigrants'? in Czechia lives in Prague and
the Central Bohemian Region, making it the most ethnical-
ly diverse and dynamic of the Czech regions (Janska, Cer-
mak, Wright, 2014; Klsak, Kiizkova, 2022 in this book).
Residential mobility of immigrants exceeds that of the do-
mestic population, making the understanding of immigrant
population’s social geography highly relevant for urban
transformation and integration policies. Therefore, the aim
of this chapter is to describe and explain migration and res-
idential mobility of foreign population in Prague and the
Central Bohemian Region. We focus on the data from the
key period of migration growth (2005 to 2018), when the
key patterns of immigrant spatial distribution have been
developed. We use migration rates, logistic regressions and
cartographical visualisations to explore trends in migration
and residential mobility and its structuring variables.
Although it is difficult to distinguish between residential
mobility and migration, scholarly literature has found an
important difference between short-distance and long-dis-
tance moves (Bell et al., 2015). Contrary to long-distance
moves that tend to be job-related (Boman, 2011) and lead
to a disruption of daily activity spaces, residential mobility
is thought to be a function of the need to adjust one’s resi-
dential environment to suit one’s preferences (Rossi, 1980).
Therefore, the majority of such moves occur over shorter dis-
tances, allowing people to sustain their daily activity spaces
(Niedomysl, 2011; Coulter, van Ham, Findlay, 2016). Being
associated with the adjustment of people’s residence to their
needs and preferences, immigrants’ residential mobility
may lead to either the creation of ethnic concentrations in
certain areas or their spatial de-concentration (van Kempen,

Oziiekren, 1998). Because immigrant spatial concentrations
are often presented as a concern in public discourse (Peach,
1996, Pridalova, Klsak, 2019), one of the themes we examine
in more detail is the relationship between the presence of
co-ethnics®® and immigrants’ residential mobility. More spe-
cifically, we want to discover whether residential mobility of
immigrants in Central Bohemia contributes to their spatial
concentration or de-concentration moves.

As residential mobility is believed to be an expression
of adjusting one’s residential environment to one’s prefer-
ences, it may have several determinants relating to (i) the
residentially mobile person’s characteristics (see e.g. Cooke,
2008; Geist, McManus, 2008; Schaake, Burgers, Mulder,
2014); (ii) their former place of residence (more frequently
theorised as residential satisfaction, see e.g. Clark, Deurloo,
Dieleman (2006) and Spaékové, Dvorakova, Tobrmanova
(2016)); and (iii) their preferred new place of residence
(Hedman, van Ham, Manley, 2011; van Ham, Boschman,
Vogel, 2018). For foreign citizens, the first group of deter-
minants may include indicators such as their stage in life-
course, age, gender, resident status or length of stay in the
country. In the second group, relevant residential mobili-
ty determinants may include the type of neighbourhood,
home ownership and presence of (co-)ethnic population in
the original place of residence. Although the characteristics
of the third — new place of residence — may also play a role,
the preferred residence does not have to be the same as the
eventual destination of residential mobility for most popu-
lation groups, including certain immigrants. As the choice
of the actual new place of residence may be influenced by
vacancies on the housing market and other phenomena
that we were unable to operationalise, we refrained from
evaluating these (pull) factors of residential mobility in this
chapter. Instead, we relied more on the factors that urge
people to move.

12 Given that this chapter is based on quantitative analysis of data that use citizenship as the main distinctive characteristic between groups, we hereafter use the
notion of foreign citizens (foreigners) as synonymous to ,immigrants’, the more oft-used term in international literature; see similar procedure in (Janska, Bernard,
2018). Technically, “foreigners”also include children of foreign citizens born on the Czech territory (second-generation migrants), while Czech citizens do not count
as immigrants in our approach. Otherwise, there is a large overlap between “foreigners” and “immigrants” in Czechia (Kfizkova, Ourednicek, 2020), which allows

us to comment on literature that focuses on any of the two populations.

13 These are people who share the same ethnic background as the reference group. In this paper, co-ethnics are operationalised as people holding citizenship of

the same country as the given group of foreigners.



60/

35
. M Prague
2 30 . .
c W Stfedocesky (CBR)
©
5 25 Jihogesky
©
< Plzerisky
£ 20 \
8 M Karlovarsky
© 15 . ,
— m Ustecky
fé. 10 M Liberecky
2 B Kralovéhradecky
c 5
S B Pardubicky
5 0 B Vysoci
© ysocina
) 1 I . ,
S 5 B Jihomoravsky

H Olomoucky

Zlinsky

Net migration ~ Gross migration

Moravskoslezsky
Czech citizens

Contrary to the research on immigrant spatial distribu-
tion, the study of their residential mobility in Czechia has
received only limited attention so far (Ptidalova, Oufed-
nicek, 2017). Internal migration of foreign population in
Czechia has been researched in relation to settlement size
and age structure of migrants (éermék, Janska, 2011), indi-
cating that foreigners tend to undergo up-scale migration
(towards urban areas) and that they are more likely to move
when aged 20-24. This demonstrates that the internal mi-
gration of foreigners is different from that of the Czechs,
who tend to partake in down-scale migration (toward sub-
urbs) and mostly relocate when aged 25-29. Determinants
of immigrants’ internal migration were studied by Janska
and Bernard (2015; 2018) who observed a preference for ur-
ban-bound migration in Ukrainians and Vietnamese in Cze-
chia. They also concluded that internal migration of Ukrai-
nians leads to their de-concentration at the neighbourhood
level while the concentration of co-ethnics remains constant
for Vietnamese after internal migration. A recent analysis by
Ktizkova and Oufednicek (2020) suggests a partial reversal
in the trend of immigrant participation in urbanisation pro-
cesses with a (re-)urbanisation of some Czechs and devel-
opment of suburbanisation in some immigrant groups. De-
spite the above studies also having looked at determinants
of immigrant internal migration, they have mostly focused
on the role of co-ethnic concentrations (Janska, Bernard,
2015; 2018) and/or on factors contributing to immigrant
suburbanisation, leaving aside other urbanisation processes
(Ktizkova, Oufednicek, 2020).

Nevertheless, a detailed understanding of immigrants’
residential mobility in Central Bohemia, being their main
concentration area in Czechia, is still lacking, despite the
immigrant net migration in Prague and gross migration in

350
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0 o l_l L Figure 4.1: Average yearly
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population in Czech regions
during 2005-2018.

Data source: CZSO (2019), MICR
(2019a, b), own calculation.
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the Central Bohemian Region being among the highest in
the country (Figure 4.1). This chapter focuses on the devel-
opment and spatial patterns of immigrant migration and
residential mobility in Central Bohemia. Determinants of
immigrant residential mobility might differ when using mi-
gration register data or stock migration data for analysis,
since the latter type of data is more detailed (see Data and
methods).

The study tests three hypotheses on immigrant spatial
behaviour within the Central Bohemian Region. Various
international studies suggest that people in their 20s are
more prone to relocating, than others (Andersson, 2012).
We can therefore hypothesise, that groups with a higher
proportion of younger people will be more likely to change
place of residence, than groups where the proportion of
young people is lower (HI). Drbohlav and Dztrova (2007)
note that the presence of compatriots is varies in impor-
tance for different groups of people. For instance, Russian
respondents of their Prague-and-surroundings-based sur-
vey missed their kin, while transnationalism was typical for
Ukrainians. Dissimilarity in links between the presence of
co-cthnics and residential mobility can thus be expected
for different immigrant groups (H2). As the transition to-
wards home ownership is associated with more time spent
in the destination country and more secure migrant status
(Vono-de-Vilhena, Bayona-Carrasco, 2012; Janska, Ber-
nard, 2018), it may be assumed that immigrants’ housing is
likely to be less stable shortly after arrival in the destination
country, motivating them to relocate. We therefore expect
to find a correlation between persons living in unstable
housing conditions, characterised by buildings that are not
intended for long-term living (H3), and the probability of
relocation.
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4.2. DATA AND METHODS

This chapter employs two main sources of data on migra-
tion and residential mobility. Firstly, for the period between
2005 and 2018, we rely on data from migration registers,
made available for research by the Czech Statistical Office.
It contains all residential relocations registered with Czech
authorities throughout the mentioned years. This set of
data allows us to establish the differences between migra-
tion intensity of Czech and foreign citizens and provides
a longitudinal perspective on its development. Migration
rates are plotted for the groups of Czech and foreign citi-
zens throughout the period. Furthermore, this data is used
to visualise the spatial patterns of immigrants’ international
and internal migration in the Central Bohemia in the more
recent period of 2012-2018. In the Central Bohemian Re-
gion, this set of data is a record of the citizens’ changing
residence from one municipality to another. In Prague, it
demonstrates the relocation of citizens between smaller ba-
sic settlement units. The figures presented in this chapter
only consider migration across the borders of municipalities
and various city parts of Prague, making greater compara-
bility between the migration rates in the two types of areas
possible. However, in order to explain the function of mi-
gration within the parts of Prague, the residential reoloca-
tions between basic settlement units, belonging to the same
part of the city, were calculated. Results of these analyses
are stated in text, however are not plotted on the graphs.
The graphs contained in this chapter allow us to compare
the zones of Prague, with only basic settlement units listed
by Oufednicek et al. (2012) and Oufedni¢ek and Kopecka
(2014) (i.e. those with 50 or more inhabitants or with new
housing construction) considered. Due to missing sets of
data from that period regarding the numbers of Czech and
foreign citizens in various zones of Prague, the data for 2015
was used as a denominator for the calculation. Numbers of
Czech and foreign citizens as of 2006 and 2018 were used as
a denominator in the calculation for other areal units.

Our second data set was provided by the ‘Alien Police’ of
the Czech Republic and contains geocoded data on all im-
migrants registered to reside in the country as of 1 January
2013 and 2018, the earliest and the most recent points avail-
able in given time period. Tracking the changes in residence
between the two given dates enables us to uncover the mi-
cro-level determinants of residential mobility, an undertak-
ing that would not be possible using migration registers,
as the latter are only released to administrative units. The

merit of this approach lies in the fact that it allows for the
understanding of certain micro-level determinants of immi-
grant residential mobility that would otherwise be suscepti-
ble to greater ecological fallacy. Despite known differences
between registered and usual address of people’s residence
(épaékové, Oufednicek, 2012; Basteckd, Kurkin, 2018),
the data should be more reliable for the foreign popula-
tion (from third countries in particular) than for the Czech
population, as the former are formally obliged to declare
their relocation, and whose place of residence is randomly
verified by the police.

As Central Bohemia covers Prague and its largely de-
fined metropolitan area, internal migration within the re-
gion takes place over predominantly short distances and is
therefore unlikely to disrupt people’s daily activities, com-
pared to long-distance migration", thus qualifying as resi-
dential mobility. It has to be stressed, however, that only
registered changes of residence within the Central Bohemia
were considered, leaving out the possible short-distance
moves across the external border of the Central Bohemian
Region as well as the relocations not registered with the
authorities.

To uncover the determinants of immigrant residential
mobility, we ran a series of binary logistic regression analy-
ses, where the dependent variable was whether the person
changed residence in the time period between the 1% of Jan-
uary 2013 and the 1 of January 2018 (1 = mover, 0 = stayer).
These analyses are conducted for all foreign citizens, and
subsequently for three major subgroups — Ukrainians, Rus-
sians and Vietnamese — in order to determine the differenc-
es in residential mobility between the mentioned groups.
We restrict the regressions to persons aged 15 and older, as
inclusion of children under 15 years, who tend to change
residence together with their parents, might result in bias-
es. The propensities of residential mobility are related to
a) individual characteristics of the movers and b) features
of their areas of residence in 2013. We test the relationship
of propensity to move and the following independent vari-
ables: (i) Individual characteristics: gender, residence per-
mit type, length of stay in Czechia, age group, and citizen-
ship. Length of stay is calculated as the difference between
the actual year of residence and the initial year of validity of
the person’s residence permit valid in January 2013. Neigh-
bourhood level characteristics used are (ii) residential type,
house size, and share of foreigners and co-ethnics in the
place of residence.” Each address was assigned the type of
residential areas for larger administrative units (cores of

14 It should be noted that residential mobility, often motivated by changes in family, can also alter people’s daily activities. For instance, families may move to a larger
apartment following a birth of a child, which also implies a change in the parents’ daily activities and places visited. However, relocating over a short distance
allows to maintain the same workplace and places of some other activities (e.g. shopping) as before relocation rather than in the case of long-distance migration.

15 These variables relate to the place of residence on the 1** of January, 2013. The reason for not considering the characteristics of place of residence in 2018 is two-
fold. Firstly, as argued above, the actual destination of residential mobility may differ from that of the preferred place of residence. Secondly, the residential type
categories and the size of house prior to and after moving, were highly correlated.
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Table 4.1: Frequency of independent variable categories used in logistic regression analyses.

All foreigners Ukrainians Russians Vietnamese
N % N % N % N %
Gender Male 71031 55.5 16171 50.9 4769 435 4412 54.1
Female 56 845 445 15576 491 6187 56.5 3736 45.9
Residence permit | Permanent 67667 529 15439 48.6 5135 46.9 2397 294
type Long-term 60209 471 16308 514 581 531 5751 70.6
0-2 years 31778 249 8379 264 2986 273 569 7.0
Length of stay 3-5years 47677 373 15435 48.6 4612 41 2431 29.8
in Czechia 6-9 years 2791 256 6407 202 2076 18.9 3090 379
:::;::s and 15630 122 1526 48 128 17 2058 23
Citizenship EU 51582 403
groups Third country 76294 59.7
Ukraine 357 279
Russia 27986 219
iﬁ::::fs: i‘:““try Slovakia 1982 94
Vietham 8772 6.9
Other 43425 34.0
15-24 nen 9.1 2649 83 1992 182 1155 142
25-34 38 647 30.2 9290 293 2101 19.2 2027 249
Age group 35-44 37156 291 10408 32.8 2363 216 2347 28.8
45-54 24513 19.2 6869 216 2460 22.5 1884 231
55 and older 15949 1.5 2531 8.0 2040 18.6 735 9.0
0 apartments 7515 5.9 13N 43 270 25 202 25
1apartment 26918 211 6600 20.8 2630 24.0 2022 24.8
2-10 apartments 23563 18.4 6598 20.8 1490 13.6 1664 204
House size
11-20 apartments 27032 211 6967 219 2422 21 1420 17.4
21-40 apartments 27794 217 7447 235 2672 244 2206 271
41+ apartments 15054 N8 2764 8.7 1472 3.4 634 78
Prague city centre 4469 3.6 474 15 390 3.6 130 1.6
Prague inner city 44176 35.6 1652 36.7 4095 374 1851 2.7
Prague outer city 32167 259 9002 284 3483 31.8 3045 37.4
Residential type Prague periphery 9500 7.6 2457 77 880 8.0 53 6.4
Smaller cities 227 9.8 2492 79 504 4.6 1304 16.0
Suburbs 16 557 133 4331 3.7 1428 13.0 886 10.9
Rural areas 5107 41 1302 4.1 179 1.6 m 5.0
1%t to 5* decile 12519 9.8 2926 9.2 656 6.0 538 6.6
6" and 7t" decile 18359 144 5107 16.1 1152 10.5 1050 129
?:::;J& E’r'::;; 8™ decile 18026 1 4929 155 1290 38 1156 "2
9t decile 26900 21.0 6660 210 2231 20.4 1796 22.0
10t decile 52072 40.7 12125 382 5627 514 3608 443
Representation LQ=1 4160 131 942 8.6 193 24
of co-ethnics LQ>1 27587 86.9 10014 914 7955 97.6

Data source: CZSO (2016), MICR (2019c¢).

Note: Blank cells refer to the variables used only in some of the regression analyses (citizenship groups and selected citizenships in the analysis of all foreigners and representation of co-ethnics in the analyses of the three
individual foreigner groups). Buildings without apartments are not intended for long-term living and include two types of addresses: a) dormitories, hostels and hotels, and b) newly built houses not yet approved for housing.
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suburbanisation, suburbs, and other municipalities, and
four concentric zones of Prague; Oufednicek et al., 2012;
Oufednicek, Kopeckd, 2014; Outednicek, Nemeskal, 2022
in this book). In a different vein, representation of co-eth-
nics is calculated as their location quotient (LQ) in the near-
est 400 neighbours based on 100m grid squares (for further
discussion of this method, see Simon, K¥izkova, Klsak,
2022 in this book). The combination of these three sets of
independent variables allows us to establish the extent to
which the different factors of residential mobility are rele-
vant for the different immigrant groups. The basic break-
down of the categories relevant to the individual variables
is presented in Table 4.1.

4.3 THE DEVELOPMENT OF FOREIGN
CITIZENS' MIGRATION IN CENTRAL
BOHEMIA

Longitudinal data based on continuous migration regis-
ters, confirms the significance of immigrants regarding
Central Bohemia’s population geography; their mean ab-
solute net migration was positive in both Prague and the
Central Bohemian Region (CBR) between 2005 and 2018
(around 215 000 and 5 000, respectively) as opposed to
the net migration of Czech citizens, which was negative
at that time (—41 000) in Prague and positive (142 000) in
CBR. Foreigners’ migration has clearly been much more
dynamic than that of the domestic population, particu-
larly in the Central Bohemian Region, where the extreme
numbers are a result of still, rather moderate, numbers of
registered foreign residents (Figure 4.2; Klsak, Krizkova,
2022 in this book). Considering that our data also included

1000

800

600

400

Migration rate (per 1000 inhabitants)

200

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 012

013

/63

international migration and focused on the most attrac-
tive region for immigrants, the numbers presented here do
not seem extraordinary, as intensity of internal migration
alone exceeded 200 per mille for some immigrant groups in
Czechia in 2007 (Drbohlav et al., 2010). Furthermore, Fig-
ure 4.2 shows a decrease in immigrant migration rates after
2007 and a slow increase in immigrant net migration after
2013. The values of immigrant migration rates are highly
dependent on the numbers of foreign residents which in-
creased markedly between 2005 and 2018, particularly in
Prague. Therefore, the high values of migration rates in
2007 can partially be explained by the dynamic immigra-
tion to a previously low-immigration area.

The data on migration used in Figures 4.2 and 4.3, as
registered with the Czech authorities, has several interpre-
tational limits. Firstly, the number of registered moves may
differ from the actual number. This can be attributed to
a number of reasons; either (i) people may move without
registering their relocation, which is likely to be the case
particularly in the majority population (Spa¢kova, Outed-
nicek, 2012), or (ii) they declare a change in residence with-
out actually moving, which was observed amongst some im-
migrant groups (Cermak, Jansk4, 2011), or (iii) people reside
at different addresses to the ones they have declared, which
is more likely to be the case within the majority population
than within the immigrant population. In addition, people
who leave the country tend not to register their out-migra-
tion, as this is not enforced, leading to an underestimation
of the number of out-migrants in both the Czech and the
immigrant populations. These factors together explain the
greater dynamics of in-migration as opposed to out-mi-
gration, particularly among foreign citizens (Figure 4.3).
Secondly, the data is based on the calculation of registered

—— net migration immigrants, Prague

—— net migration immigrants, Central Bohemian Region

—— gross migration immigrants, Prague

—— gross migration immigrants, Central Bohemian Region
-~ net migration Czechs, Prague

— — net migration Czechs, Central Bohemian Region

---- gross migration Czechs, Prague

— — gross migration Czechs, Central Bohemian Region

Figure 4.2: Net and gross
migration rates of Czech and
foreign citizens in Prague and
the Central Bohemian Region,
2005-2018.

Data source: CZSO (2019), MICR
014 015 2016 (2019a, b), own calculation.

2017 018



64/

500

450

400

350

300

20

200

Migration rate (per 1 000 inhabitants)

150

100

2008 2009 2010 011 01 013

moves, rather than individual persons'®. Circular migration
of international migrants can thus inflate their numbers.
The difference between the number of residents and the
number of in-migrations might not be the same as the actu-
al change in the number of residents.

4.4 SPATIAL PATTERNS OF IMMIGRANTS’
MIGRATION IN THE CENTRAL BOHEMIAN
REGION

The net migration rates among immigrants are higher in
municipalities of the Central Bohemian Region, compared
to that of Prague (Figure 4.4). This can likely be attributed
to the overall low number of permanent foreign residents,
used as the denominator in calculating net migration rate,
in the municipalities beyond Prague. In absolute terms,
however, the net migration is much higher in the capital
city than in its hinterland. A spatial pattern can be traced
when it comes to the foreigners’ net migration rate in Cen-
tral Bohemia. Highest values of net migration were found
in the closest proximity to Prague as well as in more distant
areas. By contrast, negative net migration rates were found
in municipalities across the Central Bohemian Region.
The evidence suggests that the impact on most munici-

palities of the CBR of foreign citizens’ net migration is of

a similar extent to the impact on the city districts of Prague,
when migrations within the city parts are not considered
(Figure 4.5). In these circumstances, the greatest net mi-

16

014

net immigration immigrants, Prague
net immigration immigrants, Central Bohemian Region
net out-migration immigrants, Prague

net out-migration immigrants, Central Bohemian Region

- netimmigration Czechs, Prague

net immigration Czechs, Central Bohemian Region

- net out-migration Czechs, Prague

net out-migration Czechs, Central Bohemian Region

Figure 4.3: In- and out-migration
rates of Czech and foreign

citizens in Prague and the Central
Bohemian Region, (CBR) 2005-2018.
Data source: CZSO (2019), MICR

015 016 017 2018 (2019a, b), own calculation.

gration rate within Prague can be found in its inner city.
When considering the intra-city moves, the net migration of
the immigrant population is clearly higher in Prague when
compared to the CBR. Furthermore, when migrations with-
in city parts are included in the analysis, the greatest net
migration is observable on the periphery. The differentiat-
ing impact on Prague’s zones of foreign citizens’ migration
is largely due to its scale. Additionally, this difference may
be attributed to the location of (some) guest-worker dormi-
tories as well as to an emergence of new housing projects
on the urban periphery, where new residents, including im-
migrants, relocated to but had little time for any further
residential mobility. Outside of Prague, suburbs and rural
municipalities with population gain seem to be equally at-
tractive to international migrants. In addition, the size of
municipalities, within these types, appears not to play a vital
role (Figure 4.5).

Spatial differences in foreign citizens’ gross migration
rate are moderate in Central Bohemia (Figure 4.6). Due to
the map’s omission of within-city-part migration, the city
parts of Prague exhibit an average gross migration. If with-
in-city-part migration is to be considered, the largest gross
migration can be observed in the inner city. Contrary to this,
when within-city-part migration is omitted, largest gross mi-
gration appears to be on the city’s periphery (Figure 4.7).
In the Central Bohemian Region, gross migration of foreign
population is greatest in areas with abundant job oppor-
tunities. In particular, Mlada Boleslav in the North and
Kolin in the East, host large automotive companies (see also

In 2018, 254 thousand foreign citizens resided in the Central Bohemian Region and Prague, 45 per cent of them holding a long-term resident permit. Although

this type of resident permit is issued to people who intend to stay in the country longer than one year, the limited validity of their resident status makes long-
term foreign residents more prone to move between their country of origin and Czechia and thus to change residence in Czechia more frequently than it makes

holders of permanent resident permit.
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Figure 4.4: Net migration
rate of immigrants in

city parts of Prague and
municipalities of the
Central Bohemian Region,
average 2005-2018.

Data source: CZ50 (2019),
MICR (2019c), own calculation.
Note: Net migration is
calculated as the difference
between in-migrants and
out-migrants related to the
number of registered foreign
residents in municipalities
and city parts of Prague.

Figure 4.5: Average
yearly net migration rates
for Czech and foreign
population in zones of
Prague and types of
municipalities of the
Central Bohemian Region
(CBR), 2005-2018.

Data source: CZS0 (2019),
MICR (2019¢), own calculation.
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Figure 4.6: Gross
migration rate of
immigrants in city parts of
Prague and municipalities
of the Central Bohemian
Region, average 2005-2018.
Data source: CZ50 (2019),
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Figure 4.7: Average
yearly gross migration
rates for Czech and foreign
population in Prague and
types of municipalities

of the Central Bohemian
Region, 2005-2018.

Data source: CZSO (2019),
MICR (2019¢), own calculation.
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Klsak, Kiizkova, 2019; Klsak, Kiizkova, 2022 in this book),
while retail and logistics are centered in transport corridors
around Prague. Similarly to the net migration rates, there
are only limited differences in gross migration of foreign
citizens between municipalities of different sizes. Moreover,
different types of municipalities in the CBR exhibit compa-
rable rates of gross migration.

The gross migration rate being around seven times great-
er in the Central Bohemian Region and nine times greater
in Prague, demonstrates that foreign citizens are more geo-
graphically mobile than the native population of Central
Bohemia (Figure 4.7). This is in line with the findings of
more established immigrant destinations, where immigrants
are more likely to move within the country when compared
to the native population — in Germany, this is twice the like-
lihood and in Spain this is three or four times the amount
(Reher, Silvestre, 2009; Vidal, Windzio, 2012). However,
these figures are not directly comparable for two reasons.
Firstly, the cited studies focus on the countries as a whole,
whereas our analysis is only concerned with the metropoli-
tan region. Secondly, the rates of migration are affected by

IAL MOBILITY OF FOREIGN CITIZENS / 67

the country’s stage in the migration cycle. In comparison
to more established immigrant destinations, new immigrant
destinations are likely to have a greater proportion of incom-
ing younger immigrants making residential choices. Within
the CBR, Russian citizens had the greatest gross internal
migration rate, ahead of Ukrainians and Vietnamese (Fig-
ure 4.8). The same pattern applies to the population’s rates
of gross international migration, though the numbers are up
to twice as high as for internal migration, indicating a per-
sistent trend of in-migration from abroad.

We next turn our attention to the spatial patterns of the
three selected immigrant groups’ internal and international
net migration rates in the period between 2012 and 2018
(Figure 4.8). The three groups arrive in Central Bohemia
through gateways which serve as a departure point for sub-
sequent internal migration. For Ukrainians and Russians,
such gateways include Mlada Boleslav and Podébrady. The
city of Mlada Boleslav features an automotive plant, while
in Podébrady, there is a spa and an education centre for
future Czech language students. For Vietnamese, an im-
portant entry-point is Kolin with its automotive industry.
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Beyond these important entry-points, municipalities like
Kladno and Slany attract both international and internal
migration, likely due to the combination of affordable hous-
ing and a reasonable commuting distance to Prague. In
terms of residential location, there are important differences
between the three groups. Whereas Ukrainians move exten-
sively across the CBR, Russian and Vietnamese citizens are
more spatially selective when it comes to both internal and
international migration. Russian immigrants have a clear
preference for Prague and certain suburbs. For Russians,
Prague’s appeal is documented through a very high net in-
ternal migration of Russian citizens in a large proportion of
Prague’s city parts. In contrast, Vietnamese immigrants also
move to more peripheral parts of the CBR.

4.5 DETERMINANTS OF IMMIGRANTS’
RESIDENTIAL MOBILITY IN CENTRAL
BOHEMIA

Between 2012 and 2018, over 23 percent of the 644 thousand
internal migration moves across municipality borders with-
in Central Bohemia (including moves within Prague), were
made by immigrants. This figure highly surpasses the pro-
portion in the population of Central Bohemia (10 percent
in 2018), revealing the key role immigrants play in housing
change within the region. While the initial settlement choic-
es of immigrants’ international and internal migration in
Czechia have been explored (Novotny, Janska, Cermékovi,
2007; Cermék,]anské, 2011), little is known about the deter-
minants of their subsequent residential mobility. To address
this research gap, we model their residential mobility using
binomial logistic regression. In this analysis, those who
changed residence within Central Bohemia between 2013
and 2018 are referred to as ‘movers’ (55 000 or 37.7 percent
of all immigrants aged 15 and older in 2013 who also resid-
ed in Central Bohemia in 2018) and those who have not as
‘stayers’ (90 000 or 62.3 percent). Those who were not pres-
ent in the Central Bohemian region in both years - particu-
larly in-movers after 2013 and out-movers before 2018 — are
not considered”. The analysis is based on a comparison of
stock data from the 1** January 2013 and 2018.

In order to understand structural and contextual factors
of residential mobility of immigrant population in Central
Bohemia, we calculated a logistic regression analysis (Ta-
ble 4.2). The model explains 20 percent of the variance in
foreign citizens’ residential mobility"®. Based on the test-
ed variables, the likelihood of moving between 2013 and

2018 for third-country citizens, was more than three times
greater than for EU-citizens. However, this was because dif-
ferent conditions apply to the registration of EU-citizens
and third-country citizens (see Data and methods). Look-
ing at citizenships of individual countries, the Vietnamese
are most residentially mobile of the selected groups, fol-
lowed by the Ukrainians and Russians. Moreover, all of
them were more likely to be movers than members of the
heterogeneous “Other” group. Conversely, Slovaks proved
to be less likely to change residence within Central Bohe-
mia. The likelihood of changing residence within Central
Bohemia was greater for persons with long-term visas, as
opposed to those holding permanent residence permits as
well as for younger and recent immigrants, especially those
aged 15-34 and residing in the country for less than two
years at the time of moving. Citizens living in any type of
housing in Prague, or other suburban cores, were twice as
likely to move in comparison to those living in other (rural)
municipalities. The role of house size in correlation with the
residential mobility variable, confirmed that unstable hous-
ing conditions relate to a greater propensity to change res-
idence within the region, as buildings without apartments
are most likely to represent guest-worker, student and tour-
ist accommodation. However, in 2013, there was no clearly
observable pattern in the propensity to move between the
other house sizes. In addition, the likelihood for immigrant
residential mobility was greater for those living in areas with
fewer immigrants in the vicinity of their residences, than for
those living in areas belonging to the decile of neighbour-
hoods with the most concentrated immigrant population.
This may indicate that immigrants prefer to live in areas
which are somewhat ethnically heterogeneous. Our sub-
sequent analyses illustrate differences between immigrant
groups in regards to this indication.

Spatial patterns of international and internal migration
differ depending on the selected immigrant groups and
immigrant groups are unequally likely to move within the
region. To unpack the possible differences in determinants
of residential mobility within Central Bohemia, between
the selected immigrant groups, we repeated the regression
analysis for three main groups: Ukrainians, Russians and
Vietnamese (Table 4.3). Despite the known differences
in socio-demographic profile and spatial distribution be-
tween these immigrant groups (Hasman, Novotny, 2017;
Pridalova, Hasman, 2018), certain determinants of residen-
tial mobility apply for all, in a similar manner. For these
three groups, residential mobility is more likely for persons
with long-term residence permits, as opposed to those hold-

17 There were 18 thousand children with foreign citizenship in Central Bohemia as of 1! January 2013. Population aged 15 and older that is neither further discussed
here comprises of i) 68 000 foreign citizens residing in Central Bohemia in 2018 who moved in after 2013 and of i) 4 000 who resided there in 2013 but moved out

before 2018. Furthermore, iii) some 800 cases did not have a valid address in 2013.

18 The proportion of the variance in the dependent variable predictable from the independent variables is expressed by the coefficient of determination (R Square).
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ing permits for permanent stays. The length of stay in the the three groups are more likely to move from areas with
country decreases the odds for residential mobility of the a lower proportion of immigrants of their population, to ar-
majority of groups, except for the Vietnamese, who are most eas with greater concentration of immigrants. Furthermore,
likely to relocate somewhat later, within 3-5 years of the ini- for Russians, the odds of moving out decrease when living
tial year of validity of their residence permits. In addition, in an area with over-representation of co-ethnics, which isn’t
Table 4.2: Binomial logistic regression models of residential mobility Table 4.3: Binomial logistic regression models of residential mobility
in Central Bohemia for immigrants (odds ratios) in 2013-2018. in Central Bohemia for selected immigrant groups (odds ratios) in
X 2013-2018.
Indicator Odds ratio
Nagelkerke R Square 0.197 " ﬁ
o (]
Male 1,000 i | £ | E
Gender Indicator ,g g g
Female 1.040 ] a @
. . Permanent 1.000 = « >
Residence permit type Nagelkerke R Square 0.126 | 0.168 | 0.160
Long-term 1.842
Male 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
0-2 years 2.279 Gender
Female 1.014 | 1.071 | 0.949
3-5years 1.639
Length of stay in Czechia o Residence permit tvpe Permanent 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
_ i i
69 years 131 P » Long-term 2191 | 2045 | 2.404
10years and longer 1000 0-2 years 2335 | 2580 | 1438
Citizenship groups FU 1000 Lenath of stav in Caechia |20 1916 | 1623 | 1572
; ength of stay in Czechia
Third country 3307 9 v 6-9 years 1485 | 1386 | 1385
Ukraine 1.288 10yearsand longer | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
Selected . Russia 1.184 15-24 2006 | 2717 | 2014
elected country .
citizenship Slovakia 0.897 25-34 2040 | 2286 | 2156
Vietnam 1.562 Age group 35-44 1.686 | 1.636 | 1.472
Other 1.000 45-54 1461 | 1384 | 1.240
15-24 2.600 55and older 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
25-34 2.467 0 apartments 1.045 | 1788 | 0.972
Age group 35-44 1.856 1apartment 1129 | 1.024 | 1.028
2-10 apartments 0.974 | 1548 | 1.044
554 1489 House size P
55 and older 1.000 11-20 apartments 0.952 | 1.207 | 1.045
0 apartments 2194 21-40 apartments | 1.000 | 1.229 | 0.830
1 apartment 0.960 41+ apar.tments 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
. 210 apartments 106 Prague city centre | 2.687 | 0.776 | 3.783
House size Prague inner city 2.640 | 0.874 | 2.670
11-20 apartments 1.0Mm -
Prague outer city 2495 | 0934 | 2223
21-40 apartments 0.987 -
. ial Prague periphery 1.835 | 0.748 | 2380
41+ apartments 1.000 Residential type other suburban
Prague city centre 1.740 cores 1.847 1 0634 | 2.085
Prague inner city 2,027 suburbs 1220 | 0.614 | 1562
Prague outer city 1.907 other municipalities | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
Residential type Prague periphery 1.816 Tt 5™ decile 2.802 | 2205 | 3.949
other suburban cores 1.647 h ‘ 6" and 7" decile 1769 | 1497 | 1.868
Share of migrants .
suburbs 1189 in neighbourhood 8 decfle 1548 | 1364 | 1336
other municipalities 1.000 9" decile 1267 | 1.514 | 1146
Tt to 5 decile 2.335 10 decile 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
6™ and 7" decile 1.601 Representation o<1 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
Share of migrants 8" decile P of co-ethnics lQ>1 1230 | 0973 | 1.02
in neighbourhood ) L o . .
9 decile 1247 Note: The difference in size of individual variable categories between
o the three groups, notably the smallest group of Vietnamese, limits the
10" decile 1.000 explanatory power of some results of the binomial logistic regression model.
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the case for Ukrainians and Vietnamese. This outcome is
in line with previous research based on various data sourc-
es (Janska, Bernard, 2015; 2018; Pridalova, Klsak, 2017)
and suggests that whereas Ukrainians and Vietnamese are
more inclined towards deconcentration, Russians tend to
spatially concentrate. This preliminary statement, however,
requires confirmation by further thorough research.

Moreover, notable differences can be observed within
the three immigrant groups’ residential mobility. For Ukrai-
nians and Russians, the odds of moving are higher for fe-
males, meanwhile the opposite is the case for Vietnamese.
Despite the difference not being particularly high, in com-
parison with other age groups, Ukrainians and Vietnamese
are most likely to relocate when aged 25-34 and Russians
when aged 15-24, which suggests a student component of
the population. The observed likelihood of residential mo-
bility depended on the type of residential area occupied
prior to moving, with Ukrainians being much more prone
to move out from all types of housing located in Prague,
from other suburban cores and to a lesser extent also from
suburbs, when compared to moving out from rural areas.
Vietnamese were most likely to relocate from urban and
suburban areas and are less likely to move from rural parts
of the CBR. Russians, on the other hand, were much more
likely to relocate from rural areas in the CBR than from
suburban cores and suburbs. Although the research would
benefit from more evidence, this outcome may be perceived
as a result of the overall socio-economic differences between
the different immigrant groups, with Russians generally
holding the most favourable position of the three analysed
groups. This would explain why Russians are more likely
to relocate from rural areas. The probability of Ukrainians
and Vietnamese to move out of rural areas, which have more
affordable housing, is likely to be lower because of their
limited chances of finding suitable housing in Prague’s and
its suburbs’ restrictive housing market.

House size also contributed to variation, with Ukrainians
being most prone to relocate from single-apartment-build-
ings, rather than from the reference category of houses with
over 40 apartments. Russians, on the other hand, were most
likely to relocate from houses with zero and between 2 and
10 apartments. Again, this might point to the difference in
the two groups’ socio-economic position, demonstrating
that Russians, compared to Ukrainians, might have greater
resources to move out from non-residential buildings, in-
tended for temporary accommodation, to more stable con-
ditions. For the Vietnamese population, there was no clear
correlation observable between the likelihood of moving
and the house size. These results, however, paint only a par-
tial picture, as some categories had too small of a sample to
make strong conclusions.

Overall, the residential mobility of the three immigrant
groups can be attributed to the characteristics of the respec-

tive group. Compared to the other groups, the residential
mobility of the Ukrainian population is influenced by the
overall more circular character of their stay and the less
stable housing conditions in Czechia. Russians showed to
contain a non-negligible student segment (see also Ignat-
yeva, 2020) and were more likely to stay in urban and sub-
urban areas than the other two mentioned groups. Due to
the extent of cultural differences experienced more great-
ly than by the two other immigrant populations, the Viet-
namese population might have been more likely to change
residence somewhat later, in comparison to the other two
groups, in order to acclimate to the Czech society. Never-
theless, the insufficient data in some independent variable
categories only allowed us to draw preliminary conclusions
that must be verified through further analyses. Finally, our
analyses explained some 13-17 percent of the three groups’
determinants of residential mobility within Central Bohe-
mia (Table 4.3). This points to the great importance of other
factors that could not be tested here, such as the finer dif-
ferences between parts of the housing market, the majority
population’s residential behaviour and immigrant individ-
uals’ and households’ preferences for different areas within
the CBR related to, amongst other things, their lifestyle and
social networks. This also applies to socio-economic status,
typically measured by income or education — aspects not
available in our data set.

4.6 CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

This chapter aimed to generate an overview and provide ba-
sic explanations for different types of migration to and with-
in Prague and the Central Bohemian Region between 2005
and 2018. Based on the migration register and stock data,
trends in development of foreign citizens’ migration and
residential mobility, using cartographic analysis and a set of
binomial logistic regressions, were demonstrated. Despite
being an increasingly important part of Prague’s metropol-
itan area, the Central Bohemian Region continued playing
a smaller role in the geographical breakdown of immigrant
populations, when compared to Prague. Furthermore, the
spatial patterns of migration and its determinants differed
for subgroups of immigrant population, registered to reside
in Central Bohemia.

Going back to the research hypotheses, it was docu-
mented that to a considerable extent, the rates of foreigner
migration relates to age. Those in their 20s had an increased
propensity to change residence within the region — this is
in line with current knowledge in the field (Finney, Catney,
2012). Our second hypothesis — assuming a different role
of co-ethnic presence for moving — was supported by the
data for all three of the tested groups. Ukrainians, Russians
and Vietnamese alike were prone to move from least eth-
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nically heterogeneous areas. Furthermore, Ukrainians and
Vietnamese were also prone to move from areas where their
co-ethnics were over-represented. This would suggest that
even though generally, everyone is in search of a moderately
diverse residential environment where they would not stand
out, only some may prefer to stay close to their co-ethnics.
This result corroborates earlier findings of Drbohlav and
Dztrova (2007). Our third hypothesis seems to be accept-
able, as immigrants indeed tended to relocate most from
buildings without apartments, representing temporary
worker, student and tourist accommodation, as well as new-
ly built residential properties. However, as the proportion
of immigrants living in unstable accommodation was very
low, this statement should be taken as indicative and subject
to further research.

Despite presenting important findings, this paper has
its own limitations. Firstly, it was noted that the reliability
of our data may be questionable. On the other hand, due
to the fact that immigrants, especially those from outside of
the EU, are legally obliged to register their residence and
any changes thereof, the data is likely to be more reliable
compared to the data for the majority population. Second-
ly, most of the data used in our analyses related to adminis-
trative units, which may be susceptible to Modifiable Area
Unit Problem (Simon, Ktizkova, Klsak, 2022 in this book).
Although the central information on residential mobility —
the address — was geocoded in our case, many other vari-
ables are not yet detailed enough to avoid the risk of eco-
logical fallacy. Thirdly, this quantitative analysis could not
reach beyond the content of the data, meaning that some
important aspects of migration and residential mobility de-
terminants were left under-researched.

The results of our analyses have several implications for
the socio-spatial differentiation of Central Bohemia. Firstly,
foreign citizens represent an important component in mi-
gration within the region, contributing to the increase of
their proportion in total population of that location (Klsak,
Kfizkova, 2022 in this book). Secondly, along Prague being
the main immigrant gateway to Czechia (Janska, Cermék,
Wright, 2014), the Central Bohemian Region also provides
some secondary gateways through which foreigners arrive
in the region. These regional gateways are likely to show
greater dynamics of immigration than other parts of Central
Bohemia and are likely to become places of new immigrant
concentrations. As such, they would be interesting cases for
future examination of socio-spatial differentiation beyond
the capital city. Thirdly, immigrants were shown to prefer
living in moderately ethnically heterogeneous areas rather
than creating space-based ethnic communities. This sug-
gests that ethnic segregation is not likely to increase in Cen-
tral Bohemia in the near future, a conclusion which could
also be drawn from a multi-scalar segregation measurement
study (Simon, K¥izkova, 2022 in this book).
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5 / Residential Segregation in Prague and the Central
Bohemian Region in 2012-2018: A Multiscalar
Approach Using Individualised Neighbourhoods

Martin Simon, Ivana Kfizkova, Adam Klsak

5.1INTRODUCTION

After 1989, and more significantly after joining the Europe-
an Union in 2004, the number of foreigners in the Czech
Republic increased. At present, 590 thousand people with
a foreign passport live in the Czech Republic, of which 294
thousand live in Prague and the Central Bohemian Region
and 213 thousand live in Prague alone. Roughly every sev-
enth registered inhabitant in Prague and every twentieth
of the Czech Republic is a foreigner (MICR, 2020). As the
number of foreigners in the country is increasing, the for-
eign population’s diversity is also growing. Therefore, it is
of increasing importance to monitor the development and
distribution of the foreign population and to create data
and inputs for public policies. Without this knowledge, we
cannot effectively influence the integration of foreigners
into society and mitigate the possible negative consequenc-
es of immigration.

The aim of this text is to describe and compare the resi-
dential distribution of foreigners in Prague and the Central
Bohemian Region and its development in the years between
2012 and 2018. In order to do so, we use detailed data on the
foreign population from the records of the Ministry of the
Interior. We measure the distribution of foreigners using
a new method of individualised scalable neighbourhoods.
This method allows us to compare the distribution of mi-
nority and majority population on multiple scales and does
not depend on the statistical-administrative division of the
territory. Particularly, we focus on Slavic and EU migrants
and explore the effects of cultural proximity and legal sta-
tus on residential segregation. In conclusion, we discuss the
results and evaluate the merits of the individual scalable
neighbourhood method.

The term residential segregation (i.e. the inequality re-
sulting from different conditions in the place of residence)
is used in literature to denote social, economic or ethnic
inequality present in space. In some localities, neighbour-
hoods or regions, better-paid job opportunities, better
housing stock, more varied educational opportunities and
leisure activities are readily available, while other localities,
neighbourhoods or regions have low salaries, poor housing,
poor schools or public infrastructure. Studies of residen-

tial segregation show that the spatial concentrations of the
poor, foreigner or ethnic minorities have an effect on the
inhabitants’ deteriorating life chances in such localities (van
Ham et al., 2012; van Ham et al., 2013). The disadvantage
resulting from the individual characteristics of a person is
thus multiplied by the contextual effect of the disadvanta-
geous locality, district or region. At the same time, segre-
gation studies show that the negative effects of residential
segregation are stronger in countries with neoliberal mar-
ket orientation and weaker in countries with strong welfare
policies, where income redistribution or housing policy
moderates socio-spatial polarisation of society (Friedrichs,
Galster, Musterd, 2003). Therefore, it is vital to explore how
segments of immigrant population are spatially segregated
in Czechia.

The development of inequalities in spatial distribution of
ethnic population groups is a major topic in urban studies.
Empirical evidence from established immigration countries
led to the formulation of spatial assimilation theory in the
second half of the twentieth century. The theory holds that
on arrival, immigrants tend to spatially gravitate towards
their co-ethnics. Earlier arrivals can provide new immi-
grants with assistance when searching for jobs and housing.
Living in proximity to co-ethnics also allows for sustaining
cultural habits acquired in the country of origin and over-
coming the language barrier many immigrants face in their
destination countries. Later on, when immigrants become
more culturally integrated in the host society and improve
their socio-economic status, the spatial assimilation theory
expects them to spatially disperse, making their spatial dis-
tribution more similar to that of the majority population
(Park, 1928; Massey, 1985). Spatial assimilation theory is
therefore apt to describe the current situation in Czechia
as an emerging immigration country (Simon, Krizkova,
Klsak, 2020).

Based on the assumptions of the spatial assimilation the-
ory, we can hypothesise that:

H,, immigrant residential segregation will decrease in
time;

H, residential segregation of an immigrant group culturally
close to the majority of the population will be smaller
than that of a culturally distant group;

)
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H,, immigrant groups socio-economically similar to the ma-
jority population will be less segregated than groups

whose socio-economic status is more distinct.

)

When measuring and evaluating residential segregation,
it is critical that the spatial assimilation theory does not con-
sider some important aspects of immigrant residential segre-
gation, notably the neighbourhood size. Previous literature
reports that the development of segregation in time may
occur in opposing directions (towards concentration or de-
concentration) based on different scales of analysis (Malm-
berg et al., 2018). Moreover, the spatial assimilation theory
expects changes in segregation to manifest themselves in
a longer time period — over the course of immigrant gener-
ations. In this text, we use the term ‘foreign’ or ‘population
of foreign citizens’, as the Czech immigrant population is
rather recent, with a low share of second-generation mi-
grants and the data we use is based on state citizenship.
We operationalise the segregation decrease through time
according to the spatial assimilation theory by evaluating
a period of 2012-2018, assuming that a convergence of the
minority and the majority occurs gradually over time. Be-
tween 2012 and 2018, the foreign population in the country
grew by further in-migration , with new foreigners having
less time to potentially assimilate.

Research on the development of foreign citizens’ resi-
dential segregation has been scarce in Czechia due to the
rather short history of foreign population in the country
as well as the relevant data sources having some important
drawbacks. Among the exceptions is the work of Spac¢kova,
Pospisilova and Oufednicek (2016), which documents the
increase in the proportion of people with non-Czech ethnic-
ity from 1971 until 2011, suggesting a growing importance
of ethnic structure in the differentiation of Prague’s urban
space. Differences in levels of dissimilarity between select-
ed immigrant groups (Ukrainians, Russians, Vietnamese,
and Americans) and tendencies towards spatial dispersal
in most groups between 2001 and 2011, were observed by
Pridalova and Oufednicek (2017). Similarly, Pfidalova and
Klsak (2017) detected a stability of spatial patterns of the
four above-mentioned immigrant groups in Prague from
2008 until 2015, despite the fact that foreign citizens were
among the population groups most affected by the 2008
economic crisis. Although these studies bring primary valu-
able insights into residential segregation of foreigners, they
are based on data for administrative units, making their re-
sults dependent on the chosen spatial scale and susceptible
to ecological fallacy. As indicated in Robinson’s research
on segregation already in 1950, ecological correlations can-
not validly be used as substitutes for individual ones. Pos-
sible invalid transfer of aggregate results to individuals or
vice versa points to the critical role of multilevel analysis in
achieving more robust and comprehensive results (Subra-
manian et al., 2009).

The chapter is organised according to its two main aims.
Firstly, it strives to introduce the innovative method of in-
dividualised neighbourhoods in the Czech context, which
allows for the overcoming of some limitations of previous
research in residential segregation. Secondly, it seeks to
present the basic trends in residential segregation of foreign
citizens (1) in the city of Prague and (2) in Central Bohemia
on multiple spatial scales, independent of arbitrary admin-
istrative boundaries. The results are presented for (i) total
foreign population registered to reside in Czechia in 2012
and 2018; (ii) subgroups of Slavic and non-Slavic migrants,
which represent culturally closer and culturally more dis-
tant foreign citizens; and (iii) subgroups of EU and non-EU
migrants, which represent a critical legal difference between
migrants. The concluding part evaluates the merits of the
novel methodology and discusses implications of current
findings.

5.2 MEASURING SEGREGATION

Understanding residential segregation across the globe is
subject to three main sets of challenges: those of available
data, methods of measurement, and conceptual framing. In
the last few years advancements have been made in the three
areas of challenges. Firstly, segregation research traditional-
ly relied on primary census data, that typically comes aggre-
gated to administrative units. However, new data sources
have recently become available for segregation research,
such as geocoded register-based data (Andersson et al.,
2018; Simon, Kiizkova, Klsik, 2020). These allow for the
tailoring of spatial units to the needs of the given research
question, in order to evaluate the development of spatial in-
equalities in-between censuses, and may be linked to other
administrative data sources. In this paper, of special interest
is the possibility to create user-defined spatial units, which
has been increasingly used in research. So-called individu-
alised (or bespoke) neighbourhoods allow for the centering
of the research attention on individuals, by looking at the
characteristics of the population living in their proximity,
instead of making assumptions of individuals’ living situ-
ation based on the administrative unit they live in. Fron-
tier studies in residential segregation (Andersson, Lyngs-
tad, Sleutjes, 2018) alongside many other research fields,
focused on the impact of contextual effects on human be-
haviour shifted towards a dynamic understanding of spatial
exposure (Kwan, 2012; Greenberg Raanan, Shoval, 2014;
Farber et al., 2015; Jarv et al., 2015; Wissink, Schwanen,
van Kempen, 2016; Yip, Forrest, Yian, 2016; Helbich, 2018;
Kwan, 2018).

In residential segregation research, individualised neigh-
bourhoods are typically defined by a certain distance thresh-
old, e.g. all people living within a given distance from each



individual (Reardon et al., 2008; Petrovi¢, van Ham, Man-
ley, 2018) or by a certain number of nearest neighbours,
e.g. the given number of people nearest to the individual,
regardless of the numerical distance from them (Andersson
et al., 2018; Sleutjes, Valk, Ooijevaar, 2018). Individualised
neighbourhoods therefore can be applied at different scales,
allowing us to assess segregation on multiple spatial levels.
Individualised neighbourhoods better represent location
of individuals’ daily life activities, rather than their official
residential neighbourhood, and provide information about
wider socio-spatial configurations “nested” around (Samp-
son, 2013). However, even with the application of individu-
alised neighbourhoods for segregation measurement, issues
of group classification and taxonomy still matter when pro-
ducing research outcome (Wright et al., 2020).

Secondly, improved segregation measurement would
not be possible without the recent computational advance-
ments (Fossett, 2017), that make it possible to analyse larger
samples, e.g. in replicating the computations for various
spatial scales (Piekut, Pryce, van Gent, 2019). Juxtaposing
the results obtained through analyses of spatial units of
varying definition, enable us to avoid the trap of the Modi-
fiable Area Unit Problem (MAUP). More precisely, we deal
with MAUP of spatial units within a region we analyse, but
not of a region we analyse. This second MAUP is only par-
tially tackled through the inclusion of two analysed regions:
1) the city of Prague and 2) Central Bohemia.

Thirdly, the advancements in data and methods allow to
re-conceptualise segregation. Once understood through the
lens of residence and the labour market, it is now being in-
creasingly acknowledged that segregation of social groups
occurs in time and in people’s free-time activities (Wong,
Shaw, 2011; Silm, Ahas, 2014). This creates new avenues for
research, such as the use of big data and spatial tracking
studies (Goldman, Cornwell, 2021). However, segregation
measurement still has to be seen within a broader social
and historical context, reflecting the politics of minority —
majority relations and power dynamics (Rothstein, 2017;
Kaufmann, 2018).

(a) (b)
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As the data available on Czechia reports on people’s res-
idences, we focus primarily on the first two challenges in
segregation research and the opportunities for their over-
coming, as discussed above: that of using individualised
neighbourhoods on several geographical scales. Research
on residential segregation and its impacts is conditioned by
the availability of data and the methodological questions
regarding the measurement of segregation. The contem-
porary history of international migration to Czechia dates
back to the 1990s. However, the intensity of foreigner’s im-
migration increased in speed after the 2004 EU accession
and therefore, in recent years, the research on residential
segregation of immigrants is gaining more importance.
Previously, the available data allowed researchers to use
predominantly census data, published once per decade and
available for administrative units. This prevented the analy-
ses of developmental trends and resulted in research focus-
ing on the smallest administrative units (basic settlement
units), containing data for foreign population that was
large enough only for the purposes of analysis of Prague.
Studies by Oufednic¢ek and Novak (2007) and by Sykora
(2009) are exceptions which ventured beyond the capital
city and employed indicators such as the location quotient
and index of segregation. Only recently has research begun
to use more detailed data sources and elaborate methods of
measurement, see €.g. Simon, K¥izkova and Klsik (2020)
and Simon et al. (2020) and Ptidalov4 and Klsék (2017) for
studies analysing register-based data aggregated to a pop-
ulation grid.

5.3 METHODS AND DATA

Individualised scalable neighbourhood method
A key added value of the individualised scalable neigh-
bourhood method is that it measures indicators of segrega-

tion independently of the existing administrative division.
Residential segregation is not measured with data for city
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districts or municipalities, but for individuals geocoded in
a population grid, taking into account their mutual spatial
proximity. The method of individualised scalable neigh-
bourhoods uses user-defined threshold values to delimit
neighbourhoods of different sizes. For these individual
neighbourhoods, it calculates the proportions of minori-
ty and majority population, serving as the basis of segre-
gation indices. Aggregation and clustering of these input
values allows for the measurement of segregation across
neighbourhood scales and population groups. Figure 5.1
illustrates how individual neighbourhoods are constructed
for computation. For each raster cell, the algorithm adds
the surrounding raster cells until a specified critical value
is reached — the threshold value of k-nearest neighbours.

For instance, if we are interested in the segregation of
foreigners at the micro-level, we will set a critical value
to the 50 nearest neighbours. The algorithm starts at the
first cell of the grid and will add the surrounding cells to
it until 50 inhabitants are reached in the current territorial
selection. Then the algorithm performs the same calcula-
tion sequentially for all the cells of the population raster.
As a result, we get two numbers representing the count of
minority and majority populations for each individualised
neighbourhood. Foreigners living in the same cell of the
population grid will therefore have the same resulting val-
ues because they share a residential location. As a result, we
can determine which of the calculated neighbourhoods has
the highest concentration rate of foreigners and what the
average concentration rate of foreigners is in the neighbour-
hoods at k = 50 level. The calculation can be performed for
any neighbourhood size in EquiPop software (Osth, 2014).
It is possible to perform the calculation for any group which
is sufficiently numerous for the subsequent meaningful in-
terpretation of the data.

Data

This chapter is based on data from the Directorate of the
Alien Police, which manages data on the complete pop-
ulation of foreigners in the Czech Republic. The study is
focused on Prague and the Central Bohemian Region -
representing the most important region in the geography
of the foreign population in the Czech Republic (Klsék,
Ktizkova, 2022, this book). The data on the citizenship of
foreigners in the years 2012 and 2018" are analysed to mon-
itor population changes. For the purposes of our case study,
we divided the population of foreigners into four groups. In
particular, groups of foreigners from Slavic/non-Slavic and
European/non-European countries are distinguished. The
data contains information on foreigners with permanent

19 1.1.2012and 1.1.2018.

or temporary residence, but does not include tourists or
undocumented foreigners. We opted for sizes 100-800 to
capture segregation at the micro level (housing segrega-
tion), 1 600-6 400 at the meso level and 12 800-51 200 at
the macro level (labour market segregation). The analysis
is computed in parallel for (i) the city of Prague and for
(ii) Prague and the Central Bohemian Region.

Foreigners, according to their official citizenships, com-
prise of many small groups, which are not suitable for the
selected computational method of measuring segregation
per se (except for a few of the most numerous groups of
Ukrainians, Slovaks, Russians and Vietnamese — see Klsak,
Ktizkova, 2022 in this book). Therefore we decided to
seperate individual citizenships into groups (Table 5.1). Ac-
cording to spatial assimilation theory, we utilised cultural
distance and legal status as two key factors in clustering
foreigner groups. Firstly, we differentiate between Slavic
and non-Slavic citizens based on cultural distance. Slavic
citizens are operationalised as citizens of countries where
a Slavic language is either spoken, widely used or consid-
ered official language. Foreigners with a similar language
are likely to be less different to the Czech majority, their
assimilation into the population of destination country is
supposedly easier than for non-Slavic citizens. Therefore,
the spatial distance between Slavic citizens and the major-
ity is expected to be smaller than the distance between the
majority and non-Slavic citizens. Secondly, we differentiate
between EU and non-EU citizens based on legal status. The
EU group encompasses citizens of EU-28 countries (the
UK was a member of the EU during the analysed period)
and EFTA. Non-EU group is a residual category. In general,
non-EU citizens hold a less advantageous position legal-
ly than those migrating from EU countries (Kusnirdkova,
2014). Although there are other factors in play, notably the
individual and country-specific differences between groups
(Ptidalov4, Hasman, 2018), legal status is closely linked to
the socio-economic distance. Therefore, the non-EU group
is less likely to resemble the Czech majority in terms of spa-
tial distribution than the EU group. The Czech legislation
influences rights and duties of foreign citizens and it can in
turn affect the ability of those citizens to reside in specific
parts of the region.

The data in this study has its limitations. Our approxi-
mation of socio-economic position based on legal status is
far from ideal as despite having the same legal status, differ-
ent groups were shown to have a different socio-economic
distance from the majority population, probably as a result
of individual-level factors, which could not be controlled in
this study. As well as that, we noted that the groups consist
of a heterogeneous mixture of countries. Thus, we acknowl-
edge that a binary categorisation of groups is rather crude



Table 5.1: Delimitation of citizenships into groups.

Countries with a Slavic language widely spoken

Yes No

Romania, Germany, Great Britain,
Italy, Hungary, France, Netherlands,
Spain

Yes | Slovakia, Bulgaria, Poland, Croatia

Vietnam, China, USA, Kazakhstan,
India, Mongolia, Uzbekistan,
Turkey, South Korea, Armenia,
Japan

Ukraine, Russia, Belarus, Moldova,
No | Serbia, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Macedonia

Member states of
European Union

Note: Only countries with over 1000 citizens in Prague and the Central
Bohemian Region as of 2018 are listed, ordered by number of members.

and somewhat arbitrary and does not consider the internal
heterogeneity of foreigners’ populations. However, this bi-
nary categorisation enables us to apply a novel method of
segregation measurement and test our hypotheses in a ro-
bust way.

Computation of segregation measurement is based on
a population grid of 100 m x 100 m, covering the whole
territory of Prague and the Central Bohemian Region. This
grid is used for aggregation of raw data in geographical
information systems and subsequently for calculations of
residential segregation indicators using EquiPop software.
The analysis of segregation in individualised scalable neigh-
bourhoods does not take administrative borders into ac-
count. Therefore, the grid cells near administrative borders
of Prague also include in their nearest neighbourhoods
units located in the neighbouring administrative unit — the
Central Bohemian Region. Table 5.2 overviews the input
data for geo-computation.

Table 5.2: Number of foreign citizens by country groups in Prague
and the Central Bohemian Region and the city of Prague in 2012 and
2018.

Prague and Central Prague
Bohemian Region 9
2012 2018 2012 2018

All foreign
citizens (in 203 271 149 197
thousands)
EU countries 67 100 44 67
Non-EU 135 70 104 129
countries
Slavic countries 140 176 99 121
Non-Slavic 49 9% 49 75
countries

Data source: MICR (2020), own elaboration.
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Index of dissimilarity for individualised
neighbourhoods

The dissimilarity index (D) is employed to capture the
changing distribution of foreigners in individualised
multi-scalar neighbourhoods. The dissimilarity index mea-
sures the similarity of the spatial distribution of two popu-
lations in space on the basis of their mutual share in indi-
vidual territorial units. The index is calculated according to
the formula below.

D=0,5*z

In the formula, N denotes the number of inhabitants of
the majority in the whole grid and N, the number of inhab-
itants of the majority in the individualised neighbourhood.
Furthermore, N, represents the number of inhabitants of
the minority in the whole grid and N, the number of inhab-
itants of the selected minority in the individualised neigh-
bourhood.

Compared to the standard calculation of the dissimilar-
ity index, this formula uses individualised neighbourhoods
instead of administrative units as it takes into account the
spatial proximity of the population. It is therefore a more
appropriate indicator for capturing residential segregation,
compared to other traditional indicators. The factual in-
terpretation of the dissimilarity index is the same as in the
standard calculation. The value 0 expresses an even distri-
bution of both populations in all territorial units and the
value 100 expresses an extremely uneven distribution. The
value of the dissimilarity index indicates the proportion of
the minority population which would have to move in order
for an even distribution across spatial units to be achieved.
As the indicator is sensitive to population size, its trend
(decrease or increase of dissimilarity) should be evaluated,
rather than the actual numerical values (Simon, Kiizkova,
Klsak, 2020).

Nia Nib

Na Np

5.4 RESIDENTIAL SEGREGATION
OF FOREIGN CITIZENS IN PRAGUE AND
THE CENTRAL BOHEMIAN REGION

This section presents an analysis of foreign groups’ distribu-
tion in Prague and the Central Bohemian Region between
2012 and 2018. Firstly, general segregation trends of for-
eign citizens are introduced. Secondly, we focus on Slavic/
non-Slavic and EU/non-EU groups of foreigners. These
two distinctions represent major cultural, legal, and so-
cio-economic differences when contrasted with the majority
population. Therefore, the two binary groups are likely to
show dissimilar patterns in spatial distribution.
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General segregation trends between
2012 and 2018

The dissimilarity in foreign citizens’ spatial distribution
range from 37 (k = 100) to 10 (k = 51 200) for the city of
Prague. The values of dissimilarity index are higher for the
whole metropolitan region (Central Bohemia), where it
ranges from 50 (k =100) to 27 (k = 51 200). Only 10-37 per-
cent of the minority population would have to move in or-
der to achieve an equal spatial distribution in the capital
city compared to 27-50 percent in Central Bohemia (Fig-
ure 5.2). Residential segregation of foreigners is thus very
low. Moreover, the dissimilarity is greater at the micro scale
and smaller at the macro scale. The results suggest that
there are virtually no large areas in Central Bohemia, where
there would be an absence of the foreign population, where-
as on the level of small-scale neighbourhood (k = nearest
100 neighbours), more areas remain predominantly Czech.

The overall trend is a decrease in dissimilarity in the spa-
tial distribution of foreign citizens, both in Prague and its
metropolitan region, between 2012 and 2018 (Figure 5.2).
This suggests that the spatial distributions of foreign cit-
izens and Czech citizens converge towards each other in
time. However, contrasting trends for different scales of dis-
similarity index do emerge. While for small-scale neighbour-
hoods, the dissimilarity index decreases, at the macro-scale
stagnation or a moderate increase of the dissimilarity index
can be observed. At the micro-level, the spatial distribution
of foreign citizens is becoming increasingly similar to that
of the majority population, while at the macro-level the two
groups tend to gravitate towards different regions. We can
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thus observe a concentration supposedly in some macro-re-
gions which provide job opportunities for foreigners (Fig-
ure 5.3), and a dispersal in micro-level spatial distribution.

The concentration trend at the macro-level can be ex-
plained by the growing attractiveness of the Central Bo-
hemia for foreigners in the past few years. The number of
foreigners is increasing in most areas of Prague and some
parts of Prague’s metropolitan hinterland. The deconcen-
tration trend at micro level invites several possible and
complementary explanations. Firstly, as expected by the
assimilation theory, this may be due to foreigners’ gradu-
al assimilation into Czech society, providing immigrants
with more resources to find residence of their choice. The
second and third possible explanations relate to the recent
situation of the housing market. Prague has been experienc-
ing a housing shortage since 2016, due to limited housing
construction and increases in housing prices. This resulted
in an increased suburbanisation from Prague to Prague’s
metropolitan hinterland (Hudecek et al., 2019). The second
explanation we propose is that due to the limited offer of
available housing, foreigners may also either have to search
for available housing in areas which would otherwise not
be suitable for them or opt for sub-standard housing ar-
rangements. For instance, foreigners might share an apart-
ment with others to decrease housing cost per unit. So far,
we have sparse evidence to support this residential strategy
and we are not aware of any scientific literature that would
confirm this hypothesis. Our third proposition is that the
micro-level dispersal of foreigners is driven by wealthier
parts of the foreign population that can overpay the ma-
jority population on the housing market, e.g. by buying

Prague 2012
Prague 2018
Prague and Central Bohemian Region 2012

Prague and Central Bohemian Region 2018

—

6400 12 800 25600 51200

Size of individualised neighbourhood (k)

Figure 5.2: Change in dissimilarity index for individualised scalable neighbourhoods of foreigners in the Central Bohemian Region and Prague in 2012

and 2018.
Data source: MICR (2019), own elaboration.



or renting newly built properties, many of which are unaf-
fordable for the majority population (Figure 5.3; Ktizkova,
Oufednicek, 2020).

The multi-scalar nature of segregation is highlighted by
our methodological approach presenting the observed ex-
tent of foreigners’ dissimilarity at multiple scales of indi-
vidualised neighbourhoods. For instance, slightly different

patterns of concentration and deconcentration can be mea-
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sured by using different k-levels. We document this by com-
paring the maps of changes in foreign citizens’ count on the
level of 200 nearest neighbours (Figures 5.3 and 5.4) and
3 200 nearest neighbours in Central Bohemia (Figures 5.5
and 5.6). The larger the scale (k-value), the higher number
of areas that have experienced an increase in foreign resi-
dents. Our further analyses show that such increase is due to
relatively small numbers, only exceptionally reaching above

Change in number of foreigners 2012-2018

(2012 '= 100%) at k = 200 level (%)

85 95 105 115

— Suburban cores
Suburbs

Rural municipalities
with population gain

.. Rural municipalities with population
" loss or stagnation

Highway
First class road

Figure 5.3: Change in number of foreigners in individualised scalable neighbourhoods at k =200 level in Central Bohemia 2012-2018.

Data source: MICR (2019), own elaboration.

Note: Values above 105 percent (red) indicate an increase in the number of foreign citizens in the given grid cell between 2012 and 2018, values below 95 percent
(blue) indicate their decrease. Grid cells with at least 10 foreigners are visualised. Grid size is 1000 m.
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20 people in one grid cell. However, all the individualised Central Bohemia and Figure 5.3 using 100 m grid to visu-
neighbourhoods are computed for k-nearest neighbours, alise city of Prague). Although the grid square size used
but the resulting value is visualised only in one grid cell for comparison in our study is constant (100 m x 100 m),
each time. Therefore, an increase in number of foreigners in we highlight this to steer our readers’ attention to the fact
grid cell is reflected in all other neighbouring cells, whose that the size of spatial units matters for visualisation of out-
k-nearest neighbourhood reach this cell. Moreover, relevant comes. However, our additional analyses (not presented
changes in spatial patterns of change in foreign citizens’ here) indicate that trends in segregation in the Central Bo-
numbers are visible when different grid sizes are visualised hemia, achieved through the analysis of larger grid squares,
(compare e.g. Figure 5.2 using 1 000 m grid to visualize are like those commented on in this chapter.
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Figure 5.4: Change in number of foreigners in individualised scalable neighbourhoods at k = 200 level in Prague in 2012-2018.

Data source: MICR (2020), own elaboration.
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(blue) indicate their decrease. Grid cells with at least 10 foreigners are visualised. Grid size is 100 m.
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Figure 5.5: Change in number of foreigners in individualised scalable neighbourhoods at k = 3200 level in Central Bohemia in 2012-2018.

Data source: MICR (2019), own elaboration.

Note: Values above 105 percent (red) indicate an increase in the number of foreign citizens in the given grid cell between 2012 and 2018, values below 95 percent
(blue) indicate their decrease. Grid cells with at least 10 foreigners are visualised. Grid size is 1000 m.



82/

LR
Brezinéves

)

.-Cgkovice

Déblice

Dolni Ghabry
.

Virig¥ |

Suchdpl

Prah: a“1‘9_ :

Satalice

Klanovice

Mécholu
Py Béchovige

. Praha 21

Stétboholy

Kolodéje

Bolni Dubet

- Mé;‘..holupy

Praha 22 Kralovice
.3 oed

';“;_ Nedvézi

Slivénec

Benice

Velké Chuchle *
Kolovraty

Lochkov.

Praha'16,
"
e

Lipence

0 2 km
| IS —|

“~—__  Prague border
Cadastral area borde!

Change in number of foreigners 2012-2018
(2012 = 100%) at k = 3 200 level (%) Highway

-- - First class road

85 95 105 115 Metro line
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Segregation of European and non-European
immigrants

European and non-European citizens® are subject to differ-
ent rights in and obligations towards the Czech society, with
the non-European citizens being in a more disadvantageous
position. Non-EU migrants have different socio-economic
distance to the Czech society, which may translate into res-
idential segregation. In line with our hypothesis, EU citi-
zens are more equally distributed in space in both Prague
and in the Central Bohemia, in comparison to non-EU citi-
zens (Figures 5.7 and 5.8, respectively). While the difference
in dissimilarity index among groups is kept stable across
k-levels in the metropolitan region (Figure 5.8), it decreases
with larger k-values in Prague (Figure 5.7). This marginal
difference for large spatial levels in Prague results from the
fact that among the 50 thousand nearest neighbours of all
Prague residents, there is a similar mix of EU and non-EU
population. This underlines earlier observations of non-ex-
istence of larger spatially-bounded communities where only
one specific group of foreign citizens would predominate
(Pridalova, Oufednicek, 2017). Although micro-concentra-
tions of foreigners exist in certain parts of the city (expen-
sive areas in the city centre, gated communities and newly
built residential properties; Temelova et al., 2011), they are
not clearly pronounced when individualised neighbour-
hoods are taken into account.

0,45

0,40

0,35

0,30

Index of dissimilarity

0,05

100 200 400 800 1600 3200

5 RESIDENTIAL SEGREGATION / 83

Dissimilarity index for non-EU foreigners is around
0.2 lower in Prague than in Central Bohemia. This confirms
larger inequalities in this group’s representation in the met-
ropolitan region. While parts of Central Bohemia have only
a few non-EU residents, their population is more concen-
trated in other areas of the region. Non-EU citizens tend to
reside predominantly in larger towns and areas with a good
accessibility to Prague, while their population is sparse in
rural areas. The proximity to job opportunities thus emerg-
es as the key localisation factor in non-EU foreigners’ set-
tlement in Prague and the Central Bohemian Region. Work
opportunities for non-EU population (where Ukrainians
predominate, making up over 40 percent of non-EU for-
eigners in Central Bohemia in 2018) are more concentrated
in Central Bohemia, than those for Europeans (where Slo-
vaks predominate, representing 51 percent of EU foreigners
in Central Bohemia in 2018), whereas they are equally acces-
sible for both groups in Prague.

For the EU and non-EU groups in both Prague and met-
ropolitan region between 2012 and 2018 (Figures 5.7 and
5.8), the values of the dissimilarity index observed a general
decrease. The most pronounced decline in the dissimilarity
index was found for smallest neighbourhood levels across
all groups. Some exceptions to the overall decrease were
the largest scales (k-values), where moderate increases of
dissimilarity index could be observed for non-EU citizens
in both Prague and Central Bohemia. As our data indicates

All foreigners in Prague 2012

All foreigners in Prague 2018

s E | fOreigners in Prague 2012

EU foreigners in Prague 2018

eme NON-EU foreigners in Prague 2012

o
N
o

6 400

Size of individualised neighbourhood (k)

20

Non-EU foreigners in Prague 2012

Figure 5.7: Change in dissimilarity
index for individualised scalable
neighbourhoods for European and
non-European foreigners in the city
of Prague between 2012 and 2018.
Data source: MICR (2019), own
elaboration.
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European citizens, further referred to as EU-citizens, were operationalised as citizens of EU-28 and EFTA countries. The group consists of citizens of the following

countries (in thousands): Slovakia (114), Poland (21), Germany (21), Bulgaria (15), Romania (14), United Kingdom (7), Hungary (6), Italy (5), France (4), Austria (4), the
Netherlands (3), Croatia (3), Greece (2), Spain (2), and Sweden (1). Non-European citizens were operationalised as citizens of all countries outside EU-28 and EFTA.
The group consists of the following countries’ citizens: Ukraine (126), Vietnam (60), Russia (37), Mongolia (9), China (7), USA (7), Belarus (6), Kazakhstan (6), Moldova
(6), India (4), Serbia (4), Turkey (2), Uzbekistan (2), Korea (2), Bosnia and Herzegovina (2), Macedonia (2), Armenia (2), Japan (2), Philippines (1), Syria (1), Thailand (1),
Azerbaijan (1), Nepal (1), Israel (1), Egypt (1), and Tunisia (1). Only countries with over 1000 citizens in Prague and the Central Bohemian Region as of 2018 are listed.
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an almost uniform increase in the numbers of foreign citi-
zens across the studied area, the slight increase in non-EU
citizens’ spatial unevenness is likely to stem from residen-
tial behaviour of the majority population, which tends to
suburbanise and thus vacate housing stock for incoming

/v

foreigners, as documented by Krizkova, Klsak and Simon
(2022).

Segregation of Slavic and non-Slavic foreigners

Distinguishing between Slavic and non-Slavic foreigners®
allows us to examine the relationship between the ability
to speak a language similar to that of the majority popu-
lation and the subsequent outcomes in residential segrega-
tion. Language advantage presumably increases foreign-
ers’ chances to assimilate into the majority, thus leading to
a lower residential segregation. In line with our expecta-
tions, Slavic citizens are indeed more equally distributed
in space than non-Slavic citizens in both Prague and the
metropolitan region (Figures 5.9 and 5.10). This confirms
our hypothesis that Slavic citizens are more prone to spatial
dispersal than linguistically more distant foreigners.
Citizens of Slavic countries are more equally distributed
than all foreigners in Central Bohemia (Figure 5.9). The
comparison of 2012 and 2018 data indicates that spatial dis-
tribution of Slavic group is becoming increasingly similar
to that of the majority population. This is due to an over-

Data source: MICR (2019), own elaboration.

all dispersal of Slavic foreign population across the whole
region in time. This micro-scale dispersal is evidenced by
the decreasing dissimilarity values for the two groups and
accompanied by a stagnation of dissimilarity index on larg-
er scales in time. Dissimilarity index for non-Slavic group
decreased throughout the period of 2012-2018 for all scales
except the largest one. These developments were similar
both in Prague and in the Central Bohemia.

Contrasting cultural and legal perspective
in segregation outcomes

We have provided evidence that suggests that segrega-
tion of foreign citizens in the city of Prague and in Cen-
tral Bohemia depends on scale, i.e. the number of nearest
neighbours. A comparison of binary delimited groups of
foreigners provides an insight on how differences in lin-
guistic ability and in rights derived from foreign state cit-
izenship affect residential segregation. These distinctions
use country citizenship, due to the fact that other relevant
indicators, such as the country of birth, are not available.
If we compare all four groups, non-Slavic citizens are more
segregated than non-EU citizens in both regions. Slavic cit-
izens, however, are more segregated on smaller scales, while
slightly less segregated on larger scales, compared to the
EU citizens in Central Bohemia. The likely higher cultural
distance between the majority and non-Slavic citizens as

21 Slavic citizens were operationalised as citizens of countries where a Slavic language is spoken, widely used or considered official language. The group consists of
citizens of the following countries (in thousands): Ukraine (126), Slovakia (114), Russia (37), Poland (21), Bulgaria (15), Belarus (6), Moldova (6), Serbia (4), Croatia (3),
Bosnia and Herzegovina (2), and Macedonia (2). Non-Slavic citizens were operationalised as citizens of all countries where a Slavic language is not spoken, widely
used or considered official language. The group consists of the following countries’ citizens: Vietnam (60), Germany (21), Romania (14), Mongolia (9), China (7), USA
(7), United Kingdom (7), Hungary (6), Kazakhstan (6), Italy (5), France (4), India (4), Austria (4), the Netherlands (3), Turkey (2), Uzbekistan (2), Korea (2), Armenia (2),
Japan (2), Greece (2), Spain (2), Philippines (1), Syria (1), Thailand (1), Azerbaijan (1), Nepal (1), Israel (1), Egypt (1), Tunisia (1), and Sweden (1). Only countries with over

1000 citizens in Prague and the Central Bohemian Region as of 2018 are listed.
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opposed to between the majority and EU citizens as well as
the selective and more spatially concentrated labour market
opportunities, are the probable causes of the higher dissimi-
larity of non-Slavic compared to non-EU group.

The values of dissimilarity index for Slavic and all foreign
citizens are very similar both in the city of Prague and in
Central Bohemia, while the values for EU citizens were only
similar to those of all foreigners in Prague (compare Fig-
ures 5.9 and 5.10 to Figures 5.7 and 5.8). This suggests that
there are larger regional differences between EU citizens
and all citizens than between Slavic citizens and all foreign

Data source: MICR (2019), own elaboration.

citizens in the whole of the metropolitan region. Therefore,
EU foreigners are less equally distributed than Slavic ones
in Central Bohemia. The groups of foreigners from Slavic
and EU countries overlap in the cases of Slovakia, Bulgaria,
Poland, and Croatia, making most of the remaining EU pop-
ulation consist of the citizens of EU-15 and EFTA countries.
These groups generally possess higher socio-economic status
than other migrants in Czechia and can therefore afford to
reside in more attractive localities, which leads to the cluster-
ing of their population in parts of Prague and some suburbs
(see Klsak, Ktizkova, 2022, this book).
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5.5 MERITS OF MEASURING SEGREGATION
BY THE METHOD OF INDIVIDUALISED
SCALABLE NEIGHBOURHOODS

The results of our study present a rather complex picture
of segregation that combines several research objectives,
neighbourhoods, and geographical scales. Although this
intricacy may present a minor challenge to the readers’ and
policymakers’ understanding of segregation, it has undeni-
able benefits.

Firstly, the method of individualised scalable neighbour-
hoods applied to geocoded data allows us to move beyond
census-based research. Earlier studies of residential segre-
gation were sparse due to the recentness of international
migration and the limited availability and reliability of data
on foreign citizens in Czechia. The present research thus
allowed us to look beyond the administrative border of
Prague which has traditionally been regarded as the only
area where a population of foreigners is large enough to
be subjected to a quantitative analysis of residential seg-
regation. Nevertheless, our study provided evidence for
the overall decreasing trend of residential segregation of
foreign citizens in Prague observed by earlier studies, e.g.
Pridalova, Oufednicek (2017). The method of individual-
ised neighbourhoods emphasises the spatiality of segrega-
tion as opposed to previous research into segregation that
employed administratively defined areas as units of analysis.
It does so by considering the actual distances between in-
dividuals rather than the mere residential belonging within
a container of an administrative unit and by assessing seg-
regation simultaneously on multiple scales, each of which
can be relevant to a different feature of segregation (Fowler,
2016; Costa, de Valk, 2018).

Secondly, the method of individualised scalable neigh-
bourhoods provides us with an opportunity to compare
the extent of residential segregation in Czechia with results
using the same methodology achieved in other European
countries. While some comparisons could be drawn using
census data on administrative units, such as those used by
Jaczewska and Grzegorczyk (2016) in the study of Paris and
Berlin metropolitan regions, the dependency on census data
prevented us from evaluating the more recent changes in the
spatial distribution of population. For instance, comparing
our results to the recent Swedish study (Malmberg et al.,
2018) shows that the index of dissimilarity for non-Europe-
an migrants at k = 100 is slightly larger in Central Bohemia
(0.56-0.58) than in Sweden (0.51-0.54). This suggests that
there is similar level of residential segregation of non-Euro-
pean population in Central Bohemia when compared to the
whole country of Sweden. Although the two studies look at
differently defined populations (based on country of birth
in the Swedish case and on state citizenship in the Czech
case) and research areas (the whole country and the metro-

politan region of the capital city), both observed a gradual
decrease of segregation indexes in time. Similar results were
reported in the Netherlands (Sleutjes, Ooijevaar, de Valk,
2019). This finding appears contradictory to much of the
public concern about increasing residential segregation,
which is not always evidence-based (Catney, 2016; Malm-
berg et al., 2018).

Thirdly, geocoded data, together with the method of in-
dividualised scalable neighbourhoods, open new possibili-
ties for research that can bring valuable insights into trends
and mechanisms of residential segregation. One example
is cohort studies that track segregation of people who were
born in the same year or who experienced a key life event
such as immigration to a new country in the same period.
Such research would step beyond the initial explorato-
ry analyses, highlighting the age aspect of segregation by
comparing ethnic groups further divided to subgroups of
age (Sabater, Catney, 2019). Further linking to other regis-
ter data or contextual variables extends the options of this
research method and makes it possible to study the relation-
ships between people’s residential and workplace segrega-
tion (Stromgren et al., 2014), residential and school segre-
gation (Osth, Malmberg, Andersson, 2015), and the spatial
and temporal patterns of economic segregation (Osth,
Shuttleworth, Niedomysl, 2018) in the Czech context.

Finally, the interconnectedness between different aspects
of segregation and the multi-scalarity of the phenomenon
can yield rich results that require nuanced interpretation,
rather than one straightforward message about decrease or
increase of segregation. There is no single map of segrega-
tion. Instead, by using our data, we can produce a map of
residential segregation for each of the five groups multiplied
by ten neighbourhood scales and two sizes of grid units re-
sulting in a hundred different maps. Residential segregation
can be both increasing and decreasing at the same time, but
at different spatial scales. For example, we have seen that
segregation of foreign citizens has generally decreased from
2012 until 2018, but there were differences between popu-
lation subgroups based on country of citizenship as well
as between geographical scales. Though more difficult to
grasp, we believe that this complexity is an opportunity for
those who want to understand the underlying mechanisms
and to formulate policy recommendations aimed at coun-
tering the possible negative effects of segregation.

5.6 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Despite being one of the central issues in urban studies, the
understanding of segregation was compromised by a num-
ber of factors, particularly the (un)availability of data and
unsuitable reporting on the spatial distribution of people
and their activities. This chapter introduced the method of



individualised scalable neighbourhoods as a promising av-
enue for future research in segregation. The method was
applied to the newly available geocoded data on foreign
citizens residing (1) in the city of Prague and (2) in Central
Bohemia to show a truly complex picture of residential seg-
regation in a cross-sectional analysis of multiple scales and
groups.

In general, the study provided a clear evidence of de-
creasing segregation in Prague and Central Bohemia be-
tween 2012 and 2018. Two different population classifica-
tions were used to explore the effects of cultural and legal
differences on residential segregation. Reflecting on our hy-
potheses, we argue that spatial assimilation does occur in
Central Bohemia. Firstly, it was shown that residential seg-
regation decreases in time for most groups and most neigh-
bourhood sizes. Contrary to this, a moderate rise in residen-
tial segregation was measured at the macro scale where the
increase is likely to stem from the spatial distribution of jobs
available to foreigners. Secondly, residential segregation of
the culturally close group (citizens of Slavic countries) is in-
deed generally lower than the culturally more distant group
(citizens of non-Slavic countries). Thirdly, the legally and
socio-economically closer group to the Czech majority (EU
citizens) proved to be more equally distributed as opposed
to the more dissimilar group (non-EU citizens). All three
hypotheses were thus supported by the data. While the mer-
its and shortcomings of this research have to be acknowl-
edged, we believe that our study brings important insights
into residential segregation, that have not yet been present-
ed in Czechia. As the numbers of foreigners increase, it will
be crucial for research and policy makers to ensure that
evidence is scrutinised and interpreted using appropriate
techniques, one of which was presented here.
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Introduction

Residential segregation by race, ethnicity, class or social group as a potential source of conflict and dis-
advantage in a society has been among the main interests of urban researchers and policy-makers. As
with urban research at large (Robinson 2006), understanding the segregation patterns of ethnic minor-
ities or immigrants has originated in studies of paradigmatic cities located in established destination
countries of international migration (see, e.g., Panori, Psycharis and Ballas 2018). According to Nijman
(2000: 135), the paradigmatic city is defined as a city that displays more clearly than others the funda-
mental features and trends of the wider urban system. By contrast, relatively little is known about the
nature of ethnic segregation, either across city sizes or in new immigrant destinations, which both often
provide new settings in which segregation matters. Smaller cities and new immigrant destinations rep-
resent a context for segregation research which is equally as relevant as traditional immigrant destina-
tions. Given the largely labour migration character of many migrant populations, it is relevant here to
also discuss the links between economic development and changes in ethnic residential segregation.
Labour-intensive manufacturing regions and those struggling with economic restructuring are believed
to have higher levels of segregation (Musterd 2005).

Exploring the trends in ethnic residential segregation development across individual cities allows an
assessment of the general level and dominant patterns of segregation development. This is a basic yet
fundamental task in a new immigration context, where most immigrants are first-generation migrants.
The ethnic spatial distribution thus reflects, to some extent, their initial residential choice - as residen-
tial mobility in Czechia is generally low and housing opportunities for new migrants are both restricted
and spatially limited. More advanced research, focused for example on the role of changing housing
needs with respect to the shifting age structure of minority populations, is yet to be developed.

This article explores the trajectories of ethnic segregation in Czech cities in the years following the
2008 economic crisis. This undertaking allows us to inform the segregation literature with findings from
a previously unscrutinised context - that of a post-socialist country that has recently become an immi-
grant destination (King and Okolski 2019) and where the number of foreigners doubled between 2001
and 2011. Specifically, we focus on the following research questions:

« What is the extent of ethnic residential segregation across the differently sized Czech cities?

« How has ethnic residential segregation evolved in the post-crisis period 2008-2011-2015?

These questions are answered using newly available geocoded anonymised data on foreign citizens
residing in selected large Czech cities in 2008, 2011 and 2015, extracted from the official country regis-
ter. To protect their confidentiality, the data were aggregated to a rectangular grid (square size of 250m)
covering the territory of the cities. The use of population grid data allows us to directly compare ethnic
residential segregation across major Czech cities for the first time. As segregation is a multidimensional
phenomenon, we focus here on just two of its dimensions (Reardon and O’Sullivan 2004): evenness
-measured by the dissimilarity index - and exposure, measured by the isolation index.

The first part of this article introduces the research into socio-economic and ethnic residential seg-
regation in the Central and Eastern European post-socialist region. The second section contextualises
the study on Czechia. The third section presents data sources and the methodology used for our study.
The fourth section examines the level of immigrant dissimilarity and isolation in the selected large Czech
cities. The fifth part of the article provides a comparison of ethnic residential segregation in Czechia as
a post-socialist country and in some more-established immigration countries elsewhere in Europe be-
fore, finally, key findings stemming from new immigration into the region are summarised.
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Ethnic residential segregation in the Western and post-socialist contexts

Theories of segregation

Residential segregation is a complex, multidimensional phenomenon (Massey and Denton 1988), indi-
cating the preferred or imposed separation of individuals in space and time. In general, it can be under-
stood as the difference in the spatial distribution of the different population groups within a given
territory, distinguishing the groups by race, ethnicity, religion, language, wealth, social class or other
attributes. The reasoning behind residential segregation measurement is based on an expectation that
living in a particular place matters, therefore group differences in places of residence are important
mechanisms generating and sustaining inequality (Dorling 2014; Sharkey and Faber 2014). For the pur-
pose of measuring segregation, it can be operationalised along several axes. The recent literature fo-
cuses predominantly on the aspects of evenness and of exposure, proposed as key segregation axes by
Reardon and O’Sullivan (2004).! Evenness is conceptualised as a differential distribution of the subject
population, indicating an unequal access to localised resources and infrastructures. Exposure is defined
as the composition of people’s local environments, measuring the possibility of interaction between
groups. The remaining three dimensions of residential segregation focus on concentration, centralisa-
tion and clustering.

Ethnic residential segregation is a complex phenomenon, which is illustrated by the number of
frameworks explaining the reasons for ethnic segregation to occur and change over time (Krysan and
Crowder 2017; Musterd 2020). In general, four main explanations can be identified. First, segregation
is thought to be a spatial expression of socio-economic and cultural differences between the minority
and the majority population, differences which are expected to decrease over time, as proposed by spa-
tial assimilation theory (Massey 1985). Both the upward socio-economic mobility of a minority and their
acculturation through the adoption of the language and customs of the majority population lead to
a residential change, where migrants leave their initial poor and migrant-dense neighbourhoods and
move to wealthier ones. The assumption of the straight-line assimilation theory was later revised
(Portes and Zhou 1993) to include broader and more nuanced insights into various life domains (Wa-
ters, Tran, Kasinitz and Mollenkopf 2010; Zhou 1997).

Second, the stratification framework views segregation as the result of housing discrimination, ste-
reotypes and prejudice based on race or ethnicity which, together, create segmented housing markets
and neighbourhood strata within urban areas (Chung and Brown 2007). The European segregation lit-
erature also stresses the role of public policy and the welfare state in shaping segregation (Arbaci 2007;
Asselin, Dureau, Fonseca, Giroud, Hamadi, Kohlbacher, Lindo, Malheiros, Marcadet and Reeger 2006).
The eligibility of population groups for housing and social assistance has the potential to prevent the
emergence of stratified neighbourhoods. In a similar vein, cross-national research shows that ‘grand
ideas’ (e.g. the models of immigrant integration, the nature of a country’s political economy or the tra-
dition of immigration as a constituent part of the nation or not) impact on immigrant integration (Alba
and Foner 2014). Since residential segregation represents the spatial aspect of immigrant integration,
these factors are equally relevant for ethnic residential segregation (Koopmans 2010).

Third, the approach of resurgent ethnicity (also termed the ethnic community model) explains seg-
regation as originating in individuals’ preferences to maintain ethnic community by residing in ethni-
cally homogeneous areas (Alba, Logan, Lutz and Stults 2002; Brown and Chung 2006). This notion
challenges perceptions of ethnic neighbourhoods or immigrant enclaves as places of poverty. Instead,
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a socially and economically successful ethnic community might provide positive externalities for its res-
idents, such as reported health (Walton 2012).

Finally, a fourth factor — which has seldom been systematically evaluated (some exceptions are
Maloutas and Fujita 2012; Skifter Andersen 2019) - is the local context. The term encompasses a num-
ber of determinants ranging from local socio-spatial inequalities and history of immigration to urban
governance (Skifter Andersen 2019; Hasman and KriZzkova 2021). One methodologically important fac-
tor of the local context for ethnic segregation is the varying population sizes across cities. Smaller pop-
ulation groups naturally have a greater likelihood of being segregated as they can reside in only a few
places (Manley, Jones and Johnston 2019).

Context of segregation research

Although the explanatory frameworks of segregation listed above originate in established immigration
countries and can be challenged in the post-socialist context, we believe that the underlying mechanisms
which the theories identified remain relevant. Given the differences between them and newer immi-
grant destinations, these approaches need to be adapted for use in other contexts. Crucially, established
immigration countries belong to the ‘Western’ world, whereas some of the emerging ones are located in
the post-socialist region, which laid on different ideological and material foundations for over 40 years
(Maly, Dvorak and Suska 2020; Stanilov 2007). According to P¥idalova and Hasman (2018), important
differences between established immigration countries and new destinations in the post-socialist region
include the different lengths of the countries’ immigration histories, the composition of their immi-
grants’ origins and the specificity of the post-socialist geographical context in terms of the urban struc-
ture, housing markets and social inequality. For instance, only a small minority of immigrants can be
considered as ‘visible minorities’ and a large share of immigrants have an economic status similar to
that of the majority population (K¥izkova and Simon 2021).

Moreover, residential segregation is likely to be related to different determinants in the capital city
and in smaller cities. Capital cities typically concentrate more political, economic and cultural power
and are more embedded in global networks than other cities (Cardoso and Meijers 2016; Connolly 2008).
Given this privileged position, capital cities receive different types of migrants than do second-tier cities. The
largest cities function as escalator regions, attracting young professionals at the expense of second-tier
cities (Champion, Coombes and Gordon 2014). Previous research suggests that the attractiveness of
capital cities to both international and internal migration and their connectedness to global networks
result in more pronounced and polarised spatial patterns than can be observed in second-tier cities
(Haase, Steinfiihrer, Kabisch, Grossmann and Hall 2011).

Conversely, small cities and towns feature different settings as they probably provide a smaller di-
versity of housing, schools and labour choices. Smaller urban areas, notably those dominated by a cer-
tain economic sector like manufacturing, can be impacted on by economic developments to a different
extent than larger cities with more diversified economic bases. This is particularly relevant for Central
and Eastern Europe (CEE), where the pre-2008 economic growth and post-2008 decline were more in-
tense in the capital-city regions than in the remaining areas (Capello, Caragliuy, Fratesi 2014; Cuadrado-
Roura, Martin, Rodriguez-Pose 2016).

Immigrants are often perceived as vulnerable populations because of their generally lower socio-eco-
nomic status, restricted political rights and limited command of the destination-country language. Due to
their less-advantageous position in a society, they are more likely to be impacted on by economic crises.
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Andersson and Hedman (2016) show that an economic downturn increases the inequality between ad-
vantaged and disadvantaged populations on the labour market. Moreover, their results corroborate
Musterd’s (2005) claim that manufacturing regions and those struggling with economic restructuring
have greater social segregation. Consequently, the segregation of vulnerable populations is expected to
be higher during economic downturns and to decrease with an improvement in the state of the economy.
Given that a substantial proportion of the foreign population in Czechia consists of labour migrants and
that this population was indeed impacted on by the economic crisis set off in 2008, we analyse their
residential segregation from a longitudinal perspective. Although there are surprisingly few studies
which address the impacts of economic crises on ethnic segregation with which we can compare our
results, we intend to highlight this relationship and to open discussion of its causes and consequences.

Segregation research in post-socialist countries

Analyses of residential segregation have focused on the largest, often capital, cities (Bolt, van Kempen
and van Ham 2008; Malheiros 2002; Musterd 2005; Tammaru, Marcinczak, van Ham and Musterd
2015), leaving aside the segregation experiences of smaller urban areas. Socio-economic segregation
(which may be related to ethnic segregation in some cases) increased across Europe between 2001 and
2011, reaching similar values in CEE and Western European cities in the later years (Marcinczak et al.
2015). Although the issue of the largest or capital cities as opposed to smaller cities was not the main
focus of most of these studies, differences in ethnic residential segregation stem not only from city size
but also from the cities’ locations within Europe. In line with the advocates of the ‘ordinary cities’ ap-
proach, we argue that segregation studies need to overcome their focus on a few paradigmatic cities of
the West and their neglect of cities elsewhere. Truly comprehensive segregation research, like urban
studies at large, needs to be informed by empirical studies of ‘ordinary cities’ across city sizes and world
regions (Arbaci 2019; Robinson 2006).

Research on urban segregation is relatively limited in post-socialist countries thus far, when con-
trasted with research in Western countries which relies on population register data. There is a big
knowledge gap (in ethnic segregation) between countries with available long-term register data or
countries where important variables such as income are available and many CEE countries, where these
options are not yet or are just recently available. The geo-coded and linked population data enable us to
trace how certain population groups ended up living in particular neighbourhoods, providing an insight
into processes producing residential segregation. This insight is further advanced by the decomposition
and examination of all underlying demographic processes and social mobility changes, capturing both
spatial mobility and in situ changes of and within neighbourhoods (Bailey 2012). In contrast, studies
based on census data for a relatively large administrative units tend to measure residential segregation
as an outcome of the socio-spatial structuring process. Thus, the aggregate outcome resulting from
a mixture of (often contradictory) processes at various spatial scales is evaluated. According to a recent
review by Kovacs (2020), empirical analyses of socio-economic segregation are relatively rare, with
a majority of the studies building on area-level census data stymied with analytical limitations (for ex-
ample: MAUPs - Modifiable Area Unit Problems - Nielsen and Hennerdal 2017; occupational structure
classification or educational attainment classification as a proxy for income - Maloutas 2007). Notwith-
standing the data issues, research on both capital and second-tier cities has shown that the socio-eco-
nomic segregation of population groups tends to increase but that historically developed urban
structures and low residential mobility prevented full materialisation of this trend (Marcinczak 2012;
Marcinczak, Musterd and Stepniak 2012).
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Current research on urban segregation has three distinct but interrelated foci with regard to immi-
gration and ethnicity in post-socialist countries, where socio-economic and ethnic segregation are dif-
ferently related to each other (Musterd, Marcinczak, van Ham and Tammaru 2017). Firstly, the most
common are studies of socio-economic segregation, where ethnicity or immigrant status are of second-
ary importance. As explained by Kovacs (2020), due to historical developments, ethnicity played a sub-
ordinate role in post-socialist cities. Thus, in contrast to Western Europe or the US, CEE studies measure
socio-economic segregation without having race and ethnicity at the core of the analysis. The second
and third groups of studies focus primarily on the ethnic dimensions of segregation which intersect to
a different degree with socio-economic differences between the majority and the minority populations.
The second group of studies focuses on the residential segregation of established minorities. The time
dimension is a crucial factor distinguishing old and established minorities from new immigration groups
that present a novel integration challenge. This group includes primarily studies conducted in Baltic
countries with large Russian minority populations (e.g. Burneika and Ubareviciene 2016; KriSjane, Bér-
zin$ and Kratovit$ 2016; Tammaru, Kdhrik, Magi, Novak and Leetmaa 2016) as well as other established
minorities. The third group of studies (including this study) explores a new immigration, where former
socio-spatial patterns are disrupted by the in-migration of foreign citizens. For example, new immigra-
tion shapes residential segregation in capital cities and more broadly in countries with recent migration
growth such as Czechia or Poland (e.g. Jaskulowski and Pawlak 2020; Ptidalova and Oufednicek 2017).
In sum, progress in solving the contradictions of segregation in post-socialist countries can build both
on improving data quality and on an advanced insight into the ethnic, social and economic intersection-
ality of population register data.

The Czech context of ethnic residential segregation

Ethnic residential segregation has long been on the agenda of researchers of the post-socialist space,
although they have mostly focused on national minorities, including the Roma (K¥izkova and Simon
2021). Residential segregation research focusing on new immigrants in the region has rarely been con-
ducted because the Central European post-socialist region has long been typical of emigration rather
than immigration (Okélski 2012). The migration balance of post-socialist countries is positive only in
a few cases, Czechia being the pioneering country (Erdss and Karacsonyi 2014). Thus, research into eth-
nic residential segregation is only just emerging in the region (Piidalova and Oufedni¢ek 2017; Simon,
Ktizkova and Klsak 2020), predominantly covering capital cities with rising ethnic diversity and socio-eco-
nomic polarisation, Kashnitsky and Gunko 2016; Sageata 2014; Torunczyk-Ruiz 2014). Processes of
neighbourhood change capturing both social and spatial mobility and shaping segregation have not been
explored in detail nor measured and compared across cities.

Czechia recently became a new immigration country in the post-socialist context, where a vast ma-
jority of the country’s foreign citizens arrived as labour migrants in the past two decades (Drbohlav and
Lesinska 2014). The number of immigrants grew from 210,000 to 460,000 between 2001 and 2015,
resulting in a 4.4 per cent share of foreign citizens in the Czech population in 2015. The number of for-
eign citizens (i.e., immigrants) has been growing despite the economic crisis of 2008 and the tightening
of migration policy in the years that followed. The fast recovery of the national economy led to an in-
creasing demand for foreign workers and a further growth in net migration after 2013 (a similar trend
was also observed in Poland by Duszczyk and Matuszczyk 2018).
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In general, migrants going to Central and Eastern Europe are more similar - in terms of socio-eco-
nomic status, cultural background and appearance - to the destination-country population than mi-
grants going to old EU states and North America (Outfednicek 2016). The countries in the CEE region
lack international colonial history or Gastarbeiter ties to distant countries that continue to shape migra-
tion patterns and ethnic diversity in established immigration countries to this day.2 The mix of migrants
therefore differs from that in traditional immigration countries in their cultural distance, language dif-
ferences and the economic gap between them and the majority population3 as well as in their length of
stay. Less-extreme differences between immigrants and host societies thus provide fewer incentives for
spatial segregation. For instance, the limited economic distance of the migrant population and the Czech
majority results in both groups operating within a unified housing market. In turn, no one group is more
eligible for social housing than the other, a mechanism known in some Western European countries
(Andersson, Malmberg, Costa, Sleutjes, Stonawski and de Valk 2018).

Most immigrant groups in Czechia originate from regions of Central and Eastern Europe, the former
Soviet Union and Vietnam. The largest groups include Ukrainian (105,000 in 2015), Slovak (100,000)
and Russian citizens (35,000). The Vietnamese (56,000) constitute a single numerically significant im-
migrant group from a culturally distant environment. The foreign population is concentrated in urban
areas - particularly in large cities with sufficient labour-market opportunities - and in the borderlands
(Janska, Cermak and Wright 2014). More than 60 per cent of foreign citizens live in the 14 largest cities
(see Table 1). A third of all foreign citizens live in the capital city of Prague, including a major concen-
tration of citizens from Western countries. The remaining 13 second-tier cities comprise a smaller and
less diverse set of immigrant groups, roughly proportional to the main immigration groups at the coun-
try level. The exception is Karlovy Vary, a spa city with a large Russian minority. Only the more immi-
grant-dense cities apply immigrant-related policies, which mostly focus on immigrant social integration
and on supporting intercultural events; none of the cities targeted immigrants as a specific group in
need of support due to economic or housing needs (Simon et al. 2020).

The spatial distribution and level of residential mobility in Czechia differ between immigrant groups
(Pridalova and Hasman 2018). For example, immigrants from Ukraine tend to concentrate in large cities
due to their occupational specialisation in manufacturing and housing construction. In contrast, immi-
grants from Vietnam are more evenly dispersed all over the country due to their largely retail occupa-
tions (Jansk4, Cermak and Wright 2014). Moreover, recent internal and external developments may lead
to changes in immigrant spatial behaviour in Czechia. The gradually increasing share of permanent stay
permit-holders among immigrants suggests that they tend to settle in the country (see e.g. Drbohlav
2015). Family growth may increase local immigrant isolation, as shown in more-established immigra-
tion countries (Finney and Simpson 2009). Another important factor influencing immigrant spatial pat-
terns is the global economic crisis of 2008 and the subsequent changes in the Czech migration policy.
Although the global economic downturn did not affect the Czech economy greatly, foreign workers were
impacted on to a considerable extent. Shortly after the crisis burst, many lost their jobs, which made
their subsequent stays illegal; others left the country. Furthermore, issuing new residence permits for
a foreign workforce was halted and their stays were more closely monitored (Ministry of the Interior of
the Czech Republic 2009).

A considerable effort has been made to understand the spatial distribution and mobility of immi-
grants in Czechia (Drbohlav and Valenta 2014; Janska and Bernard 2018; Janska et al. 2014; KriZkova
and Outedniéek 2020; Simon, K¥izkova and Klsak 202 1). In general, immigrants are more concentrated
in cities than the majority population, which is consistent with the predominantly working-age structure
of the immigrant population. Although most Czech cities experienced a minor population decrease due
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to suburbanisation, their population and economic development are relatively stable, partially thanks
to population replacement by immigrants.

Table 1. Foreign citizens in Czech cities in 2015

City Total Number Foreign population
population of grid Total As % of city % of % of change
squares population permanent in foreign

residents citizens

2008-2015
Praha 1,288,147 8,321 168,852 13.1 52.2 25.3
Brno 400,977 3,978 24,570 6.1 50.0 36.6
Ostrava 301,503 3,666 9,845 3.3 58.3 0.1
Plzen 171,526 2,378 13,025 7.6 515 9.0
Liberec 105,896 1,877 6,518 6.2 58.9 -0.3
Olomouc 102,392 1,865 3,547 3.5 50.2 15.5
Usti nad Labem 96,170 1,729 4,185 4.4 66.2 -4.6
Ceské Budéjovice 95,377 1,022 3,819 4.0 57.9 35.3
Hradec Kralové 94,071 1,851 3,572 3.8 57.2 -2.1
Pardubice 90,160 1,527 4,532 5.0 41.1 65.4
Zlin 76,607 1,847 1,785 2.3 59.7 16.4
Kladno 70,022 928 3,833 5.5 64.0 35.3
Karlovy Vary 51,025 1,085 5,647 11.1 65.3 18.3
Jihlava 51,003 1,588 1,731 3.4 62.4 16.6

Source: Ministry of the Interior (2017); Czech Statistical Office (2017), own elaboration.

However, existing research on ethnic residential segregation suffers from two major shortcomings:
the reliance on census data and the use of administrative units for spatial analysis. Firstly, due to the
previous unavailability of register-based data, knowledge on residential segregation was limited to cen-
sus snapshots (see Outednicek, Pospisilova, Spackova, Kopecka and Novak 2016; Sykora 2009) thus
preventing researchers from grasping the dynamics of the residential change in between censuses. Cen-
sus data on the spatial distribution of immigrants in neighbourhoods tell us a little about which individ-
ual-level processes are at play; however, we only capture their aggregated outcome. For example, an
increase in the differences - between two consecutive censuses - between urban neighbourhoods in the
level of education tends to be interpreted as a sign of socio-economic polarisation. However, without
the ability to decompose internal and external underlying demographic changes occurring in the ten-year
period (Bailey 2020) we are unable to identify which micro-level processes are responsible for this
change (social and spatial mobility, physical and functional characteristics of a neighbourhood, within-
neighbourhood changes). Other researchers opted for survey-based research (Drbohlav and Dztrova
2017) and for case studies of particular localities or focused on particular immigrant groups (Snajdr and
Drbohlav 2016) instead.

Secondly, the use of data available for administrative units such as municipalities or city boroughs in
quantitative research limited the level of spatial detail for the analysis of residential segregation. Previ-
ously, there were no detailed data about the internal differentiation of immigrants for Czech cities (ex-
cept Prague) and only total numbers of foreign citizens in each city were available. Moreover, the
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differences in the size and shape of spatial units influences the value of segregation indices (Wong, Lasus
and Falk 1999) and limits the comparative research of segregation. For these reasons, patterns and tra-
jectories of the segregation of new immigrants and their differences between cities in Czechia remain a
gap to be filled. The overall descriptive analysis at city level needs to be supplemented by studies of the
social and spatial mobility processes creating neighbourhood change, which are enabled by register data
and further complemented by the qualitative research of segregation mechanisms. City-level analysis
- including this study which combines three measures to explore segregation development across cities
and a previous study by Simon, K¥izkova and Klsak (2020) using one segregation metric to explore
group differences and the scale effects of segregation - are initial steps in that direction.

Data and methods

The current study introduces a new data source enabling the longitudinal analysis of ethnic residential
segregation in Czechia. The database provided by the Foreign Police of the Czech Republic contains geo-
coded information on all foreign citizens with registered residence* in Czechia between 2008 and 2015.
The data on the Czech population are based on the official housing registry of the Czech Statistical Office,
where information about the number of foreign citizens is subtracted from the total population to obtain
the number of Czech citizens. The anonymised population data were aggregated to grid squares cover-
ing the whole territory of the 14 cities analysed here (see Figure 1). The median value of the population
in a grid cell ranges from 28 to 108 (the average population from 104 to 289) for the cities. The grid
square size of 250m ensures the anonymity of residents while improving the validity of the segregation
measurement considerably.

Moreover, the use of grid data reduces discrepancies stemming from the use of pre-determined ad-
ministrative units that often involve a great variability in the number and size of units (the Modifiable
Area Unit Problem - MAUP), which has been a major obstacle in comparing the results of segregation
studies across regions and countries (Andersson et al. 2018; Openshaw 1984).

To measure the two key dimensions of residential segregation (Massey and Denton 1988), we em-
ploy two widely used indexes recommended by Reardon and O’Sullivan (2004): the index of isolation as
a measure of exposure and the index of dissimilarity as an indicator of spatial evenness between the
minority group (foreign citizens registered to reside in the selected Czech cities) and the majority pop-
ulation (Czech citizens).5
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Figure 1. Population grid for segregation measurement — example of Brno
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Note: This figure serves as an illustration of the spatial grid used in our segregation analyses. The grid square size is 250m.

Source: Ministry of the Interior (2017), own elaboration.

The dissimilarity index measures differences in the relative group presence for the two groups and
shows how different the share of the minority population in each neighbourhood is from the share of
the minority population in the whole city. The outcome of such a measurement is an aggregate-level
description of the unevenness of distribution. Strictly speaking, the index indicates possible conse-
quences stemming from the unevenness of distribution but it neither reports on processes of segrega-
tion nor informs on changes at the individual or household levels. The index of dissimilarity (D) is
computed according to the formula (1), where ¢; denotes the size of the minority population living in
neighbourhood i, ne; denotes the size of the majority population living there, E denotes the total size of
the minority population and NE the total size of the majority population in the city.
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(1)

1 ~ e; ne;
D= 100+~ Z'E_ﬁ
i=1
The isolation index measures the probability of interaction with a member of a different group - i.e.,
how likely a minority group member is to interact with the majority if interaction between groups re-
flects only their neighbourhood presence. The isolation index is dependent both on spatial distribution
and on the proportions of the minority and the majority. The lowest values of the isolation index occur
when both groups are of equal size and are evenly distributed in neighbourhoods. Contrary to this, the
highest values of the isolation index occur when the minority group is small and only located in one
neighbourhood. The index of isolation (P) is computed according to the formula (2), where e; denotes
the size of the minority population living in neighbourhood i, E denotes the size of the minority popula-
tion in the city and f; the total size of the population of neighbourhood i.

(2)

Therefore, exposure (measured by the isolation index) can be interpreted as the extent to which in-
dividuals are exposed to members of their own group, whilst evenness (measured by the dissimilarity
index) can be understood as the proportion of minority members who would have to move to achieve
an even distribution. The two measures tend to be highly correlated but, in extreme cases, the isolation
index can be high in an area with low levels of segregation as measured by the dissimilarity index and
vice versa. Given the indices’ calculation, the isolation index is more sensitive to group size than the
dissimilarity index (Hess 2020)6. We therefore refrain from assessing the segregation of ethnic sub-
groups, although we acknowledge the different spatial behaviour of immigrants coming from different
regions that was observed in other studies (Simon, K¥{Zzkova and Klsak 2020).

The trajectories of residential segregation are measured for the period from 2008 to 2015, which is fur-
ther broken down into two shorter periods that had specificimpacts on immigration to the country: the crisis
(2008-2011) and post-crisis regrowth (2011-2015, see Krizkova and Ourednicek (2020) for a similar
delimitation). The trajectories are captured by the change in indices of dissimilarity (D) and of isolation
(P) for each city. The analysed set of cities includes Prague - the Czech capital - and 13 regional cities,
the largest one in each self-governed administrative district of the country. The cities were delimited
using their administrative boundaries. Thus, suburban municipalities beyond the city borders were not
considered.

Results

Index of dissimilarity

First, we analysed the overall level of spatial dissimilarity between the minority (immigrants) and the
majority population. Figure 2 shows that the level of dissimilarity is considerably lower in the capital
city of Prague and in Kladno, which is a part of the larger Prague metropolitan area, as opposed to the
other large cities. The dissimilarity-index values indicate that, in Prague and Kladno, around 30 per cent
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of the population would have to move in order to achieve an equal spatial distribution, whilst this per-
centage is on average between 35 and 53 in the other large Czech cities.

Figure 2. Dissimilarity Index for all immigrants in Czech cities in 2008, 2011 and 2015
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Note: Cities are sorted according to population size from largest (left) to smallest (right).

Source: Ministry of the Interior (2017), own elaboration.

Second, we looked at the dynamics of immigrant dissimilarity from 2008 to 2015. The main finding
here is that the dissimilarity index decreased between 2008 and 2015 across the selected large Czech
cities. The only exception from this trend is Karlovy Vary, a spa city with a long history of international-
isation and a large share of the immigrant population. The development of Russian minority in Karlovy
Vary could have been influenced by the Russian aggression in Ukraine in 2014 (Klsak 2020).

The intensity of the decline in segregation differs considerably, nevertheless, between cities. The
larger second-tier cities such as Brno, Plzen and Ostrava experienced a faster pace of desegregation than
was observed in Prague (Figure 2). Conversely, desegregation was much slower in smaller second-tier
cities. For example, a slower pace of desegregation was observed in Usti nad Labem and in Zlin, cities
peripheral in both the economic and the geographical sense. These findings suggest that cities closest to
the top of the urban hierarchy adopt the trends occurring in the capital city more rapidly than the pe-
ripheral ones.
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Importantly, the level of segregation decreased more rapidly in the economic crisis period of
2008-2011 - when volumes of immigration to Czechia were smaller — and decreased more slowly in the
period 2011-2015, when economy recovered and immigration started to intensify again (Kurkin,
Némeckova and Styglerova 2020). Thus, the changes in the dissimilarity index as a measure of the une-
venness of spatial distribution cannot be attributed only to growing numbers of immigrants (Table 1)
but also to actual residential changes.

Since the values of the dissimilarity index can be biased if the share of a minority group is small (Voas and
Williamson 2000), we also measured spatial evenness by an alternative indicator — the entropy index. The
results, however, are generally consistent with our results for the dissimilarity index. We therefore only present
the details on the calculation of the entropy index and its empirical results for the selected Czech cities in
Appendix 1.

Index of isolation

Contrary to the relative uniformity in the values and development of the dissimilarity index, there was
greater variability in the spatial isolation of immigrants in large Czech cities in 2008-2015 (Figure 2).
The average exposure of foreign citizens to other foreigners ranged between 6.6 and 18.4 per cent. The
highest values were observed in Prague and Karlovy Vary, cities which also feature the highest propor-
tion of foreigners in the population. Although the isolation index and the proportion of foreigners in the
population are quite strongly correlated (Pearson Rz = 0.8), the isolation-index values were also rather
high in certain cities (e.g. Ostrava, Jihlava) with relatively few immigrants in the population.

The development of the isolation index between 2008 and 2015 was also far from uniform. While
foreign citizens became more exposed to other immigrants in some cities over time than they were at
the onset of the economic crisis, they became less so elsewhere. Regardless of the magnitude of change,
most (nine) cities witnessed a decrease in the isolation index from 2008 to 2015 as opposed to five
others where the isolation index increased. However, the change in many cities was almost negligible.
A more substantial change - by more than 10 per cent - was recorded in just eight cities: three where
the isolation index increased and five where it decreased. A substantial increase was observed in three
cities (Zlin, Karlovy Vary and Usti nad Labem), which differ in size, the proportion of immigrants in the
city population as well as in the percentage change of growth in the immigrant population between 2008
and 2015. Similarly, the set of five cities where the isolation index decreased quite considerably (Plzen,
Ceské Budéjovice, Hradec Kralové, Jihlava, Olomouc) is very diverse in terms of their immigrant share
and growth and in city size.

Furthermore, the developmental trend is without a clear tendency to increase or decrease in the two
partial periods - the immediate years following the crisis (2008-2011) as well as the period of new growth
(2011-2015). Figure 3 indicates that the isolation-index values changed considerably across the periods
and cities with a variable immigrant structure and dynamics. However, the values and dynamics of the
isolation index allow us to delimit three groups of large Czech cities with specific characteristics. First,
the main immigrant gateway cities of Prague and Karlovy Vary constantly show high isolation-index
values and a growing immigrant isolation throughout 2008-2011-2015. The second group, consisting
of Olomouc, Ceské Budéjovice, Zlin and Kladno, scores the lowest isolation-index values and shows its
decrease in the crisis period, followed by an increase in the regrowth period. However, the general trend
in isolation-index change from 2008 to 2015 in this group was an increase in immigrant isolation
(though this is probably driven by the substantial increase in Zlin, as the values for Olomouc and Ceské
Budéjovice declined). The remaining eight cities form a third cluster with moderate isolation-index values
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and a trend to decrease in 2008-2011 followed by an increase in 2011-2015. Nevertheless, the overall
tendency in this group was towards a decrease in the isolation index between 2008 and 2015.

Figure 3. Isolation Index for all immigrants in Czech cities in 2008, 2011 and 2015
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Note: Cities are sorted according to population size from largest (left) to smallest (right).

Source: Ministry of the Interior (2017), own elaboration.

While the levels of immigrant isolation seem to relate to the overall proportion of immigrants in the
local population, the differentiated dynamics in city groups can partly be explained by the extent of sup-
port which each city offers to immigrants. While the first cluster mentioned above witnessed a growing
number of immigrants, including those with temporary residence permits, in 2008-2011 the second
group was mostly typical, with a decline in temporarily resident immigrants. Although some immigrants
with temporary residence permits left the country, some could have moved from foreigner-sparse cities to
immigrant gateways with a more-resilient labour market. In the latter, they were more likely to find the
support of fellow immigrants and a greater choice of work opportunities (Horakova 2010), infrastruc-
ture and services like immigrant counselling. This flow could have contributed to an increased isolation
in both groups of cities. In immigrant-scarce cities, the minority population declined, increasing the like-
lihood of them being segregated, as a small population can naturally only reside in a limited number of
places. In the migration gateways, the newcomers could have joined the pre-existing immigrant clusters,
thus increasing their exposure to their fellow immigrants. The continued growth in the isolation index
in the main immigrant gateway cities might be due to the time lag whereby migrants react to the eco-
nomic conditions with some delay.

Discussion: the nature of segregation in CEE compared to Western European cities

Hoping to provide the first study of systematic quantitative research into the ethnic residential segre-
gation of new minorities (immigrants) using register data in Central and Eastern Europe, this article
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enables the comparison of segregation in Czechia as a CEE case with segregation in immigrant-destina-
tion countries in Europe. Although the overall trend towards desegregation across the Czech urban con-
text appears robust, its interpretation must remain both cautious and preliminary. First, the early stage
of the immigration process allows only a limited interpretation of the data. Current ethnic spatial pat-
terns reflect, to some extent, the initial residential choice of immigrants and its change is limited in the
Czech super-housing-ownership society with a limited renting sector (Stephens, Lux and Sunega 2015).
Initial residential choices are probably informed by a different set of heuristics and economic resources
than subsequent residential mobility. Thus, patterns of segregation are not fully crystalised as yet. Sec-
ond, the city-level measurement using segregation indices is a-spatial — based on aggregated indices
- and thus limits our insight into the individual-level processes of social mobility and residential attain-
ment. Such process-focused studies aimed at assessing the exact mechanism of segregation have not yet
been conducted (Simon et al. 2020). Third, urban diversity and multiculturalism are not foundational
cornerstones of policy narratives and frameworks in Czech cities (cf. Raco and Kesten 2018; Raco and
Tasan-Kok 2019). Instead, the lack of a social-housing law and the crisis of housing availability dominate
the policy discourse in Czechia. The housing policy of cities is focused on the socially excluded Czech
population and immigrants are usually not eligible for municipal housing. Thus, the places of poverty of
the majority population and of immigrants do not necessarily overlap.

The results of our study show that the evenness in the immigrant spatial distribution in Czech cities
resembles closely that in other European cities. The dissimilarity-index values observed in large Czech cities
ranged between 30 and 50 per cent, similar to the values calculated for Italian and Spanish cities by Benassi,
Iglesias-Pascual and Salvati (2020) and slightly lower than in some Western European, e.g. British, cities
(Benassi, Corrado, Frank, Fabio 2020). Despite the structural differences between CEE and Western Eu-
rope, ethnic residential segregation seems to unfold in similar ways in both regions. Segregation levels,
notably that of dissimilarity, for the immigrant population are similar, as are their predominant dynam-
ics towards desegregation. Thus, development in time towards desegregation in Czech cities, expected
by spatial assimilation theory, seems to be more relevant in this study than factors explaining the per-
sistence of immigrant clusters and the diverse dynamics of segregation like ethnic preference or public
policies. Although spatial assimilation theory is currently an apt theoretical framework for explaining
the general desegregation trend in Czech cities, stratification frameworks and individual preferences
apply simultaneously in shaping the segregation outcome in the local context.

Furthermore, the differences in ethnic segregation between city sizes seem to be in line with previous
studies. The index of dissimilarity tends to be lower in the largest metropolitan areas as opposed to the
smaller urban areas, which is the case in most of the Western European countries analysed by Benassi
et al. (2020). In Belgium and Sweden, the index of isolation tends to be greatest in the largest capital
cities (Imeraj, Willaert and de Valk 2018; Osth, Clark and Malmberg 2015). We argue, however, that this
result is highly dependent on the proportion of the minority population examined and its position on
the labour market. Group size plays an important role in the resulting values of the isolation index (Hess
2020; Lan, Kandt and Longley 2020). The share of immigrants in Czech cities is proportional to the at-
tractiveness of a particular metropolitan labour market, with Prague having the highest number and
largest share of immigrants.

The dynamics of ethnic segregation following a crisis period were examined in several countries.
A decrease in the dissimilarity index was identified across selected immigrant gateways of England and
Wales between 2008 and 2015 for most ethnic groups (Lan et al. 2020). In the Amsterdam metropolitan
region, a moderate drop in the dissimilarity index was observed in the 2009-2014 period for non-Eu-
ropean migrants (Sleutjes, Ooijevaar and de Valk 2019). This article shows a decrease in segregation in



38 M. Simon, L. K¥izkovd, A. Klsdk

Czech cities after 2008. This suggests that an economic downturn does not have to be associated with
an increase in immigrant unevenness. However, our results indicate that the picture is less clear in the
case of immigrant isolation, the dynamics of which were more diverse and perhaps indeed related to
current economic conditions. This tentative statement, however, needs to be supported by further anal-
yses that control for the different sizes of immigrant groups within cities. One explanation for the oppo-
site result can be the variegated behaviour of the individual minority groups in Czechia. Some migrants,
arguably the most vulnerable ones who lost their jobs and lacked kin and community support, left the
country, which contributed to a decrease in spatial inequality between the minority and the majority.
Those who found support from family and the immigrant community could have temporarily increased
their spatial isolation by joining other fellow immigrants in the main gateway cities.

This Czech study represents a case from CEE; however, it is questionable whether its findings are
typical for this region. First, because Czechia is one of the main immigration countries in the region and
is likely to feature greater proportions of immigrants in urban populations than cities elsewhere in CEE.
Population stagnation and restrictive immigration policies typical of many CEE countries prioritise pro-
cesses of urban change that do not include a strong immigration dimension. Secondly, previous research
has shown that the post-socialist urban transition can result in highly heterogeneous patterns of local
transformation, even within countries with a shared history (Maly et al. 2020). The cities in the CEE
region share a common socialist past but faced rather variable challenges and fortunes shaping its social
structure, built environment and governance in recent multiple transformations. Thus, the results pre-
sented here should not be generalised uncritically to the whole CEE region but are intended to open up
a debate on ethnic segregation and its causes and consequences there.

The approach used in this article has methodological caveats that may have impacted on the compar-
ison between countries and cities to some extent. Firstly, individual grid squares do not respect natural
boundaries such as areas divided by rivers. Grid squares are as arbitrary as administrative boundaries
and their use does not allow the avoidance of MAUP entirely. However, our robustness tests yield similar
results when using differently sized grids, therefore they should not be biased by the geography used
here. Secondly, using grid squares of equal area across the selected cities results in different numbers of
grid squares in each city (Table 1) and in different numbers of the total population in each grid square.
This should not harm our results either, as we use indicators that consider population proportions ra-
ther than absolute numbers. Thirdly, we acknowledge that using alternative units of segregation meas-
urement such as individualised neighbourhoods would be more precise. Yet our more detailed analyses
using different units are consistent with the results presented in this exploratory study.

The interpretation of residential segregation measurement is context-dependent in multiple ways,
although the practice can use the same methods and same units of analysis in different contexts. First,
the measurement and categories of analysis are context-dependent. For example, the risk of MAUP is
more likely to matter in conditions of extreme segregation, where there are sharp block or neighbour-
hood boundaries, such as in US cities. In contrast, there are no sharp ethnic boundaries between neigh-
bourhoods or city blocks with a predominantly ethnic population in Czech cities, where no legacy of
racial zoning is present. Conversely, issues of group-size effects are more likely to matter in the CEE
context, where new minorities are still relatively few in comparison to those in traditional immigration
countries. Secondly, the social role of residential segregation in a neighbourhood and in a society is con-
text-dependent. Institutional settings, the presence of public infrastructures, the perceived valuation of
space and other localised factors shape the outcome of residential segregation and its impact (or a lack
thereof) on everyday lives.
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Concluding remarks

To bring evidence on ethnic segregation beyond the traditional research areas - i.e. the largest cities in
established immigration countries - this article has explored residential segregation in the Czech urban
context in the years following the economic crisis of 2008. Building on newly available register data and
measures of segregation using a detailed spatial grid, this article contributes to the literature on the
impacts of an economic downturn on migrant populations. While the impact on individuals and coun-
tries was highly debated - see e.g. Beets and Willekens (2009), Leontiyeva (2014) and Tilly (2011) - the
literature on the consequences of economic crises for the spatial distribution of immigrant populations
is surprisingly scarce.

Our first research question focused on ethnic residential segregation across Czech cities. According
to our analysis, the proximity of the main metropolitan region seemed to be key distinguishing feature
in the level of segregation, rather than city size. While spatial dissimilarity was the lowest in Prague, it
was similar in a relatively small city that lies in its metropolitan region (Kladno) and higher in the largest
second-tier cities. Furthermore, spatial isolation does not relate directly to city size but more to the pro-
portion of immigrants there. Cities of varying sizes - e.g. Prague and Karlovy Vary - show similar levels
of ethnic residential segregation. These findings highlight the importance of comparative analysis as
suggested by the ordinary-cities approach (Robinson 2006).

Our second research question focused on segregation dynamics in the period 2008-2015. Interest-
ingly, the segregation indicators of unevenness and exposure we used yielded complex patterns of pop-
ulation change with a decreasing trend towards spatial dissimilarity and isolation. Contrary to the
expectations derived from the literature, we did not observe a general trend towards growing segrega-
tion at times of economic crisis. Immigrants as a vulnerable population are expected to be the most
impacted on by an economic downturn (Andersson and Hedman 2016), which is believed to decrease
their socio-economic status and, in turn, change their spatial distribution.

Although not without its limitations, this article hopes to serve as a springboard for further studies
on ethnic residential segregation in Czechia and in Central and Eastern Europe. Such an undertaking
would permit the enrichment of both urban and migration studies by evidence from a region which is
gaining importance on the map of international migration.

Notes

1 Other dimensions of segregation proposed by Massey and Denton (1988) include concentration,
centralisation and clustering. The two former dimensions are not assessed in this paper due to space
limitations; the latter - clustering - is understood here, in line with Reardon and O’Sullivan (2004),
to be the opposite of evenness.

2 In the Czech case, an exception to this is the Vietnamese, whose migration originated in the bilateral
agreements between the-then socialist countries in the 1950s (Martinkova 2011). The connection
between the countries, established earlier, serves as a springboard for further migrations in the pre-
sent day. Contrary to this, migration from other countries that exchanged workers and students with
Czechia during socialism decreased to a negligible level.

3 The circularity of migration, a high labour activity and strategies of saving allow some minority
groups in Czechia to keep substantial proportions of their earnings, producing a quite small economic

distance between them and the majority population (Kiizkova and Simon 2021; Janska, Pauknerova
and Koropecka 2017).
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*Unregistered foreign citizens such as citizens of EU countries who decide not to register, short-term
migrants from third countries staying in the country for less than 90 days and undocumented mi-
grants are not considered. The citizens of EU countries are obliged to report to the Czech authorities
if their stay in the country is to exceed 30 days. Unless wishing to apply for a permanent residence
permit, they are not liable to register for residence in Czechia. Only persons with either a temporary
or a permanent residence permit are included in the database. This data source differs from that used
in studies of other countries, which use data on race or country of birth to measure ethnic segrega-
tion.

> Fossett (2017) provides a comprehensive review of segregation measurement with a broad range
of computational options. Notwithstanding the debate on the advantages and disadvantages of the
indices, the measurement of urban segregation is far more complex, involving topics like identity
group classification, MAUP and activity space, the framing of inequality and segregation discourse,
the historical legacy and current power relations, links between group differences and individual-
level attainment and several others (Ellen and Steil 2019; Krysan and Crowder 2017; Lloyd, Shuttle-
worth and Wong 2014; Musterd 2020).

6 The computation of the adjusted index of isolation, which introduces a simple adjustment based on
a minority proportion at city level (as in Johnston, Poulsen and Forrest 2005) provided highly similar
results to the unadjusted version of the isolation index. Due to this high consistency, only an unad-
justed index of isolation is presented here.
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Appendix 1
Figure 4. Entropy index for all immigrants in Czech cities in 2008, 2011 and 2015
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Note: Cities are ranked according to population size from largest (left) to smallest (right).

Source: Ministry of the Interior 2017, own elaboration.

The entropy index h for a neighbourhood is:
h; =— Z pij * In(p;;)
j=1

Where pj; is a proportion of the population of jtn ethnicity in neighbourhood i (=nj/n;); nj is the size
of the population of jt ethnicity in neighbourhood i; and n; is the total size of the population in neigh-
bourhood i.

The entropy index of a city is then:

H-H
H=¥
H

Where H is the entropy index for the city as a whole and H is the average of the individual neighbour-
hoods’ values of h, weighted by population.

The values of the entropy index of a city (H) range from 0 to 1. Cities with a uniform ethnic distribu-
tion have low values of H whereas cities with a less-uniform ethic distribution have higher values of H
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Abstrakt:

Karlovy Vary jsou v poslednich tfech desetiletich hlavni cilovou destinaci pro Rusy v Cesku
(mimo Prahu) z hlediska reziden¢ni, investi¢ni 1 turistické atraktivity. V dusledku pfitomnosti
cizich obyvatel, podnikatelti a turistti doSlo ke zméndm, které zasahuji do nejrtiznéjsich sfér
zivota mésta. Jmenovat mizeme slozeni populace podle obcanstvi, majetkovou strukturu
nemovitosti, jejich fyzicky stav a vyuziti, ¢i navstévnost lokality a s ni spjaté zaméfeni mistni
ekonomiky. Dosavadni stav byl vyrazné ovlivnén dvéma zésadnimi udélostmi nedavné doby —
ekonomickou krizi (2008) a ruskou agresi vici Ukrajine (2014). Ptispévek si klade za cil
nastinit vyvoj fenomént internacionalizace, investi¢nich strategii cizincii a cestovniho ruchu ve
mésté s casovym odstupem od zminénych udélosti. Je zalozen na analyze dat ze statistickych
registrll a dlouhodobém terénnim vyzkumu v lokalité. Vysledky ukazuji, ze ve zkoumaném
obdobi doslo k vyznamnym zménam trendd, konkrétné ubytku poctl ruskojazycnych rezidentt,
turistd 1 investora.

Abstract:

In the last three decades, Karlovy Vary has been the main destination for Russians in Czechia
(besides Prague) in terms of residential, investment and tourist attractiveness. This has affected
many aspects of its life. Presence of foreign inhabitants, businessmen and tourists change the
composition of the population according to citizenship, property structure of real estates, their
physical condition and use, or international tourism and the related orientation of local
economic activities. However, the current situation may have been significantly affected by two
important events — the world economic crisis (2008) and the Russian aggression against Ukraine
(2014). The paper aims to investigate the development of internationalization, investment
strategies of foreigners and international tourism in the city with a time distance from the
mentioned events. It is based on the analysis of statistical data and long-term field research. The
results suggest that significant changes have been happening during the studied period, e. g the
decline in the number of Russian-speaking residents, tourists and investors.



Uvod

Karlovy Vary, jakozto svétoznamé stiedisko lazeniské péce, byly po vétSinu své historie
oteviené navstévniklim z celého svéta. Rozmanité bylo vzdy také obyvatelstvo mésta, zasazené
n¢kolika vynucenymi proménami narodnostni struktury. Z nich nejvyraznéjsi bylo povale¢né
vysidleni do té doby vétSinovych Némcl. Zasadni zlom po obdobi relativni etnické homogenity
a uzavienosti v obdobi socialismu pfinesla Sametova revoluce a s ni spojené spolecenské,
politické a ekonomické zmény. Karlovy Vary se v priabéhu poslednich tii desetileti dostaly do
popfedi z&jmu investort i rezidentd ze zahrani¢i v mife, kterd neméla v historii mésta obdoby.
Cizinci!, mezi nimiz postupné prevladli zastupci zemi byvalého Sovétského svazu, se brzy stali
klicovymi aktéry fady sfér mistniho déni. V souvislosti s tim se zacal objevovat mezi vetfejnosti
roz§iteny obraz ,ruského meésta®. Zejména v poslednim desetileti doSlo hned k nékolika
svétové vyznamnym udalostem, které procesy a trendy spojené s pfitomnosti cizincl vyrazné
ovlivnily — zejména svétova ekonomicka krize v roce 2008 a ruska agrese vici Ukrajiné v roce
2014. Nyni se k nim pfidava také krize koronavirova.

Za procesy, které jsou spojené s ptritomnosti cizincli, a zaroven znamenaji zdsadni proménné
pro trajektorie vyvoje mésta v porevoluénim obdobi, mizeme oznacit (1) internacionalizaci
asni spjaty rust etnické diverzity obyvatelstva, (2) pfiliv zahrani¢nich investic
a (transnacionalni) gentrifikaci predevsim lazenského centra, a (3) intenzivni turistifikaci téze
lokality (Klsak, 2017). Cilem piedkladané prace je priblizeni vyvoje téchto procest s ohledem
na vySe zminéné udalosti a se zaméfenim na klicové role cizincil v nich — tedy role obyvatel,
investorti a turistd. Casovym horizontem jsou posledni jedna az dvé dekady s ohledem na
dostupnost datovych zdrojt. Text hleda odpovédi na nésledujici vyzkumné otazky:

e Jakym vyvojem prochdzi slozeni cizinecké populace mésta podle obCanstvi?

e Me¢ni se vlastnické struktura v objektech nejvice charakteristickych jako investi¢ni cile
ruskojozaénych cizincti (novostavby bytovych dom)?

e Jak se vyviji navstévnost Karlovych Vart a okoli z hlediska zdrojovych zemi?

1. Teoreticka vychodiska

Postupna proména Ceska z emigraéni na migra¢né atraktivni zemi je diisledkem transformace
spolecenskych, politickych i1 ekonomickych podminek po padu socialistického rezimu
a znovunavazani globalnich vazeb, a koresponduje s posunem zemé& v radmci takzvaného
soucasti spole¢nosti a také aktéry procesti nové socidln¢ prostorové diferenciace (Oufednicek,
Temelova, 2011; Ptidalova, Outednicek, 2017). Ptidalova a Oufednicek (2017) na ptikladu
Prahy dokumentuji, Ze témata typicky spjatd s migraci cizinct, jako jsou nejriznéjs$i formy
segregace, Ci socidlné prostorova polarizace, jsou v metropolitnim kontextu spise nez socialnim
vylucovanim diisledkem gentrifikace, suburbanizace a revitalizace stavajici, ¢i lokalizace nové
vystavby. Za typicky prostorovy projev takovych procestt miizeme povazovat vznik ,.gated
communities®, separovanych lokalit luxusniho bydleni v postsocialistickém prostfedi neziidka
obyvanych pravé movitymi cizinci (Brabec, 2014).

! Cizincem se v tomto textu v souladu s definici MVCR i CSU rozumi fyzické osoba, ktera neni statnim
obcanem Ceska (ob¢any zemi EU nevyjimaje).
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Postihnout pfitomnost a piisobeni cizincli v Karlovych Varech jednim vysvétlujicim konceptem
¢i teorii je obtizné vzhledem k rozmanitosti jejich aktivit, pivodu, motivaci,
i socioekonomickych charakteristik. Koncept transnaciondlni gentrifikace, kterym je
oznacovana mezinarodni mobilita osob s nadprimérnymi piijmy spjatad s investicemi do
nemovitosti v zahranic¢i a ,,kolonizaci* atraktivnich méstskych oblasti (Sequera, Nofre, 2019),
mize byt Castecné uzitenym nastrojem pro pochopeni chovani zejména ruskojazycnych
investortl. Je dulezit¢é zminit, Ze tento koncept vychazi z odlisného kontextu jihozapadni
Evropy, kde hlavni aktéfi pochazeji zejména z ekonomicky silnych zédpadoevropskych zemi.
Specificky jde naptiklad o movité dichodce z Némecka ¢i Velké Britanie, ktefi v lokalitdch
pobyvaji jak sezonné, tak i trvale (Jover, Diaz-Parra, 2019).

DalSim procesem, kterym Karlovy Vary v poslednich desetiletich prosly, je intenzivni
turistifikace. Tu definujeme jako vyraznou transformaci prostfedi mésta a jeho ptizpisobovani
se expandujicimu cestovnimu ruchu (Jover, Diaz-Parra, 2019; Ojeda, Kieffer, 2020).
V Karlovych Varech lze turistifikaci vysvétlovat napiiklad proménu zaméfeni, ale také
internacionalizaci komerc¢nich aktivit a sluzeb v centru mésta. Transnaciondlni gentrifikace
a turistifikace jsou koncepty, které se do urcité miry se prolinaji (Jover, Diaz-Parra, 2019).
Spole¢nym prinikem muze byt jev nazyvany ,,Airbnbizace* — tedy vytlacovani obytné funkce
lokality transformaci kapacit v doasné komer¢ni ubytovani (Sequera, Nofre, 2019). Paralelou
z Karlovych Vart je situace, kdy zahrani¢ni investofi kupuji nemovitosti, které vyuzivaji
omezené, a ve zbytku roku je dale pronajimaji pro potieby turistického ruchu, zpravidla vSak
ne pomoci platformy Airbnb (Klsak, 2014; 2017).

2. Data a metody

Tento ¢lanek vychazi z nékolika zdrojt statistickych dat a predchozich analyz autora (Klsék,
2014; 2017). Informace o poétech a zakladnich charakteristikach v Cesku legalné pobyvajicich
cizincti a navitévniki jsou Serpany z dat Ceského statistického ttadu, a pfedeviim Ministerstva
vnitra Ceské republiky — konkrétné z unikétni interni databaze Reditelstvi sluzby cizinecké
policie (MVCR, 2020b). Pravé databazi cizinecké policie 1ze povazovat za viibec nejkvalitng;ji
a nejucelenéjsi zdroj dat o cizich statnich pfislusnicich v zemi.? Dalsi data pochazeji
z otevienych zdrojit RSO (CSU, 2020b) a RUIAN (CUZK, 2020b), katastru nemovitosti
(CUZK, 2020a) a vefejného rejsttiku podnikatelskych subjektti (MFCR, 2020). Ty byly vyuZity
pro identifikaci cilovych objektt® a odhad vlastnické struktury nemovitosti podle pavodu
vlastnikd. Vlastnicka struktura nemovitosti byla posuzovéana na zéklad¢ jmen fyzickych osob
a zemé& pivodu osob zainteresovanych v podnikatelskych subjektech.* Zaméfena byla vhledem
ke kontextu specificky na osoby ze zemi byvalého Sovétského svazu ve vztahu k ostatnim
vlastnikiim. Data byla analyzovdna metodami zékladni deskriptivni statistiky a vizualizovana
v podobé¢ grafli, mapy a tabulek.

2 P¥inosy i limity tohoto zdroje diskutujeme podrobnéji napt. v Simon a kol., 2020.

3 Pracovano bylo s objekty postavenymi v poslednich 20 letech, pii¢emz za bytové domy jsou zde povazovany
objekty urc¢ené k bydleni s alespoil 4 samostatné uzivanymi bytovymi jednotkami. Komplexy bytovych domt
byly posuzovany hromadné. Z analyzy byly vyfazeny objekty druzstevniho bydleni.

4 Metodika vychazi z predchozich analyz provedenych autorem, viz Klsak 2017.
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3. Cizinci jako rezidenti

V Karlovych Varech, stejné jako v fadé dalsich regionalnich center Ceska, dochazi k tibytku
obyvatelstva. Casteéné se jedna o projev suburbanizace, kdy obyvatelé mésta odchazeji do jeho
zédzemi — Karlovarsko vSak ztraci také jako celek.’ Negativni bilanci obyvatelstva nicméné
vyznamné kompenzuji pfichézejici cizinci. Za poslednich 15 let roste jejich pocet i podil na
celkové populaci Karlovych Varti. Pocet ve mésté legalné dlouhodobé ¢i trvale pobyvajicich
ob&anii cizich zemi k 31. 12.2019 piesahl 6 tisic a podil se piiblizil k 13 % (CSU, 2020a;
MVCR, 2020b). Diky tomu se Karlovy Vary fadi mezi mésta s nejvyssimi relativnimi, ale
i absolutnimi poéty cizincii v Cesku.f

Slozeni karlovarské cizinecké populace je ve skute¢nosti velmi rozmanité (obrazek 1).
V Karlovych varech Ziji zastupci naprosté vétSiny svétovych obcanstvi. Rusové byli sice
dlouhou dobu nejvétsi cizineckou skupinou ve mésté, jejich pocet se ale minimalné od roku
2012 zmenSuje. To mulze souviset jak s disledky ekonomické krize vroce 2008, tak
i s ochlazenim vzajemnych vztaht Zipadu a Ruska po ruské agresi na vychodni Ukrajiné.
Pravy opak plati o Ukrajincich a Vietnamcich — prvni jmenovani dokonce vroce 2019
ptedstihli Rusy a stali se tak nejpocetnéj$i skupinou cizinct v Karlovych Varech.

Pocet obcanii Némecka v poslednich letech klesal podobné, jako tomu bylo u Rust. Némci
nicméné, jakozto obcané EU, disponuji pravem volného pohybu a pobytu, a jejich evidence je
2011). Problemati¢nost objasnéni migracnich trendi mezi némeckymi obcany piitomnymi
v Karlovych Varech déle prohlubuje moznost, Ze nezanedbatelné procento z nich by mohlo byt
ve skuteCnosti osobami ruského pivodu. Praxe ziskdvani obcanstvi nckteré ze
zapadoevropskych zemi je mezi Rusy pomérné bézna, a pravé v Némecku jich zije velké
mnozstvi (Golova, 2020). Skupinou, kterd podtrhuje vnimanou ,,ruskojazy¢nost™ Karlovych
Vart, jsou pak obcané dalSich postsovétskych zemi. Jejich pocet ve mésté v poslednich letech
zjevné stagnuje.

Vyvoj prostorovych vzorci rozmisténi populace v postsocialistickém obdobi vyrazné formuje
suburbanizace, jejiz soucasti se postupné stavaji také cizinci (Kiizkova, Oufednicek, 2020).
Star$i analyzy migracnich dat ukazuji, Ze ve specifickych lokalitdch zkoumané oblasti skutecné
také k suburbanizaci cizincti dochazi (Klsak, 2017). Nabizejici se myslenku, zda za ubytkem
stavll ruské populace Karlovych Varl nestoji jejich pouhy pfesun do zdzemi mésta, ovSem
vyvraceji klesajici poéty Rusti v celém okrese” (MVCR, 2020b).

5 Okres Karlovy Vary patii mezi viibec nejztratovéjsi v Cesku, jak dokazuji hodnoty salda migrace i jeho hrubé
miry v letech 2005-2017 (CSU, 2018).

¢ Z hlediska absolutnich poétii cizincti je v Cesku hegemonem Praha, ktera jako hlavni mésto plni roli vstupni
brany a mésta s nejvice multikulturnim prostfedim (Ptidalova, Oufednicek, 2017). V Praze Zije vice nez tietina
viech cizincii v Cesku. Nejvyssi podil cizincti na obyvatelstvu ze sidel nad 10 000 obyvatel vykazuje Mlada
Boleslav s vice nez 18 %. Nejvyssi relativni pocty celkové pak nachazime ve vybranych mensich obcich

v zdzemi Prahy a v pohrani¢i (MVCR, 2020b).

7V okrese Karlovy Vary Zilo 2 430 ob&anti Ruska k 31. 12. 2011, v roce 2019 pak jiz jen 1 645, z nichZ naprosta
vétiina Zije v samotnych Karlovych Varech (RSCP, 2020).
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Obrazek 1: Nejpocetnéjsi skupiny cizincu v Karlovych Varech podle obcanstvi v letech 2008
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Zdroj: CSU 2020a; MVCR 2020a, 2020b. Viastni zpracovani.
Poznamka: V letech 2010 a 2011 nebyla k dispozici podrobna data. Ostatni postsovétské = vsechny
ostatni zemé byv. SSSR kromé Ruska a Ukrajiny. Data k 31. 12. kazdého roku.

4. Cizinci jako investori

Ziejmé nejvyznamnéjSim sektorem, do kterého cizinci v Karlovych Varech investovali, jsou
nemovitosti. Nakupovani nemovitosti v zdpadnich zemich je charakteristickym rysem
ruskojazy¢nych investorti. Tyto investice jsou nejcastéji vnimany jako vyhodna alternativa
ulozeni a zhodnoceni finan¢nich prostiedki, pojistka pro pfipad emigrace, sezonni bydleni pro
dovolené¢ a svatky, ¢i jako reprezentativni prostory pro obchodni schlizky a jednani.
Nemovitosti €asto nejsou vyuzivany pro trvaly pobyt, coz ssebou mulze piindSet fadu
komplikaci pro mésto a jeho obyvatele (Bittnerova, 2012; Ptidalova, 2013; Klsak, 2014; 2017).

Nejviditelnéjsim disledkem investi¢ni aktivity cizincti byl stavebni boom, kterym Karlovy
Vary prosly v poslednich dvaceti letech. Za tuto dobu ve mésté vyrostlo pies tficet bytovych
domu a komplexti (obrazek 2), fada stojicich objektii pak prosla pfestavbou ¢i rekonstrukei.
Byty v novych objektech byly s ohledem na cenovou deformaci mistniho trhu s nemovitostmi
skupovany témét vyhradné movitymi cizinci, tedy v souladu s piedpoklady konceptu
transnacionalni gentrifikace (Sequera, Nofre, 2019). Zmény ve struktufe vlastnictvi téchto
objektli mohou proto byt povazovany za dilezity indikator nastavajicich zmén (Klsak, 2017).
Pohled na mapu (obrazek 2) jasn¢ dokumentuje, ze nejvice bytovych domt bylo postaveno do
roku 2010, tedy v obdobi pted, v pribehu, nebo tésné po svétové ekonomickeé krizi, ktera sektor
stavebnictvi velmi ovlivnila (Kildiené a kol., 2011).



Obrazek 2: Bytové domy postavené v Karlovych Varech v letech 2000 az 2020.
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Z ptedchoziho vyzkumu vyplynulo, Ze novostavby postavené v lazenském centru Karlovych
Vart vykazuji nejvyssi podily ruskojazycnych majitelt (v fad€ z nich 1 100 %), ale nizky pocet
skutecné bydlicich (Klsék, 2017). To odpovidéa ptedpokladu malé¢ho redlné¢ho vyuziti téchto
nemovitosti k trvalému bydleni spojeného s intenzivni turistifikaci lokality (Jover, Diaz-Parra,
2019). Naopak nové komplexy lezici mimo lazenské centrum byly charakteristické niz$im
podilem ruskojazy¢nych vlastnikd, ale vy$§imi pocty realné bydlicich cizinci. Revize analyzy
z roku 2017 v ptipadé 26 objektii/komplexti bytovych domt ukazala, ze v t¢émét poloving z nich
se k roku 2020 podil ruskojazycnych vlastniki snizil (tabulka 1). Stejné tak i celkovy pramér
i median téchto podilti. Na vyznamngjs$i zménu trendu ukazuje analyza vlastnické struktury
dvou bytovych komplext zkolaudovanych v letech 2016 a 2018 (oba mimo lazenské centrum
meésta). Ve starSim z komplext je ruskojazycnych vlastnikli ptiblizné ¢tvrtina, v novéjSim je to
pouze 13 %. Zda se tedy, ze zatimco u stavajicich nemovitosti probihd proména majetkové
struktury relativné pomalu, do novych nemovitosti proudi jiz podstatné méné ,,ruského*
kapitalu. K tomu pravdépodobné dochézi jak z divodu poklesu zajmu ze strany ruskojazycnych
investort, tak i irovné jejich finan¢nich moznosti.



Tabulka 1: Vyvoj podilii ruskojazycnych vlastnikii ve vybranych objektech a arealech bytove
vystavby v Karlovych Varech.

lokalizace pokles | stagnace [narist|primér/mediin 2017|primér/median 2020

Lazeniské centrum 9 9 3 93,4/96,4 89,3/93,3

Mimo lazefiske 3 0 2 61,3 /57,6 58,3 /47,5
centrum

Zdroje: Klsdk, 2017; CUZK, 2020a, MFCR, 2020.

Poznamky. pokles/stagnace/nariist = pocet objektii, v nichz se ve sledovaném obdobi pocet

ruskojazycnych viastnikii sniZil/ziistal stejny/zvysil.

5. Cizinci jako navS$tévnici

Dlouhodobé nejvyznamnéjSimi skupinami, které vramci cestovniho ruchu navstévuji
Karlovarsky kraj, jsou z hlediska ob&anstvi Cesi a Némci — ostatni skupiny za nimi fadové
zaostavaji (viz obrazek 3). U obou téchto skupin lze ovSem piedpokladat, ze ve vEtsi mire
navstévuji $irsi region, nez je tomu u Rust, pro néz jsou Karlovy Vary (respektive Lazensky
trojuhelnik) vyrazné preferovanou destinaci (Cermék, Janska 2011; Klsak, 2014; Kostkova,
Pellesova, 2017).

Obrazek 3: Navstevnost Karlovarského kraje podle obcanstvi v letech 2007 az 2019
(nejvyznamnéjsi skupiny).
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Poznamka: za rok 2011 nejsou dostupna data o poctu nerezidentii, obcané Tchaj-wanu jsou evidovani

az od roku 2015. Data k 31. 12.
Zatimco u Némcu a navstévnikli ze zemi EU po ekonomické krizi dochazelo k poklesu,
respektive stagnaci navstévnosti, pocty ruskych navstévnikl naopak rostly az do roku 2013. Od
roku 2014 — tedy roku ruské anexe Krymu a napadeni vychodni Ukrajiny — pak zacaly velmi
vyrazné klesat. V doméacim prostfedi zatim nepfili§ pocetné studie naznacuji souvislost
s dlouhodobéjsim poklesem hodnoty Rublu a s pfehodnocovanim dovolenkovych destinaci
Rust vlivem zhorSovani vzdjemnych vztahli se Zapadem. Vyznamnou komplikaci mize byt
také Ceska vizova politika (Kostkové, Pellesova, 2017). Vliv geopolitického déni na preference
1 moznosti ruskych turistli potvrzuje i1 zahrani¢ni literatura, a to nejen na ptikladu ochlazeni
vztahi mezi Ruskem a EU po Ukrajinské krizi (Alvarez-Diaz a kol., 2019), ale také vztahii
rusko-tureckych po incidentu se sestielenim ruského bombardéru v blizkosti tureckého
vzduseného prostoru v roce 2015 (Cengizci a kol., 2020). Byt' v Karlovarském kraji doslo
v poslednich letech k opétovnému mirnému naristu poctd ruskych turistli, navrat k nejvyssim
hodnotam je nepravdépodobny i vzhledem k soucasné pandemii koronaviru COVID-19. Od
roku 2014 do roku 2019 pak miizeme pozorovat vyraznéjsi narast nejen u dvou nejpocetnéjsich
skupin (Cesko, Némecko), ale také do té doby méné& vyznamnych skupin zbytku Evropy i svéta.

Zcela zésadni dopad na zahrani¢ni cestovni ruch jako celek bude mit nepochybné jiz zminéna
koronavirova krize. Pribézna data za tento rok naznacuji, Ze ve druhém ctvrtleti roku 2020
v lazetiskych ubytovacich zatizenich v Cesku doglo k meziroénimu sniZeni poétu zahraniénich
navstévniki o0 94 % a v Karlovarském kraji chybélo ubytovatelim vice nez milion pfenocovani
(Vancura, 2020). Prvni ,,koronavirova“ sezona naznacila, ze miize dojit k ¢astecnému nahrazeni
zahrani¢ni klientely domaci, to vSak ziejmé neni dlouhodobé& udrzitelna situace. Budouci vyvoj
v celém sektoru sluzeb je v soucasné chvili velkou neznadmou.

Zavér

Cizinci v Karlovych Varech tvoii skupinu s vyznamnym vlivem na fadu procesti. Snizeni jejich
pocti, piipadné utlumeni Cinnosti a kapitdlu v riznych sférdch mize znamenat do budoucna
velkou vyzvu pro mistni ekonomiku i vetejnou spravu. Ackoliv stale roste celkovy pocet 1 podil
cizincl ve mésté, zejména Rusové intenzitu svych karlovarskych aktivit postupné utlumuji —
ato vlivem ekonomickych i geopolitickych aspektli. Pfibyvd naopak predev§im Ukrajinct
enormni investicni aktivita ruskojazy¢nych cizinci do znacné miry deformovala mistni trh
s nemovitostmi, ktery se mlze opét dostat na cenovou hladinu dostupnou SirSimu spektru
obyvatel, a tim otevfit pro mesto novy potencial. Otazkou dale je, jak do mistniho déni zasdhne
globalni pandemie koronaviru COVID-19, u které je vSak jiz nyni jasné, ze bude mit zadsadni
celospolecenské dopady v celém svéte. V pripadé Karlovych Vari, jakozto mésta se silnymi
globalnimi vazbami v oblasti ekonomiky i cestovniho ruchu, lze predpokladat jest¢ vyraznéjsi
disledky, nez tomu bylo u udélosti zde siteji diskutovanych.

Ambici tohoto textu bylo nastinéni neddvného vyvoje Karlovych Varii s ohledem na roli cizincti
jako obyvatel, investorti a turistl pro potfeby iniciace odborné i vetejné diskuze, pfipadné
navazujicich analyz. Prostfednictvim zde vyuzitych metod lze usuzovat na souvislosti mezi
zmifovanymi celosvétovymi uddlostmi a analyzovanymi procesy mezinarodni gentrifikace
a turistifikace. Pro zjisténi hlubsich souvislosti bude nutné prozkoumat nejriznéjsi aspekty
procesti spjatych s pfitomnosti cizinci ve mésté¢ (zmény v jeho rozmisténi v mikrométitku,
kompletni vlastnickéd struktura, ptesnéjsi a rozsahlejsi analyza cestovniho ruchu; rozhovory



s kliCovymi aktéry). Pravé dikladna a kvalifikovana znalost vyvoje a pochopeni souvislosti
mohou pomoci klicovym mistnim aktérim zvladat efektivné vyzvy, které je blizké dobé cekaji.
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Uvod

Pritomnosti migrant a jejich aktivitdm je vénovana zna¢na pozornost verejnosti,
médii i politickych subjektl. Po¢et migrantd a jejich vyznam na trhu prace v po-
slednich desetiletich v Cesku skute¢né roste. Nikoli ale v souvislosti s migra¢ni
vlnou z Blizkého vychodu a Afriky, kterd kulminovala v roce 2015, ale spise v di-
sledku vysoké poptavky po pracovni sile. MigrantQ pribyva predevsim ve vel-
kych méstech, doposud ale ¢eskd odborn4 literatura jen v malé mite reflektovala
problematiku rozmisténi migrantt na vnitroméstské tirovni. To bylo zptisobeno
predevsim absenci dat o po¢tech migrantti v dostate¢ném detailu v obdobi mezi
séi{tdnimi lidu (Bernard, Leontiyeva 2013; Leontiyeva, Vojtkova 2006).

Cilem textu je proto poskytnout novy longitudinalni pohled na lokalizaci by-
dlen{ (trvald bydli§té) migrantf ve 14 velkych &eskych méstech. Zvolili jsme pro
tyto Gcely krajskd mésta a Kladno jako zdstupce Stfedoceského kraje. Nase stu-
die je zaloZena na porovnani mést mezi sebou a vyvojovych zmén v jednotlivych
méstech v obdobi 2008-2015. Z hlediska datovych zdroji vychézi z analyzy geo-
lokalizovanych anonymizovanych dat poskytnutych Ministerstvem vnitra Ceské
republiky, ktera byla doposud v akademickém vyzkumu vyuZita jen minimalné
(Simon a kol. 2020, Simon 2020). Pohled na segment populace migrant regis-
trovanych k dlouhodobému a trvalému pobytu v Cesku ndm umoziiuje zachytit
zékladni vzorce a trendy v jejich prostorovém rozmisténi.

Za kli¢ové faktory rozhodujici o stavu a vyvoji prostorovych vzorct rezidenéni
segregace je ve méstech tradi¢nich imigra¢nich zemi povaZovano mimo jiné etnic-
ké sloZeni populace, migra¢ni historie oblasti, podoba migracnich siti, kulturni
a ekonomické rozdily mezi majoritou a migranty a velikost mésta (podrobnéji
o faktorech ovliviiujicich prostorové rozmisténi a segregaci imigrant napft.
Hasman, Novotny 2017; K¥izkov4, Ouredniéek 2020; Murdie, Borgegérd 1998).
Cesko ale patii mezi zemé, které se mezi vyrazné pristéhovalecké zatadily teprve
ned4vno (Drbohlav 2011). Nabizi se tak mo¥nost provést srovnéni, nakolik jsou
predpoklady a poznatky zndamé ze zdpadniho svéta aplikovatelné u nés. Studii,
které by se o podobny vyzkum pokousely mimo tradi¢ni imigraéni zemé, je totiz
doposud jen mélo (viz nap¥. Hasman, Novotny 2017; P¥idalov4, Hasman 2018;
Pridalové, Outedni¢ek 2017; Tammaru a kol. 2015; Van Kempen 2007). Poptdvka
po nich vsak velmi pravdépodobné déle poroste v souvislosti s vyvojem mezina-
rodni migrace ve svété.

Pro potteby explora¢ni analyzy vzorct rozmisténi migrantti ve velkych més-
tech Ceska jsme navrhli ti zakladni vyvojové scénate, které davaji do souvislosti
procesy segregace migranti a velikostni hierarchii sidel, a které ndm umoziuji
srovnani velikostné heterogenniho souboru mést s rizné pocetnymi minoritami.
Tyto scénéte jsme nazvali (1) jednotnym, (2) duélnim a (3) individualizovanym.
V ptipadé jednotného scénéte (1) ptedpokladdme, Ze trendy v rozmisténi bydlist
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migrantd pozorované v hlavnim mésté se budou analogicky vyvijet i v dalsich
méstech s ur¢itym ¢asovym odstupem. Ostatni mésta tak budou vykazovat totoz-
né ¢i velmi podobné trendy v rezidenéni segregaci. Predpoklad platnosti tohoto
scénare vychazi z poznatkd z tradi¢nich imigra¢nich zemi, které ukazuji, Ze seg-
regace migrantl se napti¢ studovanymi mésty v &ase vyviji podobné (Peach 2009).
Spolu s tendenci k postupnému $ifeni imigrace z hlavnich center do dalsich mést
(viz napt. Walton-Roberts 2011) Ize proto oekévat také podobné zmény rozmis-
téni uvnitt téchto sidel. Dudlni scénér (2) ocekava, Ze trendy v rozmisténi bydlist
migrantl v hlavnim mésté se budou vyrazné lisit od situace v mensich méstech.
Pfi porovnani mensich mést mezi sebou pak budeme pozorovat totozné ¢i obdobné
trendy. V takovém pripadé by bylo opravnéné predpokladat, Ze nejen dtsledky, ale
i klicové faktory a hybné sily segregace se budou v téchto dvou kategoriich vza-
jemné ligit (Bolt, van Kempen, van Ham 2008). T¥et{ scéndt, individualizovany (3),
vychdazi z predpokladu, Ze mezi mésty nelze vypozorovat zadny jasny trend, a ze
se z hlediska rozmisténi migrantl vzdjemné nepodobaji. Na kazdé z mést je tfeba
nahliZet jako na individualni, unikatni pripad, ktery se vyvinul v konkrétnim his-
torickém a regionalnim kontextu, a ktery m4 specifickou strukturu obyvatelstva
a podléha specifické kombinaci ptisobeni lokéalnich i globalnich sil. Rozmistén{
bydleni migrant bude v zavislosti na kombinaci téchto vstupti produkovat velmi
odlisné vzorce prostorové segregace v ruznych lokalitach ¢i kategoriich lokalit
(Aldén, Hammarstedt, Neuman 2015).

V ¢lanku chépeme segregaci jako miru odlisnosti prostorového rozmisténi
riznych populaci, v naSem pripadé majority a migrantt ve vybranych velkych
Ceskych méstech. Ackoli se jednd o multidimenzionalni jev, k jehoZ hodnoceni
existuje fada indik4tord (Massey, Denton 1988; Reardon, Sullivan 2004; Yao
a kol. 2019), v p¥ispévku se - vzhledem k jeho ambici predstavit vyvoj segregace
v dosud nefeSeném izemnim detailu a obdobi - vénujeme pouze dimenzi izemnf
nerovnomeérnosti. Ta prostfednictvim tradi¢niho ukazatele, indexu odlisnosti,
srovnava prostorové vzorce rozmisténi vybrané minoritni skupiny oproti zbytku
populace. Za vice segregovanou je tedy povazovana takova skupina, jejiz ¢lenové
jsou rozmisténi méné rovnomérné nez ostatnf obyvatelstvo. K rozliSeni minoritn{
a majoritni populace vyuzivame statni obcanstvi obyvatel z dtivodu datové do-
stupnosti. VyuZiti téchto dat je zaloZeno na premise, Ze statni ob¢anstvi postihuje
relevantni rozdil mezi majoritou a minoritami. Vyuzitim legalné-pravni definice
abstrahujeme od otdzek sebe-identifikace, vnitfni skupinové heterogenity a na-
turalizace migrantd.

Prvni ¢4st ¢lanku poskytuje zakladni informace o populaci migrantii v Cesku
a moznostech a limitech jejtho dosavadniho poznani. Ve druhé ¢asti Data a me-
tody predstavujeme analytické moznosti nového datového zdroje pro vyzkum
popula¢nich zmén. Data registrového typu z Cizineckého informaéniho systému
Ministerstva vnitra Ceské republiky nabizi nové analytické mo¥nosti a zaroveii
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prinaseji nové metodologické a etické vyzvy. Treti empiricka ¢ast rozebird vzorce
atrendy v rozmisténi bydlist migrant v obdobi 2008-2015. Doklada dominantni
trend poklesu prostorové odli$nosti majoritni spole¢nosti a minoritnich populaci.
Clanek uzavir diskuze p¥inost této studie pro vyzkum, jejich limitd a potencial-
nich dasledkt pro praxi verejnych politik.

Prostorové rozmisténi migrantd v hlavnich
a sekundarnich méstech: rozdily a podminénosti

Hlavni mésta a jejich regiony jsou zpravidla politickymi, ekonomickymi a kultur-
nimi centry celého statu, vazi na sebe fadu typicky méstskych funkei a jsou vyraz-
né integrovany do globélnich siti (Connolly 2008; Cardoso, Meijers 2016). Slouzi
jako brany vstupu do zemé a byvaji tudiZ nejintenzivnéji vystaveny mezinirodni
migraci. S ohledem na koncentraci specifickych funkci se maze také struktura
v hlavnim mésté bydlicich a pracujicich migrantt liSit od ostatnich mést. Jako
typickou uvedme naptiklad vétsi pfitomnost mladych a vysoce kvalifikovanych
pracovniki obsazujicich pozice v managementu firem, pripadné védé a vyzkumu
(Champion, Coombes, Gordon 2014).

Nékteré studie, pochazejici naptiklad z USA, Svédska ¢i Nizozemska, pFich4zi
se zjisténim, Ze hlavnf a velkd mésta maji tendenci vykazovat vyssi miru rezi-
denéni segregace, coz lze pripisovat typicky vy$sim drovnim socio-ekonomické
polarizace, neZ jaké nachézime v sekundédrnich centrech (Massey, Denton 1989;
Krupka 2007; Haase a kol. 2011; Osth, Malmberg, Andersson 2015). Tyto studie
ukazuji, Ze ¢im vétsi je diverzita obyvatelstva mésta, tim vice 1ze predpokladat
promitan{ této rozmanitosti do jeho prostoru. Jiné vyzkumy naopak tvrdi, Ze po-
rovnani irovné segregace v hlavnim mésté a v sekundarnich centrech ukazuje
na podobnost vzorcil v obou kategoriich mést (Bolt, van Kempen, van Ham 2008;
Peach 2009; Aldén, Hammarstedt, Neuman 2015). Na ptikladu metropolitnich
oblasti USA pak Hall (2013) demonstruje, Ze mésta s dlouhodobé vys3i fluktuaci
obyvatelstva a nové imigra¢ni lokality maji niZsi Groven segregace, nez je tomu
u mést migraci spiSe nezasazenych.

Procesy spojené s rozmisténim migrant v méstském prostoru se snazi pod-
chytit a vysvétlit fada teorif a disciplinarnich pristupt. Podle teorie prostorové
asimilace je klicovym faktorem stavu segregace predevsim sociokulturni vzda-
lenost mezi etniky, respektive mezi hostitelskou a mensinovou populaci. Dari-li
se jejich socidlni a ekonomicka integrace do spole¢nosti, dochazi v pribéhu ¢asu
k disperzi mensinové populace napti¢ prostorem, a tudiz vzorce jejich socio-pro-
storové diferenciace konverguji ke vzorcim majority (Massey 1985; Alba, Nee
2003). Behavioralni p¥istupy zdiiraziiuji, Ze vysledn4 segregace nebo jeji absence
je ovlivnéna zejména rozhodovanim a rezidenénimi preferencemi jednotlivych
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dom4cnosti a skupin (Van Kempen, Oziiekren 1998). OdliSujicimi faktory mezi
meésty jsou z tohoto pohledu predevsim rozdilna struktura populace migrantd
azni vyplyvajici specifické pozadavky na lokalizaci v rdmci mésta. Koncept trhem
tizeného pluralismu (market-led pluralism) stavi do poptedi fungovani lok4lniho
trhu s nemovitostmi (Chung, Brown 2007). Nabidka a struktura trhu s bydlenim,
ktera je stimulovdna a omezovana institucionalnimi aktéry jako je stat, mistni
samospravy, developeri ¢i realitni agenti, ovliviiuje rozloZeni obyvatelstva ve
mésté skrze pFistup jednotlivych skupin k bydleni (Van Kempen, Oziiekren 1998;
Arbaci 2007). Nakonec je to pfistup takzvané kontextuélni diverzity, ktery zda-
raziiuje dulezitost lokalnich specifik a odlisnych poc¢ate¢nich podminek, které
vedou k rozdilnym vzorctim prostorové segregace v rozdilnych prostredich a mé-
titkdch (Van Kempen, Oziiekren 1998; Maloutas, Fujita, eds. 2012). Jako p¥iklad
muze poslouzit odlisny vliv deindustrializace na heterogenni a ekonomicky vice
diverzifikovanou populaci hlavniho mésta, kde tGstup primyslu zfejmé bude mit
mensi vliv na reziden¢ni mobilitu, nez je tomu v pfipadé mensich mést s vy$sim
podilem zaméstnanosti v sekundéru.

Uvedené teoretické pristupy identifikuji vyznamné faktory ovliviiujici rezi-
dencni segregaci v tradi¢nich imigra¢nich zemich a poskytuji relevantn{ voditko
pro hledani pri¢in rozdilného stavu a vyvoje prostorového rozmisténi migranta
té% v Cesku. Vzhledem k exploraéni povaze tohoto ¢lanku se dale soustitedime
predevsim na tradi¢ni teorii prostorové asimilace, jejiz hlavni predpoklad - pokles
segregace v Case - lze prehledné empiricky ovérit pomoci ndm dostupnych dat.
Dosavadni poznatky prostorového rozmisténi cizincti v Cesku zarovet naznaéuji,
Ze faktory povazované touto teorii za klicové - kulturnf a ekonomicka blizkost ma-
jority a migrantl - hrajf vyznamnou roli také zde, byt do rtizné miry u odlisnych
migraénich skupin (Jansk4, Bernard 2018; P¥idalov4, Oufednicek 2017).

Vyvoj a rozmisténi populace migrantti v Cesku

V dlouhém obdobi mezi druhou svétovou véalkou a rokem 1989 bylo Cesko (resp.
Ceskoslovensko) migra¢né ztrdtovou zemi s etnicky homogenni strukturou’.
S vyjimkou pobytu obéant z takzvané spratelenych zemi vychodniho bloku ne-
meéla ¢eska populace vyraznéjsi zkuSenost s migranty. Po Sametové revoluci se
situace zacala postupné ménit. Nejprve smérem k tranzitnimu charakteru zemé,
kdy Cesko slouZilo jako brdna do zipadni Evropy, az k dnesnimu stavu, kdy Cesko
zhlediska intenzity imigrace ze zahrani¢i dosahuje hodnot srovnatelnych s nékte-
rymi zdpadoevropskymi zemémi (Cermak, Janska 2011; Drbohlav 2011; Drbohlav,

0dligné migraéni a narodnostni poméry v Cesku v tomto obdob{ a pred nim diskutuji napt.
Pridalovd, Pospisilov4, Nemeskal (2015) & Ptidalovd, Outednigek, Nemegkal (2015).
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Tab. 1 - Pocet a podil migrant( ve vybranych méstech Ceska v letech 2008 a 2015

2008 2015
Pocet migrantd Podil migrantd Polet migrantd Podil migrantl
na obyvatelstvu mésta (%) na obyvatelstvu mésta (%)
Praha 148730 12,1 186334 14,4
Brno 20672 5,6 28028 7,4
Ostrava 10592 3,4 10601 3,6
Plzen 13401 7,9 14610 8,5
Liberec 7154 7,1 7136 6,9
Olomouc 3214 3,2 3711 3,7
Usti nad Labem 4636 4,9 4424 4,8
Hradec Kralové 3982 4,2 3899 4,2
Ceské Budéjovice 3299 3,5 4462 4,8
Pardubice 3488 3,9 5769 6,4
Zlin 1676 2,2 1951 2,6
Kladno 3370 4,8 4558 6,6
Karlovy Vary 4975 9,7 5884 12,1
Jihlava 1791 3,5 2089 4,1

Zdroj: MVCR 2008, 2015, €SU 2018

Lesiniska 2014). Po¢et migrantti dlouhodobé rostl i pfes mirné poklesy zptisobené
zprisiovanim migra¢ni politiky kolem roku 1999 a obdobim ekonomické krize
po roce 2008 (BarSova, Barsa 2005; Kusnirékova, CiZinsky 2011). Data o rostoucim
poctu udélenych trvalych pobytl pro obc¢any cizich zemi svéd¢i o tom, ze migranti
se v Cesku etabluji (P¥idalova, Hasman 2018). K roku 2017 podle CSU (2003, 2018)
pobyvé v Cesku legalné 525 tisic migranti z cizich zemi, v roce 2000 to bylo jen asi
200 tisic. Nejvice migrantd pochazi ze zemi stfedni a vychodni Evropy a byvalého
Sovétského svazu. Mezi né miizeme radit dvé nejvétsi skupiny - Ukrajince (117 ti-
sic), nasledované Slovaky? (110 tisic) - a déle také Rusy (37 tisic). Nejpocetné&jsi
skupinou migrantt pochézejicich z kulturné odlisného prostredi jsou Vietnamci,
jejichZ populace v Cesku (60 tisic) je vlivem velmi specifického historického vy-
voje vztahii obou zemf tfeti nejvét$i na svété mimo Vietnam a USA (Kusnirdkova,
Pla¢kovd, Tran Vu 2013). Ob&ant zbyvajicich zemi Evropské unie je 110 tisic.
Historicky vyvoj a struktura mezinarodni migrace do Ceska jsou i pres nékte-
ré vySe zminéné pruniky odlisné od tradi¢nich imigra¢nich zemi. Ackoliv jsme
si védomi limith teorie prostorové asimilace pri objasiiovani dnesni prostorové
mobility migrantt v tradi¢nich migra¢nich zemich (Alba, Nee 2003; Zelinsky, Lee
1998), v souéasném Ceském kontextu se podle nageho nazoru jevi tento model jako

PrestoZe se jedn4 o skupinu obyvatel ¢asto zcela neodlisitelnou od majoritni populace, z hle-
diska statistiky je nutno na obc¢any Slovenska pohlizet jako na cizince. Vzhledem k povaze
vyuzitych dat proto Slovdky zahrnujeme do mnoziny migrantt.



MIGRANTI VE VYBRANYCH MESTECH CESKA 2008-2015... 349

relevantni pro vysvétleni vzorct reziden¢ni segregace migranti.® Jednim z kli¢o-
vych faktort rozhodujicich o formé této rezidenéni segregace u nés je sociokultur-
ni blizkost migrantt k majorité, jak naznac¢uje priklad Ukrajinct (Uherek 2003,
Outedni¢ek 2016). Vétsina populace migrantfi v Cesku je koncentrovédna do mést
a prihrani¢nich oblasti, pricemz prostorové rozmisténi ma zdpadovychodni gra-
dient (Cermék, Jansk4 2011; Drbohlav 2011; Janska, Cermédk, Wright 2014). Pies
60 % zahrani¢nich migrantd Zije ve étrnacti nejvétsich méstech (tab. 1), téetina pak
v samotné Praze, kterd vykazuje nejvétsi diverzitu cizinecké populace.

Prostorova distribuce migrantt se lisi podle jednotlivych skupin obc¢anstvi.
Napriklad Ukrajinci maji tendence vyhleddvat vétsi mésta, coz souvisi s jejich
zameérenim na pracovnim trhu - nej¢astéji nachazeji uplatnéni ve stavebnictvi.
Vietnamska populace je vice rozprostfena mezi vétsi i mensi mésta a pohranici
kvili typické orientaci na maloobchod (Jansk4, Bernard 2015). V Praze je koncent-
rovéana vétSina obcand zdpadnich zemi, kteri zde obvykle plisobi jako kvalifikovand
pracovni sila. Tomu také odpovidaji jejich rezidenéni preference na mikrotrovni
(Ptidalové, Outednicek 2017).

V oboru geografie obyvatelstva v Cesku existuje fada praci, které se tématy
reziden¢ni mobility a rozmisténi migrantd zabyvaly. Tyto vyzkumy se ale po-
tykaly s dvéma podstatnymi omezenimi. Prvnim z nich jsou samotné zdroje dat
o cizincich - jejich dostupnost, kvalita a detail. Netiplné pokryti daty v desetiletém
obdobi mezi s¢itdnimi lidu neumoziovalo longitudinalni pohled na rozmisténi
migrantt v dostate¢ném detailu. Cenzové data poskytla detailni vhled do situace,
nicméné pouze pro jeden Casovy rez, jehoz validita s asem klesala. Také samot-
n4 evidence migrantl v pribéhu séitani je obtiZn4 (Leontiyeva, Chytil 2012).
Vyzkumnici proto volili alternativni analytické strategie zamérené na poznani
réiznych aspektl Zivota migrantd v Cesku s vyjimkou systematického poznani
jejich prostorového rozmisténi a pohybu. Realizovany byly vyzkumy na zdkladé
dotaznikovych Set¥eni mezi migranty (Drbohlav, Dztirové4 2017; Jansk4, Bernard
2018), pripadové studie konkrétnich lokalit (Va3at, Bernard 2015; Sykora a kol.
2016) ¢ zamétené na konkrétni skupiny (Snajdr, Drbohlav 2016; Jani¢ko 2012;
Jansk4, Pauknerova, Koropeck4 2017), nebo déle prace zamétené na rozdily mezi
skupinami (Hasman, Novotny 2017), & dokonce jesté iZeji vymezené &asti populaci
(Hasman, Kosteleck4, Hdna 2016; Kostelecka a kol. 2013). Dal$im problematickym
aspektem dosavadniho vyzkumu je vyuzivani administrativnich jednotek jako re-
ferenénich izemi pro hodnoceni populaéniho vyvoje v izemi. Rozdily ve velikosti

3

Model byl formulovan na ptikladu amerického Chicaga konce 19. a po¢étku 20. stoleti, kdy
do mésta prichdzeli zejména migranti z evropskych zemi. Jejich prostorova asimilace byla
umo¥néna kulturni a vizudlni podobnosti s majoritni spole¢nosti (Zelinsky, Lee 1998). V tom-
to ohledu se specificky mix migrantd v Cesku, kde prevazuji osoby ze stfedni a vychodni
Evropy, bliZi vy$e popsané situaci migrace do Chicaga.
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a tvaru jednotek maji negativni vliv na méteni Grovné segregace. Srovnatelnost
zjisténych vysledkt tak ztéZuje problém promeénlivé prostorové jednotky znamy
jako MAUP - Modifiable Area Unit Problem (Openshaw 1984).

Z téchto dtvodt zlstavaji rozmisténi bydleni a mobilita migrantQ uvnitt ces-
kych mést doposud méné probadanymi tématy. Vyjimkou jsou analyzy a publikace
zaloZené na priib&Zné statistice v detailu okrest (Novotny, Janska, Cermékova
2007) a na séitanich lidu 2001 a 2011, kter4 ale neumo#tiuji sledovat do detailu
vyvojovou dynamiku. Analyzy rozmisténi migrantt v letech s¢itani lidu v po-
drobnosti zdkladnich sidelnich jednotek byly publikoviny za obce s rozsirenou
plsobnosti a Prahu (Outedni¢ek, Novak 2007; Sykora 2009; P¥idalova, Outednitek
2017). Podrobnéj3i analyza rozmisténi migrantt ve velkych méstech v Cesku
doposud chybi, prestoze regionalni centra hraji v tomto ohledu vyznamnou roli
(Cermak, Janska 2011; Jansk4, Bernard 2015).

Data a metody

Tento vyzkum vyuziva data o cizinecké populaci z databaze Ministerstva vnitra,
konkrétné pak Reditelstvi sluzby cizinecké policie (RSCP), z let 2008, 2011 a 2015.
Databé4ze RSCP obsahuje informace o kompletni populaci migranti (definovanych
jako cizinci - osoby s jinym neZ ¢eskym ob&anstvim) registrovanych k ptechod-
nému ¢ trvalému pobytu na tizemi Ceska.* Databaze obsahuje adresu pobytu
a dalsi idaje o osobach podle potteb spravce dat. Tato data jsou primarné urcena
pro vnit¥ni Géely Ministerstva vnitra a Policie Ceské republiky a v surové podobé
nejsou vhodnd ani standardné dostupna pro vyzkumné tcely. V naSem vyzkumu
vyuzivdme data o statni prislusnosti migrantt k 31.12. v letech 2008, 2011 a 2015
ve vybranych velkych méstech Ceska, pti¢emz analyzujeme viechna krajska mésta
a Kladno jako nejvétsi mésto Stredoceského kraje.

Abychom tato data mohli vyuzit pro vyzkumné Gcely, pracovat s nimi a provadét
geografické analyzy, bylo nutné je transformovat. Pro ziskdni takového formatu
dat, ktery by umoznil zajistit adekvatni miru anonymity a ziroveil zachoval do-
state¢nou miru prostorového detailu, jsme se inspirovali u zahrani¢nich koleg.
VyuZili jsme k tomu zkuSenosti a konkrétni praxe, které bézné aplikuji pro tento
typ vyzkumu statistické Gfady v zemich s popula¢nimi registry (napt. Svédsko,

* Databéze nedisponuje informacemi o pobytu cizich statnich ptislusnikd, jejichZ pobyt na uze-

mi Ceska neni podminén udélenim povoleni k pobytu, ani téch, kteti v Cesku pobyvaji neo-
pravnéné. Prvni skupina predstavuje predevsim obcany stat EU pobyvajici v Cesku méné
ne tfi mésice. Druha skupina zahrnuje zejména osoby, které na izemi Ceska vstoupily bez
platného povoleni k pobytu, a osoby, které do zemé vstoupily opravnéné, ale platnost jejich
povoleni k pobytu jiz vyprsela.
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Nizozemsko, Belgie). Vhodné zvolené nastaveni prostorového detailu analyzy
umo#ni ziskat nové poznatky o trendech rozmisténi migrantii v Cesku p#i zajigténi
dostate¢né urovné anonymity. Adresnd data jsme v prvnim kroku geolokalizovali
a ovétili jejich validitu viéi datové vrstvé adres CUZK. Automatizovanym a polo-
-automatizovanym parovanim dat jsme nasli shodu u vice nez 99,5 % zaznamu
vjednotlivych letech, coz ukazuje vysokou spolehlivost datového zdroje.’ Zaznamy,
které obsahovaly nekompletni Gdaje zabrarujici jednozna¢né geolokalizaci dat,
jsme proto z analyzy vyradili.

V druhém kroku jsme data prostorové anonymizovali tak, Ze jsme adresny
atribut nahradili identifikdtorem konkrétniho ¢tverce prostorového rastru, do kte-
rého tizemné spada. Zvolili jsme detailni rastr o velikosti hrany ¢tverce 250 metrd,
ktery je vhodny pro méstské prostory a ktery vyuzivala studie Malmberg a kol.
(2018; podobnou metodiku viz téZ v pracich Andersson, Lyngstad, Sleutjes 2018;
Hennerdal, Nielsen 2017). Nejvétsi mésto Praha m4 tak 9328 jednotek a nej-
mensi Kladno 928. Provedli jsme i agregaci do hrubstho rastru o velikosti hrany
1000 metri, jejiz vyhodou je mensi pocet ridce zalidnénych Gzemnich jednotek,
nevyhodou vSak nizsi pocet izemnich jednotek vstupujicich do analyzy a vétsi
riziko MAUP. Porovnani vysledkt na dvou trovnich velikosti rastru umoziuje
posoudit vliv velikosti prostorové jednotky na namérené indexy. Konkrétni para-
metry prevodu dat do popula¢niho rastru jsme nastavili tak, aby byly shodné se
soucasnymi prednimi vyzkumy reziden¢ni segregace v Evropé. Ziskané vysledky
jsou tudiZ srovnatelné na evropské trovni (Andersson a kol. 2018; Andersson,
Lyngstad, Sleutjes 2018).

Ve tretim kroku jsme populaci migrantti rozdélili pro potreby analyzy do Sesti
skupin podle statniho ob¢anstvi. Prvni tfi soubory tvori nejvétsi skupiny migrantt
v Cesku - Ukrajinci (23 %), Slovéci (22 %) a nakonec Vietnamci (12 %). Tyto skupi-
ny jsou analyzovany samostatné. Zbylé tfi skupiny jsou vytvoreny jako agregaty
na zakladé makro-regionalniho ¢lenénf zemi svéta. Prvni agregovana skupina je
tvorena obyvateli stfedo- a vychodoevropskych zemi a zemi byvalého Sovétského
svazu (bez Slovenska a Ukrajiny) a reprezentuje 24 % migrantl registrovanych
v Cesku. P4t4 skupina zdpadni Evropy (10 %) se sklad4 z ob¢ant zemi EU-15
alslandu, Lichtenstejnska, Norska a Svycarska. Posledni skupina zahrnuje zbytek

* Problematické aspekty databaze lze ¢lenit do dvou skupin. Zaprvé se jednd o uréitou miru

chybovosti zdznamu ze strany zpracovatele. Ta miiZe vzniknout chybou p#i vkladan{ zdznamt
do systému. Druhym problematickym aspektem je rozdil mezi hldsenym bydlistém a skutec-
nym mistem pobytu. Migranti, stejné jako majoritni populace, mohou pobyvat najiné adrese,
ne¥ na jaké jsou oficialné hlaeni (problematick4 je evidence zejména u obéant EU, obdobné
jako u majoritni populace). V né&kterych ojedinélych ptipadech se migranti také registruji
na mistnich registra¢nich oddélenich cizinecké policie, nicméné tato oddéleni mohou sdilet
adresu s béZznym bytovym fondem.
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zemi svéta (9 %). Takto vymezené skupiny migrantii byly nasledné agregovany
do vyse definovanych prostorovych rastrt. Vyslednd geodatabaze obsahuje agre-
govand a anonymizovand data o populaci v detailnf Grovni prostorovych rastra
pro roky 2008, 2011 a 2015.

Pro podchyceni zmén v rozmisténi migrantd jako celku a jednotlivych skupin
v ¢ase pouzivdme standardné vyuZivany index prostorové odlinosti (Massey,
Denton 1988). Vyhodou tohoto indexu je jeho relativni vypoéetni jednoduchost,
kterd nam v kombinaci s vyuzitim dat za prostorovy rastr ddvd moznost srovnat
vyvoj rozmisténi bydlist migrantti mezi mésty. Index prostorové odlisnosti mér
podobnost prostorového rozmisténi dvou populaci v prostoru na zakladé jejich
vzajemného podilu v jednotlivych Gzemnich jednotkach a vypocte se podle niZe
uvedeného vzorce. V ném N, znadi poCet obyvatel majority ve sledovaném mésté
a Nia pocet obyvatel majority v jednotlivé izemni jednotce mésta. Dale pak Ny
reprezentuje pocet obyvatel zvolené minority ve sledovaném mésté a Nip pocet
obyvatel zvolené minority v jednotlivé izemni jednotce mésta. Do vypoctu vstupu-
ji vsechny tizemni jednotky mésta s nenulovymi po¢ty obyvatel. Absolutni hodnota
rozdilu mezi minoritni a majoritni populaci je spo¢tena pro kazdou jednotlivou
uzemni jednotku mésta a vyjddrena formou jednoho ¢isla. Index dosahuje hodnot
0 az 100, pri¢emz vyssi hodnoty reprezentuji vétsi prostorovou odlisnost zkou-
mané skupiny od zbytku populace.

D=SOZ

Vyuzity index odli$nosti ma svoje interpretaéni limity, které byly podrobné
rozebirany v metodologicky zameérenych studiich a navazujicich diskuzich
(Johnston, Jones 2010; Gorard 2011; Allen a kol. 2015). Z hlediska této studie se
jednd predevsim o problematiku volby prostorové jednotky (administrativni ver-
sus rastrova) a jeji métitkové irovné a problematiku citlivosti indexu odlignosti
na velikost zkoumanych skupin. VyuZiti rastrovych jednotek je v principu jedna
z forem regionalizace, ktera stejné jako regionalizace administrativni miZe svym
specifickym vymezenim zkreslovat vysledky méfeni. Rastrové jednotky nerespek-
tuji administrativni jednotky a jejich moZné podmitiujici faktory (velikost, urba-
nistick4 struktura, spaddovost jednotek, politicky motivované vymezeni apod.),
ale sjednocuji prostorovou velikost téchto jednotek napri¢ zkoumanymi izemimi.
Naopak, rastrové jednotky oproti administrativnim rozraziuji velikost jednotek
z hlediska jejich popula¢ni velikosti. Velikost jednotek rastru, a tedy i méritkova
uroven, jsou pak zvoleny arbitrarné na zdkladé ticelu dané regionalizace - vnasem
pripadé pro ucely hodnoceni rezidenéni segregace v méstském prostoru. Tato
zkresleni mohou byt v teoretické roviné vyraznd, nicméné podle naseho ndzoru se
jejich role projevi v éeskych méstech spise omezené. Zdrojova data totiz ukazuji, Ze
vyrazné vysoké koncentrace migrantti na tirovni ¢tvrti se ve sledovanych ¢eskych

N;

ia Nlb
Na Nb
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vevys

méstech de facto nevyskytuji. Za zdvaznéjsi, avsak stale jen ¢aste¢ny interpretacni
limit této studie povaZzujeme citlivost indexu odlisnosti na velikost zkoumanych
skupin. V pripadé mensich mést a také v pripadé mensich skupin migrantd jsou
hodnoty indexu odli$nosti ovliviiovany malymi pocty, zmény hodnot indexu od-
liSnosti tak maji vy$si pravdépodobnost byt ovlivnény nastroji méreni a ukazovat
vy$3{ segregaci, neZ se redlné vyskytuje (Allen a kol. 2015). Proto je vhodné vyssi
hodnoty indexu odli$nosti u malych skupin vnimat s rezervou a sledovat spise
trendy koncentrace/dekoncentrace nez absolutni vysi indexu odli$nosti. Naopak,
vétsi mésta a vétsi skupiny migrantt vykazuji konzistentni vysledky v pripadé
obou trovni prostorové agregace a povazujeme je tudiZ za spolehlivé.®

Tendence prostorového rozmisténi migranti
ve velkych méstech Ceska v letech 2008-2015

Pro populaci migrant registrovanych ve sledovanych méstech v Cesku plati, Ze
v Case dochéazi k poklesu prostorové odli$nosti jejich bydlist od bydlist majority
(obr. 4). Na agregované trovni dochazi ke sbliZovan{ obou prostorovych vzorcl
a je proto na misté& zacit hovotit o desegregaci (poklesu trovné prostorové ne-
rovnomérnosti) migrantd v Cesku. Z hlediska intenzity zmén dochazi nejrych-
leji ke snizovani indexu odli$nosti v nejvétsich méstech. V Brné, Ostravé a Plzni
je tento proces dokonce rychlejsi neZ v Praze. Naopak nejpomaleji klesd index
odli$nosti ve Zlin& ¢ Usti nad Labem, které maji oviem celkovy pocet migrantii
relativné nizky. Nejvyraznéjsi vyjimku v tomto ohledu tvori Karlovy Vary, kde se
uroven indexu odli$nosti vyrazné neméni. Karlovy Vary maji jeden z nejvyssich
podild migrant® na obyvatelstvu mezi ¢eskymi mésty (12 % v roce 2017) a jsou
specifické co do struktury cizinecké populace. Do tohoto mésta se tradi¢né kon-
centruje podstatna ¢ast Rust, ktef' v ném tvori nejpocetnéjsi skupinu migrantt.
Kromé Rust zde nalezneme zastupce i dalsich zemi byvalého Sovétského svazu
a vyznamnou vietnamskou komunitu. Nejnizsi hodnoty indexu odlisnosti pozo-
rujeme v pripadech hlavniho mésta Prahy a Kladna, které povazujeme za soucést
Sirstho metropolitniho regionu Prahy. Tento vysledek ztejmé souvisi s drive
zminénym faktem, Ze Praha, respektive Prazsky metropolitni region, slouzi jako
vstupni brana do zemé pro znaénou ¢4st migranti (Janska, Cermak, Wright 2014)
andrust poftu migranti zde snizuje hodnoty indexu odli$nosti. Nejvy$si hodnota
indexu odlisnosti k roku 2015 je zaznamendna v Ostravé, kde vidime trend rych-
1ého poklesu hodnot, obdobné jako u Hradce Kralové. Pomérné vysoka tGroven

¢ Ziskané vysledky dokumentujici pokles reziden¢ni segregace jsou konzistentni s vysledky

autord vyuzivajici stejnd vstupni data, ale odlisnou metodu a vice riznych méritek sledovani
pro zachycenf rozdilti mezi minoritnimi a majoritni populaci (Simon a kol. 2020).
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Obr. 1 - Vztah mezi zménou poctu cizincl a zménou hodnot indexu odliSnosti ve zkoumanych més-
tech mezi lety 2008 a 2015

segregace v Usti nad Labem spiSe stagnuje, podobny vzorec plati i pro Zlin. Tato
zjisténf naznacuji, Ze vétsi krajskd mésta a mésta v geografické blizkosti Prahy
maji tendence se jejim vzorcim vyvoje vice podobat, zatimco mensi a vzdélenéjsi
vykazuji vy$s${ hodnoty indexu odlisnosti. Uplatiiuje se tak efekt velikosti, kdy
méné pocetné skupiny maji vyssi pravdépodobnost prostorové nerovnomérnosti
mérené indexem odli$nosti nez vice pocetné.

Jak doklada nas kontrolni vypocet, efekt velikosti skupiny pro namérené hod-
noty indexu odli$nosti v nagich analyzach hraje pouze omezenou roli (obr. 1, 2).
K poklesu hodnot indexu odli$nosti dochézelo i u skupin, jejichZ pocet se sniZoval,
naptiklad u Ukrajincti (tab. 2, obr. 3).

Hodnoty indexu odlignosti (obr. 4) se ve vét$iné mést sniZovaly rychleji v obdo-
bibezprostredné nasledujicim po roce 2008. Vyjimkou byly Karlovy Vary, Kladno,
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Obr. 2 - Vztah populacni velikosti skupin cizincl a indexu odliSnosti ve zkoumanych méstech
vroce 2015

Olomouc a Pardubice, kde k rychlejsimu poklesu indexu odlisnosti doslo v letech
2011-2015. Tato mésta béhem celého sledovaného obdobi zaznamenavala narast
celkového poc¢tu migrantt. V dilé¢ich obdobich byl zaznamenan rist prostorové
nerovnomérnosti pouze u Karlovych Vart (v obdobi 2008-2011) a v Plzni a Usti
nad Labem (2011-2015). Ve viech uvedenych méstech se nicméné jednalo o velmi
nizky narist prostorové odlisnosti.

P#i hodnoceni vysledkil vyuZivajicich hrubsiho rastru (1000 m) jsou tyto vy-
sledky v podstaté konzistentni s vysledky analyz provedenych pomoci jemnéjsiho
rastru (250 m). Valn4 vétSina mést kopiruje trendy v grafech a vykazuje pokles
indexu odli$nosti ve sledovaném obdobi (viz tab. 2, obr. 3A-G). Hodnoty inde-
xu odlisnosti pro tento hrubsi rastr je nutné vnimat opatrné, protoze v pripadé
mensich mést je vypocet zaloZen na malych ¢islech a malém poctu prostorovych
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Obr. 3A-C - Porovnani hodnot indexu odli§nosti migrant( ve vybranych méstech Ceska v letech
2008, 2011 a 2015. Index odliSnosti: A - migrantd jako celku, B - Slovakd, C - Ukrajincd. Zdroj: vlastni
vypocty, rastr 1000 m.
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zapadni Evropy. Zdroj: vlastni vypocty, rastr 1 000 m.
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Obr. 4 - Index odli$nosti migrantd jako celku ve vybranych méstech Ceska v letech 2008, 2011 a 2015.
Zdroj: vlastni vypocty, rastr 250 m.

jednotek. Vyjimkou z pravidla, a zarove ilustraci problému proménlivé prostoro-
vé jednotky jsou Pardubice, kde pouhy posun v tirovni rastru otaéi trend ve vyvoji
indexu odli$nosti. Obecné plati, Ze riziko tohoto efektu je vétsi u mensich mést
s méné migranty a méné ¢tverci rastru. Analogicky, v prfipadé vétsich mést je toto
riziko nizké. Pri interpretaci graft je proto vhodné tento vliv velikosti zkouma-
nych mést na namérené hodnoty indexu odlisnosti zohlednit.

Charakter vzorcl reziden¢ni segregace ve méstech obvykle souvisi se socio-
kulturni blizkosti dané skupiny vi¢i majorité (Massey 1985; Hasman, Novotny
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Obr. 5 - Index odli$nosti Slovak ve vybranych méstech Ceska v letech 2008, 2011 a 2015. Zdroj:
vlastni vypolty, rastr 250 m.

2017). Je proto opodstatnéné predpokladat, Ze hodnoty indexu odli$nosti se budou
lisit mezi Sesti jednotlivymi skupinami migrantd, které jsme vymezili. Zatimco
kulturné blizsi skupiny maji v krajskych méstech pri hodnoceni rastru 250 metra
hodnoty indexu odli$nosti v praméru okolo 30-50, u kulturné vzdalenéjsich
skupin je dosahovano hodnot kolem 70-807. Podivime-li se v detailu na vybrané
skupiny migrantd ve méstech, pak vyrazna sociokulturni blizkost Slovenska
je ztejmeé hlavni pri¢inou toho, Ze tiroveri indexu odli$nosti Slovakd je obecné
nizkd a v pribéhu casu se jesté snizuje, a to jak v Praze, tak i v ostatnich méstech
(obr. 5). K prostorové disperzi bydlist dochézi také u Ukrajincll, nejpodetné&jsi
skupiny migrant@ v celém Cesku (obr. 6). Pivodné vysoké hodnoty indexu souvisi
s manualné-pracovni orientaci ukrajinskych migrantt a jejich soustfedovanim
do oblasti intenzivni vystavby a pramyslovych areald. V prabéhu ¢asu se tato
nerovnomeérnost zi'etelné oslabuje, a to jak v obdobi bezprostiedné po roce 2008,
kdy dochéazelo ke koncentraci migrantti do velkych ¢eskych mést, tak i v letech
2011-2015, kdy se zde jejich poéty snizovaly. Predpokladdme, Ze 1épe etablovani
Ukrajinci uprednostiiuji stile ¢astéji bydleni po boku majoritni populace, mimo
délnické ubytovny (Janska, Bernard 2015).

U vietnamské populace je dosahovano viibec nejvyssich hodnot indexu od-

N4

lidnosti a také vyvojové variability nap#{¢ zkoumanymi mésty (obr. 7). A¢koliv

7 Index odlisnosti je citlivy na velikost sledovanych minorit. Hodnoty indexu odli$nosti tak

muize ovlivilovat jak stéhovani a pfirozend ména stévajicich migrantd v rdmci mésta, tak
nérist ¢i pokles jejich po¢tu z divodd stéhovani odjinud. Podrobné rozliseni demografickych
komponentt hybnych sil segregace je pfedmétem dalsiho vyzkumu autor.
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Obr. 6 - Index odlignosti Ukrajincii ve vybranych méstech Ceska v letech 2008, 2011 a 2015.
Zdroj: vlastni vypocty, rastr 250 m.
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Obr. 7 - Index odlignosti Vietnamcti ve vybranych méstech Ceska v letech 2008, 2011 a 2015. Zdroj:
vlastni vypolty, rastr 250 m.

v Praze dochazi k poklesu hodnot indexu odlisnosti Vietnamct, v pfipadé ostat-
nich mést tomu tak neni vidy - nardZzime zde na pripady stagnace, ale i ristu
(Jihlava). Vietnamce povaZujeme za socio-kulturné nejvice vzdalené vii¢i majo-
ritni populaci mezi poetné vyznamnymi skupinami migrantfi v Cesku. Hodnoty
indexu odli$nosti potvrzuji, Ze i pres viditelné integra¢ni tispéchy druhé generace
Vietnamct v Cesku (Kocourek 2006) je tiroveti jejich reziden¢ni segregace v Ces-
kych méstech relativné stabilni a prili§ neklesa.
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Obr. 8 - Index odlignosti obéant vychodoevropskych a postsovétskych zemi (bez Slovakd a Ukra-
jinct) ve vybranych méstech Ceska v letech 2008, 2011 a 2015. Zdroj: vlastni vypocty, rastr 250 m.
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Obr. 9 - Index odli$nosti ob&anti zemf zapadni Evropy ve vybranych méstech Ceska v letech 2008,
2011 a 2015. Zdroj: vlastni vypocty, rastr 250 m.

V pripadé migranti ze zemi vychodni Evropy ve vétsiné mést dochédzi k poklesu
hodnot indexu odlidnosti, byt pomaleji ne# u Ukrajincti a Slovék (obr. 8). Celkové
hodnoty indext jsou v8ak niZ$i nez u Vietnamcu. Situace je ve vSech méstech
priblizné srovnatelna.

Predposledni zkoumanou skupinou jsou obéané zemi zdpadni Evropy. Ve vétsich
méstech u této kategorie pozorujeme stagnaci, zatimco v mensich mirny pokles
hodnot indexu odlinosti (obr. 9). V§jimku v tomto ohledu tvo¥i dvé& nejmensi
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Obr. 10 - Index odlidnosti ob&and ostatnich zemf svéta ve vybranych méstech Ceska v letech 2008,
2011 a 2015. Zdroj: vlastni vypocty, rastr 250 m.
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meésta, Karlovy Vary a Jihlava, kde dochazi pro skupinu zdpadni Evropy k naristu
hodnot.

U kategorie ostatnich zemi svéta se situace mezi mésty razni nejvice, coz je
zpusobeno vyraznou vnitfni heterogenitou skupiny a jeji relativné malou veli-
kosti v nékterych méstech (obr. 10). Naptiklad v ptipadé Pardubic budou ziejmé
skupinou s velkym vlivem na rozloZeni populace relativné poc¢etni Mongolové
zamé&stnani v mistnim primyslovém komplexu (Martinkov4 a kol. 2010).

S ohledem na zemi ptavodu nachdzime rozdily v trendu vyvoje indexu odlis-
nosti u jednotlivych skupin. Obdobné jako pti vyzkumech provadénych ve Francii
mezi lety 1968 a 2007, kde Pan Ké Shon a Verdugo (2015) zaznamenali rychlejsi
pokles irovné segregace u imigranti z jizni Evropy ve srovnani s ostatnimi, také
v pripadé Ceska pozorujeme u indexu odli$nosti niZ${ hodnoty a rychlejsi pokles
u téch skupin, které povazujeme za kulturné blizsi.

Celkovy pohled na zménu miry prostorové nerovnomeérnosti u migranti mezi
lety 2008 a 2015 (obr. 11) potvrzuje, Ze u zkoumanych skupin dochézi v pritbéhu
¢asu k disperzi, tedy, Ze se sniZuje reziden¢ni odlisnost mezi majoritou a mino-
ritami. I pres heterogenitu zkoumanych mést a rizika vyplyvajici z pouzitych
nastroji méreni povazujeme tato zjisténi za robustni. V pripadé Prahy jsou u vSech
skupin hodnoty indexu odli$nosti nizké a dochazi k dalsimu poklesu, byt ne jiz tak
patrnému, jako v pripadé Brna, Plzné ¢i Ostravy. Mensi mésta maji vyssi vychozi
hodnoty indexu odli$nosti a mira poklesu reziden¢ni segregace je u nich nizsi.

Diskuze

Ve vétsiné sledovanych mést dochdzi k postupnému snizZovani tirovné nerov-
nomeérnosti v rozmisténi migrantd, coz se vyrazné nezménilo ani v disledku
zptisnéni podminek pro vstup a pobyt cizinct na tizemi Ceska. Vyjimkou z to-
hoto trendu je pouze nékolik lokalné specifickych anomalii. Témér univerzalni
pokles hodnot indexu odli$nosti podporuje vyvojovy scénar, ktery jsme v Gtvodu
definovali jako jednotny. Niz$i hodnoty indexu odlisnosti pro Prahu tento scénar
potvrzuji, protoze z nich 1ze usuzovat, Ze dal$i mésta se vyvijeji podobnym smérem
jako Praha, byt se zpozdénim. Analogicky, vyssi irovenl indexu odlisnosti migrantt
v ostatnich méstech je zptisobena primarné nizkym po¢tem migrantd, nicméné
jeho hodnoty stejné jako v Praze klesaji. V pripadé rozdilt ve vyvoji prostorové-
ho rozmisténi migranti mezi jednotlivymi mésty se podle naseho nizoru jednd
o odchylky zptusobované specifickymi lokdlnimi podminkami.

V nejvétsich krajskych méstech se hodnoty indexu odli$nosti snizujf rychleji
nez v Praze, zUstavaji vSak stle na vyssi irovni. Tato situace, kdy Praha vyka-
zuje ve srovnani s mensimi mésty relativné niz$i hodnoty indext odli$nosti,
predstavuje protiklad k poznatkiim ze zdpadoevropskych zemi a USA, kde jsou
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zpravidla vét${ mésta vice segregovand ne? ta mensi (Massey, Denton 1989; Bolt,
van Kempen, van Ham 2008; Osth, Malmberg, Andersson 2015). Za hlavni p¥i¢iny
tohoto stavu povaZujeme pomérné kratkou historii Ceska jako imigraéni zemé&
a specifickou strukturu imigraénich proudf. Z populace migrantd v Cesku jich
vétSina pochdzi z kulturné blizkého prostredi. Zaprvé, Praha, jakozto hlavni bra-
na pro vstup do zemé, mé s pritomnosti migranti dlouhodobéjsi zkusenost nez
ostatni mésta, a tudiz v ni bylo vice ¢asu na disperzi jejich populace. Zadruhé, vyssi
podil migrantd v Praze oproti ostatnim méstim pravdépodobné sniZuje hodnoty
indexu odlisnosti, ktery je citlivy na velikost zkoumané populace. Vy$si hodnoty
indexu odlisnosti v ostatnich sledovanych méstech souvisi s jejich kratkodobéjsi
zkusenosti s mezindrodni migraci. Tento poznatek je pak v souladu s vjzkumem
Halla (2013) ktery v novéji internacionalizovanych méstech v USA pozoroval
podobny jev.

Dal$im podstatnym faktorem rezidenc¢ni diferenciace migrantd je ve srovnani
s fadou tradi¢né imigra¢nich zemi omezeny vliv lokdlnich samosprav na rezidenc-
ni segregaci (Arbaci 2007; Bolt, van Kempen, van Ham 2008). Na z&kladé regerge
dokument®® jednotlivych mést jsme zjistovali, nakolik samospravy zohledtiuji
problematiku pritomnosti migrantt ve svych verejnych politikdch. V pripadech
Prahy, Brna, Karlovych Vart a Plzné jsme zaznamenali existenci Sir$ich integrac-
nich projektt, u Liberce, Olomouce a Pardubic pak mensi a jednorazové projekty,
napriklad na podporu konkrétnich ¢innosti ¢i kulturnich akei. U ostatnich mést
nebyla nalezena Zadn4 aktivita ¢i verejnd politika, kterd by explicitné souvisela
s migranty. Je tedy evidentni, Ze problematiku pritomnosti migrantd reflektuji
pravé samospravy nejvétsich mést a mést s vyssim podilem migrantd na populaci,
zatimco mensi mésta doposud toto téma nepovazovala za tak dilezité, aby mu
vénovala vice pozornosti nad rimec béZné socialni politiky. Mésta, kterd konkrétni
politiky ¢i mensi projekty akcentujici pritomnost migrantd realizujf, se zamétuji
zejména na jejich integraci do spole¢nosti, uplatnéni na pracovnim trhu a podporu
kultury mensin. Méstské bytové politiky jsou zpravidla zaméreny na socialné zne-
vyhodnéné ob¢any, coz je kategorie, do které migranti v Cesku obvykle nespadaji.
I proto, Ze migranti maji v Cesku malou $anci ziskat obecni byty, nedochézi k jejich
koncentraci v socialné problematickych lokalitach (P¥idalov4, Hasman 2018).

Atkoliv ¥ada studif zabyvajicich se tématem (etnické) rezidenéni segregace
je zalo¥ena na zkouméani situace v hlavnich méstech (Johnston, Forrest, Poulsen
2002; Musterd a kol. 2015; Skifter Andersen a kol. 2015, Ourednicek, Spaékové,

® ReSer$e dokumentl se zamérila na vefejné politiky orientované na cizince, provadéné obec-

nimi samospravami ve sledovanych méstech. Cilem reserse byly weby jednotlivych mést,
kde byly politiky, programy a projekty vyhleddvany pomoci variant a kombinaci klicovych
slov ,cizinci® a , integrace”. Vysledky odpovidajici vyhleddvanym spojenim byly nédsledné
po manuélni kontrole zaznamenany do interniho dokumentu.
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Pospisilova 2018; P¥idalov4, Ourednitek 2017), stéle vétsi vyznam je nutno ptikléadat
pohledu na problematiku na riznych hierarchickych Grovnich a optikou lokalnich
specifik, protoZe jednotlivd mésta raznych velikosti a odli$nych charakteristik
mohou vykazovat vyrazné odlisné trendy od fyzicky ¢i socio-ekonomicky vzdale-
nych metropoli i od sebe navzajem. Zatimco v zdpadni Evropé ¢i USA nachazime
nejvétsi miru reziden¢ni segregace zpravidla ve velkych méstech, v piipadé Ceska
a Prahy tomu tak neni. Praha, kterd ma ze zkoumanych meést nejdelsi a nejinten-
zivnéjsi zkuSenost s mezindrodni migraci, vykazuje naopak v pripadech témér
vSech skupin nejnizsi hodnoty indext odli$nosti. V Praze i ve vétsiné krajskych
mést index odli$nosti déle kles4, coz Cesko odliduje od tady dalsich imigra¢nich
zemf, v nichZ je naopak problémem stagnace ¢i nartist miry segregace. Tyto zavéry
poukazuji na potfebu tvorit lokaln{ politiky ,na miru“ mistnimu kontextu, s ohle-
dem na specifika a trajektorie vyvoje reziden¢ni diferenciace populace (nejen)
migrantl v dané zemi.

Pomaly a setrvaly nardst populace migrantii v Cesku aZ na specifické vyjimky
nevede k vytvareni vyhranénych vzorci rezidenéni segregace. V ¢eskych méstech,
na rozdil naptiklad od USA (ale i nékterych zdpadoevropskych zemi), v podstaté
neexistuji zddné Ctvrti ¢i sousedstvi s ostrymi prostorovymi hranicemi a vysokou
koncentraci migrantt. Soucasné tendence vyvoje prostorové odlisnosti migrantt
a majoritni spole¢nosti vSak nezarucuji, Ze se tyto trendy nemohou do budoucna
zménit. Za podstatné faktory, které by mohly popsany trend klesajici prostorové
odlidnosti zvratit, povazujeme zejména medialni a politicky diskurs o imigraci
a imigrantech ovliviiujici postoje vefejnosti (P¥idalové, Klsdk 2019), Gspé$nost
integrace soucasnych a budoucich generaci migrantti a strukturu novych migrac-
nich proudt do ¢eskych mést. Je proto na misté reziden¢ni diferenciaci migranta
v Cesku nadéle sledovat tak, aby mohla mistni administrativa v¢as predchézet
potencidlné vznikajicim negativnim diisledkiim rezidenéni nerovnomérnosti
minorit a majority.

Zavér

Dosavadni znalosti o rozmisténi bydleni migrant? v Cesku vychazely predevsim
ze s¢itanilidu, domt a byth vletech 2001 a 2011. Proto v textu nabizime ¢tenatim
podrobnéjsi a aktualnéjsi pohled na vyvoj rozmisténi migrantti v ¢eskych méstech.
Cilem ¢lanku bylo popsat rozmisténi bydlist migranti ve vybranych méstech Ceska
a jeho vyvoj mezi lety 2008 a 2015. Jako referenéni jsme zvolili tfi idealizované
scénéte mozného vyvoje a migranty v Cesku jsme pro potteby vyzkumu agregovali
do Sesti skupin podle statniho ob¢anstvi. Empirickd ¢ast potvrdila u vétsiny mést
i skupin migrantd trend s ¢asem klesajictho indexu odli$nosti, a to i pfesto, Ze
v jednotlivych méstech nachizime odli$né pocate¢ni podminky, unikatni mistni
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specifika i ur¢ité anomalie ve vyvoji prostorovych vzorct. Postup vyvoje se nejvi-
ce priblizil jednotnému scénari, ktery predpoklada, Ze vyvoj ve méstech druhého
¥4du bude analogicky (byt s moZnym zpozdénim ¢&i odli§nou intenzitou) k dénf
v hlavnim mésté. To se potvrdilo v pripadé Prahy a ostatnich zkoumanych mést,
kdy k poklesu hodnot indexu odlisnosti doslo na obou sledovanych trovnich po-
pula¢niho rastru. Za hlavni faktor umoziujici postupnou prostorovou asimilaci
migrantd povazujeme relativni kulturnf blizkost charakteristickou pro vétsinu
imigraénich skupin, coZz nazna¢uje moZnou platnost teorie prostorové asimilace
pro dnesni Cesko.® DtlleZitou roli hraji také dalsi strukturalni faktory ¢ nastaveni
celostatnich i méstskych politik.

Nové poznatky, které nas vyzkum rozmisténi bydlist migrantti v ceském
prostfedi prinasi, povazujeme za prinosné pro praktickou ¢innost méstskych
samosprav. Konkrétni politiku ¢i alesporl mensi projekty zohledniujici pritom-
nost migrantti ve mésté ma v soucasnosti jen mensi ¢ast krajskych mést. Lze vSak
ocekavat, Ze v budoucnu vyvstane s nartstajicim po¢tem migrantt vétsi poptavka
po ucelenych integra¢nich politikdch také pravé na komundlni Grovni.

Zajem o poznani vyvoje rezidenéni segregace migrantt v Cesku bude pravdé-
podobné vzristat také ze strany ostatnich zemi stfedni a vychodni Evropy, které
s Ceskem sdileji podobnou historickou zkusenost, ale dosahovaly dosud vyrazné
mens3i atraktivity pro mezindrodni migranty (Drbohlav, Lesifiska 2014). Vzhledem
k rostouci intenzité imigrace do dalsich zemi stfedoevropského regionu, jako
naptiklad Madarska ¢&i Polska (Drbohlav 2012), 1ze o¢ek4vat, Ze se pro tyto staty
Cesko stane referenénim prikladem. Zdejsi vyvoj a ukdzky dobré a $patné praxe
pro né budou relevantnéjsi a do jejich prostfedi prenositelnéjsi nez poznatky
z tradi¢nich imigra¢nich zemi s rozdilnym historickym vyvojem a odlisnou struk-
turou migrantd, pripadné z postsovétskych statt s vyraznou etnickou diverzitou,
aviak relativné nevyraznou sou¢asnou mezindrodni migraci (viz napt. Leetmaa,
Tammaru, Hess 2015; Burneika, Ubarevi¢iené 2016).
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SUMMARY

Immigrants in large Czech cities 2008-2015: the analysis
of changing residential patterns using population grid data

The public, the media, and political entities are paying considerable attention to the presence
of immigrants and their activities. The immigrant population has been growing in large cities.
Nevertheless, Czech academic literature has so far only elaborated on the issue of their spatial
distribution at the inner-city level to a limited extent. This article fills the gap by introducing
findings from Czechia as a new destination for international migration that are directly com-
parable to international research, thus contributing to the widespread debate on immigrant
segregation in Western literature.

The article examines the development of the spatial residential distribution of six major
groups of immigrants (defined by country of citizenship) in Czech regional cities in 2008-2015.
It presents three basic developmental scenarios that relate the processes of immigrant segre-
gation and city size. These scenarios are called (1) uniform, (2) dual and (3) individualized.
The study is based on geocoded anonymized data provided by the Ministry of the Interior of
the Czech Republic that have not been used in academic research yet. In line with the current
international research, the data are aggregated to a population grid that ensures anonymity
and sufficient analytical detail - and partially mitigates the risk of possible errors caused by the
Modifiable Area Unit Problem (MAUP).

The main result indicates a general trend of decreasing spatial dissimilarity between the
Czech majority and immigrant groups. At the aggregate level, the spatial patterns of the two
populations converge; it is, therefore, pertinent to start talking about the deconcentration of
immigrants in Czechia. The almost universal decline in the values of the dissimilarity index
supports the uniform development scenario. Its validity is confirmed by lower values of the
dissimilarity index for Prague; other cities evolve analogically but with a delay. Therefore,
second-tier cities experience a higher level of dissimilarity in immigrants, although its values
are decreasing there as well as in Prague. The figures also indicate that cities immediately fol-
lowing Prague in the settlement hierarchy (Brno, Ostrava, Pilsen) take over these trends more
quickly - similar to geographically closer locations (Kladno). We believe that the differences
in the development of immigrant spatial distribution between individual cities are caused by
specific local conditions.

The slow and steady increase in immigrant population in Czechia, with specific exceptions,
does not lead to an emergence of distinct segregation patterns known from abroad. It is im-
portant to stress the specific structure of immigrant population in Czechia, where most come
from a culturally close environment. Another important factor in the residential differentiation
of immigrants is the limited influence of local governments on the residential segregation of
immigrants compared to other established immigrant countries.

The paper concludes by discussing the theoretical and methodological implications of this
new type of research, including possible recommendations for public policies. While in Western
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Europe and the USA the greatest degree of residential segregation can be found in large cities,
this is not the case in Czechia. On the contrary, the Czech capital city of Prague, which has the
longest and most intense experience of international migration, has the lowest values of dissimi-
larity index in almost all groups. In Prague and most regional cities, the index of dissimilarity
continues to decline, distinguishing Czechia from a number of other immigration countries,
where a stagnation or an increase in segregation predominate. These conclusions point to a
need to tailor local policies to the local context, considering the specificities and developmental
trajectories of the residential differentiation of (not only) immigrants in the country. Given the
“pioneering” role of Czechia as the main immigration country in the region, it is also possible
to expect a rise of interest in the development of immigrant residential segregation in Czechia
by other Central and East European countries that share a similar historical experience with
Czechia, but have so far been significantly less attractive for international migration.

Fig.1  The relationship between the change in number of immigrants and the change in dis-
similarity index in selected cities, 2008-2015.

Fig.2  The relationship between the population size of immigrant groups and the index of
dissimilarity in selected cities in 2015.

Fig.3  Comparison of dissimilarity index values for immigrants in selected Czech cities in
2008, 2011 and 2015 (raster 1,000 m). The dissimilarity index of: A - total migrants,
B - Slovaks, C - Ukrainians, D - Vietnamese, E - Eastern European countries, F - Western
European countries, G - other countries.

Fig.4 Index of dissimilarity for all immigrants in selected Czech cities in 2008, 2011, and 2015.

Fig.5 Index of dissimilarity for Slovaks in selected Czech cities in 2008, 2011, and 2015.

Fig.6 Index of dissimilarity for Ukrainians in selected Czech cities in 2008, 2011, and 2015.

Fig.7 Index of dissimilarity for Vietnamese in selected Czech cities in 2008, 2011, and 2015.

Fig.8 Index of dissimilarity for Eastern European (except Slovakia) and former USSR coun-
tries (except Ukraine) citizens in selected Czech cities in 2008, 2011, and 2015.

Fig.9 Index of dissimilarity for Western European countries citizens in selected Czech cities
in 2008, 2011, and 2015.

Fig.10 Index of dissimilarity for other countries citizens in selected Czech cities in 2008, 2011,
and 2015.

Fig.11 Change in the index of dissimilarity among immigrant groups in selected Czech cities
in 2008, 2011, and 2015.
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