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Abstract 

 

The sociological interpretation of spatial mobility of immigrants deals with such crucial questions 

as: How does this mobility affect social conditions of both immigrants and host societies? What 

model of social and spatial organization is being generated in the metropolitan areas that absorb 

main migratory flows? How transnational (links and networks co-existing in several national 

contexts) and postnational (political, social and civil rights independent of nationality) 

relationships are producing the multiples displacements of people? In order to understand this 

wide social frame, it is necessary to establish a more modest socio-demographic approach that 

may distinguish the patterns and mechanisms underlying those processes. Our hypothesis is that 

secondary migrations (i.e. internal migrations of immigrant population) reveals a set of social 

phenomena that partially explains how immigrants are being integrated or segregated in the host 

society. 

In the first part of this paper, a critical and comprehensive conceptualization of the notion 

of “social integration” is presented. Active participation in society and the exercise of citizenship 

are main elements of this concept, but similar demographic patterns –such as mobility or fertility 

rates- verified between natives and immigrants are also considered. The empirical approach 

adopted in the second part of this article tests these similarities by means of a comparison 

between internal and secondary migrations in Spain along the period 1998-2003.  

According to the data examined and to our theoretical premises, we found out that spatial 

scales are characterized by multi-level social attributes and different migratory experiences. 

Therefore, comparison of internal and secondary migrations is dependant on this socio-spatial 

context. A group of Autonomous Communities in Spain concentrated the intense migratory flows 

coming from Africa, Latin America, Asia and Eastern Europe since the 1990s, but careful 

examination showed anomalous cases, changes in the composition of the group and specific 

evolution in the largest metropolitan areas –Madrid and Barcelona. Data about primary 

destinations of transnational migration, net internal migration and spatial distribution of 

immigrants and natives, indicate that secondary migrations became increasingly more active than 

internal migrations in those areas. Several dissimilarities between both patterns are quite relevant 

and point out a persistent socio-spatial segregation, but a slight tendency to major dissemination 

of immigrants across Autonomous Communities and unexpected consequences, such as their 

impact on the population decline of some metropolitan areas, reveal also symptoms of social 

integration.  

 

Key Words: Internal Migrations, Immigrants, Spatial Mobility, Social Integration, Citizenship, Spain 
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1. Introduction 

 

What do immigrants do upon their arrival in a new country? From a socio-spatial point of view, 

the options are clear: 1) to establish a permanent residence (for example, over five years); or 2) to 

continue their migratory experience (for example, changing their residence once or more every 

five years). Each of those options includes other possibilities: 1.1) to stay at the same city or 

urban (or rural) area initially hosting them; 1.2) to move to another location in order to establish 

their permanent residence; 2.1) to keep moving within the same urban area; 2.2) to move across 

the country; or 2.3) to circulate transnationally by moving from one country to another. 

 The main sociological question regarding these possibilities is: What are the consequences 

of this spatial mobility upon life conditions of immigrants and the host society as a whole? Going 

further: Can secondary migrations be used to indicate (i.e. become a sign, a relevant dimension 

of) social integration (or segregation) of immigrants if they appear to be quite similar to internal 

migrations of natives (Izquierdo and López 2003)? 

 Socio-demographic impacts of immigration upon net migration, age and sex composition, 

natives’ distribution and mobility, etc. should be measured in order to identify features 

(articulation of variables) capable of showing social integration or segregation of migrants. Of 

course, we also need to discover the causes that underlie mobility, such as labor opportunities, 

housing market, social and community networks, racism, political and administrative decisions, 

access to public services, etc. It is also useful to identify transportation and communication means 

utilized by immigrants, the circumstances of vulnerability surrounding any resettlement, as well 

as the links between spatial and social mobility (Savage 1988). 

 Two more questions more must be addressed in this study (Sassen 1998): What is the 

model of social and spatial organization that shapes large metropolitan areas where migratory 

flows are increasingly influencing their internal processes? How do international and internal 

migratory flows promote transnational and postnational relationships that challenge the status of 

citizenship? 

 It is well known that humanitarian dramas are produced at many migratory borders, as 

understood in the geographical and political sense, since many borders are located inside the 

country: at public offices, banks, the housing market, etc. But, further, there is a social logic (or 

several tangled logics) that must be explained since migrants act according to their own criteria, 

whereas governments and markets constrain their possibilities of mobility and social promotion. 
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This text thus seeks to demonstrate how socio-demographic patterns of secondary migration are 

constitutive part of that logic. 

 In the next section we present the conceptualization that elucidates the theoretical 

arguments about secondary migrations assessed within the wider framework of societal 

constraints, social integration, and spatial differences. The third section explains properties of 

data sources involved in the study of secondary migrations in Spain as well as the methodological 

options that we have taken. In the fourth part, a general understanding of external and internal 

migratory trends in Spain is presented. Finally, the fifth part focuses on the spatial scale of 

Autonomous Community, (equivalent to state) and the different levels of migratory experience. 

 

 

2. Secondary migrations, spaces and social integration 

 

One common approach to the spatial dimension of international immigration tends to examine its 

geographical distribution, characterising it according to conventional variables (age, sex, 

nationality). It also tries to explain regional differences in terms of employment opportunities or 

historical links with the countries of origin. More attention has focused to international flows 

rather than internal ones. Push-and-pull and neoclassical theories influence many of these 

analyses (Massey et al. 1993). 

 However, there are three reasons for adopting a different perspective:  

 

1) Diverse processes act simultaneously affecting the spatial distribution of immigrants. For 

example, out-migration and in-migration of immigrants can be influenced by their birth 

and death rates. Internal migrations of native people also relate to secondary migrations of 

foreigners. Acquisition of nationality by immigrants could distort data, and so on. 

2) It is necessary to distinguish not only by the original nationality of immigrants, but also 

by the types of citizenship status in the new country. In Spain, for example, among the 

foreign born immigrants, there are: native-born non-citizens (descendents of immigrants);  

foreign- and native-born immigrants that became “nationalized”; foreign-born with 

Spanish citizenship (descendents of Spanish emigrants to other countries who did not lose 

their nationality status); native-born Spanish immigrants (returned emigrants); and native-

born without Spanish citizenship but descendent of Spanish emigrants who lost their 

nationality. 
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3) Societal constraints (politics, economics and culture, both global and local) as well as the 

social practices of immigrants, including their perception, reaction and transformation of 

these societal constraints, play central roles in processes that imply an adjustment between 

natives and immigrants entailing multiple micro-level decision processes. For example, 

the stability of community networks and ethnic enclaves, NGOs who legally and 

materially aid immigrants, and international treaties, also influence the flows and settling 

places. 

 

According to our initial assumptions, it is necessary to clarify what may be understood by “social 

integration” and by “secondary migrations”. 

In sociological theory, two concepts of social integration have been widely pointed out: a) 

inter-subjective phenomena as the lack of xenophobic and racist attitudes, the non-existence of 

conflict between cultural identities, education models that avoid discrimination, etc. b) social 

phenomena which are easier to objectify such as legal recognition granting equal rights for 

autochthones and foreign-born, in addition to similar demographic patterns between both groups 

(aging, fertility rates, mixed marriage, etc). Internal and secondary migrations, thus, fit well into 

this second group. 

Nevertheless, in contrast to prevalent analyses of geographical distribution of foreign 

population, the framework here adopted asks for an assessment of internal and secondary flows 

by means of comparisons with internal moves by natives, with socio-spatial shifts across 

territories, and with the contextual processes of objective and inter-subjective social integration 

that constrain or accompany them. 

 First of all, processes of social integration must be seen as partial and conflictive, since 

deep inequalities exist in both emissary and host societies. It is difficult enough to assess the 

integration of native populations. This situation becomes even more complex with the arrival of 

foreign people from different social strata and cultures. This implies that integration levels of 

immigrants must be contrasted with the integration levels of the native populations, within each 

and across both societies. It is, therefore, not only a question of “adaptation” and “reception” 

wills of immigrants and natives. 

In our view, the clearest expression of social integration of immigrants is their active 

participation in the host society. At least, it implies the visibility of their activities and presence, 

and, particularly, their contribution to formal and informal organizations, such as unions, civic 

and amateur associations, etc. In its sense, social participation occurs when the members of a 

collectivity assume their share of social responsibility by engaging in debates and struggles 
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regarding public issues and economic welfare. In other words, they engage in public politics and 

economics, even though starting points and efforts are quite different for each group. Likewise, 

the same societal constraints, such as supranational policies or location decisions of firms, impact 

them differently. 

Some basic processes of social integration consist of simple adaptation to the minimum 

conditions of social coexistence, such as learning the local language, basic knowledge of norms 

and laws, the official recognition of academic credentials, as well as survival: being able to avoid 

extradition, and generating income for a living. In a broader perspective, the citizenship status of 

immigrants is the deepest issue under consideration. This status may be formal or “effective” 

(Sassen 2003). Formal citizenship refers to the rights assigned to immigrants by each piece of 

legislation and migratory policy. Effective (or real) citizenship refers to the capabilities and 

concrete practices for exercising these and other socially legitimated rights without confronting 

insurmountable obstacles. The former is not sufficient as a condition for full integration; thus, 

sociologically speaking, the latter is more important. 

As shown in figure 1, the similarity of internal migrations between natives and 

immigrants is a component of the mentioned set of objective means of social integration. It is a 

relevant dimension and explanatory mechanism, but can not be treated as an isolated form of 

social integration. In fact, internal migrations may not reveal social integration as clearly as, for 

instance, marriage and procreation rates do. Similar demographic patterns, moreover, may not 

produce cumulative effects along with other social phenomena in order to generate integrative 

effects. It depends, therefore, on the nature of the migration and other social surrounding 

conditions. 

Secondary migrations refer to the internal or domestic migrations of foreign immigrants 

after their arrival. Census data and specific surveys constitute the conventional sources for 

identifying such movements. However, the point is to define which data sets and variables are 

relevant for interpreting internal migration. In order to evince the theoretical premises that will 

guide us through such an interpretation, we need to elaborate on the definition of secondary 

migrations. Figure 2 shows a set of notions distinguishing primary-international migrations and 

secondary migrations. It is based on contributions from the specialized literature and my 

elaboration. 
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Figure 1. Theoretical position of secondary migrations compared to internal migrations. 
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Source: Author. 
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Figure 2. Ideal-types of primary-international and secondary migrations. 
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OFFICIAL LANGUAGE…) 

SHORT RUN LONG RUN 

Source: Author. 

 

 On the one hand, secondary migrations depend on time. It can be supposed that the 

longer one lives in a country, the more integrated he or she will be. That is to say, differences in 

relation to the native population will weaken or become irrelevant. From our point of view, this 

probability must be tested at the limit: the acquisition of full and effective rights of citizenship. 

Reaching at or close to this state does not necessary imply absolute equality, since similarities are 

to human lives as verisimilitudes are to truth. 

 The optimal number of years for attaining social integration may vary according to types 

of immigrant communities as well as with the flexibility of the system of social opportunities 

prevalent in the host society. In a study on resettlements of refugees, an increasing concentration 

was observed along six years of secondary changes of residence (Desbarats 1985). Instead of 

interpreting this as a proof against the mentioned tendency to integration, “secondary migrations” 

were seen as a conscious reaction by these “immigrants” to the initial dispersion promoted by 

governmental and non-governmental agencies. It is worthy to highlight, then, next premises 

(Fang and Brown 1999; Gurak and Kritz 2000): 
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a) In primary-international migrations, societal constraints impose stronger limitations to 

dividual and household decisions than they do in secondary migrations. 

ersion becomes more 

ions, interfering with the number of years, spatial 

e socio-spatial conditions. The more obvious 

bservation is that each territory (State, county, metropolitan area, city, and neighbourhood) has 

l. 1994), ethnic discrimination and spatial concentration of a specific group 

g us to some other relevant assumptions:  

ne intrinsic patterns of 

obility but also interact with the changing social and economic conditions of the source and 

destination locations, potentially producing specific consequences in these spaces. 

in

b) In the short run, socio-spatial concentration of the newcomers favors social integration because 

ethnic networks support progressive adaptation, while territorial disp

effective at time passes by, as increased interpersonal contacts between natives and migrants 

operate as a mechanism of social integration. 

c) Some specific and contextual variables (refugee status, border control, social subsidies, etc.) 

modulate push-pull factors in internal migrat

distribution and possibilities of social integration. 

 

On the other hand, let us attend to more precis

o

singularities that can make the difference on the likelihood of social integration. For example, 

international airports and other exclusive means of transport influence the probability of 

concentration of immigrants. Likewise, the household decision over different countries is also 

guided by material possibilities of maintaining contacts in specific locales or not, while other 

places consodilate their role as “passage points”. Housing and labor markets, social and cultural 

capital, risks of prosecution, and stigma are also unequally distributed among different spaces and 

regions of a country. 

 As it has been repeatedly argued in the case of neighbourhood segregation (see, for 

example, Massey et a

can be reproduced after consecutive displacements. Actually, researchers have found that even 

blacks with different economic incomes did not avoid that tendency. This can serve as a 

counterfactual example of the tendency to disseminate and to adapt throughout time and 

resettlement spaces. However, authors refer to particular socio-spatial conditions, as the racial 

discrimination in specific housing markets and the inconvenience of being a homeowner in 

segregated areas exemplifies. 

 In order to complete the definition of secondary migrations, we focus on social 

characteristics of spaces, drivin

 

a) Secondary migration flows (and internal migrations in general) defi

m
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b) Segregation processes are the opposite side of social integration, and it can be so culturally 

rooted that its effects may reproduce on time and upon specific places and social groups, more 

than on others. 

 

Finally, recent studies in the United States have found interesting evidences and regularities 

regarding internal migrations.  

Even though natives move more than foreign migrants domestically (43% versus 39% 

troduced. For example, recent immigrants are the most mobile 

across 

n-born 

popula

parable to the 1930s: the 

US hos

during 1995-2000, when category “coming from abroad” is put aside), the situation changes 

when specific variables are in

the country. As a partial indicator of social integration, immigrants who have been living 

in the US for a long period tend to become citizens, and, at the same time, they tend to move less. 

Among foreign-born, Latin American (particularly Mexican) and Asian immigrants are the 

specific groups with the highest rates of secondary migration (Perry and Schachter 2003). 

It is also significant to point out that six US states (California, New York, Texas, Florida, 

Illinois and New Jersey) including the largest metropolitan areas, experimented next three 

simultaneous phenomena (Perry and Schachter 2003): a) high concentration of foreig

tion in these regions (around two thirds of total immigrants in the country); b) they 

constitute main “gateways” for newcomers; c) the internal net migration is negative in four of 

those states, and particularly in California and New York, which lost both foreign-born and native 

population, sending to the rest of the country the largest numbers of foreign-born (237,000 net 

outmigration of California’s foreign-born and 205,000 of New York’s). 

In contrast to our findings in Spain, in the last decade (1993-2003) internal migrations in 

the United States have been decreasing slightly (Schachter 2004). Meanwhile, external migratory 

flows and arrival of immigrants have an intensity and rhythm only com

ted over 11 million people in the period 1990-2000, which represents a growth of 57% in 

relation to the 20 million foreign-born immigrants in 1990. Distances of the moves, motives and 

other variables were used to define the profile of the internal mover: Hispanics, Asians and 

blacks; foreign-born; young adults (until 29 year-old); not married; highly educated (high school 

and college); under poverty line; living in rented house. This profile can hide the major efficacy 

of some variables over other influencing the likelihood that a person moved (Schachter 2004): a) 

age 18-34 has the higher rate for all the ethnic groups (including, and even the first, whites non-

Hispanic); b) living in rented houses, and motives related to housing (access to property, seeking 

a better house or neighbourhood, etc.) were stronger than labor concerns (while the opposite 
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occurs among more educated ones); c) longer distances correlates to elder and highly educated 

population. 

Self-employment and extended permanence in the US were identified as acting against the 

internal mobility of immigrants (Kritz and Gurak 2001). Propensity to move, nevertheless, has 

been c

 

singula

 

  

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

hanging within the last decades. During 1975-1980, Asian and British immigrants moved 

more than South and Central American migrants (Bartel and Koch 1991). During 1985-1990, 

Indian and African migrants moved more than Mexican and Italian ones (Gurak and Kritz 2000). 

Differences by state, in terms of concentration and “reaction” to immigration, were also 

important. According to our goals, this is enough to guide empirical analyses of the Spanish case:

rities of social groups, social conditions, and social attributes of (urban) spaces are in 

complex multilevel relations to internal and secondary migrations. Global view and accurate 

details are simultaneously required for explaining large social processes of socio-spatial mobility. 
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3. Sources of information and methodology 

ata for this research come from the Spanish Census Bureau (Instituto Nacional de Estadística, 

esidential Variations (Estadística de Variaciones 

esidenciales, EVR), with its virtues and defects (Domingo and Bracós 2000; Faura and Gómez 

void exaggerated deductions. Secondly, not everyone who 

situation) and temporary 

ettlem

 study. Only in 2003 a full disaggregation of data by nationality allowed to 

 

D

INE). The main source is the Statistics of R

R

2002). It reports all the registrations of individuals in each municipality and their moves to 

another within a year. Local administrations inform the INE and this agency processes, exploits 

and presents the total information. 

 Utilization of EVR data implies that we count residential moves, not individuals who 

move. Therefore, we can take for granted the assumption that every move corresponds to an 

unique individual, but trying to a

changes his or her residence goes to the local council and registers. This usually applies, for 

instance, to temporary displacements of students and workers. Although official inscription may 

be required for access to public services, subsidies and schools, it is not compulsory. As a result 

of this, an important under-registration of moves stems from the EVR. 

 Illegal immigrants were not allowed to register in the local council before 1996. Since this 

year, other elements also conditioned their registration: fear to police knowledge of their address, 

ignorance of the benefits attached (particularly, for legalize their 

s ent. Nonetheless, INE recognizes that immigrant and foreign-born population (hereafter 

equivalent in this paper to “non-Spanish”, unless we differentiate them as we did in the past 

section) are over-represented in municipal statistics, as EVR. Most immigrants who leave the 

country do not inform the council and names in foreign languages are often duplicated because 

public servants ignore how to write them properly (INE 2004). On the contrary, many illegal 

immigrants felt the necessity of registration when government announced processes of 

regularization. 

 Normative changes in the official procedures for gathering and contrasting information 

from local councils resulted in irregular quality of data prior to 1998, so this is the reference date 

for the present

distinguish the role of immigrants in internal migrations. For the period 1998-2002, differences 

between natives and foreign-born are only available for external flows such as moves coming 

from abroad. However, we tested the quality of the series of this flow and found an anomaly not 

explained at all in the documents of the INE. It refers to the distortion of the series in the year 
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2000 accounting for the moves of Spanish people from abroad. These particular data, thus, must 

be considered with caution or transformed into estimations. 

 Despite the mentioned problems, EVR provides information for spatial and social 

riabl

 sources of information according to our goals are the Migrations Survey 

ue

t moves, and gives 

firstly, at the data provided by the 

be and compare patterns of internal 

va es. Spatial scales include Autonomous Community, province and municipality (according 

to different sizes of population). Social variables are age, sex, academic level reached, place of 

birth and nationality. 

 Other relevant

(Enc sta de Migraciones, EM), official statistics gathered from different ministries and state 

agencies in the Migrations Yearbook (Anuario de Migraciones, AM), and the Foreignness 

Statistic Yearbook published by the Ministry of Interior (Anuario de Extranjería, AE). The EM is 

applied since 1980 altogether with other survey on the labor market, but it suffered 

methodological modifications along the years (INE 2003). Internal migrations are registered at 

different spatial scales (municipality only since 1992), but the biggest one (an aggregation of 

several Autonomous Communities called NUTS I by the Statistics Bureau of the European 

Union, EUROSTAT) is the most adequate because of the size of the sample. 

 The major advantage of the EM is that it measures individuals, no

sociological information upon economic activity (employment, unemployment, self-employment, 

economic dependency, etc.), years of residence, age, sex and education. The main question 

surveying internal migrations asks where the person lived one year before. Since 1992 it also 

publishes data by nationality. The major disadvantage of the EM is that immigrants are under-

represented because the size and adjustments of the sample.    

 In order to demonstrate our hypothesis, we will look, 

EVR. Disaggregation by nationality of the year 2003 will be used to verify conclusions raised 

previously for the whole period 1998-2003. In this period of time we examine immigration flows 

coming from abroad, net internal migration and spatial evenness of immigrants at the beginning 

and at the end of the period. It is an indirect way to compare internal and secondary migrations 

because the lack of more precise information, but it permits, over all, to assess the hidden social 

qualification of the spaces involved in domestic migrations. 

 The purpose of this empirical approach is to descri

mobility of natives and immigrants. However, as we argued before, these patterns are embedded 

in a wider context where every spatial scale has a different migratory history, national and 

transnational constraints affect migratory flows and distributions, and several socio-demographic 

processes interact and varying according to social attributes of groups and spaces. Moreover, the 

similarities and differences among natives and immigrants require different measures following 
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criteria such as quantities, proportions, spaces of origin and arrival, particular groups who move, 

etc.  

Therefore, in this first stage of the research we propose to describe the general migratory 

framew

. Migratory trends in Spain. 1960-2003 

uring the 1990s Spain has experienced a notorious shift of its migratory regime (Izquierdo 

rvey registered 353,367 foreign people settled in Spain in 1991 (0.91% of 

le 

 other OCDE 

ork of the internal migration in Spain and to distinguish the experience and situation of 

particular spaces with a typological model. We choose the scale of Autonomous Community, but 

in future research the province and municipality scales will be also considered. Since social 

integration is not a clear product of the similarities between internal and secondary migrations, 

here we will try to determine the implications of the comparison achieved. Application of the 

index of dissimilarity will be also essayed. Social variables from the EM and official statistics 

will be included in next stages of the research in order to get a deeper insight on the issue. 

 

 

4

 

D

1996). In the recent past (1960s and 1970s) it sent important flows of migrants to Europe (and 

some still to Latin America) and since the late 1980s it began to receive important flows of 

immigrants. Among these immigrants there were returned emigrants (not all of them, or their 

descendents, maintaining the Spanish nationality), European citizens and people from less 

developed countries. 

 The Census su

the total population). This figure increased 5 times ten years later, reaching 1,572,017 foreign 

people (3.85%). Calculi from other sources, such as the municipal files (Padrón) which inform 

the EVR, show the quantity of 2,664,168 immigrants at the beginning of 2003 (6.24%). Both 

sources include legal and illegal immigrants, always with non-Spanish nationality (INE 2004). 

 Emigrant heritage of the country is still present in the form of 1,413,353 Spanish peop

living abroad in 2001 (AM 2002). Temporary workers –in extractive industries such as fishing as 

well as professional workers- and students are the main components of the new Spanish 

emigration. In the last decade, two Autonomous Communities were even providing emigrants 

quite above the average of the country: Galicia sent abroad 15,783 (56%) and Andalucía 4,370 

(15%) of the 28,232 people who emigrated between 1991 and 2001 (AM 2002). 

 Immigrants in Spain coming from the European Union (and some from

countries) formed the first wave. They had well established economic positions and many were 

retired. The Mediterranean coast and the Islands (Baleares and Canarias) were their preferred 
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areas to settle. This flow was changing in the last decade by the incorporation of younger and 

worker people. Main flows of immigrants came after from poorer countries of Africa, Asia and 

Central and South America. The Latin American became the predominant group (particularly, 

from Ecuador and Colombia), beside a very large presence of people from Morocco. 

 In 1991 immigrants from the European Union represented 56% of all the foreign people in 

l status, only 1,448,771 were recognized in June, 

2003, b

 and the novelty and intensity of the recent 

flows 

lative 

variatio

  

nish and non-Spanish population. Spain. 1998-2003 

Spain, and in 2001 they represented 23%. They still increased from 188,813 to 360,192. 

Meanwhile, immigrants outside of the European Union varied from 65,790 (44%) in 1991 to 

609,683 (67%) in 2001 (Census, INE 2004).  

From the point of view of their lega

y the police files (AE 2003), which would imply, taken as a reference the municipal files, 

around 1,215,497 immigrants else without permit of residence. That is to say, around 45% of the 

foreign people is settled in Spain without the minimum rights of citizenship. A significant group 

of 6,309 foreign-born asked for refugee status in 2002 (AE 2003) and could be added to the same 

unstable group of immigrants. Several processes of regularization were not sufficient to reduce 

this situation, for they occurred in combination with a very strict migratory policy ruled by the 

national government and the European agreements. 

The high proportion of “illegal” immigrants

of newcomers, likely promote secondary migrations in a form, dimension and context 

completely different to the internal migrations of the native population. We must be aware of this 

fact in order to understand the limits of the comparison between both groups of population. 

As we can observe in Table 1 and Figure 3, in the last six years the inter-year re

n of immigrant population seems to draw a more stable evolution of international 

immigration. 

  

Table 1. Evolution of Spa
 

Spanish Spanish 

Inter-year 

Non

Inter-year 
Relative 

Non

Inter-year 
Absolute 

Inter-year 
Relative Spanish Non- TOTAL % Non- Absolute 

Variation 
-Spanish 

Variation 
-Spanish 

Variation 
Spanish 

Variation 
Spanish 

9,215,565 637,085 852,650 1.60     
111,869 17.56 237,639 0.61 

2000 39,575,911 923,879 40,499,790 2.28 174,925 23.36 122,707 0.31 
2001 39,746,185 1,370,657 41,116,842 3.33 446,778 48.36 170,274 0.43 
2002 39,859,950 1,977,944 41,837,894 4.73 607,287 44.31 113,765 0.29 
2003 40,052,896 2,664,168 42,717,064 6.24 686,224 34.69 192,946 0.48 
ource: P drón, INE 20

1998 3 39,
1999 39,453,204 748,954 40,202,158 1.86 

S a 04. 
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Figure 3. Evolution of Spanish and Non-Spanish Population. Spain. 1998-2003
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Source: Padrón, INE 2004. 

 

Immigrants were increasing their weight in the total population between 1998 and 2003: from 

1.60% to 6.24%, with an annual average of 3.34%. However, its inter-year relative variation 

fluctuates notably and decreases since 2001. Inter-year absolute variation of Spanish is even more 

fluctuating, but relative variation shows percentages always under 0.50%. How different are these 

general patterns of evolution? Are they indicating a general framework of non-comparability? 

 To answer this question accurately we must subtract the amount of immigration coming 

from abroad to both groups. Previously, we also must subtract to this category the amount of 

emigration, but this information is not available for years prior to 2002, so estimation is needed 

(EVR, INE 2004). As Table 2 shows, natural movement of population as well as the evolution of 

external migration follow radical different patterns by Spanish and non-Spanish (nonetheless, 

research suggests that in the long run, fertility rates of both groups tend to converge: Izquierdo 

and López 2002). Therefore, we will expect also sharp differences between internal and 

secondary migrations. 

 

Table 2. Rates of evolution of Spanish and non-Spanish population. Spain. 1998-2003 
 Spanish Non-Spanish 
 Resident Immigrant Emigrant Total  

(R-I-E) 
Relat. 

Variat. Resident Immigrant Emigrant Total  
(R-I-E) 

Relat. 
Variat. 

1998 39,215,565 24,032 *48,524 39,143,009  637,085 57,195 *102 579,788  
1999 39,453,204 28,243 *41,117 39,383,844 0.62 748,954 99,122 *659 649,173 11.97 
2000 39,575,911 31,587 *36,642 39,507,682 0.31 923,879 330,881 *3,667 589,331 -9.22 
2001 39,746,185 *33,482 *34,449 39,678,253 0.43 1,370,657 394,048 *5,397 971,212 64.80 
2002 39,859,950 40,175 29,674 39,790,101 0.28 1,977,944 443,085 6,931 1,527,928 57.32 
2003 40,052,896 40,486 15,990 39,996,420 0.52 2,664,168 429,524 9,969 2,224,675 45.60 
* Estimations according to evolution of external immigrations and data of external emigrations in 2002 and 2003. 
 Source: Padrón, EVR, INE 2004. 
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Domestic migrations in Spain were particularly intense since 1960. Around 30 millions of moves 

occurred along the 20th century and around 20 million were produced between 1960 and 

nowadays (Romero 2002). Rhythm of growth was also becoming more intense along the last two 

decades than it was before, reaching one million of moves by year. Table 3 presents this 

evolution measured by periods of five years.  

Figure 4 represents how this tendency was always superior to the number of external 

moves (source data come from Table 2 and Table 4). In 2001 internal migrations were twice than 

external ones. No relevant modification would produce the addition of 47,788 “returned 

emigrants” registered by the AM 2002.  More significant is that the wide difference between both 

flows was minor the last three years of the past decade. In 1991 internal migrations represented 

90% of total moves, while in 2001 they represented 70% (Census, INE 2004; AM 2002; Romero 

2002). This fact suggests the question of how important was the immigrant population in that 

evolution. Do they contribute to balance both flows? In doing so, are they playing the same role 

than natives or a more active one? 

 

Table 3. Evolution of Internal Migrations. 
Spain. 1961-2000 

 Total Annual Average 
1961-1965 1,915,602 383,120 
1966-1970 1,804,123 360,825 
1971-1975 1,904,032 380,806 
1976-1980 1,833,294 366,659 
1981-1985 1,667,336 333,467 
1986-1990 2,661,559 532,312 
1991-1995 3,296,315 659,263 
1996-2000 4,339,932 867,986 

Total  19,422,193 485,555 
Source: EVR, Romero 2002.                  Source: EVR, INE 2004. 

Table 4. Evolution of Internal Migrations. Spain. 1998-2003 
 Total Absolute Variation Relative Variation 

1998 933,223   
1999 1,006,127 72,904 7.81 
2000 1,032,084 25,957 2.58 
2001 994,615 -37,469 -3.63 
2002 1,323,927 329,312 33.11 
2003 1,467,903 143,976 10.87 

Average 1,126,313 106,936 10.15 

 
 Figure 4. Internal and External Migrations. Spain. 1998-2003
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The history of internal migrations in Spain also offers important contextual information in order 

to respond the questions asked above. Since 1960 many cities of medium size grew considerably, 

after several decades of decline following the Civil War and the persistent industrial dominance 

of the main urban areas (Madrid, Catalonia, Basque Country and Valencia). A profound 

depopulation in rural areas accompanied the growth of most cities, except in spaces surrounding 

urban centers. Metropolitan sprawl also provoked severe losses of population in big cities such as 

Madrid and Barcelona (Romero 2002). This negative net internal migration persists until now, 

but it has an opposite side –the high demographic increasing of provinces close to metropolitan 

areas (Guadalajara and Toledo in relation to Madrid, or Lleida and Tarragona in relation to 

Barcelona, for example). Most of the medium cities (with sizes between 10,000 and 50,000 

inhabitants) were increasing continuously during the last two decades. 

 Such an urban system cannot be understood without mention the deep economic 

restructuring and spatial transformation occurred in main cities with the hegemony of building 

sector, financial markets, advances means of transport, communication and services, etc. seeking 

better positions in the global networks. Furthermore, the reconfiguration of these metropolitan 

areas (often including adjoining municipalities and provinces) took place at the same time they 

became the main destination for international immigrants arriving since the late 1980s. 

 First wave of immigrants came to the two major cities (Madrid and Barcelona) and to the 

Mediterranean coast and islands. But it is worth noting that the former were losing population 

before the arrival of foreign newcomers. These transnational flows stopped partially the domestic 

expression of “counter-urbanization”, and, at the same time, negative net internal migration 

persisted in big metropolitan areas beside a continuous total growth of effective residents. High 

rates of empty houses (around 15%) in these urban areas along the two last decades confirm also 

the assessment that immigrants reutilized niches in the core and peripheries of big cities 

abandoned previously by natives. 

 On the other hand, tourist spaces in the east territories and islands, and particular enclaves 

for intense agriculture or commercial distribution (Almería, Murcia, Zaragoza, Navarra, Alicante, 

etc.) consolidated their growth thanks to immigrant work-force. In these cases immigrants added 

a process of specialized development in peripheral or rural areas, and in medium cities, that had 

not suffered internal depopulation. In metropolitan areas, on the other hand, they occupied labor 

sites and residential locations left behind by natives in a paradoxical context of relative 

demographic decline and economic growth. 
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 Due to these structural opportunities the host places for immigrants became uneven 

distributed and labeled with different social experiences. Once again, it is difficult to search for a 

comparison under similar conditions with national citizens. The question that remains is whether 

immigrant and native behavior will converge at any point along the years, and if that should be 

interpreted as an indicator of social integration. 

 

 

5. The social spaces of internal and secondary migrations. 1998-2003 

 

As we have seen, in the last six years internal migrations were still tracing an ascendant 

evolution, with an inter-year average of 10.15% (see Table 4). More intense was the rhythm of 

growth of international immigration (coming from abroad), with an inter-year average superior to 

50% (see Table 2), though the number of internal moves duplicated the new settlements in the 

country. Urban spaces and territories have been also experiencing different impacts caused by 

migratory currents. In this section we will examine the scale of Autonomous Community in order 

to describe accurately these differences and to asses how natives and immigrants behaved at this 

spatial level. 

   First of all, Autonomous Communities can be distinguished by their net internal 

migration. This variable informs about their position in the whole national map of internal 

migrations along the considered period (1998-2003). Table 5 compiles all the figures available 

for net internal migrations. 

 

         Source: EVR, INE 2004. 

Table 5. Net Internal Migrations. Autonomous Communities. Spain. 1998-2003 
 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Total Net 
Andalucía -7,506 -7,995 -7,227 -1,932 3,062 10,670 -10,928 
Aragón -486 -633 -820 -4 -1,218 -597 -3,758 
Asturias (Princip. de) -2,305 -2,094 -2,185 -2,127 -2,337 -839 -11,887 
Baleares (Islas) 9,979 10,931 11,127 8,376 5,542 -978 44,977 
Canarias (Islas) 8,945 8,271 7,355 3,952 1,646 1,501 31,670 
Cantabria 1,275 1,626 1,829 1,566 1,513 2,379 10,188 
Castilla - La Mancha 2,210 3,054 1,775 3,420 8,977 12,410 31,846 
Castilla y León -4,608 -5,808 -7,971 -6,635 -5,234 -5,017 -35,273 
Cataluña -2,896 -1,737 920 1,458 1,549 1,017 311 
Comunidad Valenciana 8,364 10,489 13,720 13,434 15,370 15,502 76,879 
Extremadura -2,028 -2,242 -3,202 -3,375 -3,009 -1,285 -15,141 
Galicia -3,574 -5,138 -5,653 -4,229 -3,652 -3,627 -25,873 
Madrid (Comunidad de) -7,424 -8,420 -6,341 -9,748 -18,108 -27,856 -77,897 
Murcia (Región de) 1,933 1,865 701 -620 833 191 4,903 
Navarra (Com. Foral de) 1,259 1,391 1,115 458 136 -15 4,344 
País Vasco -4,591 -5,139 -4,954 -3,866 -3,549 -2,922 -25,021 
Rioja (La) 573 1,058 1,203 814 248 977 4,873 
Ceuta 419 337 -530 -319 -814 -796 -1,703 
Melilla 461 184 -862 -623 -955 -715 -2,510 
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Three patterns can be observed: 

1) The whole country is clearly divided in two parts –those 10 A.C. with internal losses and those 

9 A.C. with gains. 

2) There are two very extreme cases of losses and gains –Madrid and C.Valenciana. 

3) There are two strange cases, since their total net does not corresponds to their change of 

tendency the last years –Andalucía begins to gain internal population and Baleares begins to lose. 

Cataluña may also integrate this group of anomalous cases, as it lost 20,000 people since 1994 to 

1999, and it began to gain after this year. 

 If we reorganize the A.C. according to the mentioned patterns, it is evident that three A.C. 

(C.Valenciana, Canarias and Castilla-La Mancha) concentrate the positive net internal migrations 

and four (Madrid, Castilla y León, Galicia and Basque Country) the negative ones. The rest are 

characterized by a more stable evolution, with the exception of A.C. changing its tendency (see 

Figure 5). As we will see later, the A.C. with major quantities of immigrant population are not 

following the same internal migratory trends.  

 
Figure 5. Typology of A.C. according to their net internal migration. Spain. 1998-2003 

A.C with positive net internal migration A.C with negative net internal migration  
Positive Persistence Recent Change of 

Tendency 
Negative Persistence Recent Change of 

Tendency 
Extremes  

(more than 75,000) 
C. Valenciana  Madrid  
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20,000 and 45,000 

Canarias 
Castilla-La Mancha 

Baleares Castilla y León 
Galicia 

País Vasco 

Andalucía 
 

Until  
20,000 

Cantabria 
Murcia 

Navarra 
Rioja 

 Aragón 
Asturias 

Extremadura 
Ceuta 
Melilla 

Cataluña 

Source: Author. 

 

With the last information we still do not know the contribution of immigrants to that mobility. 

Therefore, a second approach to the migratory attributes of every A.C. consists of regarding their 

capacity to attract immigrants from abroad. The privileged destinations for immigrants as the first 

place where to settle influence, directly, the origin of secondary migrations and may also 

influence, indirectly, the internal migrations of natives. 

 Tables 6 and 7 show the official data of immigrations coming from abroad by 

Autonomous Community and by nationality. 
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         Source: EVR, INE 2004. 

Table 6. Spanish Immigration coming from abroad. Autonomous Communities. Spain. 1998-2003 
 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Total 
Andalucía 2,855 3,522 3,723 2,253 4,807 4,782 21,942 
Aragón 269 260 305 222 346 290 1,692 
Asturias (Princip. de) 860 852 977 603 1,327 1,260 5,879 
Baleares (Islas) 422 497 624 384 871 812 3,610 
Canarias (Islas) 1,630 2,102 2,590 1,677 3,587 4,694 16,280 
Cantabria 207 228 289 189 374 380 1,667 
Castilla - La Mancha 367 384 481 312 576 473 2,593 
Castilla y León 987 1,061 1,141 648 1,500 1,390 6,727 
Cataluña 2,969 3,209 3,390 2,821 4,192 4,304 20,885 
Comunidad Valenciana 2,392 2,855 3,058 2,135 4,122 3,897 18,459 
Extremadura 327 363 352 202 371 482 2,097 
Galicia 5,479 6,099 6,667 3,967 8,435 7,631 38,278 
Madrid (Comunidad de) 3,615 4,598 5,606 3,791 6,889 7,046 31,545 
Murcia (Región de) 558 650 592 336 735 774 3,645 
Navarra (Com. Foral de) 158 206 223 156 244 304 1,291 
País Vasco 773 1,148 1,312 830 1,538 1,633 7,234 
Rioja (La) 87 107 137 129 185 207 852 
Ceuta 59 66 100 53 58 74 410 
Melilla 18 36 20 16 18 53 161 
Total 24,032 28,243 31,587 20,724 40,175 40,486 185,247 
Average 1,265 1,486 1,662 1,091 2,114 2,131 9,750 

 

          Source: EVR, INE 2004. 

Table 7. Non-Spanish Immigration coming from abroad. Autonomous Communities. Spain. 1998-2003 
 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Total 

Andalucía 6,689 12,149 29,022 35,989 50,097 53,256 187,202 
Aragón 318 600 3,540 4,801 5,739 5,827 20,825 
Asturias (Princip. de) 708 939 3,185 3,848 4,512 4,149 17,341 
Baleares (Islas) 2,929 3,513 5,326 7,712 9,963 11,280 40,723 
Canarias (Islas) 7,229 10,553 20,826 23,581 24,734 24,354 111,277 
Cantabria 162 259 1,050 1,538 1,430 1,804 6,243 
Castilla - La Mancha 1,071 1,842 10,620 13,714 15,471 14,603 57,321 
Castilla y León 622 1,333 5,147 9,254 10,242 9,225 35,823 
Cataluña 12,662 13,296 30,543 43,499 56,747 55,576 212,323 
Comunidad Valenciana 8,089 18,032 50,679 75,915 80,110 76,214 309,039 
Extremadura 1,024 1,436 1,659 1,675 2,167 2,656 10,617 
Galicia 1,371 2,407 5,880 7,428 9,751 9,422 36,259 
Madrid (Comunidad de) 10,471 25,058 131,559 131,118 135,065 121,296 554,567 
Murcia (Región de) 1,724 3,164 20,013 18,794 21,634 23,678 89,007 
Navarra (Com. Foral de) 281 539 1,488 1,036 1,026 1,401 5,771 
País Vasco 1,462 2,956 6,310 9,179 9,453 10,052 39,412 
Rioja (La) 373 992 4,017 4,964 4,934 4,679 19,959 
Ceuta 6 13 10 3 3 5 40 
Melilla 4 41 7 0 7 47 106 
Total 57,195 99,122 330,881 394,048 443,085 429,524 1,753,855 
Average 3,010 5,217 17,415 20,739 23,320 22,607 92,308 

 

Standard deviation is so high that a differentiation of extreme cases and inside patterns is 

required. Data by nationality allows also a more specific consideration on how different these 

A.C. host national and non-national citizens. 

 Spanish coming from abroad can include “returned emigrants” or their sons/daughters in 

case the former did not lose their Spanish nationality. The emigrants’ descendents may have born 
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in Spanish territory or not, so it is difficult to know if they ever lived in Spanish municipalities. 

The most likely interpretation is that main figures of Table 6 include these particular 

“immigrants” -descendents (second generation) of Spanish who migrated abroad and who never 

lived in Spain before. Assuming that, it would be quite odd to consider them only Spanish and to 

compare them with the non-Spanish immigrants coming from abroad. Both groups are 

immigrants. The difference is that Spanish immigrants arrive with a full citizenship status and 

keep some links with places that suffered an important outmigration in the past. 

 However, with the exception of Galicia, most of the Spanish coming from abroad does not 

settle in A.C. that traditionally accumulated both demographic decline and negative net 

migration. Other A.C. with high rural and international exodus -such as Extremadura, Castilla y 

León, Ceuta y Melilla- did not attract Spanish immigrants. A.C. with negative net migration, but 

with constant global growth of population –such as Madrid and Cataluña- are amongst the most 

preferred by Spanish immigrants. 

 The important point here is that the behavior of Spanish immigrants is quite similar to that 

of non-Spanish immigrants, with the mentioned exception of Galicia. The challenge to our 

hypothesis is that this fact may not be seen as a symptom of social integration. Moreover, non-

Spanish immigrants also choose A.C. such as Murcia and Castilla-La Mancha that are not hosting 

Spanish immigrants in the first place. Thus, there are similarities as well as remarkable 

differences between both patterns.  

 
Figure 6. Typology of A.C. according to their immigration flows from abroad. Spain. 1998-2003 
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Source: Author. 
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The third proposed step is the examination of how non-Spanish immigrants were spatially 

distributed at the beginning and at the end of the period. Available information on this issue 

suggests a clear spread of immigrants along the country. Whether this means a convergence with 

spatial distribution of Spanish population or not, must be solved regarding specific data for the 

year 2003. Table 8 shows the total quantities and percentages related to spatial distribution of 

non-Spanish immigrants. 

 

Note: Total Variation comparing 2003 and 1998. Official data for A.C., not for total. 

Table 8. Spatial Distribution of Non-Spanish by Autonomous Community. Spain. 1998-2003 
 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Variation 
 Total % Total % Total % Total % Total % Total % Abs. Rel. 
Andalucía 99781 1.38 110114 1.51 128916 1.76 164145 2.22 212202 2.84 282901 3.72 183120 183.52 
Aragón 7846 0.66 8938 0.75 12051 1.01 25132 2.09 44028 3.62 61896 5.03 54050 688.89 
Asturias  6029 0.56 6048 0.56 7859 0.73 10848 1.01 14846 1.38 19691 1.83 13662 226.60 
Baleares  38093 4.78 45017 5.48 54729 6.47 73614 8.38 99744 10.88 126505 11.76 88412 232.10 
Canarias  55218 3.39 62677 3.75 77196 4.5 107930 6.06 143138 7.76 179493 18.95 124275 225.06 
Cantabria 3147 0.6 3463 0.66 4273 0.8 6833 1.27 10334 1.91 13677 0.72 10530 334.60 
Castilla-L.M. 9854 0.57 10292 0.6 13854 0.8 27887 1.59 48123 2.7 70899 3.90 61045 619.49 
Castilla y León 15121 0.61 16000 0.64 18381 0.74 26572 1.07 42640 1.72 59440 2.39 44319 293.10 
Cataluña 121361 1.97 144925 2.33 181598 2.9 257354 4.05 382067 5.87 543008 8.10 421647 347.43 
C. Valenciana 102118 2.54 130192 3.2 156207 3.79 199574 4.75 301143 6.96 413760 9.25 311642 305.18 
Extremadura 4082 0.38 7476 0.7 8713 0.81 11627 1.08 15125 1.41 17885 1.67 13803 338.14 
Galicia 19693 0.72 21787 0.8 25602 0.94 33058 1.21 42462 1.55 53808 1.96 34115 173.23 
Madrid (Com.) 115202 2.26 134165 2.61 165734 3.18 305656 5.69 444440 8.04 589215 10.30 474013 411.46 
Murcia  11916 1.07 17237 1.52 26189 2.28 55458 4.66 83511 6.81 113912 8.97 101996 855.96 
Navarra  4313 0.81 5971 1.11 9188 1.69 19497 3.5 30686 5.39 38741 6.70 34428 798.24 
País Vasco 15198 0.72 16793 0.8 21140 1.01 27438 1.31 38408 1.82 49231 2.33 34033 223.93 
Rioja (La) 2539 0.96 3320 1.25 4397 1.66 8193 3.03 15288 5.43 20570 7.16 18031 710.16 
Ceuta 3114 4.32 3093 4.2 3050 4.05 3281 4.33 3334 4.38 3203 4.27 89 2.86 
Melilla 2460 4.09 1447 2.54 4803 7.25 6561 9.54 6425 9.29 6333 9.25 3873 157.44 
Total 637085  748955  923880  1370658  1977944  2664168  2027083  
Average 33531 1.70 39419 1.84 48625 2.44 72140 3.52 104102 4.72 140219 6.22 106689 375.13 

Source: INE 2004 and Author. 
 

Two patterns stem from the analysis of Table 8:  

a) A group of A.C. felt an important increasing of the number of immigrants, but two of them 

finished with low percentages (Aragón and Castilla-La Mancha), while the other three are now 

amongst the more populated with immigrants (Murcia, Navarra and La Rioja). 

b)  The same A.C. with the highest rates of immigrants at the beginning of the period (Baleares, 

Canarias, Cataluña, C. Valenciana, Madrid and Melilla) ended with similar positions. Their 

rhythm of evolution was not as notorious as A.C. of the first group, but always ascendant. Only 

one case (Ceuta) lost its position at the ranking. 

 

More detailed analysis regarding the inter-year variations (Table 9) also offers the result that 

Madrid and Melilla reached high rates, such the A.C. included in group a). Figure 7 locates each 

A.C. along four quadrangles showing some relevant coincidences and some specific cases. 
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Table 9. Inter-year Variation of Spatial Distribution of Non-Spanish by Autonomous Community. Spain. 1998-2003 
 1998 1999   2000     2001      2002         2003            Average 
 Total Abs. 

Var.  
Rel.%
Var.  

Abs. 
Var.  

Rel.%
Var.  

Abs. 
Var.  

Rel.%
Var.  

Abs. 
Var.  

Rel.%
Var.  

Abs. 
Var.  

Rel.%
Var.  

Abs. 
Var.  

Rel.%
Var.  

Andalucía 99781 10333 10.36 18802 17.08 35229 27.33 48057 29.28 70699 33.32 36624 23.47 
Aragón 7846 1092 13.92 3113 34.83 13081 108.55 18896 75.19 17868 40.58 10810 54.61 
Asturias  6029 19 0.32 1811 29.94 2989 38.03 3998 36.85 4845 32.64 2732 27.56 
Baleares  38093 6924 18.18 9712 21.57 18885 34.51 26130 35.50 26761 26.83 17682 27.32 
Canarias  55218 7459 13.51 14519 23.16 30734 39.81 35208 32.62 36355 25.40 24855 26.90 
Cantabria 3147 316 10.04 810 23.39 2560 59.91 3501 51.24 3343 32.35 2106 35.39 
Castilla-L.M. 9854 438 4.44 3562 34.61 14033 101.29 20236 72.56 22776 47.33 12209 52.05 
Castilla y León 15121 879 5.81 2381 14.88 8191 44.56 16068 60.47 16800 39.40 8864 33.03 
Cataluña 121361 23564 19.42 36673 25.30 75756 41.72 124713 48.46 160941 42.12 84329 35.40 
C. Valenciana 102118 28074 27.49 26015 19.98 43367 27.76 101569 50.89 112617 37.40 62328 32.71 
Extremadura 4082 3394 83.15 1237 16.55 2914 33.44 3498 30.09 2760 18.25 2761 36.29 
Galicia 19693 2094 10.63 3815 17.51 7456 29.12 9404 28.45 11346 26.72 6823 22.49 
Madrid (Com.) 115202 18963 16.46 31569 23.53 139922 84.43 138784 45.41 144775 32.57 94803 40.48 
Murcia  11916 5321 44.65 8952 51.93 29269 111.76 28053 50.58 30401 36.40 20399 59.07 
Navarra  4313 1658 38.44 3217 53.88 10309 112.20 11189 57.39 8055 26.25 6886 57.63 
País Vasco 15198 1595 10.49 4347 25.89 6298 29.79 10970 39.98 10823 28.18 6807 26.87 
Rioja (La) 2539 781 30.76 1077 32.44 3796 86.33 7095 86.60 5282 34.55 3606 54.14 
Ceuta 3114 -21 -0.67 -43 -1.39 231 7.57 53 1.62 -131 -3.93 18 0.64 
Melilla 2460 -1013 -41.18 3356 231.93 1758 36.60 -136 -2.07 -92 -1.43 775 44.77 
Total 637085 111870  174925  446778  607286  686224    
Average 33531 5888 16.64 9207 36.69 23515 55.51 31962 43.74 36117 29.21  36.36 

  Note: Total Variation comparing 2003 and 1998. Official data for A.C., not for total. 
  Source: INE 2004 and Author. 
 
Figure 7. Typology of A.C. according to their migratory concentration. Spain. 1998-2003 
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Seven types of A.C. can be distinguished according to the levels of immigrant concentration 

along the period: 

 

1) A.C. with high concentration of immigrants in 1998 and 2003, but with slow rhythm of total 

and inter-year increasing: Canarias. 

2) A.C. with high concentration of immigrants in 1998 and 2003, with slow rhythm of total 

increasing, but intense inter-year increasing: Madrid, Cataluña, C. Valenciana, Baleares and 

Melilla. 

3) A.C. with low concentration of immigrants in 1998 but high rates in 2003 after intense total 

and inter-year increasing: Murcia, Navarra and La Rioja. 

4) A.C. with low concentration of immigrants in 1998 and 2003, but with intense total and inter-

year rhythm of growth: Aragón and Castilla-La Mancha. 

5) A.C. with low concentration of immigrants in 1998 and 2003, with low total increasing, but 

intense inter-year rhythm of growth: Extremadura, Cantabria, Castilla y León and Asturias. 

6) A.C. with low concentration of immigrants in 1998 and 2003, and slow total and inter-year 

rhythm of growth: País Vasco, Andalucía and Galicia. 

7) A.C. with high concentration of immigrants in 1998 and low concentration in 2003, after slow 

total and inter-year rhythm of growth: Ceuta. 

 

As we have seen, some A.C. present a strange behavior according to their variations of immigrant 

concentration (Ceuta and Canarias). Some A.C., such as Andalucía, do not seem to concentrate 

many immigrants, but this is hiding a very local concentration in some cities and provinces inside 

the A.C. and a strong attraction of immigration from abroad (see Figure 6). 

  If we compare Figures 5, 6 and 7, it is easy to define a group of A.C. occupying the most 

relevant positions related to migratory events –positive net internal migration, leading attractivity 

of immigration coming from abroad, high concentrations at the begging and at the end of the 

period: C. Valenciana, Canarias and Baleares. Three A.C. are equal in all these variables except 

that they started the period with low rates of immigrant concentration: Murcia, Navarra and La 

Rioja. Two A.C. else share the main positions in all the parameters except the high level of 

immigrant concentration nowadays: Castilla – La Mancha and, very closely, Andalucía. 

 As it is manifest, Madrid and Cataluña are not immediately included in this set because 

their negative net internal migration. In the case of Madrid the explanation resides in the 

extension of its metropolitan area of influence to other A.C. (Castilla-La Mancha, above all, but 
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also Castilla y León) and the location of immigrants along this wide area. On the other hand, 

native population began a strong process of counter-urbanization and abandon of the city that is 

still active. In the case of Cataluña the same phenomena may be perceived, but here also the main 

city, Barcelona, occupies a privileged position in the Mediterranean area beside other A.C. 

concentrating immigration and migratory flows connected to Europe. As a result of that, Madrid 

and Cataluña lead the capacity for hosting most immigrants coming from abroad and concentrate 

the major quantities of non-Spanish inside them. 

 Immigrants were spreading to three new A.C. in a short period of time and with less 

intensity to many others. This fact could imply that secondary migrations were very active in 

order to reach this more apparent even distribution. However, the new situation shows a very 

complex landscape of spaces with very different migratory experiences and has little to do -or 

just partially- with the traditional distribution of Spanish population. That is to say, unless other 

proofs are provided it seems that not even this better distribution suggests a clear similarity to 

that of the Spanish population and, therefore, neither does suggest a better social integration. 

 Application of the index of dissimilarity (Massey and Denton 1988) to the distributions of 

immigrant and native population in 1998 and 2003 shows that the distribution of immigrants did 

not became better. There are many ways to measure that distribution. Here we explore two: a) 

Comparison of distributions between minority group (immigrants) and majority group (natives) 

in every year; b) Comparison of each group in relation to an ideal distribution of the population 

homogeneously (see Table 10).  

Only the second one offers a slight and almost insignificant better distribution of 

immigrants among A.C. from 1 to 0.98 (1 means maximum segregation, 0 means maximum 

evenness). This measure, unlike the first, takes for granted a very unrealistic supposition (the 

equal distribution of population within every A.C. with independence of their size, history, 

geographical position, etc.). The same index, applied to native population, does not show 

difference between 1998 and 2003, but indicates that Spanish population is also distributed with 

low evenness (0.76). 

Comparison between immigrants and natives offers an indicator of increasing segregation 

from 0.49 to 0.53. This measure entails that the 53% of the immigrant population must move to 

other A.C. in order to reach a distribution similar to that of the Spanish. In this case, the starting 

premise is more realistic –the actual distribution of Spanish population as a reference. However, 

labor markets, constraints generated by the primary flows and first destinations, longer time 

series of data and information in smaller spatial scales could throw more light on these 

tendencies. 
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          Source: INE 2004 and Author. 

Table 10. Comparison of Spatial Concentration between Spanish and Non-Spanish. Spain. 1998-2003 
 1998 2003 
 Total Non-

Spanish 
Spanish Conc. 

N-Sp. 
Conc. 

Sp. 
Total Non-

Spanish 
Spanish Conc. 

N-Sp. 
Conc. 

Sp. 
 

Andalucía 7230507 99781 7130726 15.66 18.16 7606848 282901 7323947 10.62 18.29 
Aragón 1188788 7846 1180942 1.23 3.01 1230090 61896 1168194 2.32 2.92 
Asturias  1076607 6029 1070578 0.95 2.73 1075381 19691 1055690 0.74 2.64 
Baleares  796925 38093 758832 5.98 1.93 947361 126505 820856 4.75 2.05 
Canarias  1628850 55218 1573632 8.67 4.01 1894868 179493 1715375 6.74 4.28 
Cantabria 524500 3147 521353 0.49 1.33 549690 13677 536013 0.51 1.34 
Castilla-L.M. 1728772 9854 1718918 1.55 4.38 2487646 59440 2428206 2.23 6.06 
Castilla León 2478852 15121 2463731 2.37 6.28 1815781 70899 1744882 2.66 4.36 
Cataluña 6160457 121361 6039096 19.05 15.38 6704146 543008 6161138 20.38 15.38 
C. Valenciana 4020394 102118 3918276 16.03 9.98 4470885 413760 4057125 15.53 10.13 
Extremadura 1074211 4082 1070129 0.64 2.73 1073904 17885 1056019 0.67 2.64 
Galicia 2735139 19693 2715446 3.09 6.92 2751094 53808 2697286 2.02 6.73 
Madrid (Com.) 5097434 115202 4982232 18.08 12.69 5718942 589215 5129727 22.12 12.81 
Murcia  1113645 11916 1101729 1.87 2.81 1269230 113912 1155318 4.28 2.88 
Navarra  532469 4313 528156 0.68 1.35 578210 38741 539469 1.45 1.35 
País Vasco 2110833 15198 2095635 2.39 5.34 2112204 49231 2062973 1.85 5.15 
Rioja (La) 264479 2539 261940 0.40 0.67 287390 20570 266820 0.77 0.67 
Ceuta 72083 3114 68969 0.49 0.18 74931 3203 71728 0.12 0.18 
Melilla 60147 2460 57687 0.39 0.15 68463 6333 62130 0.24 0.16 
Dissimilarity (a)    0.48    0.53 
Dissimilarity (b)    1 0.76    0.98 0.76 

 

Last step of analysis focus on disaggregated data of the year 2003. It is the first year that internal 

and secondary migrations can be compared. Few novelties come out. Most of the A.C. leading 

the migratory history of the country according to the examined parameters are also main 

emissaries and destinations of secondary migrations. These high rates of secondary migrations 

contribute to positive net internal migration in affected A.C. Some exceptional cases (Canarias, 

Melilla, Castilla-La Mancha and Madrid) do not fit well with this pattern. Finally, it is evident 

that secondary migrations are being more important for immigrants than internal migrations are 

being for Spanish: 11% of non-Spanish moved across the country and only 3% of Spanish 

changed his or her residence. Dissimilarities, once again, are quite relevant. 

 Net international migration in 2003 follows the way drawn previously when we studied 

the whole period 1998-2003. Only Andalucía and Cataluña appear changing the tendency, as it 

was commented. A.C. with positive net internal migration in 2003 have also secondary 

migrations over the average in the rest of the country. Andalucía and Cantabria are exceptions –

Spanish moved more, in proportion to their respective average, than non-Spanish. Among A.C. 

with negative net internal migration, only Madrid is over the average of secondary migrations 

(see Table 11). 
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Table 11. Internal Emigration and Immigration by Autonomous Communities. Spain. 2003 
 Emigration Immigration 
 % Spanish % Non-Spanish % Spanish % Non-Spanish 
Andalucía 86.86 13.14 87.82 12.18 
Aragón 77.51 22.49 78.10 21.90 
Asturias (Princip.) 91.01 8.99 90.64 9.36 
Baleares (Islas) 76.83 23.17 76.53 23.47 
Canarias (Islas) 81.83 18.17 81.20 18.80 
Cantabria 88.99 11.01 89.37 10.63 
Castilla - La Mancha 78.68 21.32 83.21 16.79 
Castilla y León 87.65 12.35 88.18 11.82 
Cataluña 77.76 22.24 76.51 23.49 
Com. Valenciana 74.21 25.79 72.58 27.42 
Extremadura 87.92 12.08 90.34 9.66 
Galicia 91.79 8.21 92.82 7.18 
Madrid (Com. de) 73.18 26.82 73.67 26.33 
Murcia (Región de) 61.43 38.57 64.15 35.85 
Navarra (Com. For.) 71.21 28.79 72.00 28.00 
País Vasco 89.43 10.57 85.14 14.86 
Rioja (La) 74.18 25.82 75.11 24.89 
Ceuta 92.96 7.04 93.26 6.74 
Melilla 88.69 11.31 84.17 15.83 
Average 80.00 20.00 80.00 20.00 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
          Source: EVR, INE 2004. 

 

Secondary migrations were increasing their weight in the whole internal migrations. In 2003, 

immigrants changed of residence in 20% of the 1,467,903 moves produced. This is a high 

representation in this demographic event since immigrant population in Spain represents 6.24% 

of the total population. It is based, at least, in the uneven spatial concentration of population, the 

centrality of specific A.C. in migratory matters and a likely tendency to disseminate according to 

native residents.  

Secondly, 11 of each 100 immigrants have changed of residence, while only 3% of 

natives moved. This is also a sharp difference that produces the same double-sided conclusion 

than the previous observation: a) immigrants move more than natives, so their patterns differ 

significantly; b) increasing secondary migrations is a tendency to reduce primary strong 

concentrations, so could produce spatial dispersion and social integration on the long run. 

Thirdly, both internal migrations and secondary migration use to be more frequent inside 

A.C. than across A.C. 2.06% of Spanish and 6.83% of non-Spanish moved inside the same A.C. 

0.87% of Spanish and 4.19% of non-Spanish moved across different A.C.  

 Finally, internal and secondary migrations may be compared vis-à-vis applying index of 

dissimilarity. In the case of internal immigrations, differences between the form how Spanish 

distribute along A.C. and how non-Spanish do, are valued 0.38. In the case of internal emigration, 

the value of the index is 0.37. Both results indicate more similarity between these kinds of flows 

than between the spatial distributions we have seen before. Even though they are still far from 0 
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(maximum homogeneity), it seems to be pointing out behaviors of immigrants’ self-organization 

of the immigrant people facing the difficulties for settle and living according to human and 

citizenship rights. In this sense, to move is a well-known social practice for whom previously 

displaced from abroad, but it has intrinsic costs and limits. 

 

 

6. Conclusions 

 

In this paper we have suggested a theoretical approach to secondary migrations regarding their 

societal position and significance. We consider, thus, that similarities between secondary 

migrations of immigrants and internal migrations of native population may reveal some features 

of broader processes of social integration. However, it will be simplistic a comparison of both 

groups and patterns without looking at the different social contexts, trajectories and spaces 

involved in their interaction. In fact, we have proposed an examination of statistic data that 

provide some important differences of the spatial units concerned in terms of primary attraction 

of transnational migratory flows, net internal migration and evolution in the rates of foreign-born 

people. 

 As a result of this analysis in the case of Spain, we observed that only some Autonomous 

Communities were over all at the core center of migratory processes –internal and external. 

Secondary migrations were very active and intense in these A.C. Nonetheless, recent migratory 

history of the country showed that internal migrations were always more numerous than external 

ones. In the last decade, external flows increased notoriously and also did immigrant participation 

in internal ones. Furthermore, even the weight of immigrants in internal migrations became quite 

high (11%) in comparison to the proportion of natives that moved (3%) in 2003. 

 The evidence presented above must be interpreted in two ways: a) Spaces leading 

migratory processes differ in immigrant rates along the period as well as in relation to other 

migratory events and in the consequences that stem from secondary migrations –in Madrid and 

Barcelona, for instance, these flows partially stopped the negative net internal migration caused 

by natives a decade before of the arrival of transnational immigrants; b) Increasing secondary 

migrations produced a slight major dissemination across A.C., and immigrants as well as natives 

move more inside the same A.C. than outside, but careful comparison between both groups 

shows relevant dissimilarity and persistently uneven spatial distribution. 

  Rather than adopting approaches that focus only on contextual differences avoiding 

comparison between natives and immigrants, or those focusing only on socio-demographic 
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patterns avoiding complex interactions with socio-spatial contexts, we defend the interpretation 

of demographic events (social practices, at the end) such as secondary migrations, within the 

main societal trends and constraints that could help us to explain their actual expression and their 

larger social and political significance. In this sense, secondary migrations, as they have been 

examined, reveal that is still quite uncertain the social integration of immigrants since a great part 

of them behave in a context of vulnerability (high rates of immigrant population in illegal status, 

intense rhythm of arrivals, etc.) and through very segregated spaces with different migratory 

experiences. 
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