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Foreword

Robust and forensic analysis of relevant data supported by scientific methodologies
is key to challenging contemporary debates around the use and abuse of race
statistics. Controversies surrounding the collection, interpretation and use of race,
ethnicity and ethnic group data have a long history. Being rooted in Eugenics, this
area of study has sparked intense reactions over the years. The abuse of ‘race’
statistics is not only apparent during times of uncertainty but has been entrenched in
social policies and political discourses in Britain since the 1950s. The collection
of research studies in this book is therefore much needed and timely, not least
because of recent debates surrounding the nature and interactions of minority ethnic
populations in Britain.

The numbers game is not new in British political discourses but took a nasty
turn post 9/11 and peaked post 7/7 with diversity being negatively associated with
concerns in relation to population segregation, community conflicts and terrorism.
This book effectively debunks several myths and misinterpretions pertaining to
population diversity, spatial density and the nature of social relationships between
minority and majority groups. More importantly, armed with scientific evidence,
it challenges the claim that spatial segregation along ethnic and racial lines
is necessarily an indication of community tensions, social fragmentation and
community conflicts.

Despite the obvious benefits of valid and reliable data on population diversity
for understanding social change and improving social conditions, there was little
appetite on the part of the British Government to formally collect national statistics
on ethnicity until 1991. Notwithstanding this, the chapters in this book demonstrate
that data from the 1991 and 2001 Censuses can, despite their limitations, provide

Kay Hampton (BA Hons, MA, PhD, FRSA, FHEA) is Professor in Communities and Race
Relations at the Glasgow Caledonian University. She was Chair, Deputy Chair and Scottish
Commissioner on the Commission for Racial Equality (2003–2007) and Commissioner on the
Equality and Human Rights Commission (2006–2009). She is currently a Commissioner for the
Scottish Human Rights Commission.
1The bombings of the Twin Towers in New York on 9 September 2001 and the London bombings
on 7 July 2005.
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vi Foreword

useful baseline statistics for conducting in-depth, analytical studies in contested
areas of ‘race’ and ethnicity.

A significant contribution of this book is that it reports on a wide range of
contemporary issues relating to diversity, segregation, integration, multiculturalism,
immigration and population growth, and puts to rest uncertainities surrounding
the careless claims made in this regard. The last five years have seen political
leaders and power elites make unfounded pronouncements about the relationship
between diversity and social instability, many demanding that we socially engineer
integration by imposing a so-called sense of ‘Britishness’.

Indeed, a previous chair of the Commission for Racial Equality (now Chair of the
Equality and Human Rights Commission) has notably painted a dramatic picture of
widespread fragmentation along racial and ethnic lines. Whilst using some relevant
data, creative interpretation of its implications served to create a sense of urgency
and the establishment of an entire Government department to promote ‘community
cohesion’ so that the country may be protected from acts of ‘home grown’ terrorists.
Contrary to these alarmist predictions, this book provides solid evidence which
paints a much more realistic and positive picture of the state of our communities
in Britain.

In this regard, Sabater (Chapter 3) demonstrates clearly that despite the growth
of certain ethnic minority groups between 1991 and 2001 in England and Wales,
ethnic residential segregation has reduced for all groups over time and age
cohorts. Similarly, Simon (Chapter 7) provides solid evidence to challenge the
misconception that people from ethnic minority groups in Britain, self-segregate.
She argues instead that there is a strong tendency to move away from areas with high
concentration of their own group and, as a consequence, major cities are becoming
more diverse.

This book proves that headline grabbing sound bites relating to the so-called ‘end
of multiculturalism’; ‘sleepwalking to segregation’; ‘rural apartheid’; ‘fully fledged
ghettos’; and ‘White flight’ are often based on patchy knowledge and careless
interpretation of data. Indeed, they serve to inflame and create community tensions
where often none exists. This is then followed by benign suggestions as to how these
may be addressed by Government. Often voiced in times of social crisis, power elites
attempt to appease community fear and insecurity. These announcements often
arise from an inability to appreciate the homogeneity of ethnic groups as reflected
in Mitton and Aspinall’s Chapter (9) and the impact of broader social influences
highlighted by Higgins and Dale (Chapter 10). In effect, this book not only provides
comprehensive insights into the spatial distribution of population groups in Britain
(Stafford et al., Chapter 11), but also provides a better understanding of how
minority groups interact with majority groups.

In the context of contemporary political pressure to ‘integrate’, the drive for a
universal British identity is unlikely to be easily achieved given the complexities
discussed by Stillwell and van Ham (Chapter 1) and therein lies the strength of
this collection of research. It is grounded in evidence and makes clear that any
advancement towards building stable communities must include considerations of
population distribution and density; and of political structure, culture and clarity of
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conceptual meaning. Inconsistent analysis of these critical factors will inevitably
result in flawed understandings and unrealisable outcomes.

As we move towards the next census (2011), the contributions here give us much
food for thought. In addition to demonstrating the complexity around the analysis of
ethnicity, diversity and density data in contemporary societies, it is a sharp reminder
of the folly of creating national policy on misinformed and headline grabbing sound
bites.

Glasgow Kay Hampton
December 2009



Preface

Views on the changing ethnic composition of the British population and its implica-
tions are divided. Some people consider that the fragmentation of our society by race
and ethnicity is a catastrophe resulting in spatial segregation and community break-
down; for others, the cultural diversity associated with ethnic pluralism is something
positive to be celebrated and enjoyed as we move towards a more integrated soci-
ety. There is unanimity in thinking that integration has to be a two-way process, in
which the settled communities accept that new people will bring change with them
and newcomers realise that they too will have to change if we are to move closer to
an integrated society. Trevor Phillips, chairman of the Equality and Human Rights
Commission, favours policies that will stress sameness rather than distinctiveness
and promote common British values.

The research that is reported in the chapters of this book addresses many of the
key issues associated with ethnicity and integration that challenge social scientists,
including a better understanding of ethnic population change and residential con-
centration, ethnic household dynamics such as fertility and mixed-ethnic unions,
internal and international migration, the relationship between ethnicity and health,
crime, identity and language, as well as ethnic population projection. Collectively,
the findings of the different research projects constitute an evidence base upon which
policy makers and practitioners can draw when formulating solutions to the range of
problems at local, regional and national level that are associated with an increasingly
multi-ethnic society.

This volume is the third in a series on ‘Understanding Population Trends and
Processes’, which is based on research contributions to our knowledge of different
aspects of population structure and distribution, involves the quantitative analysis of
secondary data from censuses, surveys or administrative records, and reports results
for Britain and, in some cases, elsewhere in Europe.

Leeds, UK John Stillwell
St Andrews, UK Maarten van Ham
December 2009
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Chapter 1
Ethnicity and Integration

John Stillwell and Maarten van Ham

Introduction

Ethnicity and integration, together with a range of associated concepts, have become
central in demography and population studies. However, as Hargreaves (1995)
pointed out, it is rather unfortunate that the discourses surrounding both these
concepts in the English-speaking world are characterised by a certain amount of
confusion and disagreement. In this first chapter, we aim to provide some clarity
through brief examination of the concepts of race, ethnicity, immigration and inte-
gration before illustrating selected measures of ethnic evenness, isolation, diversity
and density that are used later in the book. These initial sections, together with
a brief synopsis of the structure and spatial distribution of ethnic populations in
Britain, serve to set the scene for the chapters that follow and which are introduced
in the second half of this first chapter.

There is no doubt that matters of ethnicity and integration have received major
attention from the policy making community, particularly in light of the riots that
took place on the streets of Bradford, Oldham and Burnley during the summer of
2001 and the attacks in London on 7th and 21st July 2005. Since then, a comprehen-
sive framework for action has focused on the need for increased ethnic integration
and an effort to re-think British multiculturalism as a means to combat terrorism.
Trevor Phillips, when Chairman of the Commission for Racial Equality (CRE),
called for controversial measures to prevent Britain from ‘sleepwalking’ into racial
and religious segregation.

Race and Ethnicity

Race and ethnicity are both concepts for which there is no single universally
accepted definition. The concept of race emerged in the fifteenth century when
global explorations of discovery brought Europeans into contact with those of

J. Stillwell (B)
School of Geography, University of Leeds, Leeds LS2 9JT, UK
e-mail: j.c.h.stillwell@leeds.ac.uk

1J. Stillwell, M. van Ham (eds.), Ethnicity and Integration, Understanding Population
Trends and Processes 3, DOI 10.1007/978-90-481-9103-1_1,
C© Springer Science+Business Media B.V. 2010



2 J. Stillwell and M. van Ham

different physical appearance to themselves. Thus, we conceive races as referring
to the variety of human species, consisting of distinct populations with anatomical
traits that distinguish one race clearly from another. However, this biological
definition of race does not fit the contemporary knowledge of human genetic
variation and it is now clear that human races are primarily a cultural creation.
Attempts to scientifically divide humanity into biological races based on anatomical
characteristics, such as skin colour and specific facial characteristics, have proven
unsatisfactory since mixing has meant that ‘Black’, ‘White’ or ‘Other’ racial cate-
gories are no longer distinct. We also recognise that historically the concept of race
was closely associated with ideas of social inequality, supremacy and subordina-
tion which have led to the stereotypical images of others that some people still hold
today and the concept of racism denoting particular attitudes, beliefs, ideologies,
social actions and structures. In summary, race has come to mean a social relation-
ship in which structural positions and social actions are explained by reference to
systems of symbols and beliefs which emphasise the social and cultural relevance
of biologically rooted characteristics. The collection of essays edited by Jackson
(1987) was particularly useful in developing our understanding of the geography
of race and racism in Britain in the 1980s, stimulating further work including, more
recently, the volume of studies edited by Dwyer and Bressey (2008) which considers
the intersection of race with religion and ethnicity.

In contrast to race, ethnicity refers to selected cultural and sometimes physical
characteristics used to classify people into groups or categories considered to be
significantly different from others. In some cases, ethnicity involves merely a loose
group identity with little or no cultural traditions in common. On the other hand,
some ethnic groups are coherent subcultures with a common place of origin, lan-
guage, religion, ancestry and cultural traditions. Newly arrived immigrant groups
often fit this pattern. It is important not to confuse the term ethnic minority with
ethnic group. Ethnic groups may be either a minority or a majority in a popula-
tion and most academic commentators stress some sort of cultural distinctiveness as
the mark of ethnic grouping whilst emphasising the difficulty in distinguishing the
boundaries between ethnic groups. An ethnic question was introduced for the first
time in the 1991 Census and the four-volume series of books edited respectively by
Coleman and Salt (1996), Peach (1996a), Ratcliffe (1996) and Karn (1997) repre-
sent the first comprehensive set of analyses of a variety of aspects of different ethnic
minority populations in Britain.

One pragmatic issue that complicates comparative analysis across the United
Kingdom (UK) is that each of the respective census offices for England and Wales,
Scotland and Northern Ireland uses a slightly different ethnic classification. Thus,
as shown in Table 1.1, four ‘Mixed’ categories were used in the 2001 Census for
England and Wales but only one in the 2001 Censuses in Scotland and Northern
Ireland.

It is possible to aggregate the population counts for the non-White groups into
the ten broad categories shown in Fig. 1.1, which allows comparison of the national
population shares of each ethnic minority between the four UK countries. It is clear
that, apart from the Chinese, over 92% of each ethnic group live in England. The
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Fig. 1.1 Shares of ethnic group population by UK country of residence, 2001
(Source: Census, 2001)

Chinese and, to a lesser extent, the Other ethnic group, have higher shares of their
populations resident in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland than the remaining
groups with the Black Caribbean, Black African, Black Other and Indian groups
being particularly concentrated in England in 2001.

It is also the case that ethnic group classifications change over time. The 16
groups shown for England and Wales in Table 1.1 in 2001 evolved from eight groups
in 1991 with the introduction of four Mixed categories and the breakdown of the
White category (Bulmer, 1996; Rankin and Bhopal, 1999), whereas in 1981 there
was no ethnic classification. Following the consultation questionnaire on ethnic
group for the 2011 Census that was tested in May 2007, the ONS Census Advisory
Group (2008) has recommended the addition of Gypsy or Irish Traveller and Arab
categories and the renaming of the British as English or Welsh categories, giving
18 tick boxes on the 2011 Census form following the ‘What is your ethnic group?’
question.

Not only does a classification have to deal with the problem of ethnic mix-
ing but there are important issues of self identification as well as citizenship and
belonging that need to be considered. Another Census Advisory Group recommen-
dation for 2011 is the inclusion of a new question about national identity, thereby
allowing ethnic minorities to choose one national identity within the UK: English;
Welsh; Scottish; Northern Irish; British; Other. Ethnicity also depends upon circum-
stances. A man born in England to White parents may consider himself to be White
English, White British or White European in different situations whereas a woman
of Indian parentage living in England, might classify herself as Indian, Gujerati,
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Hindu, East African Asian or British, depending on her background and her current
circumstances and those of her parents or family.

In 2001, 8.1% of the total usually resident population of Great Britain were clas-
sified as non-White ethnic minorities. In using the term ‘ethnic minority’ there is
a danger that the term implies that the designated group is numerically, and hence
politically and morally, less significant than the ‘majority’. Moreover, the term is
widely understood in Britain to denote those people whose origins lie in the coun-
tries of the New Commonwealth and Pakistan; in other words, in former British
colonies in the Indian subcontinent, the Caribbean and Africa as well as the Far
East, parts of the world from which many of the first waves of post-war immigrants
arrived. The reality is that subsequent streams of immigrants have resulted in what
has been referred to by Vertovec (2006) as ‘super-diversity’, with London being
by far the most super-diverse representing 179 nationalities and 300 languages.
Languages, along with names, have been used by Mateos (2007) to develop a name-
based ethnic classification system for the capital city that demonstrates the wide
range of ethnic groups resident in London whose heterogeneity is hidden by the
classification used in the 2001 Census.

Immigration and Integration

Since the 1970s, Britain has experienced a transition from being a country of net
emigration to one of net immigration with substantial numbers of British and for-
eign citizens arriving in the early years of the twenty-first century. Figure 1.2 shows
the ONS Total International Migration (TIM) estimates of arrivals and departures
of international migrants (leaving or staying in the UK for over 12 months) from
1998 to 2007. The net balance has been around 200,000 for the last 4 years with
an estimated 577,000 people arriving to live in the UK in 2007, of which 502,000
(87%) were non-British citizens. An estimated 96,000 Polish citizens migrated into
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International Migration (TIM) estimates)
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the UK in 2007, the highest inflow of any individual citizenship. It is these inter-
national migration flows, together with the ethnic diversity resulting from mixed
ethnic unions, which have created the super-diversity referred to by Vertovec (2006).
Economic explanations of the variations in net international migration point to
the selection effects of differing income distributions at home and abroad (Hatton,
2005).

The TIM estimates are mainly based on the International Passenger Survey (IPS)
with adjustments for those whose intended length of stay changes so their migrant
status changes (migrant/visitor switchers), for asylum seekers and their dependants
not identified by the IPS, and for flows between the UK and the Republic of Ireland.
The TIM statistics do not contain other groups of migrants classified in Fig. 1.3, such
as migrant workers (who stay less than 12 months), trafficked persons or undocu-
mented migrants. Figure 1.3 illustrates the increasingly complex task of defining
different types of international immigrants whose arrival adds to the increasing
ethnic diversity of the UK population.

Whilst immigration has been a key driver of ethnic population growth in the UK
and mixed ethnic unions have led to further ethnic diversity, ethnic minority popula-
tions have also grown as first generation post-war immigrants have been followed by
subsequent generations of children born in the UK or overseas. ONS announced in
August 2009 (Whitehead, 2009) that for the first time in a decade, immigration has
been exceeded by natural change due to increasing fertility, the majority of which
(56% in the 12 months to June 2008) was accounted for by foreign-born mothers
giving birth to 2.5 children per mother compared to UK-born women’s fertility rate
of 1.84 children per mother.

Detained refused
asylum seeker

Immigrants
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Refugee
status

Humanitarian
protection

Discretionary
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Exceptional
leave to remain

Indefinite
leave to remain

Asylum
seeker
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asylum seeker

Undocumented
migrant

International
student

Trafficked
person

Family
migrant

Migrant
worker

Section 4 refused
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Induction
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Subs only
asylum seeker

Unsupported
asylum seeker

Detained
asylum seeker

Non-EU
student

EU
student

Non-EEA
migrant worker

High skilled
migrant worker

Skilled
migrant worker

Low skilled
migrant worker

Youth mobility &
temporary worker  

EEA
migrant

EU
migrant

Iceland
Liechtenstein

Norway &
Switzerland 

EU15
migrant

EU Accession
migrant

A10
migrant

A2
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Fig. 1.3 A classification of immigrants to the UK (Source: Adapted from Yorkshire and Humber
Regional Migration Partnership, 2009)
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The growth of ethnic minorities and the changes in the ethnic complexion of the
UK population have raised many questions for politicians, policy makers and aca-
demics as well as for members of the general public about the process of ethnic
integration, the two-way process of new residents and host communities adapting to
each other. Organisations like Migrationwatch UK have continually draw attention
in recent years to the speed and scale of migration which, when combined with the
shortcomings of official population figures on immigration (UK Statistics Authority,
2009), is placing considerable pressures on funding for services like housing and
schools. There is, of course, the much wider debate about the economic as well
as the social impacts of immigration and how to deal with it successfully which
has commanded much time and space in the popular press but has also been given
much attention by the academic community. Geographers have played an impor-
tant role in the spatial analysis of ethnic settlement patterns encompassing the
study of ethnic residential neighbourhoods (e.g. Peach 1996b; Peach et al., 1981)
and school education (e.g. Johnston et al., 2006) whilst economists (e.g. Li and
Heath, 2009, in the second volume of the UPTAP series) have documented chang-
ing employment and class positions of minority ethnic groups in Britain since the
early 1970s.

Much of the theory underpinning the process of integration, or assimilation as it
is sometimes called, comes from work in the USA where a number of theoretical
models have been developed. Classic assimilation theory, which dates back to the
Chicago School in the 1920s and, more recently, to the work of Alba and Nee (2003)
regards immigrant/ethnic minority and host majority groups as following a straight-
line convergence, becoming increasingly similar in norms, values, behaviours and
characteristics over time. In 1964, Gordon suggested a number of stages that follow
the acquisition of culture and language: structural assimilation (close social relations
with the host society); large-scale intermarriage; ethnic identification with the host
society; and the ending of prejudice, discrimination and value conflict. These ideas
were refined by Alba and Nee (2003) in what they called new assimilation theory,
by arguing that certain institutions, including those bolstered by civil rights law,
usually play important roles in achieving integration.

In contrast, proponents of the racial/ethnic disadvantage model argue that the
assimilation of many immigrant groups often remains blocked. Although Glazer
and Moynihan (1963) maintain that ethnicity can constitute a resource as well as
a burden for achieving economic mobility, others have argued more recently that
factors such as language and cultural familiarity frequently obstruct integration
and both discrimination and institutional barriers (e.g. in employment or housing)
block complete assimilation. Critics of this model suggest that it overemphasises
ethnic barriers and fails to adequately explain the evidence of socioeconomic mobil-
ity. Gans (1992) describes the whole process as ‘bumpy’ rather than ‘linear’ and
Portes and Zhou (1993) combine elements of both the straight-line assimilation
and the ethnic disadvantage perspectives into a framework referred to as seg-
mented assimilation. The theory here is that there are structural barriers (e.g. bad
schools, poor jobs) that have the greatest impact on the most disadvantaged and this
produces alternative pathways to social mobility and integration or even negative
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assimilation, a process known as structural acculturation (Portes and Zhou, 1993).
The obstacles along the route to occupational mobility and social acceptance, partic-
ularly as a consequence of racialization (Portes et al., 2005), may impact adversely
on immigrant children’s identities, their aspirations and their academic performance.
Others suggest that it is factors such as family financial obligations or the lack of
jobs due to poor industrial performance that are the major constraints rather than
racialisation.

Measuring Ethnic Integration, Diversity and Density

One of the difficulties relating to integration is measurement of the phenomenon:
to what extent is a particular ethnic group integrated with its host community
or how much progress has been made towards integration? Questions like these
are complicated because the concept of integration is multidimensional and the
measurement of integration across a residential neighbourhood is different from
integration at school or in the workplace, for example. Geographers have devel-
oped measures of spatial integration where, no matter what scale or focus, the
approach typically highlights the difference between the geographies of the eth-
nic minority group and a reference group, usually those born in the host country
or the rest of the population. Massey and Denton (1988) used an extensive litera-
ture search and cluster analysis to identify twenty different indices of segregation
and classify them into five key dimensions of segregation: evenness, exposure,
concentration, centralisation and clustering. The complete range of measures clas-
sified by Massey and Denton is not discussed here; instead we exemplify by
selecting two indices that appear in chapters later in the book and which are
amongst the most well used statistical measures for computing spatial integration:
the index of segregation measuring evenness and the index of isolation measuring
exposure.

The index of segregation (IoS) (Gorard, 2000) is a variant of the index of dis-
similarity (Duncan and Duncan, 1955) and is usually computed by subtracting the
percentage of one ethnic group e living in one area i from the percentage of the host
population (or the rest of the population) that lives in that area. The absolute value
of the difference is summed across all areas and the sum is multiplied by 0.5 in order
to fix the range of values between 0 and 100.

IoS = 0.5�|(Pei/Pe) − (Phi/Ph)| (1.1)

where Pei is the population of group e in area i, Phi is the host/rest of the population
in area i, Pe is the total population of group e, and Ph is the total population of the
host/rest of the population.

Whilst the index of segregation/dissimilarity measures how evenly distributed a
population subgroup is compared to the host/rest of the population across areas in
a city, the index of isolation (P∗) describes a group’s exposure to all ethnic groups
and has been used to determine the ethnic composition of the neighbourhood of
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the average person of a given ethnic group. The isolation index reflects the prob-
abilities that a minority person shares a unit area with a majority person or with
another minority person or the extent to which minority members are exposed
only to one another (Massey and Denton, 1988, p. 288) and is computed as the
minority-weighted average of the minority proportion in each area:

P∗ = �(Pei/Pe) − (Pei/P∗i) (1.2)

where P∗i is the total population of area i. When isolation indices are compared
for different parts of a city (for example, the suburbs) with the city as a whole, we
can see whether an ethnic group is evenly distributed across all areas or whether
the group is concentrated in particular areas. There has been considerable debate
in the literature about how to measure segregation and the extent to which British
cities have experienced American-style ghettoisation. Index-based measures have
been used by Simpson (2004, 2007) and Peach (1996b, 2007), for example, to sug-
gest declining segregation whereas Poulsen et al. contend that a threshold approach
presents a better way of assessing the extent to which ethnic groups live apart from
each other (Johnston et al., 2002, 2005; Poulsen, 2005; Poulsen et al., 2001, 2009;
Poulson and Johnston, 2006).

Two other ethnicity measures are introduced here since these appear in later
chapters of the book. Firstly, reference is frequently made to ethnic heterogeneity
or diversity. One of the most familiar measures of diversity is the index that reports
the probability that two randomly selected people in a particular area would be
from different ethnic groups (Brewer and Suchan, 2001). The diversity index for
an area is computed by calculating the proportion of the population of the area in a
particular group, squaring this proportion and then summing up the squared values
across all ethnic groups and subtracting the total from unity. Thus, high values
of the index represent greater ethnic diversity whereas lower values suggest more
uniformity. Secondly, there is the concept of ethnic density calculated as the pro-
portion of residents from a particular ethnic minority group in a given area. Studies
indicate an ethnic density effect, whereby an increasing proportion of individuals
of the same ethnicity (co-ethnics) in an area of residence is associated with reduced
risk of morbidity among those ethnic populations, though evidence is mixed.
Measures of ethnic density are commonly taken from small-area census data using
predefined categories of ethnicity. In a recent study, Stafford et al. (2009) compared
these measures with perceived ethnic density, based on self-reported proportion of
co-ethnics in the area. Chapter 11 of this volume reports further on this work.

Structure and Spatial Distribution of Ethnic
Populations of Britain

The populations of ethnic minority groups in Britain are spatially concentrated and
we can use location quotients to quantify the extent of this concentration. A location
quotient (LQ) is defined for each ethnic group e in each district i as:
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LQei = (Pei/Pi)/(Pe/P∗) × 100 (1.3)

and is a measure of the under-representation (less than 1) or over-representation
(greater than 1) of the ethnic group in each district when compared with the national
average. Using data from the 2001 Census, the Isles of Scilly is the district of Great
Britain with the highest LQ for the White population at 1.085 and Newham is the
district with the lowest White LQ at 0.429. The districts with the highest LQs
for aggregate ethnic groups are as follows: Leicester for Indians (13.97); Tower
Hamlets for the Pakistanis and Other South Asians (15.69) and for Blacks (12.89);
Westminster for the Chinese (5.28); Lambeth for Mixed (4.09) and Westminster for
Other non-White (10.2).

Figure 1.4 provides a summary of ethnic geographical concentration by pre-
senting, for seven aggregate ethnic groups, the percentage of the population that is
contained in the top two deciles when the 408 local authorities in Britain are ranked
on the basis of their ethnic group LQs. The figure shows that 6.7% of the White
population reside in the top decile of districts with the highest White LQs, and 7.5%
are in decile 2; over 80% of the Black population are in the top decile of districts
based on Black LQs and 91.3% in the top 20%. Over 85% of Indian and Pakistani
and Other South Asian (POSA) populations are located in the top 20% of districts
whereas the remaining three groups are more widespread, with the Chinese having
the lowest percentage of its population living in the districts with the highest LQs
but having the highest percentage living in districts that comprise the second decile.

The locations of those districts in Britain in the top and bottom deciles of the
districts ranked by the LQ for each of the four largest ethnic groups are shown in
Fig. 1.5 and demonstrate the inverse relationship between the locations of White and
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a) White b) Indian

c) POSA d) Black

Decile 1 (LQ high)
Decile 10 (LQ low)

Fig. 1.5 Districts in top and bottom decile ranges of ethnic group location quotients, 2001 (Source:
Authors’ calculations based on 2001 Census data)
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non-White groups as well as the overlap in the locations of the latter. Indians have
over-representation in several districts in the Midlands whereas the POSA group
have a more northern orientation. In all cases, London boroughs feature strongly
as districts in the top decile, particularly so for Blacks; in fact 68% of the Black
population of Britain live in London.

Book Structure and Contents

Ethnic Population Change and Residential Concentration

Much concern in twenty-first century Britain has been felt about the trends towards
more social and familial fragmentation, the erosion of social capital and the lack
of knowledge of how to build sustainable communities and promote community
participation. The level of integration of ethnic minorities is clearly an important
dimension of community development. Much of the debate has revolved around
whether ethnic minorities are becoming more or less spatially segregated in terms
of their residential location as well as the degree to which their integration across
a range of contexts (e.g. employment, housing, education) has been impacted by
the negative overtones resulting from the anti-social incidents highlighted by the
popular press. An important consideration is how little we know, in quantitative
terms, about the ethnic complexion of our neighbourhoods, cities and regions in
2009 and the dynamics that have led to the current complexion. Research focuses on
measuring changes over time in the ethnic composition of areas, but also on under-
standing the mechanisms behind change: natural population change and migration.
The most authoritative source of information at a small area scale remains the 2001
Census and we eagerly await the forthcoming 2011 Census to identify what changes
have occurred over the last decade. In fact, the research community is still working
towards a much better understanding of what has changed between the censuses
of 1991 and 2001 and this is the focus of the first two chapters following this
introduction.

In Chapter 2, Nissa Finney investigates to what extent natural change and net
migration contribute towards changes in the ethnic population composition of wards
across England and Wales. Births and deaths are both estimated initially and used
with consistent estimates of ward population by age and sex (Sabater and Simpson,
2009) to give residual estimates of net migration between 1991 and 2001 for each
ward in the country. At a national level, it is the Black Africans and Chinese that
have net in-migration rates that exceed rates of natural increase whereas the Asian
groups all have relatively high natural increase in contrast to net migration. Finney
shows how rates of net migration by ethnic group also vary by age before presenting
a case study of the dynamics of population change in the ward of Southall Broadway
in London. This is the ward with the highest percentage of non-White residents in
2001 in the whole of England and Wales and a concentration of Indian Sikhs whose
families originate from the Punjab. It is particularly interesting to note how Southall
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Broadway experienced a net dispersal of over 2,000 of its Indian population dur-
ing the inter-censal period whilst attracting young adult in-migrants of White and
non-White Other ethnicity. In the final part of her analysis, Finney presents
components of population change for wards grouped in quintiles according to their
concentration of ethnic minority population. The results suggest a process of dis-
persal for Whites and minority groups which aligns with the results presented in
subsequent chapters by Stillwell and Hussain and by Simon.

The study of changing residential patterns of ethnic groups is a key area to inform
debates on residential segregation and diversity in urban areas. Chapter 3 by Albert
Sabater presents analyses of changing ethnic residential segregation for cohorts in
England and Wales. The first part of the analysis provides empirical evidence of
clear declines in ethnic residential segregation between 1991 and 2001 using both
census data as published and complete mid-year estimates for the same years. The
outcomes highlight marginal changes when complete mid-year estimates are used,
primarily as a consequence of census non-response and the harmonisation of the
population definition and census geographies in the latter. The second part of his
analysis traces changes in ethnic residential segregation for various age cohorts. This
approach highlights the importance of residential segregation at some life stages
more than others as well as the significance of a life pattern of segregation for all
groups. The analyses show that using uncorrected census output can lead to incorrect
conclusions about population change in small areas.

Ethnicity and Household Dynamics

Although it is apparent that total fertility in the last few years has been rising,
there is plentiful evidence of trends towards lower and later fertility in the UK
over recent decades. Fertility has remained below replacement level since the 1970s
(Smallwood and Chamberlain, 2005) and the total fertility rate has remained around
1.7 children per woman in the last two decades. The pronounced rise in fertility since
2002 in White British women can most likely be attributed to catch-up behaviour
after initial postponement of child bearing. In the first volume of the Understanding
Population Trends and Processes series (Stillwell et al., 2009), the extent of delayed
childbearing and increased childlessness was documented by Simpson (2009) and
the role of education on childbearing was investigated by Smith and Ratcliffe
(2009). In neither case, however, was any attention paid to the ethnic dimension
of fertility and the timing of childbearing amongst different ethnic groups.

Data on births by ethnic group are not readily available in the UK and, as a conse-
quence, ethnic fertility needs to be estimated. In Chapter 4, Sylvie Dubuc and John
Haskey employ the ‘own-child method’ to obtain estimates of age-specific fertil-
ity rates by ethnic group from Labour Force Survey (LFS) data. This methodology
was developed by the East-West Center, Hawaii (Cho et al., 1986). Their computer
program, EASTWEST, enables survey data from the LFS to be turned into data on
children ever-born by the calendar year of the birth of the child, and the age of the
mother, and the numbers of mothers by age and calendar year at risk of producing
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the children. Age-specific fertility rates (ASFRs) can be derived from these data
for each calendar year, by 1-year or 5-year age-groups of mothers, which are then
used to compute total fertility rates (TFRs) and to investigate the ‘quantum’ and
‘tempo’ of childbearing over time. On average, the TFR of foreign-born women is
greater than that of the women born in the UK and the varying proportions of immi-
grant (foreign-born) women amongst the different ethnic groups contribute some
variability in their TFRs. Pakistani and Bangladeshi women have maintained the
highest TFRs over the last two decades and Chinese women have the lowest rates.
The results presented in Chapter 4 support the hypothesis that a convergence of fer-
tility levels across ethnic groups has occurred, although at a decreasing pace since
2001. The results also suggest that childbearing has been delayed amongst ethnic
minority women since 1998, a trend likely to be associated with women’s involve-
ment in higher education and paid employment as Smith and Ratcliffe (2009) and
Hansen et al. (2009) have indicated.

The changing ethnic composition of the UK also impacts patterns of household
formation, which is the focus of Chapter 5 by Zhiqiang Feng, Paul Boyle, Maarten
van Ham and Gillian Raab, who consider ethnic mixing within the household. They
acknowledge the increase in mixed-ethnic unions and study whether those who live
in a mixed-ethnic neighbourhood will have a higher probability of ending up in a
mixed-ethnic union. The authors use longitudinal data from the ONS Longitudinal
Study to explore the likelihood that minority ethnic individuals choose a White
partner in different geographical contexts. The results that are presented make inter-
esting reading, not least because they support the hypothesis that increased spatial
concentration has a negative effect on the formation of mixed-ethnic unions and
that ‘out-partnering’, forming a union with someone from another ethnic group,
is more likely in areas with low concentrations of those in the same ethnic group
than in areas of greater co-ethnic concentration. More specifically, the authors show
that, for Blacks, South Asians and Other Asians, the probability of having formed
a partnership with a White person by 2001 is higher in the areas of least co-ethnic
concentration in 1991 than in areas of highest co-ethnic concentration. This suggests
that policy measures taken to support more spatial deconcentration of ethnic minori-
ties are likely to result in more mixed-ethnic unions and have a positive impact on
integration at the household level. One possible way in which spatial concentration
of ethnic minorities is reduced is through migration and this is the focus of the next
three chapters.

Internal and International Ethnic Migration

Secondary data on the geographical distribution of ethnic populations and on the
migration of ethnic minorities is difficult to come by other than from the census
of population carried out at the beginning of each decade. In order to explore the
spatial patterns of ethnic migration, John Stillwell and Serena Hussain in Chapter 6
utilise a special table of origin-destination migration flows commissioned from the
Office of National Statistics that provides counts of migrants in specific age and
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ethnic groups. The data have been released through a process of negotiation with
the providers and unfortunately, for statistical disclosure reasons, do not allow the
migration intensities and spatial patterns to be distinguished in detail beyond that of
White, Black, Indian, Pakistani and Other South Asian, Chinese, Mixed and Other
groups. Nevertheless, this broad categorisation of ethnicity combined with a break-
down of the counts into seven age groups is sufficient to confirm some significant
variations in migration propensities between ethnic groups. The data also uncover
some geographical patterns of net migration that demonstrate ‘Urban London’ is
experiencing net losses of migrants in all ethnic groups, not just Whites. Urban
London is one of four ‘families’ of districts that constitute the national area classi-
fication developed by Vickers et al. (2003) which the authors use as a framework
for summarising the inter-district flows taking place in the 12 month period before
the 2001 Census. The classification is used to show that Whites and Indians are
also leaving provincial ‘Urban’ districts whereas these areas are gaining migrants
from all the other ethnic groups. In order to set the scene for the migration analysis,
the authors present a short review of some of the key debates in ethnic population
and migration research and a synopsis of the ethnic complexion and distribution of
population in England and Wales.

In Chapter 7, Antonia Simon reviews the theoretical and empirical work in the
USA on ethnic minority concentration and the role of migration, and explains the
difference between ‘White flight’ (Farley et al., 1994; Galster, 1990; Zubrinsky,
2000) and ‘White avoidance’ (Georing, 1978; Lee and Wood, 1991) whilst recog-
nising that intolerance is not necessarily a phenomenon associated with race or
ethnicity – but more with social conditions such as poverty and crime. Moreover,
there are frequently important pull factors, such as housing opportunities, that influ-
ence White out-movement from areas where non-Whites concentrate, as well as
the desire by Whites to live with members of their own ethnic group – although
Krysan (2002) finds little evidence for this from the data on four major cities across
the US. In Britain, ethnic migration has remained relatively unexplored until recent
years when a number of researchers have begun to document patterns (Finney and
Simpson, 2007, 2009; Hussain and Stillwell, 2008; Stillwell and Hussain, 2010)
and to explain the underlying processes using 2001 Census data at different spatial
scales. By analysing data across England and Wales at ward level from a commis-
sioned table, Simon contributes further to the ‘White flight’ and ‘self-segregation’
debates by demonstrating how non-White migrants are leaving areas where their
populations are concentrated and moving to areas of lesser concentration, where
ethnic concentration is measured as the percentage of total population of each ward
that is classified in each ethnic group.

Chapter 8 by Marina Shaginyan-Shapira is concerned with migration into Britain
from overseas and the question of whether immigration has affected the wages and
jobs of the native population. This is another very topical question; on Friday 30th
January 2009, a series of unofficial strikes broke out around the UK over con-
struction jobs awarded to European workers. The political editor of the Guardian
reported that as anger intensified over plans by oil companies to employ Portuguese
and Italian workers, the Prime Minister said that he understood people’s concerns
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(Summers, 2009). Whilst the popular press displayed pictures of the strikers with
placards depicting the phrase British jobs for British workers, the controversial text
used by Gordon Brown at an address to the GMB union in June 2007 was branded
racist and illegal by critics. The Prime Minister insisted that his Government was
putting in place measures that ensure British workers can have access to the
vacancies in the system.

This strike exemplifies what has been a key political issue over the last decade –
that of the impact of immigration on local labour markets in Britain – and one
over which concerns have risen with the rapid transition to economic downturn
in 2008. Salt et al. (2009) have argued that evidence from past recessions casts
doubt on the widely held assumption that migrants to the UK return home when
unemployment rises in the UK, which would free up jobs for the non-migrant
population. They conclude that migration flows are likely to remain more stable
than most people think over the course of the current economic downturn. They
suggest that during the past three recessions that have affected Britain, migrant
inflows began to pick up quickly, even before a noticeable improvement in the
country’s employment situation. While immigration has tended to fall and out-
migration rise when unemployment increases, this pattern only lasts for a limited
period. Chapter 8 addresses the question of whether spatial concentrations of
immigrants – distinguishing those who had arrived before and after 2004 – have
had a negative impact on the job opportunities (odds of entry into employment,
and odds of entry in more prestigious occupations) and wages of non-migrant
British workers. Using data from the Annual Population Survey (APS) for 2006,
it appears that overall, immigrants do not have a negative effect on the labour
market outcomes of British workers. The evidence suggests, in fact, that in local
labour markets with larger concentrations of immigrants, the wages of non-migrant
workers are higher than in local labour markets with smaller populations of immi-
grants. This is after controlling for the other characteristics of local labour markets
which might be responsible for spatial wage differentials. The message of this
study is clear: immigration on the whole has a positive economic effect in this
context.

Ethnic Identity and Language

Studies of ethnicity and integration based on census data are compromised because
of the disclosure control measures that constrain the availability of data to a lim-
ited number of ethnic groups. The ethnic groups defined by the Office of National
Statistics (ONS), such as Black African or Other Asian, often fail to reveal the
diversity of structure and experiences associated with specific minority populations
from different parts of the world. In Chapter 9, Lavinia Mitton and Peter Aspinall
focus their attention on the Black African diaspora in the UK. They use a range
of data sources including Labour Force Surveys from 2003, 2006 and 2007 and
data extracted from the Individual Controlled Access Microdata Sample (CAMS),
which is a more detailed version of the 2001 Individual Sample of Anonymised
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Records (SAR) file and which has to be accessed at ONS in a safe setting. Mitton
and Aspinall produce a profile of the Black African population according to country
of birth and demonstrate the diversity that exists not only in the size and demo-
graphic structure of its sub-populations but also in terms of family, household and
religious characteristics. They also use data from other survey sources to investi-
gate expressions of national and ethnic identity amongst those from different parts
of Africa and they show that some groups, like the Kenyans, feel more British than
others, such as the Somalis. In terms of language indicators, it is the Somalis who
are the least integrated of all Black Africans whereas Zimbabweans and Nigerians
face only slight language barriers. Recent work on Somalis in Sheffield (Valentine
and Sporton, 2008) points to the need for policies to support young Somalis to inte-
grate into the UK that enable them to retain and develop a strong sense of their
own cultural identity and heritage whilst supporting them to integrate and access
education, jobs and services.

Ethnicity and Health

Researchers and policy makers have been interested for several decades in health
disparities between racial or ethnic groups with debates, often contentious, about
whether observed differences in health disparities are explained by genetic or social
differences (Braun, 2002). There is certainly no doubt that health disparities do
occur between ethnic groups in western countries as indicated by data from the
2001 Census on the proportions of ethnic populations with limiting long-term ill-
ness (LLTI) in England. Figure 1.6 presents LLTI rates for four broad age groups
ranked according to the percentage of the ethnic population with LLTI aged 65
and over. It shows that the highest age-specific rates of illness occur amongst
Asians over the age of 50 and the lowest rates are experienced by the Chinese.
Black Caribbean, Other Black and Mixed White-Black Caribbean also have rela-
tively high rates of LLTI in the retirement (50–64) age range. Whilst half of the
national aggregate population aged 65 and over and a quarter of those aged 5–64
have a LLTI, less than 10% of those aged 16–49 and 4% of those aged 0–15 are
recorded as having a LLTI. Amongst the ethnic groups at younger ages, it is the
Other Black, Mixed White-Black Caribbean and Pakistani ethnic groups that have
the highest illness rates and the Chinese have significantly lower rates than the other
groups.

Two chapters in this book explore different aspects of the relationship between
ethnicity and health in more detail. Firstly, in Chapter 10, Vanessa Higgins and
Angela Dale use data from the 2001 Health Survey for England (HSE) to con-
sider the variations by ethnic group in levels of obesity and physical activity. The
prevalence of obesity is increasing globally, with nearly half a billion of the world’s
population now considered to be overweight or obese and it is often hypothesised
that the obesity epidemic is related both to dietary factors and to an increasingly
sedentary lifestyle. Higgins and Dale show that whilst there are disparities by ethnic
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Fig. 1.6 Limiting long-term illness rates by ethnicity and broad age group, 2001 (Source: 2001
Census Standard Table 107)

group for those aged 16 and over, there are also major differences between males
and females in both levels of obesity and physical activity. However, the relatively
low levels of obesity in the Chinese population of England, consistent with the low
LLTI shown for this group in Fig. 1.6 is not explained by particularly high levels of
physical activity.

Whilst all ethnic minority populations contain individuals and families whose
wealth enables them to choose to live in more affluent housing and neighbourhoods,
the residential neighbourhoods of ethnic minority groups are usually more likely
to be deprived, with poor quality housing and low quality facilities and services.
It is logical to expect poorer health outcomes for those who live in more deprived
areas, yet the paradox is that, on certain health measures, ethnic minorities living
in areas of higher ethnic density do better than those living in areas of lower eth-
nic density and lower levels of multiple deprivation. This conundrum, known as
the ethnic density effect, is the focus of Chapter 11 by Mai Stafford, Laia Bécares
and James Nazroo. They explore different indicators of ethnic density and inves-
tigate whether ethnic density, measured as either co-ethnic density, overall ethnic
minority density or perceived ethnic density, is associated with lower likelihood
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of racial discrimination, greater social cohesion and civic engagement as well as
better health, i.e. a reduced likelihood of LLTI. The analyses, which are based on
Citizenship Surveys for 2005 and 2007, come to different conclusions for different
ethnic groups about these relationships. The general finding is that despite areas of
high ethnic density being those of most material deprivation, ethnic minorities do
derive some social benefits from living in more ethnically dense areas.

Ethnicity, Crime and Social Cohesion

The research reported by Paula Kautt in Chapter 12 employs British Crime Survey
(BCS) data from 2001 to 2007 with multivariate and multilevel analyses to sta-
tistically compare Black and minority ethnic survey respondents according to
their experiences of victimization, their fear of crime and their perceptions of
the Criminal Justice System (CJS). Kautt recognises that geographical location is
directly related to both perceptions and experiences of the CJS as well as the impact
that ethnicity may have on them and therefore takes both individual and area factors
into account in her investigations. The reported research findings show the presence
of several significant differences between ethnic groups in their perceptions and
experiences of the CJS as well as differences in the various factors that influence the
responses of different groups. Thus, what works for White British may not work for
Black or Asian British groups.

Data from the BCS are also used by Joanna Taylor, Liz Twigg and John Mohan,
in Chapter 13 to investigate the links between ethnic heterogeneity and perceptions
of social cohesion. Recent debates in the literature have suggested that increased
diversity within western societies is associated with lower levels of social cohe-
sion but, to date, there have been few studies which explore these issues for small
geographical areas in the UK. The research presented in Chapter 13 explores this ter-
rain by exploiting the rich resources available in the BCS which, as well as seeking
information about people’s experiences of crime, also poses a number of questions
concerning unfavourable aspects of quality of life such as anti-social behaviour and
reduced collective efficacy. The researchers have linked the BCS results to a number
of external datasets in order to generate measures of neighbourhood diversity and
socio-economic deprivation and then used multilevel modelling to determine the
relative importance of various area characteristics in the explanation of perceptions
of anti-social behaviour and low levels of collective efficacy. Particular attention is
paid to unpacking the exact size of the effect of neighbourhood ethnic diversity, as
opposed to neighbourhood disadvantage, on these perceptions of quality of life and
the conclusions challenge the view that the impacts of heterogeneity are negative
and that this causes ethnically diverse neighbourhood residents to ‘hunker down’
or, in the words of Stephen (Putnam, 2007, pp. 150–151), to withdraw even from
close friends, to expect the worst from their community and its leaders, to volun-
teer less, give less to charity and work on community projects less often, to register
to vote less, to agitate for social reform more but have less faith they can actually
make a difference, and to huddle unhappily in front of the television. The modelling
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results indicate that, after allowing for socio-economic characteristics of both
individuals and areas, ethnic diversity does not appear to make any difference to
people’s perceptions of the quality of life in the neighbourhoods where they live.

Ethnic Population Projection

The last chapter in the book reports on the progress that has been made by Paul
Norman, Phil Rees, Pia Wohland and Peter Boden, in constructing a population
projection model that generates projections of the future ethnic group popula-
tions of the UK at local authority level. This research team has developed new
methods for estimating the components of demographic change for each of 16
ethnic groups (as used in the 2001 Census) for historical periods using a range
of secondary data sources. The example estimates of ethnic age-specific fertil-
ity rates in 2001 demonstrate the different fertility behaviour of ethnic groups in
Leeds compared with Bradford after a decade in which estimated total fertility

Table 1.2 Main data sets used in forthcoming chapters

Chapters Author(s) Data sources

2 Finney Census 1991, 2001, CAMS; components of
population change estimates

3 Sabater Census 1991, 2001
4 Dubuc and Haskey Census 2001; Labour Force Survey (LFS)
5 Feng, Boyle, van Ham

and Raab
ONS Longitudinal Study (LS)

6 Stillwell and Hussain 2001 Census Standard and Commissioned Tables
7 Simon 2001 Census Commissioned Table
8 Shapira Annual Population Survey 2006
9 Mitton and Aspinall Labour Force Survey (LFS) Q3 2003, Q2 2005, Q3

2006 and Q4 2007; Census 2001, CAMS;
Citizenship Survey, 2007; National Survey of
Sexual Attitudes and Lifestyles II, 2000–2001
(NATSAL II); Millennium Cohort Study, 2006

10 Higgins and Dale Health Survey for England (HSE) 2007; focus
groups

11 Stafford, Becares and
Nazroo

2001 Census; Citizenship Survey, 2005 and 2007

12 Kautt British Crime Survey 2001–2006; 2001 Census
13 Taylor, Twigg and

Mohan
British Crime Survey (BCS) 2006–2007; 2001

Census; Index of Deprivation (2007); Rural and
Urban Classification 2001

14 Rees, Norman,
Wohland, and Boden

1991 and 2001 Census Areas Statistics, samples of
Anonymised Records and Commissioned Tables;
Labour Force Survey (LFS); vital statistics;
mid-year population estimates; Total International
Migration (TIM) statistics; National Insurance
(NINo) registrations; GP registrations
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rates have also been changing. Similarly, there are intriguing variations between
local authorities in life expectancies at birth between ethnic groups which will
feed into the projections together with the estimates and internal and interna-
tional migration derived from administrative and survey data sets. Furthermore,
the model incorporates a mechanism for estimating the future number of children
born to parents of different ethnic groups, an increasingly important proportion of
the non-White population. This is a pioneering project but the final results – the
projections themselves – will be of immense interest to national and regional organ-
isations as well as local authorities whose current understanding of the ethnic
complexion of the population is limited to what the 2001 Census has provided.

Secondary Data Sources

The preceding section indicates how the studies presented in this book report novel
empirical findings that address some of the current debates on ethnicity and integra-
tion in the UK. They also represent a unique overview of how secondary data sets
are being used to answer research questions on ethnic minorities using a range of
quantitative analytical techniques. The contents of the book therefore reflect the fun-
damental aim of the Understanding Population Trends and Processes initiative: to
conduct analysis on secondary data sources using quantitative methods rather than
to collect primary data and employ qualitative methods. We conclude the chapter
with a summary of the data sets that have been used by the authors of each chapter
(Table 1.2), highlighting the continued importance of the population census, but also
demonstrating the usefulness of a number of surveys.
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Chapter 2
Ethnic Group Population Change
and Integration: A Demographic Perspective
on Ethnic Geographies

Nissa Finney

Introduction

The changing ethnic composition of Britain’s neighbourhoods has attracted consid-
erable public policy attention in the first decade of the twenty-first century. Urban
disturbances in several British towns in the summer of 2001, and terrorist attacks in
the USA in September of the same year, ushered in a new paradigm of ethnic rela-
tions policy that replaced strategies of multiculturalism that had characterised the
British approach in the 1990s (Kalra and Kapoor, 2009; Kundnani, 2007; Robinson,
2005). Concern shifted from meeting the needs of diverse groups to preventing ‘par-
allel lives’ along ethnic or religious lines through strategies of community cohesion
(Cantle, 2001; CoIC, 2007). An important dimension of the new approach was
the emphasis on place-based community and concern with physical separation or
residential segregation. The concern was that residential separation would reduce
mixing and lead to poorer inter-ethnic understanding and greater inter-ethnic con-
flict. In many ways, the ideas informing the community cohesion agenda harked
back to theories of straight-line assimilation (Alba and Nee, 1997) – that social
integration of minorities is directly and linearly linked to residential integration.

At the same time, observations were made about the continued clustering of
minority ethnic populations which was interpreted as separation of ethnic groups;
a flight of the White majority and retreat of the minority groups. The discourses of
flight, retreat and parallel lives quickly became ingrained in policy circles, despite
evidence of similar housing experiences and aspirations of majority and minority
populations (Harries et al., 2008; Phillips, 2006), increasing inter-ethnic understand-
ing (Ford, 2008) and decreasing residential segregation (Simpson, 2007). Moral
panic and myths about race, migration and segregation characterised policy and
public debates (Finney and Simpson, 2009a).
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The discourses of retreat and conflict have been challenged by research on the
demographics of ethnic group population change which has sought to understand
the processes underlying local population dynamics. Simpson et al. (2008) sug-
gested a demographic explanation of population change: a sequence of clustering
and dispersal of immigrant-origin populations as these populations mature in their
age structure and pass through demographic events of the life course. Finney and
Simpson (2009b) investigated these hypotheses for districts in Britain and found
clustering of minority populations due mainly to natural growth, an in situ excess of
births over deaths, not unexpected given the young age structures of ethnic minority
populations. Simultaneously, Britain’s minority groups are migrating from the areas
in which they are most concentrated to elsewhere in Britain and this is evident in
the 1990s and 2000s, at district and ward scales (Simpson and Finney, 2009; Simon,
2010; Stillwell and Hussain, 2010).

The defining characteristic of a demographic approach is the decomposition of
population change (for a specified area and time period) into four component pro-
cesses: people being born, people dying, people migrating into the area and people
migrating out of the area. This is what demographers know as the demographic
balancing equation. It has been argued that the meaning of residential patterns of
ethnic groups in Britain, and the meaning of changes in those patterns, requires an
understanding of how the components of population change act together (Finney
and Simpson, 2009b; Simpson et al., 2008). Furthermore, demographic differences
between ethnic groups in Britain, particularly in their age structures as a result of
the timing of the main waves of immigration, mean that the dynamics of population
change may differ between ethnic groups.

This chapter builds on this emerging body of work about the demographics
of neighbourhood ethnic group population change. It contributes to the debate in
several ways: by introducing original ward level estimates of demographic compo-
nents of population change which overcome deficiencies of existing data sources; by
analysing population change at the ward scale, a smaller geographical level than has
previously been investigated; and by introducing age into the analyses. The chapter
demonstrates that ward level population change is a result of in situ natural growth
plus dispersal through migration. It shows how ethnic group population dynam-
ics vary by age thus demonstrating the importance of understanding demographic
change across different stages of the life course, a point also made in relation to
segregation in the following chapter by Sabater (2010). The evidence in this chap-
ter reinforces the message that ethnic conflict or divergence cannot be assumed to
explain, or be a result of, geographical patterns of ethnic group population change.

This introduction is followed by an outline of the data and definitions used in
the chapter with a focus on the ward level estimates of components of population
change. These components are then examined for England and Wales as a whole,
followed by the example of neighbourhood population dynamics in the London
ward of Southall Broadway in the 1990s. The next section presents an investigation
of processes of population change in neighbourhoods of differing ethnic minority
concentration, with population dynamics distinguished by ethnic group and age.
The chapter concludes with a discussion of the key findings.
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Measuring Neighbourhood Ethnic Group Population Change

In order to assess neighbourhood ethnic group population dynamics, measures are
needed of the components of population change and the geographical areas of
interest must be defined. This section describes the derivation of ward level com-
ponents of change estimates which are the basis for the analysis in this chapter,
and explains the categorisation of wards into groups representing minority ethnic
concentration.

In the UK, there are limited data on the demographics of ethnic groups for small
areas which explains our limited knowledge of the demographic dynamics of popu-
lation change. Birth and death registrations do not record ethnic group and although
migration data by ethnic group have been available in the census of 1991 and 2001,
there are weaknesses too with these data. In particular, they measure migration only
in the year prior to the census, give no measure of emigration, provide migration
measures for broad ethnic groups only and do not allow analysis of migration by
ethnic group and age simultaneously.

This study therefore produced estimates of the demographic components of pop-
ulation change. Well established demographic techniques were used to decompose
population change over the inter-censal decade, 1991–2001, into estimates of births,
deaths and net migration (Edmonston and Michalowski, 2004; Rowland, 2002).
These techniques were developed for application to ethnic groups, small areas and
the data available in the UK. The resultant dataset is particularly original in its
estimation of the age structure of the net impact of migration over a decade with
emigration included. The method has the advantage of being applicable at all geo-
graphical scales. A disadvantage of the method, however, is that it provides statistics
of net migration; details of inflows, outflows, origins and destinations are lack-
ing. This section provides a brief overview of the estimation procedures; for full
technical details, see Simpson et al. (2008).

The demographic balancing equation, that population change is the sum of natu-
ral increase (births minus deaths) and net migration (arrivals minus departures), can
be rearranged to express net migration as a residual: (arrivals–departures) = pop-
ulation change – (births–deaths). The components of population change estimates
use this equation to calculate net migration as the part of population change which
is not due to births or deaths (natural change). Population change is easily obtained
from censuses and other population estimates in the UK. The challenge to estimate
net migration during the period is thus reduced to measuring natural change and
subtracting it from population change.

Vital statistics of recorded births and deaths are not available for ethnic groups
in Britain as they are in some other countries (e.g. in the USA, Voss et al., 2004).
However, estimates can be made by the survival method which deducts from the
population an estimate of the number of people in each age-sex-ethnic-area category
who survived over the defined period (1991–2001 in this case) to estimate deaths.
Survival ratios from life tables can be applied from the starting population (forward
survival) or the end point population (reverse survival) (Rowland, 2002). Fertility
rates are used to estimate births.
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An adaptation of the survival approach was used in this research, and applied to
each ethnic group in each of the 8,797 electoral wards of England and Wales, for
males and females and each single year of age. Wards in Britain on average have a
population of 6,500. The estimation involved five stages that take into account differ-
ences between ethnic groups and localities. First, the number of births into each age
cohort that will be aged between 0 and 9 at 2001 were estimated using child-woman
ratios in 1991 and the number of children in 2001. Second, these births estimates
were scaled so that when summed across ethnic groups they are consistent with
official vital statistics data by ward, age and sex for the relevant year. Third, an ini-
tial estimation of the number of deaths was made using an average of the forward
and reverse survival methods. Fourth, these deaths estimates were scaled so that
when summed across ethnic groups they are consistent with total deaths from offi-
cial vital statistics for each ward for the period 1991–2001. Fifth, final estimates of
net migration were generated using the demographic balancing equation described
above. This procedure gives an estimate of births, deaths and net migration for each
ethnic group-ward-sex-age combination.

The success of this method depends partly upon the quality of the measure of
population change. The research presented here used estimates produced by Sabater
and Simpson (2009), which give populations for wards of England, Wales and
Scotland by sex, single year of age and ethnic group for 1991 and 2001. Each esti-
mate is based on census data but takes into account the problems of non-response,
alteration to the enumeration of students, timing adjustment between census day
and mid-year, changes to the ethnic group census categories and ward boundary
changes (harmonisation of 1991 small areas to 2001 boundaries using proportional
allocation based on geographical conversion tables). For the purposes of comparison
over time, the population of published ethnic groups at each of the two time points
have been aggregated to eight compatible categories: White, Caribbean, African,
Indian, Pakistani, Bangladeshi, Chinese and Other, with the 2001 Mixed groups
being included in the residual Other category. The first seven of these groups are
the most coherent and stable classifications from 1991 to 2001 (Office for National
Statistics, 2006; Simpson and Akinwale, 2007). The residual eighth category is used
for completeness but is very diverse and of different composition in the 2 years.

There is much debate about the meaning of census ethnic group categories
and their appropriateness for understanding diversity in the UK (Aspinall, 2000).
The eight groups used in this chapter are defined by a combination of colour and
national origin and are internally diverse. Most broadly, they can be seen to repre-
sent the main groups of immigrants who arrived in Britain after the Second World
War, predominantly labour migrants from elsewhere in the Commonwealth (the
Indian sub-continent and the Caribbean). These migrants have been followed by
chain migration from the same origins, including migration of family members.
The African and Chinese groups can be considered more diverse in terms of their
immigrant streams; they comprise established immigrants and newer immigrants,
particularly young adults migrating since the 1990s for work and study and, in the
case of Africans, refugees. The ethnic categories used here can by no means be con-
sidered a representation of the essential character of a group of people. However, an
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understanding of their immigration history and resulting demographics is helpful in
examining sub-national population change.

Electoral wards are the scale of analysis in this chapter, as described above. In
Tables 2.5 and 2.6, they have been grouped into five categories based on their per-
centage of non-White (or ethnic minority) population. This division is such that each
quintile of wards has the same non-White population but in differing concentrations
(Table 2.1). Thus, there are a small number of wards in the ‘highest non-White con-
centration’ category compared to the ‘lowest non-White concentration’ category. On
average, wards in England and Wales have 5.4% non-White population. The low-
est minority concentration wards, of which there are 7,426, have, on average, 2.4%
non-White population. The highest minority concentration wards, of which there are
101, have, on average 65.0% ethnic minority population, with a maximum of 87.7%.
It is worth noting that even the wards with the highest ethnic minority population
proportion are diverse in that they comprise a number of different ethnic groups.
For the ethnic minority populations, wards of highest minority concentration are in
London, such as in the districts of Brent, Harrow, Lambeth and Newham. Indians
are also in high concentration in wards of Leicester; Pakistanis and Bangladeshis in
Bradford; and Chinese in Birmingham and Manchester.

The areas of high minority concentration tend to be urban areas, very often close
to urban centres. This is a result of the geographical patterns of initial settlement
of immigrants to urban areas where affordable housing and work was available.
At least two thirds of districts in the high and highest ethnic minority concentra-
tion categories are in London or principal provincial cities. In comparison, half
of the districts in the lowest ethnic minority concentration category are remote,
rural or mixed urban and rural. There is a significant Pearson correlation of 0.6
between districts classed by increasing minority concentration and districts classed
by increasing urbanness (using the OPCS classification). It is important, therefore,
when interpreting population change in relation to ethnic minority concentration, to
consider the role of urban form and whether this offers an explanation as plausible,
or more plausible, than ethnic minority concentration.

Table 2.1 White and minority composition of quintiles of non-White concentration for wards of
England and Wales

2001 population

Percentage of
population (mean
for wards)

Quintile of non-White
concentration White Minorities White Minorities

No. of
wards

Lowest 36, 736, 420 922, 508 97.6 2.4 7, 426
Low 6, 681, 110 922, 501 87.9 12.1 790
Medium 2, 580, 015 923, 261 73.6 26.4 298
High 1, 255, 000 924, 238 57.6 42.4 182
Highest 494, 810 920, 115 35.0 65.0 101
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Drivers of Ethnic Group Population Change
for England and Wales

We begin with the national picture of population change and an examination of the
contributions of natural change and migration to the changing diversity of England
and Wales in the 1990s. Table 2.2 gives the components of population change from
1991 to 2001 for England and Wales for eight ethnic groups. The first row, for the
population as a whole, confirms a picture of population growth that results both from
a net gain from migration and a net gain from excess births over deaths. Migration
in this table is international migration, the balance of movements into and out of
England and Wales including flows to and from Scotland and Northern Ireland.
In relation to population size, natural growth is a greater contributor to population
growth than net immigration. This is also the case for the White, Caribbean, Indian,
Pakistani, Bangladeshi and Other groups. However, the relative size of the contri-
butions of natural change and migration varies between ethnic groups. Over the
decade natural change was responsible for population growth of around 20% for
the African, Pakistani, Bangladeshi and Other groups compared with 0.06% for the
White population whose rate of natural growth was lowest. A considerable range
is also evident in the net international migration rates, from a loss of 7% of the
Caribbean population through a small growth of 0.4% of the White population to
population increase of 30% due to migration for the African population.

It is clear from Table 2.2, then, that each ethnic group has a different demo-
graphic story which is shaping its population change nationally and locally. The
ethnic groups that have the largest proportions of immigrants – African, Chinese and
Other – are growing rapidly both through the immigration itself and immigrants hav-
ing children. The more established immigrant-origin groups – Indian, Pakistani and
Bangladeshi – gain less through immigration and greatly through natural growth as
the second generations reproduce. The youthful Caribbean population gains through
births exceeding deaths but loses through emigration.

This demographic story cannot be fully understood without attention to age vari-
ation. Indeed, it is well established that migration varies through the life course, as
does mortality. Figure 2.1 illustrates age variation in total net migration by present-
ing mean rates for wards of England and Wales for the inter-censal decade by ethnic
group. With the exception perhaps of the Caribbean group, the age-migration profile
of each ethnic group takes approximately the same shape, peaking in young adult-
hood from relative stability at other ages. The level of migration, however, varies
considerably between ethnic groups with the White and South Asian groups hav-
ing lower rates than the recent immigrant groups of African and Chinese origin,
particularly in the young adult ages.

The pattern for the Caribbean group is interesting because it is exceptional. We
have already seen that, on balance, Caribbeans are moving out of England and
Wales. Figure 2.1 tells us that this out-migration is of people of family ages (aged
under 20 and 30–45 in 2001) and retirement ages (aged 65 and over in 2001). It
is possible to speculate that this emigration represents ‘return’ migration to the
Caribbean.



2 Ethnic Group Population Change and Integration 33

Ta
bl

e
2.

2
C

om
po

ne
nt

s
of

po
pu

la
tio

n
ch

an
ge

fo
r

et
hn

ic
gr

ou
ps

in
w

ar
ds

of
E

ng
la

nd
an

d
W

al
es

,1
99

1–
20

01

Po
pu

la
tio

n
in

19
91

Po
pu

la
tio

n
in

20
01

B
ir

th
s

D
ea

th
s

N
at

ur
al

ch
an

ge
(b

ir
th

s
–

de
at

hs
)

N
et

m
ig

ra
tio

n
19

91
–2

00
1

R
at

e
of

na
tu

ra
l

ch
an

ge
(%

)
R

at
e

of
ne

t
m

ig
ra

tio
n

(%
)

To
ta

l
50

,7
48

,0
33

52
,3

59
,9

79
6,

47
0,

67
1

5,
55

2,
04

4
91

8,
62

7
69

3,
31

9
1.

19
0.

9
W

hi
te

47
,4

29
,0

19
47

,7
47

,3
55

5,
46

0,
81

2
5,

41
5,

27
1

45
,5

41
27

2,
79

5
0.

06
0.

38
C

ar
ib

be
an

56
9,

62
1

57
2,

21
2

96
,7

03
31

,3
09

65
,3

93
−6

2,
80

2
7.

64
−7

.3
4

A
fr

ic
an

25
5,

33
6

49
4,

66
8

98
,6

67
7,

95
0

90
,7

17
14

8,
61

5
18

.0
5

29
.5

7
In

di
an

89
1,

82
7

1,
05

3,
30

2
17

8,
94

6
39

,7
19

13
9,

22
7

22
,2

47
9.

82
1.

57
Pa

ki
st

an
i

49
4,

97
3

72
7,

72
6

19
2,

33
6

18
,6

21
17

3,
71

5
59

,0
39

20
.2

3
6.

87
B

an
gl

ad
es

hi
17

6,
91

2
28

6,
69

3
88

,5
74

5,
91

1
82

,6
63

27
,1

18
25

.8
1

8.
47

C
hi

ne
se

17
3,

18
4

23
3,

34
6

32
,7

26
6,

88
7

25
,8

39
34

,3
22

8.
91

11
.8

4
O

th
er

75
7,

16
1

1,
24

4,
67

7
32

1,
90

7
26

,3
77

29
5,

53
0

19
1,

98
5

21
.4

2
13

.9
2

So
ur

ce
:C

om
po

ne
nt

s
of

po
pu

la
tio

n
ch

an
ge

es
tim

at
es

.R
at

es
us

e
th

e
m

ea
n

of
19

91
an

d
20

01
po

pu
la

tio
ns

as
th

e
de

no
m

in
at

or
.



34 N. Finney

Chinese Bangladeshi

Other Caribbean

WhiteIndian

PakistaniAfrican

100

80

60

40

20

0

–20

–40

N
et

 m
ig

ra
ti

o
n

 r
at

e 
(%

)

Age in 2001
5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 750

Fig. 2.1 Mean net migration (international and internal) rates for wards in England and Wales by
age and ethnic group, 1991–2001 (Source: Components of population change estimates. Rates use
the mean of 1991 and 2001 populations as the denominator)

Southall Broadway: An Illustration of Neighbourhood
Ethnic Group Population Dynamics

At the national level demographic variation in population change of ethnic groups
can be seen. However, the complexity of population change and the benefits of
devising detailed demographic estimates of components of change are particularly
evident when sub-national patterns are analysed. Here, neighbourhood population
dynamics are illustrated with the example of the ward of Southall Broadway in the
district of Ealing in west London. Southall Broadway has been chosen because it
is the ward in Britain with the smallest proportion of White residents (12%). In the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the area was important as a transport link
on the Great Western Railway, the primary road from Oxford to London and the
Great Union Canal from Birmingham to London. This position led to the devel-
opment of brick and ceramics industries, flour mills and chemical plants. Southall
Broadway has a long history of migration from outside England, attracting Welsh
migrants in the 1920s and 1930s and, from the 1950s, migrants from India who were
employed in nearby industries including the rapidly expanding Heathrow airport.
The largest cultural group is Indian Punjabis and this is reflected in the local facili-
ties such that the area is colloquially known as ‘Little India’. 37% of the population
is Sikh and a further 20% Muslim, Hindu and Christian respectively.

Tables 2.3 and 2.4 and Figs. 2.2 and 2.3 present ethnic group population dynam-
ics for the decade 1991–2001 for the ward of Southall Broadway. Table 2.3 shows
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Table 2.4 Percentage of 2001 population of Southall Broadway ward in each age category for
White, Indian and Pakistani

Age group White Indian Pakistani

0–9 15.95 12.19 17.26
10–19 10.93 14.75 19.51
20–29 17.48 18.88 18.34
30–39 20.27 17.71 18.04
40–49 10.10 13.41 11.25
50–59 7.72 8.75 8.16
60–69 7.42 8.42 6.25
70–79 6.69 4.81 1.03
80 + 4.24 1.08 0.17

Source: Components of population change estimates.

the population change over the decade for each ethnic group and how that change is
made up of natural change (the balance of births and deaths) and net migration (the
balance of migration into and out of the ward). The natural change and net migra-
tion figures are also displayed in Fig. 2.2. Table 2.4 gives the age structure of the
ward’s 2001 White, Indian and Pakistani populations. The line graph presents net
migration over the decade by ethnic group and age (Fig. 2.3).

In 1991, Southall Broadway’s population of around 15,000 people was 65%
Indian, 12% Pakistani, 10% White and around 13% of other ethnic groups. Over the
1990s, the ward lost population (around 1,500 people) and the balance of the eth-
nic groups shifted such that the diversity of the ward increased. By 2001, therefore,
53% of the population were Indian, 15% from Other ethnic groups (which includes
the Mixed categories), 12% White and 11% Pakistani (Table 2.3). The ward’s
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Fig. 2.2 Natural change and net migration for the ward of Southall Broadway by ethnic group,
1991–2001 (Source: Components of population change estimates)
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Fig. 2.3 Mean net migration (international and internal) rates for White, Indian and Pakistani
ethnic groups for the ward of Southall Broadway by age, 1991–2001 (Source: Components of
population change estimates. Rates use the mean of 1991 and 2001 populations as the denominator)

population is youthful as well as diverse; a quarter of the White and Indian and
a third of the Pakistani population were under 20 years old in 2001. The White
population is the most elderly in structure with 18% of White people in the
ward over the age of 60 (compared with 14% of Indians and 7% of Pakistanis)
(Table 2.4).

The White, African, Bangladeshi, Chinese and Other populations of Southall
Broadway grew during the 1990s. Although each of these groups lost popula-
tion through natural decrease, the loss was outweighed by gains of in-migrants,
either from elsewhere in England and Wales or from other countries (Fig. 2.2).
Migration gains were particularly high for the White, African and Other popula-
tions and, as Fig. 2.3 shows, were of people aged in their 20s and 30s. This suggests
the ward is a destination for recent in-migrants and for young White, African and
Other adults already residing in England and Wales wishing to relocate to western
London.

Over the decade, there was a decrease in the Caribbean, Indian and Pakistani
populations of Southall Broadway. This was a result of more people dying than
being born in the ward and a result of more people leaving the ward (for destina-
tions elsewhere in Britain or abroad) than arriving in it. Loss due to migration was
particularly high for the Indian population representing over 80% of population loss
for this group, at a rate of 24%. This pattern of out-migration of Indians and in-
migration of other groups is consistent with theories of dispersal from residential
co-ethnic concentrations and increased mixing as a result of migration.
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The balance of migration is, however, different for people of different ages
(Fig. 2.3). All groups gained population in their 20s including the Indian and
Pakistani groups, and these ages represented the greatest gain for all groups. The
loss of the Indian population was of people of all ages apart from those in their late
20s, and was particularly high for family ages, those aged 30–45 and those aged
under 20. The dispersal of ethnic minority populations from areas in which they are
concentrated is a pattern that has been found for districts in Britain (Simpson and
Finney, 2009) and is evident here for the ward of Southall Broadway.

The patterns of population change for any place are complex and become more
so when the population is divided by ethnic group and age. Unearthing these com-
plexities is important in proposing explanations for population change. Southall
Broadway, at first glance, may be labelled an immigrant ghetto but the demographics
reveal it to be a diverse neighbourhood becoming increasingly mixed, experiencing
dispersal of its Indian population and attracting young adults of all ethnic groups.

Components of Population Change and Ethnic
Minority Concentration

The growth, or not, of concentrations of ethnic minority populations has been a cen-
tral concern of community cohesion debates. Indeed, community cohesion strategies
have sought to combat perceived problems of ‘retreat’ into ethnic enclaves. But does
the evidence at the local level show movement towards co-ethnic concentrations
or is there dispersal and increasing diversity, as in Southall Broadway? Table 2.5
presents components of population change for wards grouped according to their
concentration of ethnic minority (non-White) population. Such a categorisation is
useful because it enables assessment of in situ growth and dispersal, a theory that has
been put forward to explain population change in minority concentrations defined
at larger geographical scales (Simpson et al., 2008).

The net migration pattern of the White population represents movement away
from wards of highest minority ethnic concentration and towards areas of low-
est minority ethnic concentration. This is dispersal from minority concentrations
reflecting the well documented processes of suburbanisation and counterurbanisa-
tion of the White population (Champion, 1989). Minorities taken as a whole are
moving in the same direction: net migration is greatest to areas of lowest minor-
ity concentration and least to areas of highest minority concentration. Dispersal is
also clear for the Indian and Chinese populations. The pattern for other groups is
less evident. Pakistanis have highest migration to areas of lowest minority concen-
tration; but second highest migration to areas of highest minority concentration.
Bangladeshis have highest migration to wards of high and highest minority ethnic
concentration. Caribbean population is lost from all categories of ward and espe-
cially so for wards of medium minority concentration. The African group is the
only group for whom the lowest migration is to the wards of lowest ethnic minority
concentration.
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Natural change is positive in all ward types for all groups apart from for Whites
in wards of high and highest minority concentration. For Whites, the patterns sug-
gest suburbanisation of the reproductive population. For the Indian, Pakistani and
Bangladeshi groups, natural growth is greatest in absolute terms in areas of highest
ethnic minority concentration. For the Chinese group, natural change decreases as
minority concentration increases, perhaps reflecting the more dispersed nature of the
reproductive population with high proportions of urban populations being students.

The patterns described are largely confirmed by the rates of net migration and
natural change which clarify the process of dispersal for Whites and minorities
(Table 2.5b). For all minority groups apart from African, net migration rates are
greatest for the wards of lowest ethnic minority concentration and these rates are
high (up to 44% growth). The rate of natural population loss for Whites is greatest
from areas of highest minority concentration; the rate of natural growth for minori-
ties is high – around 20% – and varies little by category of ward. For individual
minority groups, natural growth shows no clear patterns by concentration of minori-
ties. Rates are no higher in wards of highest ethnic minority concentration than in
other wards for any ethnic group.

Examination of components of population change for wards classified by ethnic
concentration has revealed patterns of dispersal and confirmed the importance of
natural growth of non-White populations in wards throughout England and Wales.
However, the processes of natural change and migration are age specific: generally
it is the elderly who die and those in their 20s and 30s who produce children; and
young adults of each ethnic group are considerably more mobile than other age
groups (Fig. 2.1; Finney, submitted). There are also different geographies of migra-
tion for different age groups (Finney and Champion, 2008; Plane and Jurjevich,
2009), with young adults tending to locate in urban areas whilst other ages migrate
away from cities. Given that there is a high correlation between urbanness and ethnic
minority concentration for wards in England and Wales it is important to consider
migration patterns by age.

Table 2.6 presents net migration for wards classified by concentration of ethnic
minority population (as in Table 2.5) for Whites and minorities, for young adults and
people of other ages taken together. Migration as a component of population change
is focused on here as this is the main driver of changing geographical patterns, par-
ticularly for young adults who are the most mobile age group. Net migration from
the components of change estimates has been decomposed into internal migration
and international migration in the final two columns of Table 2.6. This decomposi-
tion should be read as indicative because of discrepancies in the three measures of
migration used in the table.

The table reveals two important findings. First, the pattern of dispersal/
suburbanisation which has been seen for the White and minority populations as
a whole is evident for children and older adults but not for young adults. Second,
there is not a clear pattern of international migration contributing to the growth of
minority populations in areas in which they are concentrated more than other areas
and for young adults both White and minority, immigration is greatest to the areas
of least ethnic minority concentration.
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Table 2.6 Migration for neighbourhoods grouped by minority ethnic concentration by ethnic
group and age, 1991–2001

Total migration Migration within Britain
International migration
(indicative estimate)

Quintile White Minorities White Minorities White Minorities

Young adults

Lowest −65, 914 5, 883 −73, 300 −2, 467 7, 400 8, 400
Low 34, 527 7, 220 29, 733 1, 900 4, 800 5, 300
Medium 25, 755 6, 787 21, 733 833 4, 000 6, 000
High 10, 541 5, 255 8, 300 1, 667 2, 200 3, 600
Highest 3, 258 4, 119 13, 533 −1, 933 −10, 300 6, 000

Non young adult

Lowest 121, 298 12, 735 76, 767 6, 567 44, 500 6, 200
Low −36, 942 2, 168 −13, 967 4, 200 −23, 000 −2, 000
Medium −31, 162 −2, 465 −15, 767 −1, 433 −15, 400 −1, 000
High −21, 728 219 −31, 867 −1, 100 10, 100 1, 300
Highest −12, 353 132 −15, 167 −8, 233 2, 800 8, 400

Sources: For Total Migration: Components of change estimates, 1991–2001 divided by ten to
approximate a yearly figure. Based on wards of England and Wales. White is all Census White
groups; Minorities are all others (see Simpson and Akinwale, 2007). For Migration within Britain:
2001 Census CAMS, 2000–2001 scaled to 100% from figures for 3% sample. Based on districts
of Britain. White is White British; Minorities are all non-White groups. Young adults are aged 18–
29; non young adults are all other ages taken together. International migration has been estimated
by subtracting migration within Britain from total migration and is only indicative of patterns due
to the discrepancies in the total and internal migration measures as described above. Figures have
therefore been rounded to the nearest 100.

The areas of lowest ethnic minority concentration, which can be alternatively
seen as the most White areas and also the most rural areas, overall lost White young
adults, gained Whites of other ages and gained minorities of all ages due to migra-
tion. This was a result of young adults, White and minority, moving from the lowest
minority concentration neighbourhoods to elsewhere in Britain whilst those areas
gained young adults, both White and minority, from abroad. At the same time, the
lowest minority concentration areas gained Whites and Minorities of ages under 18
and over 29 as a result of migration from elsewhere in Britain (suburbanisation) and
from abroad.

Highest minority concentration areas gained White and minority young adults.
For Whites, this was a result of net in-migration from elsewhere in Britain (internal
urbanisation) and net emigration. For minorities this was a result of net out-
migration to elsewhere in Britain together with net immigration. For non young
adult ages, areas of highest minority concentration lost Whites and gained minori-
ties. This resulted from out-migration of Whites and minorities to elsewhere in
Britain and net gain of whites and minorities from abroad.
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Conclusions

This chapter has used original estimates of components of population change by
ethnic group and age for wards in England and Wales to examine processes of sub-
national ethnic group population change from a demographic perspective. England
and Wales’s changing ethnic geography in the 1990s is a result of local dynamics
of natural change and migration which together paint a picture of minority concen-
trations growing through in situ natural growth and becoming increasingly diverse
through dispersal and suburbanisation of existing residents and arrival of newcomers
through young adult urbanisation and immigration. The general patterns are made
up of considerable variation between places and ethnic groups. The evidence in this
chapter reinforces the message from studies of larger geographical scales (Finney
and Simpson, 2009b; Simpson et al., 2008) that ethnic conflict or divergence can-
not be assumed to explain, or be a result of, geographical patterns of ethnic group
population change.

Nationally, natural change is contributing more to population growth than immi-
gration, especially for immigrant origin groups who have younger age structures
than the long-term White population, and are thus a more reproductive popula-
tion. Immigration is an important component of population growth for those ethnic
groups with a recent immigration history (African and Chinese particularly). The
immigration of young adults of these and other ethnic groups has implications
for future natural growth, should the migrants settle and build families in Britain.
Caribbean emigration from England and Wales is an exception and the phenomenon,
perhaps reflecting ‘return’ migration of families and older adults to the Caribbean,
warrants further investigation.

The patterns of population change for any place are complex and become more
so when the population is divided by ethnic group and age. Unearthing these com-
plexities is important for proposing explanations for population change. Southall
Broadway, at first glance, may be labelled an immigrant ghetto but the demo-
graphics reveal it to be a diverse neighbourhood becoming increasingly mixed,
experiencing dispersal of its Indian population and attracting young adults of all
ethnic groups. Even the neighbourhoods of highest concentration of an ethnic group
are becoming more mixed through processes that need not be seen as ethnically spe-
cific: dispersal within London to outer neighbourhoods such as Southall Broadway
and counterurbanisation, particularly of families, from the capital (Stillwell and
Hussain, 2010).

There is movement of both Whites and minority groups from areas of ethnic
minority concentration, a process of dispersal and suburbanisation that is creating
greater ethnic mixing. Net migration rates are greatest for wards of lowest ethnic
minority concentration for each ethnic group. Of the minority groups, dispersal is
particularly evident for the Indian and Chinese groups who are known to be the most
socially upwardly mobile of the immigrant origin groups. This raises the question of
whether other minority groups are restricted in their residential mobility by financial
and other barriers, particularly given research that shows similarities in housing
aspirations across ethnic groups (Harries et al., 2008; Phillips, 2006). The African
group does not exhibit dispersal from minority concentrations perhaps reflecting the
tendency for this recent immigrant group to locate in urban centres.



2 Ethnic Group Population Change and Integration 43

For minority groups there appears to be little relationship between ethnic concen-
tration of an area and natural change. Rates of natural growth are high for minority
groups – around 20% – regardless of the ethnic minority concentration of the wards
in which they live. For Whites, deaths outweigh births in concentrations of minor-
ity population (urban centres). Whites are reproducing in the most White areas
indicating suburbanisation of the reproductive White population.

The direction of migration in relation to areas of differing minority concentration
is not consistent for all ages. The pattern of dispersal/suburbanisation which has
been seen for the White and minority populations as a whole is evident for children
and older adults but not for young adults. This is the case both for Whites and
minorities. It is likely that the explanations are not related with ethnicity but rather
life stage and the tendency of young adults to move to urban centres for study and
employment opportunities (Mulder, 1993; Finney and Champion, 2008; Plane and
Jurjevich, 2009; Finney, submitted).

Finally, this chapter has hinted at interesting dynamics of internal and inter-
national migration. Although theories of chain migration suggest immigrants will
predominantly target previous settlement areas there is not a clear pattern of inter-
national migration contributing to the growth of minority populations in areas in
which they are concentrated more than other areas. Indeed, for young adults both
White and minority, immigration is greatest to the areas of least ethnic minority
concentration.

Future work can take from this chapter the importance of considering all com-
ponents of population change and examining processes of change for young adults
separately from other age groups. A lifecourse approach would be particularly valu-
able in this regard. It is necessary to improve our understanding of the combined
contributions of internal and international migration to local population change, and
the relationship between these two forms of migration, and between them and nat-
ural change. Explaining patterns of population change would benefit from focus
on the experiences of specific ethnic groups in their particular demographic, geo-
graphic and immigration contexts, including investigation of their motivations and
migration decision making. Developing this body of work in this way will help us
to challenge further claims of ethnic retreat and assess whether ethnic residential
patterns should be a focus of research and policy at all.
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Chapter 3
Ethnic Residential Segregation Change
in England and Wales

Albert Sabater

Introduction

Since the landmark publication by Ernest Burgess (1928) on residential segregation
in American cities, the study of the separation of groups in different contexts and at
different scales has been a key aspect of the analysis of urban landscapes. Many seg-
regation measures have been proposed following publication of the seminal paper
on indices by Duncan and Duncan (1955), including a detailed examination of their
properties and interrelationships by Massey and Denton (1988). The conceptual
framework within which residential segregation is analysed is generally based on
the idea that high levels of segregation are problematic, because this implies that a
subgroup of the population is isolated from opportunities, resources and amenities
(Kaplan and Holloway, 1998; Logan, 1978; Massey et al., 1987). Such correlation
between segregation and socio-economic well-being has also become an issue of
public debate in Europe, generally associated with the African American model of
inner city segregation (Fortuijn et al., 1998).

In Britain, segregation is a topic in which policy makers have become increas-
ingly interested. This has occurred partly as a consequence of disturbances in
English towns in 2001 which resulted in the implementation of community cohesion
plans in each local authority (Cantle, 2001). It is also a result of the bombings of the
London Underground in 2005 which sparked an emotive debate on whether ethnic
minority communities were living ‘parallel lives’ (Phillips, 2006). More recently,
the attention has been focused on cities such as Leicester and Birmingham which
could become Britain’s first minority White cities within a decade (Herbert, 2007).
There is, however, a growing body of research which suggests that the view of
increasing segregation and the threat of ghettos is not supported by evidence, despite
both the unfavourable economic position of ethnic minorities and the evidence of
discrimination towards them (Dorling and Rees, 2003; Peach, 1996a, 1998; Phillips,
1998; Simpson, 2004, 2007).
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Although ethnicity data from successive censuses are often used to compare
population change, new research has shown that such comparisons can be
misleading if inconsistencies between censuses such as changes in the population
definition, changes in the treatment of non-response, changes in ethnic group clas-
sification and age standard outputs and changes in geographical boundaries are not
allowed for (Sabater and Simpson, 2009). The aim of this chapter is twofold. First,
it provides more insight on the impact of changing definitions, quality of data and
changes in geographical units on the values of segregation. Second, the research
aims to contribute to fill the gap in knowledge about residential segregation over
age cohorts. In summary, the purpose of this chapter is to address four questions
which deserve more investigation following previous studies:

• To what extent does the analysis that corrects for the incompleteness of the census
change the values of segregation indices?

• What is the degree to which changes in census boundaries can alter the
interpretation of variation in segregation indices?

• Is segregation greater at some life stages (represented by age cohorts) than at
others?

• To what extent does the pattern of segregation over age cohorts differ between
ethnic groups?

Data and Measures

Enhancing the Population Census

Although the 1991 and 2001 Censuses in Great Britain have measured the principal
variables to compare populations over time and space, such comparisons are sub-
ject to four types of bias that make comparisons of populations over time difficult
(Sabater and Simpson, 2009; Simpson et al., 1997). These biases relate to:

• the population definition, which defines who is a resident, and has changed
between the 1991 and 2001 Censuses;

• the treatment of non-response which was different in 1991 and 2001 and varied
between ethnic groups, areas and ages;

• key classifications, which changed between 1991 and 2001, including ethnic
group and age in standard outputs; and

• geographical boundaries used for standard census outputs, which changed after
local government reviews during the 1990s.

Since these aspects are likely to affect the empirical behaviour of indices of segre-
gation, the sources of data used in this chapter are both the 1991 and 2001 Censuses
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and complete mid-1991 and mid-2001 population estimates (Sabater, 2008).1 Since
harmonised data for the same years by ethnic group for postcode sectors in Scotland
are not available, these sub-national areas have not been included in the analy-
sis. In order to examine the outcomes of the indices of segregation, seven ethnic
groups are used to make more suitable comparisons between 1991 and 2001: White,
Black Caribbean, Black African, Indian, Pakistani, Bangladeshi and Chinese. The
use of this seven-category classification therefore reflects those ethnic groups for
whom self-definition is most constant over time (Bosveld et al., 2006; Simpson and
Akinwale, 2007).

Two Common Measures

Many measures have been formulated in an attempt to indicate the degree of segre-
gation, with the term ‘index wars’ reflecting a hostile debate about what is the most
effective way to measure segregation (Peach, 1996a). For analysis reported here,
only two distinct measures are used to review the level and direction of change in
two dimensions of spatial variation: evenness and exposure. Evenness is measured
with the traditional index of dissimilarity (Duncan and Duncan, 1955) and indicates
how evenly distributed one ethnic group is geographically compared to the rest of
the population (Massey and Denton, 1988). The index of dissimilarity (ID) is con-
ceived to measure an unequal geographical spread, and it is often interpreted as an
indicator of the proportion of one group’s population who would have to move to be
distributed across areas in the same way as the rest of the population. The formula
to calculate ID is defined as:

ID = 0.5 ×
∑

i

∣∣∣∣
Ngi

Ng•
− Nḡi

Nḡ•

∣∣∣∣ (3.1)

where Ngi refers to the population of ethnic group g in locality i; ḡ refers to the
rest of the population; and the summation over an index is represented by the dot
symbol. The same equation can be used to compare the spread of any two groups by
superseding the second term in the formulae with the area’s proportion of a second
group h. Generally, ID is expressed as a percentage with index values between 0 and
100. Values between 0 and 30 indicate low segregation, values between 31 and 60
indicate moderate segregation, and values between 61 and 100 indicate high levels
of segregation (Massey and Denton, 1993, p. 20).

Exposure is measured by the index of isolation (the P∗ measure) and is used to
indicate the average local concentration of an ethnic group (Lieberson, 1963). The

1Census data as published from Table S06 (1991) and Table CAST03 (2001) across wards and
districts have been employed. Complete population estimates have been used for the same years
and areas (available at http://www.ccsr.ac.uk/research/PopulationEstimates.htm).
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P∗ index is also conceived as an indicator of the probability that members of each
ethnic group will meet with members of their own group and can be expressed as:

P∗ =
∑

i

(
Ngi

Ng•

) (
Ngi

N•i

)
(3.2)

The interpretation of this index is also straightforward when expressed as a percent-
age. If the index is close to 0, it indicates that the average local concentration of the
group being studied is very low. In contrast, if the index values are close to 100, this
highlights a high level of concentration, thus meaning that all members of the group
are in areas where no other groups live.

Population Change and Index Values Over Time

Population Change

Figure 3.1 demonstrates that using complete mid-1991 and mid-2001 population
estimates makes a difference to the sub-national comparison of population change
of ethnic groups over time. This illustrates that using census output for England and
Wales can lead to misleading figures on population change by ethnic group. For
this purpose, a Universal Data Map (Durham et al., 2006) is used to show the total
impact of adjusting data from each census for a consistent treatment of students,

a) Census output

Change <30%
Increase 30–50%
Increase >60%

b) Full estimates

Fig. 3.1 Percentage population change between 1991 and 2001 for non-White groups for 2001
districts in England and Wales (Source: 1991 and 2001 Censuses)
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non-response and the move from census date to mid-year. The cartogram showing
census output is adjusted so that 1991 data refer to 2001 district boundaries.

The results for both the census and the complete population estimates display a
widespread population growth of the non-White groups in districts across England
and Wales. Many districts experience a growth in the total non-White populations
of over 60%, with three districts only showing a decrease – due to the withdrawal of
USA armed forces during the 1990s (Suffolk Coastal, Cherwell, and Forest Heath).
The greater population growth experienced outside the urban centres of London,
West Midlands and Yorkshire highlights the spreading out of cultural diversity
beyond the main cosmopolitan areas. Although the census and the complete popu-
lation estimates show these two trends of minority population growth and spreading
diversity, the detail of the maps reveals that the census output is misleading on both
counts. First, there are many more areas of slower population change indicated on
the map of complete population estimates in Fig. 3.1 because of the better capture
of non-response within the 2001 Census. As a consequence, the unadjusted census
overestimates increases in the non-White population. Second, the overestimation of
non-White population growth is mainly in the urban areas where the census under-
count is greatest, thus making the spreading of diversity understated by the census.
The impact of undercount can be very significant amongst young male adults with a
recent history of immigration. For example, young male adults in 1991 from ethnic
groups such as the Black Caribbean, Black African, Black Other and Bangladeshi
groups experience percentage adjustments of more than 40% nationally. The largest
adjustments in 2001 are also found among males in their twenties and early thirties
of the same ethnic groups, with an increase over the published census population of
about 10% nationally (Sabater and Simpson, 2009; Simpson et al., 1997).

These results highlight that some comparisons between censuses are mislead-
ing if inconsistencies between censuses are not allowed for. Analyses of population
change over time and space in England and Wales with complete mid-1991 and
mid-2001 population estimates imply that the introduction of adjustments is needed
(Sabater, 2008). This chapter evaluates the effect of using complete mid-year esti-
mates on the values of segregation. The review of the marginal changes provides a
clearer picture of the extent to which the analysis of segregation over time is affected
by changing definitions, quality of data and changes in geographical units.

National Index Values Over Time

The last two censuses allow a comparison of residential segregation over time.
However, an essential part of this research is to show the marginal changes in
indices of segregation caused by using 1991 and 2001 Census output directly as
published. For this purpose, complete mid-year estimates for the same years are
employed, which incorporate adjustments to make more suitable comparisons over
time. Table 3.1 displays the values of the selected indices calculated across wards
of England and Wales in 1991 and 2001 using these two sources of data. The first
dimension, evenness, which is represented by the ID, shows how each ethnic group
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Table 3.1 Residential segregation of ethnic groups across wards in England and Wales,
1991–2001

Census Complete estimates

Index Group 1991 1991/2001a 2001 1991 2001

Evenness

ID White 61.4 60.9 58.8 60.5 57.3
Black Caribbean 68.9 68.6 67.1 68.0 65.7
Black African 71.1 70.7 70.6 69.6 69.4
Indian 65.3 64.8 62.1 64.2 60.9
Pakistani 75.1 74.5 71.8 74.2 69.7
Bangladeshi 74.2 73.1 71.7 72.7 67.9
Chinese 42.2 41.0 42.0 42.5 37.5

Exposure

P∗ White 95.3 95.3 93.5 94.9 93.3
Black Caribbean 7.6 7.4 7.3 7.9 7.1
Black African 4.3 4.2 8.2 4.6 8.0
Indian 15.6 14.7 15.5 15.5 15.2
Pakistani 13.9 13.4 17.4 14.0 16.8
Bangladeshi 10.9 10.3 13.7 10.9 13.2
Chinese 0.8 0.8 1.2 0.9 1.1

a1991 Census data with 2001 boundaries.
Sources: 1991 and 2001 Censuses and mid-1991 and mid-2001 complete estimates.

in England and Wales has become more evenly distributed between 1991 and 2001
with both census output and complete mid-year estimates. Although ethnic minor-
ity groups only represent 9% of the total population in England and Wales in 2001,
their geographical distribution is far from even as observed since 1991 with the
release of census data with an ethnic group dimension (Owen, 1992; Peach, 1996a).
The higher values of ID for non-White groups simply indicate this pattern of distri-
bution with ethnic minority groups more concentrated in particular areas, with the
largest values of unevenness among groups whose history of immigration to the UK
is most recent, such as the Pakistani, Bangladeshi and Black African groups.

Whilst the direction of change in the geographical spread of ethnic groups is
similar with both sources of data, the level of change is significantly higher when
complete mid-year estimates are used. The results suggest that the average clus-
tering has decreased over the decade by 2–5% points, with the largest percentage
changes evident when complete mid-year estimates are used. This would indicate
that, overall, the introduction of adjustments that take into account changing def-
initions, quality of data and changes in geographical units have contributed to a
reduction of ID values for each ethnic group. The decrease on the index values of
ID using complete estimates would be in line with the results on population change
of ethnic minority groups shown in Fig. 3.1. Thus, the spreading of diversity beyond
the main cosmopolitan areas is under-stated by the census mainly as a result of
the overestimation of non-White groups in big urban concentrations. This suggests
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that the better capture of non-response with the complete population estimates adds
to the minority groups and to the rest of the population with the same geographi-
cal pattern, thus increasing the similarity of each ethnic group with the rest of the
population.

The second dimension, exposure, largely reflects the national composition of eth-
nic groups across wards in England and Wales. The values of P∗ for both 1991 and
2001 display how the White group is by far the most exposed compared with the rest
of the population followed by South Asian minority groups. However, the values of
P∗ between 1991 and 2001 for the White group illustrate that the index of isolation
has decreased over the decade. In contrast, P∗ values show an increase of exposure
for those groups such as the Black African, Pakistani and Bangladeshi groups whose
population growth has been in full operation during the decade. The values of P∗
for both census counts and the complete population estimates also give evidence
that all ethnic minority groups are living in wards in which they form a small per-
centage of the ward’s population. For example, none of the ethnic minority groups
reaches a value of 20%, thus indicating that the proportion of a given ethnicity liv-
ing in high local concentrations is generally low. The index values are greatest for
the three South Asian groups (Indian, Pakistani and Bangladeshi) with a local con-
centration in 2001 that ranges between 13 and 17%, thus implying that, on average,
the groups with most exposure to others live in areas where more than 80% of the
population are from other groups. These results highlight that there are differences
in the extent to which the local average concentration of ethnic groups is changing.
As expected, the fastest growing minorities, the Pakistani and Bangladeshi groups,
show the largest increase in the index values of exposure between 1991 and 2001.

Finally, Table 3.1 also shows how decreases in ID and P∗ are recorded after
converting the same census data from 1991 to 2001 wards for all ethnic groups, thus
indicating that the harmonisation of boundaries de-emphasises segregation. This
would be consistent with the reduction in the number of wards between the 2 years
from 9,509 to 8,850, with average population size increasing from 5,247 to 5,880
respectively.

Index Values for Selected Districts Over Time

Since index values can be highly sensitive where groups are small (Voas and
Williamson, 2000), it is generally more important to focus the attention on those
areas with large groups and where ethnic minority groups represent a substantial
percentage of the total population (Peach, 1996a). Table 3.2 displays the same index
values in six urban areas where the non-White population forms a significant per-
centage of the total population. As seen earlier on, the analysis over time indicates
that the use of complete population estimates that correct for the census shortcom-
ings change the value of segregation indices. The use of census output already
indicates that the majority of groups have become more spread out geographically
in these districts, a tendency that becomes more pronounced with the use of com-
plete estimates, with the only exception being the Chinese group, whose distribution
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Table 3.2 Residential segregation of ethnic groups across wards in selected districts, 1991–2001

Census Complete estimates

Index Group District 1991 1991/2001a 2001 1991 2001

Evenness

ID White All districts 61.4 60.9 58.8 60.5 57.3
Black

Caribbean
Croydon 38.2 37.8 38.5 38.1 37.9

Black
African

Southwark 28.9 26.5 25.6 26.1 25.1

Indian Leicester 54.8 48.4 51.4 53.1 51.4
Pakistani Bradford 60.3 60.3 59.8 59.9 59.4
Bangladeshi Birmingham 67.0 67.2 63.3 65.4 61.0
Chinese Manchester 27.7 27.6 32.5 27.7 30.6

Exposure

P∗ White All districts 95.3 95.3 93.5 94.9 93.3
Black

Caribbean
Croydon 8.2 8.1 12.7 8.8 12.5

Black
African

Southwark 11.3 10.7 10.3 11.5 10.1

Indian Leicester 43.8 38.4 44.4 42.9 44.3
Pakistani Bradford 31.0 31.0 38.9 31.3 38.6
Bangladeshi Birmingham 6.3 6.3 7.8 6.3 7.4
Chinese Manchester 1.2 1.2 2.6 1.6 2.4

a1991 Census data with 2001 boundaries.
Sources: 1991 and 2001 Censuses and mid-1991 and mid-2001 complete estimates.

appears to be less uniform over the decade, a characteristic that follows the partic-
ularly strong urban pattern of this group in Manchester. These results constitute an
example on how ethnic groups can be distributed so that they are overrepresented in
some areas and underrepresented in others (Massey and Denton, 1988). As a conse-
quence, clusters are likely to remain and create a residential ‘mosaic’ rather than a
residential ‘melting pot’ (Peach, 1996a).

As expected, the analyses of P∗ for 1991 and 2001 show how the composition
of ethnic groups across wards in these districts is different compared to the national
composition. P∗ values are generally greater in these areas than nationally, thus sug-
gesting the greater significance of each group in the selected districts. The results
indicate that on average the majority of ethnic minorities lived in areas with more
people of their own group than they did in 2001 and, therefore, their likelihood
of meeting someone of their own group across wards in these districts increased
between 1991 and 2001. Although these results are expected to change after signifi-
cant streams of immigration, it is also considered that the growth of ethnic minority
populations with a relatively young age structure such as the Black Caribbean,
Indian, Pakistani, Bangladeshi and Other populations occurs more through natural
growth than immigration between 1991 and 2001 (Finney and Simpson, 2009).

Similarly the effect of re-warding over time on the index values is also shown on
Table 3.2. The results clearly display how the effect of such boundary changes can
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be particularly misleading. For example, in Leicester the use of 2001 ward bound-
aries leads to a reduction of the index values of ID and P∗ for the Indian group by
6%. Therefore, the results reveal that unless a consistent geographical approach with
time series is taken (e.g. wards as defined in 2001), it is difficult to know whether
changing trends are taking place or whether observed changes are simply an artefact
of a boundary change.

Index Values Across Life Stages

Exploring Variations by Age Cohorts

Whilst a fair amount is known about residential segregation, research assessing
changes over age cohorts is just starting to get under way. Here, the degree of eth-
nic residential segregation among various age cohorts is reported with the index
of dissimilarity as a way to examine the extent to which residential segregation
varies at some life stages and whether the life pattern of segregation differs between
ethnic groups. For this purpose the complete mid-1991 and mid-2001 population
estimates are used for eight different age cohorts across wards in England and
Wales as well as for selected districts. Since age carries with it culturally defined
behavioural norms, it is used to trace regularities associated with processes and
events across the life course (Courgeau, 1985) such as that on migration (Rogers
et al., 1978). Within this context, index values of the resident population aged 0–6
in 1991 are compared with index values for those aged 10–16 in 2001. Similarly,
those aged 7–16 in 1991 are compared with the equivalent for those aged 17–26
ten years later. Consequently, the results for these groups will allow us to illustrate
changes in the level of segregation for a first age segment focused on preparation
and education. Similarly, the index values are analysed by taking into consider-
ation other age segments such as those related to family building and work, and
retirement.

Index Values by Age Cohorts Nationally and for Selected Districts

Figure 3.2 displays the index values of ID by age cohorts across wards in England
and Wales and for selected districts in 1991 and 2001. The graphs clearly indicate
how the level of unevenness for each age cohort in 1991 and 10 years later is gener-
ally higher among ethnic groups other than White, with the exception of the Chinese
group, whose geographical distribution appears to be more widely dispersed than
the other ethnic groups. The common view is that for Chinese, links to restaurants
and takeaways catering for the total population would produce such a degree of
dispersal of small pockets of population (Peach, 1996a, p. 224).

The change in evenness across wards show a reduction of the index values of
ID for the majority of age cohorts, thus indicating that all groups and age cohorts
have become more evenly distributed between 1991 and 2001. The analysis also
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Fig. 3.2 Residential segregation of ethnic groups by age cohorts across wards in England and
Wales and for selected districts, 1991–2001 (Source: Mid-1991 and mid-2001 complete estimates)

reveals a very similar pattern of change in evenness between ethnic groups across
age cohorts. Whilst the youngest group (which refers to children living with their
parents) and adult ages display similar changes in evenness during the decade, a
significant decrease in unevenness is found among young adults. During the early
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adulthood phase, represented by the age cohort 7–16 in 1991 and 10 years later, it
becomes apparent that a shift in the residential distribution between schoolchildren
and young adult ages (some of them university students) results in much lower lev-
els of segregation. Whilst this explanation seems to be applicable to all groups,
an exception is found with the Chinese group, whose unevenness has increased
from low levels, most likely due to the impact of international migration of overseas
students to UK universities.

During the middle adulthood phase, represented by the age cohorts 17–26,
27–36, 37–46 in 1991 and 10 years later, the change in the index values of ID is
reduced, with some groups, including the White group, becoming less evenly dis-
tributed. The concentration of interplays between demand and supply in jobs and
housing in metropolitan areas would explain the greater unevenness for these age
cohorts. However, the human capital of each group and particularly the impact of
social networks is also likely to explain the relative differences between groups in
the middle aged phase. The decline in the proportion of late middle ages in the
total population of big cities would then be defining the dividing line between the
places to leave and the places to head for (Dorling and Thomas, 2004, p. 28). From
this perspective, those who can afford to will move from big urban concentrations
to less urban environments, thus reflecting the extended process of suburbanisation
from cities to mixed urban areas (Champion, 1996).

Finally, during the late adulthood phase and post-retirement age, represented by
the age cohorts 47–56, 57–66 and 67–76 in 1991 and 10 years later, an increase in
evenness is observed. These results substantiate the idea that the elderly are more
likely to leave than to move to the big cities (Fokkema et al.,1996), thus highlighting
a possible negative balance of migration of elderly people in dense urban areas
which contributes to the suburbanisation process, particularly of the White group.
However, not much should be made of the changes from older age cohorts of ethnic
minority groups because these are likely to be affected by a significant number of
neighbourhoods with small numbers of ethnic groups.2

The analysis of ethnic residential segregation by age cohorts for selected districts
is displayed as a way to examine whether the regularities observed nationally are
also reproduced in some urban areas. Generally, the results unveil similar changes
on the index values of ID by age cohorts, although local areas are clearly more
affected by the transfers of minority members as a result of population movement to
areas where they are under-represented and vice versa. For example, the index val-
ues of ID for those in the early adulthood phase, represented by the age cohort 7–16
in 1991 and 10 years later are similar in appearance with the results obtained nation-
ally for England and Wales. Whilst it replicates the patterns of greater evenness

2The inclusion of small populations in the complete estimates that are more evenly spread than in
the census due to the random rounding of 1s and 2s to 0s and 3s (ONS, 2006) is likely to decrease
the index values of ID. In the complete estimates, 0s and 3s tend to become smoothed to values
between 0 and 3. Although this might be a more realistic picture than the lack of 1s and 2s in the
census, the truth cannot be known, thus adding approximation to all analysis, particularly for small
areas as discussed by Stillwell and Duke-Williams (2007).
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for these ages for the majority of groups, some groups such as the Black African
in Southwark and the Chinese in Manchester appear to be less evenly distributed
over the decade, thus highlighting the likely impact of international migration and
in-migration of members of these two groups to neighbourhoods where they are
already overrepresented.

During the middle adulthood phase, an increase in unevenness is noticed for all
ethnic minority groups, particularly for the age cohort 17–26 and 10 years later.
The influence of the population momentum due to the young age structure of ethnic
minorities is likely to generate population growth in local areas which also experi-
ence the transfer of net migration. Such population dynamic features combined with
the geographically specific labour demands and the pressure on the housing market
in urban areas are generally considered the key explanations for the promotion of
clusters (Simpson et al., 2008).

Finally, the index values of ID point out again a tendency to be lower during the
late adulthood phase and post-retirement age. As mentioned earlier, these results
are likely to hold true for some groups more than others. Although the pace of
population ageing is an ongoing process for all groups, only the White group and
some long-established minority groups such as the Indian and the Black Caribbean
may be worth the analysis due to their significance in numbers. Nonetheless, one
may also speculate about the gains in unevenness of some groups such as that of
the Chinese group, which is probably affected by international migration of elderly
Chinese who have settled within the frame of family reunification, and the character-
istic movement of the Chinese group from mixed urban areas to densely populated
cities (Finney and Simpson, 2009).

Conclusions

This chapter has shown that, despite the growth of ethnic minorities between 1991
and 2001 in England and Wales (Champion, 2005; Rees and Butt, 2004; Sabater,
2008; Simpson, 2004), ethnic residential segregation has reduced for all groups over
time and age cohorts. Four key findings emerge from the empirical analysis in this
chapter:

First, the analysis that corrects for the census’ incompleteness demonstrates that,
overall, the use of complete mid-year estimates is likely to change the value of seg-
regation indices. Although the outcome of less residential segregation over time
has been validated with both the last two censuses and complete mid-1991 and
mid-2001 population estimates, the latter has provided evidence of greater differ-
ences in reducing residential segregation over time. In other words, ethnic groups
appear to be even more evenly spread across localities when complete estimates are
employed. The analysis suggests that the population in inner-city areas in which
the highest concentrations of ethnic groups were found in 1991 has become more
evenly distributed despite the growth in situ of ethnic groups. This finding is consis-
tent with the evidence of spreading diversity suggested by the analysis of population
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change after taking into account non-response not included in the census output.
Similarly, this idea of dispersal of ethnic minorities to outer-city areas is also
supported by other research (Hussain and Stillwell, 2008; Johnston et al., 2002;
Salt and Rees, 2006; Simpson et al., 2008).

Second, the analysis using consistent census boundaries over time shows that the
interpretation of change in segregation indices can be altered and misleading when
data directly from census output are used. The results highlight that what initially
looks like an increase in segregation can turn out to be purely artefactual, reflecting
solely ward boundary changes between 1991 and 2001. Within this context, since in
the UK electoral wards are frequently changed in order to ensure electoral equality,
the use of a consistent time series appears to be fundamental in order not to confound
trends in residential segregation with boundary changes. The analysis indicate that
after converting census data from 1991 to 2001 wards, a decrease in residential seg-
regation is observed for all groups, with alterations on the index values that can be
greater than the impact of changes over time. Although the redrawing of electoral
boundaries is increasingly subject to the residential mosaic of ethnic groups, it is
still unclear as to the extent to which the variable ethnicity may be more or less rel-
evant to the Boundary Committees that redraw electoral boundaries so as to reflect
community identity (Chisholm and Dench, 2005).

Third, the analysis across age cohorts demonstrates how residential segregation
is greater at some life stages, particularly during the middle adulthood phase, which
is interpreted as a result of the concentration of ethnic groups in their middle ages in
predominantly urban areas, thus manifesting the demographic consequences of rela-
tively recent and past immigration streams. Contrarily, the index values for younger
and post-retirement ages suggest that segregation is much lower during these life
stages. Two particularly interesting results are noted: the decrease in segregation
over the period for young adults (ages 17–26) and the different experience of the
Chinese ethnic group. Since the segregation indices do not describe the various fac-
tors which contribute to local population change such as migration patterns, the
analysis of ethnic residential segregation may be improved by taking into account
population movement at different life-stages. Within this context, further research is
needed to assess the extent to which de-segregation for young adults is an age effect
linked to migration to urban areas for work or study; and the extent to which it may
be a cohort effect, reflecting the beginnings of an ‘integrated generation’.

Finally, the analysis across age cohorts has also revealed that the pattern of seg-
regation over the life course does not differ significantly between ethnic groups.
Despite the differences between individual ethnic groups in the level of segregation,
a similar pattern of segregation over the life course is found. These results are espe-
cially relevant as they clearly display that depending on the life stage reached, the
level of measured segregation can differ greatly regardless of ethnicity. What this
may be suggesting is that the residential pattern of ethnic groups measured by the
indices is not simply a consequence of residential segregation but rather an inter-
related aspect of different life stages. Therefore, it is assumed that the occurrence
of different events which can be related to the family life cycle and work affect the
outcomes in the measured segregation, which in turn are influenced by socio-spatial
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inequalities in education, employment and housing. Considering the demography of
immigration, residential segregation is expected to change after significant streams
of immigration. For ethnic groups in their early years of immigration, segregation
is likely to increase for a while as there is a tendency for new immigrants to settle
initially in ethnic concentration areas where kinship ties are strong. Therefore, the
index values reflect the settlement pattern of international migration around the fam-
ily, cultural and religious support given by social networks. However, when families
begin to move elsewhere the index values are likely to change in different directions
as a result of the movement away from original settlement areas. Just as in the case
of previous migrants moving out from areas of concentration, this general direction
can be easily related in appearance to those following Irish and Jewish immigra-
tion to Britain (Peach, 1996b). However, this is clearly a process that is equally
explained by the different periods of settlement and dispersal trajectories of each
group. Those ethnic groups with the most recent history of immigration to England
and Wales, the Black African, Pakistani and Bangladeshi groups, show the highest
level of residential concentration as a result of their clustering in towns and cities,
where old private housing is more readily available and employment markets and
services such as education are more accessible (Musterd, 2003; Simpson, 2004).
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Chapter 4
Ethnicity and Fertility in the United Kingdom

Sylvie Dubuc and John Haskey

Introduction

Post-Second World War immigration has greatly impacted on the ethnic compo-
sition of the UK population. After the Second World War, a number of historical
phenomena contributed to the rise of immigration from New Commonwealth coun-
tries – the decolonisation processes and post-colonial sequelae (including Indian
partition, ‘Africanisation’ of Uganda and Kenya and post-colonial poverty), while
post-war reconstruction and economic recovery in Britain created job opportuni-
ties. Caribbean immigrants – then called West Indians – arrived mostly in the
1950s and 1960s. Despite some early work immigration by women up to the early
1960s (Byron, 1998), the peak years of migration, the overall proportion of men
among immigrants was higher than that of women (Foner, 2009). At the same time,
migrants from the Indian sub-continent arrived, mainly men and on a temporary
basis (Ballard, 1990; Brown, 2006; Peach, 1996).

The demand for labour had slowed dramatically by the late 1960s; after the adop-
tion of restrictive immigration laws in 1962, when workers had to choose between
returning to their place of origin (with the risk of not been allowed to come back
to the UK) or settling in the UK. Many chose to settle and, in the late 1960s, the
migration of dependants from the Caribbean and India – mainly children and women
joining their husbands – dominated the immigration flow into Britain. Since then,
the Afro-Caribbean population has essentially grown through the increase in the
number of UK-born Caribbeans. A part – and sometimes a major part – of the ethnic
minority groups is now made up of the settled immigrants’ successive generation(s),
born in the UK (Mitton and Aspinall, 2010).

The Indian community grew further with the arrival of Indian immigrant fam-
ilies from East Africa forced to leave their African country of settlement in
the 1970s as a result of the post-colonial ‘Africanisation’ movement (caused by
insecurity and expulsions). These ‘twice migrants’, mainly from Gujarat, had
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established themselves in the East African British Colony where they formed the
middle class and were generally relatively highly educated and wealthier than
Indian-born immigrants to the UK (Brown, 2006).

Family reunions started later for the Pakistani and even more recently for the
Bangladeshi communities, as strongly suggested by data from the Home Office
(Berrington, 1996). The Bangladeshis and the Black Africans were the fastest grow-
ing groups in the 1980s (Jones, 1993). Immigration of Black Africans has increased
in the last decades (Daley, 1996; Mitton and Aspinall, 2009, 2010) and, as a result,
the non UK-born Black African population still forms a large part of this ethnic
group. The same consideration also applies to the Chinese population in the UK.
In recent years, immigrants to the UK have come from increasingly diverse coun-
tries of origin, largely augmenting the ethnic group ‘Others’ (Vertovec, 2007). In the
most recent years of the early twenty-first century, the ethnic and cultural diversity
of the population of the UK has been further diversified by immigration flows from
the European Union’s newest members (Vertovec, 2007).

The ethnic and cultural composition of British society has become very diverse,
as is illustrated in Table 4.1. This raises a number of questions and concerns from
civil society and policy makers on issues such as: ethnic and racial discrimina-
tion; the challenges faced by new settlers to adapt to their new environment; and
British society’s capacity to adjust to an increasing cultural diversity. These con-
cerns have also translated into a questioning of whether projections of the different
ethnic minority populations should be made to provide an informed debate on future
prospects (Haskey, 2002).

It should be noted that different nomenclatures were used to refer to the visible
immigrant populations during the 1960s and 1970s – such as coloured immigrants
or Commonwealth immigrants – and debate during that period concentrated upon
‘race’ and ‘racial minorities’. However, in recent decades, the different concept of

Table 4.1 Ethnic composition of the UK population, 2001

Ethnic group Population
Percentage of total
UK population

White British 50, 366, 497 85.7
White Irish 691, 232 1.2
White other 3, 096, 169 5.3
All mixed 677, 117 1.2
Indian 1, 053, 411 1.8
Pakistani 747, 285 1.3
Bangladeshi 500, 000 0.8
Other Asian 247, 644 0.4
Black Caribbean 565, 876 1.0
Black African 485, 277 0.8
Black other 97, 585 0.2
Chinese 247, 403 0.4
Other 230, 615 0.4

Source: Census (2001).
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ethnicity gained ground. Recognising the issues associated with ethnic diversity, the
need to monitor population changes, and address multi-cultural challenges, an ethnic
group question was planned for the 1981 Census. In the circumstances, it proved
impractical to implement a question on an individual’s ethnicity, but a subsequently
revised and tested ethnic question was successfully included in the following census,
in 1991. Although the 1981 Census failed to include an ethnic group question, such
a question had been first introduced into the 1979 Labour Force Survey (LFS) – and,
with additional questions such as ‘Year of entry into the UK’ – has provided, and
continues to provide, some valuable series estimates (Haskey, 1997). The 1979 LFS
ethnic group question was modified in 1981 and revised again in 1991 to accord
with the census ethnic group questions. The ethnic categories1 were further revised
in the 2001 Census, and also used in the 2001 LFS. Technical details on capturing
and coding ethnic group in the LFS since 1992 have been published (Haskey, 1996).

Ethnicity encapsulates cultural background and specific characteristics shared
by individuals, which reflect and promote the sub-population’s identity (e.g.
ancestry, cultural heritage, language, nationality, territory of origin, religion and
other shared characteristics). What constitutes an ethnic group has been, and
remains, subject to much discussion (for example, see Aspinall, 2000; Ballard,
1996; Berthoud et al., 1997; Bulmer, 1996; Coleman and Salt, 1996; Haskey,
1997; Modood, 2005; Solomos and Back, 1996). A recent study in Canada
comparing responses from the same individuals to the ethnic question asked in
the 2001 Census and the question differently formulated in a survey in 2002,
found that responses did not match in about a quarter of the cases, show-
ing that question wording in surveys influences ethnic responses (Boyd and
Shida, 2009).

Ethnic categories in British census and surveys are mainly based on physi-
cal appearance (‘race’, skin colour), country or region of (ancestral) origin and
language, those characteristics being generally closely linked. Some groups bene-
fit from a relatively more specific identity than others (e.g. Indian, Pakistani and
Bangladeshi groups compared with Black African or White Other groups – the
latter being separately identified since 2001). However, some ethnic groups, the
‘Indian’ category for instance, could be broken down still further into language,
place of origin and religious sub-groups (Peach, 1996). There is no objective crite-
ria that would allow a strict definition of ethnicity since ethnicity is self-defined and
self-assigned by those surveyed, thus with the necessary constraint of predefined
categories, and an individual’s ethnic group may vary over time (Haskey, 2002). For
instance, a study by Simpson and Akinwale (2007) using ONS Longitudinal Survey
data in which they traced individuals from the 1991 to the 2001 Census has shown
that many individuals, mostly from the Black Caribbean and Black African groups,
changed their self-defined ethnicity, largely availing themselves of the new ethnic

1With the growing proportion of UK-born descendants of immigrants, the country of birth has
become an increasingly inaccurate proxy for analysing the ethnic composition of the population of
the UK.
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categories in the 2001 Census (‘Black Other’; ‘Mixed White and Black Caribbean’;
and ‘Mixed White and Black African’ groups). Similarly, the introduction of the
category ‘White Other’ has offered a more subtle picture of the White population
since 2001, despite its heterogeneity and large internal cultural diversity.

With regard to estimating the present and future ethnic composition of the UK,
it is useful, when analysing ethnic data, to consider the limitations of predefined
categories and how respondents classify themselves. The exercise is complicated if
the analysis of time series involves a change in classification, although the facil-
ity offered by the ONS Longitudinal Study to compare individuals’ own ethnicity
according to both 1991 and 2001 Census classifications assists in this task. The
present and future ethnic composition of the UK population depends mostly on net
migration and fertility by ethnicity. In this chapter, we investigate the fertility of
ethnic groups based on the 2001 Census ethnic categorisation. The change in eth-
nic group classification, mentioned above, highlights the difficulties of capturing an
evolving social construct. An example is the 2001 Census classification’s acknowl-
edgement of ethnic minority respondents’ wish to identify themselves as ‘British’ –
by providing the categories ‘Black or Black British’ and ‘Asian or Asian British’.

In the UK, a number of studies have demonstrated fertility differentials by ethnic
group, generally based on the 1991 Census ethnic categories, some including pub-
lished estimates up to 2001 (Coleman and Dubuc, 2010), and some questioning the
‘converging trends’ hypothesis. Fertility variability across ethnic groups suggests
that fertility behaviour is driven by cultural and/or social characteristics that are
ethnic-specific – and potentially influenced by the reproductive behaviours exhib-
ited in the country of origin of the first generation settled in the UK. Therefore,
three major factors could lead to fertility convergence: (i) a homogenisation of fer-
tility behaviour worldwide; and/or (ii) a decreasing impact of the (ancestral) place
of origin in influencing attitudes toward childbearing and ideal family size among
ethnic minority populations in the UK; and/or (iii) structural (socio-economic) inte-
gration. Immigrants originating from countries where reproductive behaviour differs
significantly from the host country are thought to maintain fertility rates resem-
bling those of their country of birth, presumably more or less depending on their
duration of settlement in the country of immigration, and especially their place of
upbringing. According to the ‘converging trends’ hypothesis, the prevalence of the
cultural model of the country of origin is expected to play a lesser role in influ-
encing the fertility behaviour of the second generation and the influence of society
on the upbringing of the children of immigrants is expected to have a bearing on
their reproductive behaviour. Fertility of the second generation, and successive gen-
erations, should therefore converge to the UK average. Unless a relatively large
number of immigrants feed the growth of a particular ethnic group, the proportion
of UK-born minority ethnic population is expected to increase and drive fertility of
the corresponding ethnic group closer to the UK average. However, it may be argued
that cultural diversity is one among other factors influencing reproductive behaviour
and socio-economic differences across ethnic groups may explain, at least in part,
the inter-group differences in fertility observed. Fertility convergence may therefore
be curbed by the persistence of socio-economic differences across ethnic groups.
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This chapter aims to assess the likelihood and potential for fertility convergence
across ethnic groups. Studying demographic characteristics by ethnic group is not
only useful in describing the UK population’s current composition, but also in
understanding the influences on how it might evolve in the future. However, there
are some important gaps in the demographic data needed for these tasks, and a
recent review of the considerations and requirements involved in making fertil-
ity assumptions for population projections by ethnic group appraised all the data
sources for analysing ethnic fertility, including census, the Labour Force Survey
(LFS), Hospital Episode Statistics, the General Household Survey and Longitudinal
Study data (Sporton and White, 2002).

In this chapter we describe and use the Labour Force Survey Own Child
Method and recent refinements introduced to produce improved fertility estimates
for ethnic sub-populations and present up-to-date fertility estimates for 1987–2006.
The results are discussed in terms of the convergence hypothesis, potential causes
of fertility variability across groups and future fertility expectations.

Methods of Estimating Ethnic Fertility

LFS-Own Child Method to Estimate Age-Specific Fertility Rates

Fertility estimates by ethnic group produced in the UK are generally based on indi-
rect methods, since the legal births registration system does not record the ethnicity
of the mother or indeed that of the child or father. Conventional calculations of
age-specific fertility rates (ASFRs) are usually based on birth registration numbers
divided by the mid-year estimated number of women of fertile age, and by mother’s
age:

ASFR(x) = Number of births to women aged x/Number of women aged x (4.1)

and total period fertility rates (TFR) are readily derived from ASFRs:

TFR = Sum of ASFR(x) × age-group of x (e.g. × 1 if single year, × 5 if five year group)
(4.2)

Because birth registrations are not available by ethnic group, indirect methods
have been used instead to estimate ethnic births. Census data have been extensively
used to produce child-women ratios as the census currently constitutes the best
source for deriving fertility rates by ethnic group at regional and local geographical
levels (see, for example, Large et al., 2006; Rees, 2008; Rees et al., 2008). Recently,
hospital records have improved with respect to ethnicity information (Moser et al.,
2008)2 and offer a promising data source for future ethnic fertility estimation. The

2In 2005, 89% of births in England and Wales were recorded with an ethnicity according to a study
by Moser et al. (2008).
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LFS provides a useful source to derive annual ethnic group fertility estimates at
a national level. The LFS is a (quarterly) annual cross-sectional household survey
providing extensive information on household individuals, including age, sex, eth-
nicity and many other individual characteristics. The LFS now has a panel design,
but, for demographic applications, is mostly used cross-sectionally. The use of LFS
data together with the ‘Own-Children Method’ (OCM) was first proposed in the UK
by Berthoud (2001) to analyse teenage births to ethnic minority women and further
applied by Coleman and Smith (2005) to produce national fertility rates from 1965
to 2001 by ethnic group. A crude form of OCM was earlier used to make rough esti-
mates of the annual growth rates of each of the different ethnic minority populations
(Haskey, 1992).

The OCM of fertility estimation (Cho et al., 1986; UN and NRC, 1983) is a
reverse-survival technique for estimating age-specific fertility rates using census or
cross-sectional household survey data. The technique has been designed to enable
the derivation of fertility estimates in countries where vital registration is unreli-
able, but relatively more accurate census or household survey data exist (Cho et al.,
1986). In the absence of vital statistics by ethnicity of the mother, this technique has
been applied in the UK using LFS data (3rd quarter annually) and has subsequently
proven to be a valid approach to estimating UK national inter-censal ASFRs and
TFRs by ethnic group. Estimates of national TFRs produced using LFS data by the
OCM are very close to those using ONS vital registration data (Fig. 4.1).

Whilst the general trend in TFR for all women in the UK over the last 46 years
obtained using the LFS-OCM is in line with the available official data from the ONS
(vital registration), note that the data for the most recent years are more uncertain
as they are based on smaller numbers. For instance, the 2006 TFR value is based on
the sole 2006 survey data. In contrast, for 2001, TFRs are derived from six sets of
survey data pooled together.

Another strength of the method is the use of a single data source for estimating
the numbers of both the births and the women at risk of childbearing, limiting the
bias which can occur through bringing together data from two different sources.
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A limitation of the LFS data is its sample size (despite being relatively large for
most other purposes) when it comes to studying small groups. However, by aggre-
gating LFS data over several years (2001–2006), it is possible to produce reliable
inter-censal estimates even for relatively small minority ethnic groups. The num-
ber of women aged 15–49 years old over the period 1988–2006 by ethnic group
was as follows: 2,336,617 White British; 124,704 White Other; 53,368 Indian;
33,108 Pakistani; 31,879 Black Caribbean and Other Black, Black African; 17,027
Mixed; 16,821 Other Asian; 14,261 Other; 11,840 Chinese; and 11,164 Bangladeshi
women.

LFS-OCM, a Reverse Survival Technique for Inter-Censal Fertility

The OCM makes use of basic household records (from censuses or surveys) –
which provide information on the age and sex of individuals resident within the
household – to estimate the number of children by their age, and the age of their
mother at the time of the survey, as well as the number of women at risk of child-
bearing by age. This information allows the derivation of ASFRs. Because the
OCM matches children to their mother within the household, using the relationship
between household members, it carries the advantage, over simple reverse-survival
techniques, of avoiding – or at least minimising – the risk of selecting children who
are not related to any woman in the household.

This matching procedure has been automated (EasWesPop Program) and made
available by the East West Center (Honolulu, Hawaii). The program allows, within
each household surveyed, children aged 0–14 to be matched to women aged 15–60
years old according to their stated relationship. This matching is performed in order
to retro-construct the births to women of childbearing age, by age of the mother up
to 14 years before the survey, based on their respective ages at the time of the survey.
For instance, if in 2005 a child 14 years old was identified together with his/her 35
year old mother, the woman would be estimated to have had a birth when aged 21 in
1991. The estimated annual numbers of births by age of the mother are then divided
by the ‘appropriate’ numbers of women to compute ASFRs in 2005 and over the
previous 14 years.

Retro-constructing births based on children who are older at the time of the
survey brings the further advantage of minimising the well known and docu-
mented problem of undercounted babies and infants in censuses and surveys
(e.g. Hattersley and Creeser, 1995; NIRSA, 2001; ONS, 2001). Another strength of
the method derives from matching children to women of a particular ethnic group
without restricting the ethnic denomination of the children, since the matching pro-
cedure is based solely on the relationship between household members. Therefore
the calculations more accurately reflect the fertility of women of mixed origin than,
for instance, the corresponding estimates based on child-women ratios (CWR),
which require both the mother and child to have the same designated ethnic group.
In the UK, the Mixed population is generally young and rapidly growing, while
their parents are usually not of Mixed ethnic group. Therefore, ratios of ‘Mixed
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children’ to ‘Mixed women’ (CWRs) greatly overestimate the fertility of Mixed
ethnic group women. OCM estimates should also be more accurate for the fertility
rates of women of other ethnic groups where Mixed children will be counted.

The OCM can only link children living in the same household as their mother.
Because most of the children under the age of 15 stay with their mother in
the event of their parents’ separation (Berthoud, 2001; Murphy and Berrington,
1993), the possible underestimation of fertility through this restriction remains
low. Furthermore, this potential underestimation may be partly compensated by
a risk of overestimation of fertility in the cases where women are living with
their step-children; both factors are likely to be marginal, however. Two other
sources of possible underestimation of fertility – involving (i) the procedure of
matching children to their mother at the household level, and (ii) the inability to
take death rates into account – have been recognised (Berthoud, 2001). These
aspects are considered below (for further detail on the method see Berthoud, 2001).
An extensive description of the LFS-Own-children method presented here and its
assessment is developed in Dubuc (2009).

OCM Refinements Correcting for Fertility Under-Estimation

Two methodological refinements, using family units and mortality retro-correction,
were applied to enhance the accuracy of the fertility estimates produced here. More
than one nuclear family may live within a household. In the LFS, each individual is
characterised by a household serial number and his/her relation to the head of house-
hold. Since 1992, a family unit codification, and the recording of the relationship of
family members to the head of family unit, have been introduced. This informa-
tion was utilised in the OCM approach and the differences in TFR estimates using
family units instead of household relationships (which had not been complete, since
not all possible pairs of relationships had been collected) were tested. The program
used for the matching procedure is sophisticated enough to recognise relationships
between members of different nuclear families within the same household – such
as cohabitation between parent(s); child and grandchild both present, or a sibling
of the head of household also living in the household, for example. The difficulty
in matching children to mothers increases within increasing complexity of house-
hold composition, since the coding of relationships is not endlessly exhaustive and
the child-mother relationship may not possibly be deduced from the relationship of
each one to the head of household, especially in the case of unrelated, or distantly
related family members (Dubuc, 2009).

The number of births in the years prior to the survey (reverse-survived) was cor-
rected for mortality occurring between the birth of the child and their age at the
time of the survey. A similar retro-correction was applied to the number of women.
Research on health inequality by ethnicity suggests that death rate patterns are likely
to differ across ethnic groups. Recently, Rees and Wohland (2008) have proposed a
method to estimate mortality by ethnic groups using illness ratios. In 2008, the ONS
began publishing some statistics on infant mortality by ethnicity in England and
Wales suggesting differences across ethnic groups, with particularly higher death
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Table 4.2 TFR of main ethnic groups before and after refinement

Ethnic group
Difference in the TFR
(2000–2006)a (%)

White British 1.35
White Other 1.70
Black Caribbean 1.51
Black African 2.76
Indian 1.09
Pakistani 2.67
Bangladeshi 1.90
Chinese 1.74

aThe difference recorded after refinement using family unit and
retro-mortality correction compared to calculations based on house-
hold unit and without mortality correction.
Source: Authors’ estimates based on LFS.

rates amongst Pakistani and Black Caribbean infants. Since death statistics have
never been available by ethnic group, the same mortality pattern has been assumed
for all groups for the last 20 years. The UK population death rates by age and sex
between 1976 and 2006 provided by ONS (Table D9552) were used, and, for chil-
dren from 0 to 14 years old, the average male/female annual death rate (deaths per
1,000) was calculated using a sex-ratio of 105. The average sex-ratio calculations
come from (ONS, 2008; Table 4.1) and birth registration data (Dubuc and Coleman,
2007).

These refinements increased the overall 2000–2006 TFR by 1.6%. The differ-
ence made by incorporating the retro-correction for mortality was small (variation of
TFR= 0.37%) as corrections in the numerator and the denominator partly compen-
sate (Equation 4.2) and probably also because mortality of both children and women
of childbearing age is rare in the UK. This results in a very marginal impact of
change in mortality on the OCM estimates (Dubuc, 2009). Interestingly, underesti-
mation varies across ethnic groups (Table 4.2), fluctuating between 1 and 2.7%, with
underestimation being largest for the Pakistani and Black African groups. This vari-
ation, introduced by the use of family unit to match the children to their mother, may
suggest a relatively larger prevalence of more complex households for some groups
(e.g. Pakistani and Black African). The implementation of the family unit match-
ing and retro-correction for mortality, both correcting for small under-estimation,
should increase the precision of the estimates, for the reasons given above.

Variations in the Quantum and Tempo of Childbearing
by Ethnic Group

Fertility Trends by Ethnicity

As expected, over the period 1987–2006, the TFRs for White British women, the
major ethnic group (Fig. 4.2) fit well with the general trend for all women (Fig. 4.1),
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Fig. 4.2 Trend in 3-year
average TFR of the White
British women, 1987–2006
(Source: Authors’ estimates
based on LFS)

including a continuous rise in the four most recent years. Figure 4.3 shows the trends
in TFR for the ethnic minority groups in the UK (Other White, Indian, Pakistani,
Black Caribbean, Black African, Bangladeshi, Chinese, Mixed, Asian others and
Others) over the same period using longer time intervals to allow trend estimates for
smaller ethnic minority groups. Note that, due to very small numbers, the category
‘Black Other’ was merged with the closest group, ‘Black Caribbean’, to monitor
the trend in fertility. The average TFR of ‘Black Other’ women for the overall
period (1987–2006) was about 1.8, and scarcely affects the level of fertility of the
Black Caribbean group when added. Over the period 1987–2006, Mixed: White and
Black-Caribbean women accounted for just over one third of the total Mixed ethnic
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86.6%, White Other 5.3%, Indian 1.7%, Pakistani and Other 1.2%, other groups are about 0.5%
and below of the sum of women with an ethnic group. Ethnicity was not stated for 6.2% of women)
(Source: Authors’ estimates based on LFS)
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Table 4.3 Decreasing standard deviation of TFR by ethnic group

Period Mean Standard deviation Coefficient of variation Sample size

1987–1994 2.12 0.753 0.355 1, 023, 267
1995–1999 2.09 0.575 0.276 889, 623
2000–2006 2.00 0.487 0.243 763, 295

Source: Authors’ estimates based on LFS.

group women; Mixed: White and Asian, and ‘Other Mixed’ accounted for a quar-
ter each, and the remaining Mixed women were Mixed: White and Black African.
Since about one half of the Mixed population was still below 16 years old in 2001,
the number of mixed origin adult women was especially small. Therefore just one
set of estimates was made for the Mixed ethnic group – for all the Mixed groups
taken together. The TFR for the Mixed ethnic group women was close to that for
White British.

The rise in the Black African and Black Caribbean TFRs in the 1990s has not
been continued in recent years (Fig. 4.3). The most notable decreasing trends in
TFRs are those for the Bangladeshi and Pakistani groups; although they started from
a very high level, they fell to a level still comparatively high – around 2.8 children
per woman – in 2000–2006, when the TFR for White British women was below 1.8.
The TFR for Indian women has fallen below that for White British women, while
the previously very low fertility of the White Other has since risen slightly. Taken
together, there is less variability in the level of the TFRs across ethnic groups in
recent years compared with that in the 1990s, as illustrated by the decreasing coeffi-
cient of variation of TFR by ethnic group over the three periods studied (Table 4.3).

Women’s Age at Childbearing, Patterns and Changes

Not only the level of fertility but also the timing of childbearing varies across groups.
Figure 4.4 shows the diversity in the tempo (and quantum) of childbearing across
ethnic groups. White Other, the Chinese and Other Asian women tend to have their
children later, on average, than the other groups. The age pattern at childbearing of
Black Caribbean women and Mixed women (Fig. 4.4a) is distinctive from others,
showing a relatively high birth rate for young women aged under 25, as well as for
women in their late 30 s and older, but a relatively low birth rate amongst women
in their late 20 s, compared with the age profiles for women of other ethnic groups.
This suggests the co-existence of at least two distinct social sub-categories within
these ethnic groups (See discussion below regarding late/delayed childbearing).

Interestingly, Fig. 4.4b shows the diversity of age patterns of childbearing
between the different ethnic groups comprising the Asian population. The quantum
and tempo of childbearing of Indian women is the closest to that of White British
women, albeit with lower birth rates amongst young Indian women aged under 25.
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Fig. 4.4 Variation in the timing of childbearing (Source: Authors’ estimates based on LFS)

Pakistani and Bangladeshi women have more children and record younger ages at
childbearing than other Asian population women (and all other ethnic groups). This
phenomenon may be related to the remarkably low level of women working, the
lowest of all ethnic groups (Lindley et al., 2004). In contrast, the Chinese and ‘Other
Asian’ women tend to have their children later in their child-bearing years.

A delay in childbearing, possibly associated with women’s increased involve-
ment in higher education and paid work, has been observed in recent years in the UK
(ONS, 2005). Figure 4.5 shows the change in the age pattern at childbearing over
time for White Other, Indian, and Pakistani women (the larger minority groups),
compared with that for White British women. Postponement of childbearing is more
or less pronounced depending on the women’s ethnicity. White British women have
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continuously delayed childbearing since the late 1980s, tending to have fewer chil-
dren in their 20 s and more children later. Indian women also show signs of delayed
childbearing in the recent period. Postponement appears even more pronounced for
White Other women for whom the average age at childbearing was already older
than that of White British women in the late 1980s and early 1990s. In contrast,
there appears little evidence for delayed childbearing amongst Pakistani women, for
whom fertility decline occurred in every age-group. However, in more recent years,
the reduction in the number of children per 1,000 women has been more pronounced
at younger ages than at older ages in women’s child-bearing years. This may be a
consequence of delayed childbearing for some Pakistani women combined with a
reduction in the average number of children born.



76 S. Dubuc and J. Haskey

The Direct Impact of Immigration on Fertility, 1997–2006

Figure 4.6 shows the proportion of women who were born in the UK, for each
ethnic group. The proportion reflects in part the migration history of each ethnic
minority, as well as the impact of their subsequent fertility, resulting in the very
unequal proportions of immigrant and UK-born women across ethnic groups. For
instance, despite the relatively more recent arrival of Pakistani women compared
with their Indian counterparts,3 the UK-born proportion of Pakistani women aged
15–49 is slightly larger than the proportion of Indian UK-born women (Fig. 4.6).
The explanation lies in the relatively higher fertility rates of the former since 1987
(Fig. 4.3). The results show a clear differential in the TFRs since the late 1980s
(Fig. 4.3) and also in the previous period, from the 1960s (Coleman and Dubuc,
2010).

The women of Mixed origin were mostly born in the UK, especially the Mixed:
White and Black Caribbean, and Mixed: White and Asian groups, and largely rep-
resent the first generation of the various mixed ethnic origin groups. Due to small
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Fig. 4.6 Women aged 15–49: proportion of UK-born by ethnicity, 2002–2006 (Source: LFS data,
third quarter 2002–2006)

3In recent years, the immigration of Indian students appears to have increased significantly,
however (Vertovec, 2007).
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sample numbers, a comparison of the TFRs between the UK-born and the foreign-
born sub-populations of each ethnic group was not possible. However, the trend in
the TFRs for all women, by their country of birth – UK or non-UK – (Fig. 4.7)
shows the contribution of immigrant women (meaning first generation in the UK)
to the TFR of the UK population. Immigrant women mainly belong to one or other
of the different ethnic minorities (about 82% of non UK-born women aged 15–49
in 2002–2006 were not White British).

Comparing Figs. 4.2 and 4.7, it appears that the fertility of White British women
(Fig. 4.2) closely matches the trend in the TFR of UK-born women (Fig. 4.7). The
trend in the TFRs of the native and foreign-born population (Fig. 4.7) also shows
that the general fertility decline recorded in the 1990s and early 2000s would have
been more pronounced without the contribution of births to foreign-born women.
However, the general rise in the TFR since 2002 (Dunnell, 2007) appears to be
jointly due to increases in the fertility of both the immigrant and the UK-born
women (Fig. 4.7).

Overall, the TFR of immigrant women has always been higher than that of UK-
born women. Therefore, ceteris paribus, the reduction in the proportion of foreign-
born women amongst each ethnic minority group – which should occur in the case
of stable net migration flows – may be expected to lower the overall TFR in the near
future.

Conclusions

Producing fertility estimates by ethnic group is the necessary first step to under-
standing how the factor of ethnicity contributes to overall fertility behaviour. The
analysis shows some distinct differences in the quantum and tempo of childbear-
ing across ethnic groups. Inter-ethnic variability in fertility varies over time, and
fertility estimates therefore need updating regularly. Monitoring these changes is a
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major requirement for assessing the likely future size and composition of the pop-
ulation. Changing data availability, the search for more precise estimates, and the
desire to adopt the best available practice, drive methodological developments, just
as employing the refinements of LFS-OCM presented here was the incentive for
producing improved inter-censal estimates.

Since the publication of the first fertility estimates by main ethnic group (up
to 2001), the question of converging trends has been a major subject of debate.
Results support the hypothesis that convergence of fertility levels across ethnic
groups has occurred, although at a decreasing pace over the more recent period
(2001–2006). Because the TFR of foreign-born women is, on average, higher than
that of women born in the UK, the varying proportions of immigrant (foreign-born)
women amongst the different ethnic groups is likely to give rise to some variability
in their TFRs – which may decrease in the future, if net migration remains stable.
However, it remains unclear whether full convergence will occur or whether vari-
ability will persist between ethnic groups. For instance, a large majority of Black
Caribbean women were born in the UK but over the last 20 years this ethnic group
has consistently recorded a higher TFR than that of both the total UK and White
British women.

Furthermore, if the fertility of foreign-born women as a whole appears relatively
high, it may mask differences across ethnic groups. The especially low and declin-
ing fertility of the Chinese is associated with a very high proportion of foreign-born
Chinese (Fig. 4.6). This observation may reflect the particular profile of Chinese
immigrant women, notably the rise in migration of students and highly skilled
workers from South East Asia since the 1980s (Cheng, 1996). The relatively older
average age at childbearing of this group, often associated with higher education and
professional ambitions, is in line with this migration trend. Different social profiles
and characteristics are likely to impact on the quantum and tempo of childbearing
of each ethnic group. Generally, it is important to remember that differences in level
and timing of childbearing between ethnic groups are not necessarily due to ethnic-
ity per se but also due to different migration histories, age compositions, and social
and socio-economic profiles.

The results suggest that childbearing has been delayed amongst ethnic minority
women in the recent period (1998–2006). This change in the timing of childbearing
is likely to be associated with women’s involvement in higher education and paid
employment. Indeed, Lindley et al. (2006) found an increase in the percentage of
women in paid work during the period 2000–2003, compared with the earlier period
1992–1995, for Black African, Indian, Pakistani/Bangladeshi and White women –
which especially benefited those with a higher education for the latter. This is con-
comitant with the decrease in fertility of women in their 20 s observed in each of the
four major groups – the White British, White Other, Indian and Pakistani (Fig. 4.5).
The forthcoming 2011 Census should provide valuable data to analyse further the
relationship between women’s employment status and childbearing behaviour.

Making fertility assumptions for the future remains a challenge – and a bet-
ter understanding of the factors influencing the variability in fertility behaviour
will help in this task. Further, because ethnicity is a social construct, difficulties
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arise when trying to project the population by ethnic group based on estimated
future fertility trends by women’s ethnic group. Evaluating ethnic affiliation of a
child based on his/her mother’s ethnic self-identification is especially challenging
because a child may develop a personal ethnic identification different from his/her
mother. It might be a marginal issue when both parents are of the same ethnic group,
but not completely negligible as noted by Sporton and White (2002). For exam-
ple, children of Black Caribbean parents may classify themselves as Black British
instead of Black Caribbean. Consequently, when applying fertility rates to estimate
the future size and composition of the population, the number of children likely
to classify themselves as a different ethnicity from that of their mother should be
pro rata redistributed to the group(s) to which they assign themselves. In the case
of Mixed unions, the difficulty is exacerbated (Sporton and White, 2002), and the
growing importance of the different Mixed categories of the ethnic minority popu-
lation will further challenge the way fertility trends are used in projection models.
Consequently, monitoring the ethnic self-identification of respondents in the census,
the LFS and possibly other surveys, and comparing it with their parent’s declared
ethnicity will provide important background information for projection models, as
well as a reflection on the dynamic nature of ethnicity.
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Chapter 5
Neighbourhood Ethnic Mix and the Formation
of Mixed-Ethnic Unions in Britain

Zhiqiang Feng, Paul Boyle, Maarten van Ham and Gillian Raab

Introduction

Numerous geographical studies over the last few decades have explored ethnic
segregation (e.g. Burgess et al., 2005; Johnson et al., 2005; Peach, 1996; Simpson,
2004). Most have used cross-sectional data to determine how geographically seg-
regated different ethnic minority groups are, while a few have also explored how
these patterns have changed over time for different groups (Sabater, 2010). At the
heart of these studies is the notion of ethnic mixing in different places, with the
implicit assumption that less segregated places include a mix of households from
different ethnic groups. None of these studies explore ethnic mixing within house-
holds and the contextual factors that might influence this (Wright et al., 2003). In
a world where ethnic homogamy is the rule rather than exception, mixed-ethnic
unions demonstrate the breakdown of ethnic barriers and are indicative of the degree
of ethnic embeddedness, a particularly sensitive political issue at the current time.
The persistent segregation and exclusion of ethnic minorities has caused tensions
between minority and majority populations, despite the apparent efforts made by
successive British governments to promote racial equality and ‘integration’.

Against this background, it is reassuring to find that over the past several decades,
the number of mixed-ethnic unions has increased substantially, although admittedly
from a small base (Coleman, 2004). The 1% census sample from the Office for
National Statistics (ONS) Longitudinal Study (LS) reveals that there has been a
65% increase in the total number of mixed-ethnic unions between 1991 and 2001 in
England and Wales. Such unions have profound effects on the ethnic composition of
the population, especially in the creation of new minority groups of mixed origin. It
is estimated that nearly a million people report themselves as having a mixed-ethnic
identity in Britain today (CRE, 2006).
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The geographical study of mixed-ethnic couples is not new, although most of
this research has been conducted in the US (Peach, 1980; Wong, 1999). Building
on a long history of research on residential segregation, this research explores how
mixed-ethnic couples contribute to changing ethnic geographies. For example,
Holloway et al. (2005) in the US examined the factors which increased the
likelihood of mixed-ethnicity households living in predominantly White neigh-
bourhoods. Their cross-sectional study found that mixed-ethnic households were
more likely to live in mixed neighbourhoods than single ethnic households but it
is impossible from this research to determine whether couples of this type were
more likely to form in such neighbourhoods, or whether selective mobility occurred
as these couples sought out residential neighbourhoods which they found more
suitable. To explore these issues in detail requires longitudinal data.

A limited amount of research has also examined mixed-ethnic unions in the UK,
mainly using cross-sectional data from the 1991 Census 1% Household Samples of
Anonymised Records (SAR) or from the UK Labour Force Surveys (LFS) (e.g.
Ballard, 1997; Berrington, 1996; Coleman, 1985, 2004; Data Management and
Analysis Group Update, 2005; Holdsworth and Dale, 1997; Johnston et al., 2006;
Muttarak, 2004). The 1994 Fourth National Survey of Ethnic Minorities has also
been used to a limited extent to investigate mixed-ethnic unions (Muttarak, 2003).
Most of these studies focused on basic patterns and trends in the growth of mixed-
ethnic unions. A notable exception is Muttarak’s (2004) study which investigated
the socio-economic determinants of mixed-unions using LFS data. However, none
of these studies used longitudinal data to explore the geography of the formation of
mixed-ethnic couples. This study uses data from the Longitudinal Study (LS) for
England and Wales and is the first UK study to examine the influence of geographi-
cal context on the formation of mixed-ethnic unions. By using longitudinal data, we
are able to establish whether living in a mixed-ethnic neighbourhood makes it more
likely for people to end up in mixed-ethnic unions.

Theoretical Background

The formation of unions is the result of preferences with regard to partner charac-
teristics and the opportunity structure of available partners. In general, people prefer
partners who are similar to them in demographic, social, economic and cultural char-
acteristics – so called marital homogamy. Assimilationist theories (Gordon, 1964)
argue that immigrants often possess distinct cultural traits and socio-economic status
from members of the host society and that these may hinder interactions between
immigrants and the host group. The process of assimilation starts with accultura-
tion, proceeds through structural assimilation and is regarded as completed when
the ethnicity of immigrants is no longer a notable characteristic to themselves and
to members of the host society. According to this perspective, the most ‘assimilated’
members of minority groups will be more likely to partner members from majority
groups. The observation that many mixed-ethnic unions involve ethnic minorities
with higher levels of education or qualifications, and the observation that second and
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later generation ethnic minorities experience higher rates of mixed-ethnic unions
appear to support such theories (Hwang et al., 1997; Muttarak, 2004).

Blau (1977) and colleagues (Blau et al., 1982) claim that inter-group relations
depend not only on willingness among members of different groups to interact, but
also on the opportunities to do so. Although assimilation or integration may enhance
the willingness to interact, inter-ethnic relations cannot take place unless opportu-
nities for interactions exist. People spend most of their lives in local and functional
places such as neighbourhoods, schools, workplaces and leisure places. The
opportunity for inter-ethnic relationships is thus determined by attributes of local
marriage markets such as the size of the minority group, the availability of potential
partners in the minority group, the availability of potential partners in the majority
group, and the social and spatial proximity between minority and majority groups.

Although endogamous relationships are most common, exogamous relationships
can be beneficial for those involved. Status exchange theories assert that a lower sta-
tus majority group member is more likely to partner a minority group member if the
latter has a higher socio-economic status (White and Sassler, 2000). According to
some economics-based explanations, this kind of status exchange helps both part-
ners maximize their complementary benefits; both parties benefit from the utility
functions of their significant other. This hypothesis is supported by studies of mixed
marriage between Black and White people in the US (Kalmijn, 1993; Schoen and
Wooldredge, 1989), but no support was found in studies of mixed marriages between
Asians and Whites (Fu, 2006; Shoen and Thomas, 1989).

Spatial proximity between ethnic groups increases the probability of inter-
marriage (Blau, 1977; Bossard, 1932; Cready and Saenz, 1997; Morgan, 1981).
Contemporary geographical theories have highlighted the mutual constitutivity of
the social and the spatial (Delaney, 2002). Places are not simply reflective of social
relations but are regarded as influential in constituting and reinforcing social rela-
tions. On the one hand, residential segregation along ethnic lines hampers the
opportunities of meeting people from different ethnic groups. The concentration
of a minority group within a neighbourhood also tends to reinforce the sense of
belonging to the group and thus potentially reduces the propensity for exogamy. On
the other hand, proximity breeds familiarity, recognition of commonality and the
eventual disappearance of race as a meaningful social category (Delaney, 2002). As
a consequence, we expect that the formation of mixed-ethnic partnerships will be
influenced by these contextual factors (Lievens, 1998).

Thus, we assume that contact between ethnic groups within mixed ethnic
neighbourhoods will break down prejudice (Ihlanfeldt and Scafidi, 2002). Ellison
and Powers (1994) found that interracial contact, especially if it occurs early in life,
leads to a greater likelihood that African Americans and Whites will have close
interracial friendships as adults. Sigelman et al. (1996) found similar results in
Detroit, showing that early interracial contact in schools was particularly associ-
ated with more interracial contact as adults. Emerson et al. (2002) confirm the role
of early interracial contact, relating it to more racially diverse social and friendship
circles later in life, including an increased probability of attendance at multiracial
religious congregations and interracial marriages.



86 Z. Feng et al.

Some argue that residential proximity has become less important in explaining
the growth of mixed-ethnic unions as the local neighbourhood is only one space
in which contacts may be made (Houston et al., 2005). In one of the few stud-
ies to address the issue of where couples meet, Bozon and Heran (1989) found
that the importance of the neighbourhood reduced steadily in twentieth century
France; by the 1980s only 5% of all couples stated that they met locally. Kalmijn
and Flap (2001) also reported that less than 10% of Dutch couples ever shared a
neighbourhood environment. Ellis et al. (2006) showed that mixed-ethnic house-
holds consistently had a high propensity of living in neighbourhoods with low
concentrations of the ethnic group of the ethnic minority partner. They concluded
that this was because mixed-ethnic households choose to live in such neighbour-
hoods, dwelling less on the fact that neighbourhoods also influence the probability
of forming mixed-ethnic unions.

Here we explore whether ethnic concentration in a neighbourhood setting influ-
ences whether people engage in mixed-ethnic partnerships. Intuitively, we might
expect that living in a mixed-ethnic neighbourhood may increase the likelihood
of such couple formation, although the literature review above suggests that those
living in neighbourhoods with a low concentration of their own ethnic group may
be more likely to out-partner. Specifically, we explore the likelihood that minority
ethnic individuals choose a White partner in different geographical contexts.

Data and Methods

This study has used data from the Office for National Statistics Longitudinal Study
(ONS-LS), which is a nationally representative 1% sample of the England and Wales
population including approximately 500,000 people. The study began in the 1970s
and links information from the 1971, 1981, 1991 and 2001 Censuses. The sam-
ple was updated through intercensal births, deaths, immigrations, embarkations and
re-entries. In addition to census data, information is linked from cancer registra-
tions, births to sample mothers and enlistments from the Armed Forces. The study
was designed as a continuous, multi-cohort study with samples drawn from sub-
sequent censuses using the same selection criteria. Information on the household
members of ONS-LS members is also included in the data, although the records
for these individuals are not linked through time. In addition to the individual-level
micro data, the ONS-LS contain some variables from the censuses which capture
the characteristics of the small areas in which each sample member lived. As the
data are geocoded, it is possible to attach additional geographical variables – such
as the mixed-ethnic neighbourhood indicators developed in this study – to individual
ONS-LS members.

We focus on data from the 1991 and 2001 Censuses, as information on ethnicity
was not captured in 1971 and 1981. Unfortunately, the ethnicity questions in the
1991 and 2001 Censuses were different. The 2001 Census question on ethnicity was
changed to capture the rise in the number of people who reported ‘mixed-ethnicity’.
For consistency across 1991 and 2001 and following previous studies (Bradford,
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Table 5.1 1991 and 2001 ethnicity definitions

Ethnic group 1991 2001

White White British
Irish
Other white

Black Black-Caribbean
Black-African
Black other
Black and White

Black-Caribbean
Black-African
Other Black
White and

Black-Caribbean
White and

Black-African
South Asian Indian

Pakistani
Bangladeshi

Indian
Pakistani
Bangladeshi

Other Asian Chinese
Other Asian

Chinese
Other Asian

Other Other ethnic group:
non-mixed origin
Other ethnic group:
mixed origin

White and Asian
Other mixed
Other ethnic group

Source: ONS-LS.

2006; Platt et al., 2005) we identified five broad ethnic groups: White, Black, South
Asian, Other Asian, and Other (Table 5.1). However, in our analyses we excluded
the Other group which is a small, heterogeneous group.

Between 1991 and 2001 a small number of individuals changed the way they
recorded their ethnicity. This was most common among mixed-ethnic and Black
groups. In the analysis of the pattern of mixed-ethnic unions we used the ethnicity
variables for 1991 and 2001 separately for each sample as some of the 1991 mem-
bers were not followed in 2001 due to attrition. In the analysis of the formation of
mixed-ethnic unions, we used the 2001 variable to establish the ethnicity for each
LS member. In the 2001 Census, 2.9% of responses to the ethnicity question were
imputed, falling to 2.1% among LS members who were linked between 1991 and
2001. Imputation appears to be more common among those belonging to minority
groups. Unfortunately, the imputation is not very reliable (Platt et al., 2005) and we
therefore dropped LS members with imputed ethnicity.

We included both married and cohabiting couples of mixed-ethnic origin in
our definition of mixed-ethnic unions (see also Berrington, 1996; Coleman, 2004;
Liang and Ito, 1999; Model and Fisher, 2002; Muttarak, 2004; Wong, 1999).
Cohabitation is of increasing importance and failure to include cohabiting cou-
ples would underestimate the number of mixed-ethnic unions. Furthermore, because
mixed-ethnic unions are relatively rare, including cohabiting couples also boosts our
sample size and enhances the statistical power of our models.

The literature suggests that the ethnic mix of people’s residential context influ-
ences the probability of forming a mixed-ethnic union. The scale at which people’s
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residential contexts should be measured is debatable (van Ham and Feijten, 2008).
With regard to union formation, people meet potential partners, for example, at
school, in the workplace and at leisure places and these can stretch from the
direct surroundings of the home to the neighbourhood, to whole cities and larger
regions. Together, these meeting places form the local marriage market area. In this
study, we measure marriage markets at two spatial levels: local government districts
and wards. On average, local government districts contain populations of around
120,000 (regional marriage market area) while wards contain populations of around
6,000 (neighbourhoods or local marriage market area). For each of these spatial
levels we calculated the ethnic mix of the population.

We classified ethnic marriage market areas (districts) and neighbourhoods
(wards) in England and Wales into three types based on the concentration of ethnic
minorities in these areas: lowest concentrated, medium concentrated and highest
concentrated. This classification is ethnic group specific, based on the percentage
of that group in an area. Say for Black people, the classification was based on the
percentage of the Black population in districts and wards. Cut-off points were then
chosen so that Black population was distributed approximately equally across neigh-
bourhood types. The minimum and maximum percentages of each ethnic minority
group, the number of areas in each category, and the total White and minority ethnic
populations are listed in Table 5.2 for districts and in Table 5.3 for wards.

Rather than focusing on either district or ward level measurements of ethnic
concentration, we used a combination of the two spatial scales. Someone might live
in an ethnically homogeneous ward, but within an ethnically diverse district, or the
other way around. To examine the combined effect of district and ward level ethnic
concentrations, we therefore constructed a variable with nine area types, based on
the cross tabulation of the three district level types and the three ward level types. It
is not surprising that types of districts and types of wards are correlated. As a result,

Table 5.2 Classification of 1991 districts by level of ethnic mix

Concentration Minimum (%) Maximum (%)
Number of
districts

White
population

Non-White
population

Black Black Black

Lowest 0 4.2 378 42, 121, 368 295,717
Medium 4.3 11.2 18 3, 779, 845 313,654
Highest 11.3 22.0 7 1, 036, 649 274,796

South Asian South Asian South Asian

Lowest 0 5.7 368 40, 447, 744 486,528
Medium 5.8 13.5 25 5, 081, 356 564,006
Highest 13.6 24.7 10 1, 408, 762 396,549

Other Asian Other Asian Other Asian

Lowest 0 0.7 335 36, 454, 024 113,639
Medium 0.8 2.4 51 8, 023, 667 113,123
Highest 2.5 4.6 17 2, 460, 169 112,449

Source: 1991 Census SAS.
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Table 5.3 Classification of 1991 wards by level of ethnic mix

Concentration Minimum (%) Maximum (%)
Number of
wards

White
population

Non-White
population

Black Black Black

Lowest 0 5.1 9, 027 43, 730, 252 293,723
Medium 5.2 15.3 348 2, 393, 667 294,933
Highest 15.4 46.6 134 814, 534 291,692

South Asian South Asian South Asian

Lowest 0 8.2 9, 070 43, 884, 131 481,595
Medium 8.3 27.4 340 2, 502, 201 481,898
Highest 27.5 78.7 99 552, 121 479,766

Other Asian Other Asian Other Asian

Lowest 0 0.9 8, 360 39, 313, 936 111,695
Medium 1.0 2.7 845 5, 769, 979 111,926
Highest 2.8 12.2 304 1, 854, 538 111,430

Source: 1991 Census SAS.

there were very few highest concentrated wards in the lowest concentrated districts
and lowest concentrated wards within highest concentrated districts. We had to com-
bine some categories together. So, medium concentrated and highest concentrated
wards were combined within lowest concentrated districts into a single category, and
lowest concentrated and medium concentrated wards were combined with highest
concentrated districts. This left us with seven, rather than nine, categories in total.

We used a combination of descriptive and modelling methods to explore ethnic
out-partnering with members of the white population. Initially, we compare the per-
centages involved by demographic and socio-economic status. We then extend this
to estimate the likelihood of out-partnering in a multi-variate model, using multi-
nomial logit regression. The dependent variable was the partnership status in 2001:
in co-ethnic unions (0), in mixed-ethnic unions (1), and remaining single (2). These
models produced two sets of coefficients, separately predicting the propensity of
forming a mixed-ethnic union in comparison to forming a co-ethnic union and pre-
dicting the propensity of remaining single compared to being in a co-ethnic union.
Our focus is the formation of mixed-ethnic unions with White partners as mixed-
ethnic unions between different minority groups are rare. Thus we only present and
discuss the results which compare mixed-ethnic unions between a minority and a
White partner with co-ethnic unions. This is equivalent to considering a logistic
regression for those forming unions, with the outcome being whether the union is a
mixed union compared to a co-ethnic union.

Patterns of Mixed-Ethnic Unions

It is useful to provide first a general picture of mixed-ethnic unions in England and
Wales. This analysis is based on ethnic minority LS members aged 16 and over
and in a partnership in 1991 and 2001 respectively. Table 5.4 shows the distribution
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Table 5.4 Percentage of ethnic minority LS members by gender and ethnicity of partners, 2001

Partner

Ethnic group Gender Same group White Other minority Total

Black Male 65.7 31.1 3.1 3, 521
Female 72.6 24.9 2.4 3, 188

South Asian Male 93.3 4.8 1.7 12, 103
Female 93.8 3.3 2.8 12, 042

Other Asian Male 70.5 14.2 15.1 2, 215
Female 71.0 20.1 8.7 2, 199

Source: ONS LS, Authors’ calculations.

of minority men and women by ethnicity of their partner in 2001. The majority of
men and women live with a partner from their own ethnic group. Black men are the
most likely to be in a mixed ethnic union; 31% of Black men have a White female
partner. Black women also have a high out-partnering rate; 25% of Black women
have a White male partner. Both South Asian men and women have very low rates of
exogamous partnerships with Whites (4.8 and 3.3%). Other Asian men and women
have exogamous partnering rates in between the other two groups. Just over 14%
of the Other Asian men have a White partner and over 20% of Other Asian women
have a White partner. The gender disparity in the propensity of out-partnering (Black
and South Asian men are more likely than women to partner with a White person,
while for Other Asians women are more likely to choose a White partner than men)
is a consistent finding over the last two decades (Berrington, 1996; Coleman, 2004;
Muttarak, 2004).

Mixed-ethnic unions not involving a White partner are more rare. Other Asians
are the most likely to partner with someone from another (non-White) ethnic minor-
ity group (15.1% of men and 8.7% of women). The low rates of partnerships
involving members from two different ethnic minority groups are not surprising
given the relatively small sizes of these groups and their geographical distributions
(Berrington, 1996).

The out-partnering rates of ethnic minority groups vary with age (Table 5.5). In
general, the rate of exogamous partnerships between ethnic minority group members
and White partners is highest among young people, suggesting that they are more
open to mixed relationships than older generations. The only exception is for South
Asian men where there is no evidence of any trend with age due to the small numbers
with White partners.

Mixed ethnic partnerships are more likely among those who cohabit than
among those who are married (Table 5.6). For cohabiting men in all three ethnic
minority groups the mixed-ethnic union rate is over 40%. Among married men,
the rates of mixed ethnic unions range from 4 to 25%. The situation is similar
for women. Berrington (1996) suggested that people who choose to cohabit may
hold less traditional marriage views and are also more likely to choose a part-
ner from a different ethnic group. In addition, cohabitation might be easier than
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Table 5.5 Percentage of ethnic minority LS members living with a White partner by gender
and age, 2001

Black South Asian Other Asian

% Total % Total % Total

Men 16–34 44.5 761 4.7 2,919 14.9 387
35–59 29.7 2, 041 4.6 6,832 14.2 1, 477
60+ 19.1 777 5.1 2,481 12.2 385

Women 16–35 30.9 1, 010 3.8 4,123 21.4 602
35–59 24.1 1, 804 3.2 6,762 19.9 1, 400
60+ 10.6 440 1.9 1,278 16.6 216

Source: ONS LS, Authors’ calculations.

marriage because in some marriage traditions parents have to grant permission for
the partnership.

Assimilation theory suggests that ethnic minorities with higher socio-economic
positions are generally better assimilated in their host society and thus more likely to
form partnerships with the White group than those in lower socio-economic groups.
Tables 5.7 and 5.8 present the percentages of ethnic minority men and women in
mixed-ethnic unions by social class and by educational qualifications. As expected,
for South Asian men and Other Asian men, those in the higher social classes are the
most likely to be in a mixed-ethnic union. Surprisingly, for Black men, the lower
social classes are the most likely to be in a mixed-ethnic union. The results for
women are very similar to those for men, although Other Asian women in all social
classes are almost twice as likely to be in a mixed-ethnic union than Other Asian
men. Low rates of mixed-ethnic unions are found among those whose social class is
unknown.

Asians and Other Asian men and women with higher levels of education are the
most likely to select partners from different ethnic groups. However, the pattern for
Blacks is different where men with degrees are less likely to out-partner and there is
no evidence of a difference by education for women. Different ethnic groups experi-
ence different stages or patterns of assimilation (Muttarak, 2004), and it may be that

Table 5.6 Percentage of ethnic minority LS members living with a White partner by gender
and union type, 2001

Black South Asian Other Asian

% Total % Total % Total

Men Married 25.9 2, 868 3.9 11, 966 12.3 2, 125
Cohabiting 49.8 711 43.6 266 44.4 124

Women Married 21.6 2, 694 2.7 11, 942 17.8 2, 070
Cohabiting 38.2 560 35.7 221 50.7 148

Source: ONS LS, Authors’ calculations.
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Table 5.7 Percentage of ethnic minorities living with a White partner by gender and social class,
2001

Black South Asian Other Asian

% Total % Total % Total

Men

Professional/managerial 32.8 996 9.6 3, 233 21.9 831
Skilled non-manual 34.2 333 4.8 1, 166 12.4 275
Skilled manual 33.0 812 3.0 2, 997 9.4 489
Partly skilled/Unskilled 36.2 641 2.1 2, 412 7.9 229
Not stated 19.4 797 3.3 2, 424 8.4 425

Women

Professional/managerial 30.1 943 10.7 1, 761 38.7 569
Skilled non-manual 29.5 701 5.7 1, 921 22.6 514
Skilled manual 25.4 173 1.5 456 6.7 150
Partly skilled/Unskilled 25.6 559 1.3 2, 234 12.6 309
Not stated 13.3 878 1.2 5, 791 8.7 676

Source: ONS LS, Authors’ calculations.

Black people are better integrated into mainstream society across the educational
and social class spectrum.

Figure 5.1 shows the change in the percentage of mixed-ethnic unions between
1991 and 2001 by ethnic group and gender. The general pattern is one of growth,
apart from Other Asian women where there seems to be a small drop in the
percentage of mixed-ethnic unions with a White partner (from 32 to 29%). The
largest increase in mixed-ethnic unions is observed for South Asian women
(although the overall rate remains low) and for Other Asian men.

Table 5.8 Percentage of economically active ethnic minorities living with a White partner by
gender and educational qualification, 2001

Black South Asian Other Asian

% Total % Total % Total

Men
No qualification 34.1 1, 925 2.9 7,609 9.4 1, 111
Sub degree 31.3 556 6.5 1,302 13.5 288
Degree 24.2 993 8.9 3,061 20.8 813

Women

No qualification 24.3 1, 817 1.8 8,924 11.2 1, 222
Sub degree 26.1 410 4.0 1,012 22.5 258
Degree 24.6 984 9.2 2,133 34.1 715

Source: ONS LS, Authors’ calculations.
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Fig. 5.1 Percentage of ethnic minorities living with a white partner in 1991 and 2001 (Source:
ONS LS, Authors’ calculations)

Formation of Mixed-Ethnic Unions

The Sample Descriptions

So far we have presented cross-sectional data on mixed-ethnic unions for 1991 and
2001. In the remainder of this chapter we focus on the formation of mixed eth-
nic unions between 1991 and 2001. We investigate which individual characteristics
measured in 1991 are associated with ending up in a mixed-ethnic union and we
focus particularly on the role of the neighbourhood ethnic concentration in union
formation. The sample includes single people who were aged 6 and over in 1991
and who were also captured in the 2001 Census. The sample includes a total of
7,136 people: 2,422 Blacks, 4,017 South Asians, and 697 Other Asians (Table 5.9).
By 2001, about 25% of the 1991 singles ended up living with a partner from either
the same ethnic group or the White group. Single South Asians were the most likely
to form a partnership with almost one third of them entering marriage or cohabi-
tation between 1991 and 2001. In contrast, Black singles were the least likely to
enter a partnership with only 18% being married or cohabiting in 2001. Of all those
who lived with a partner in 2001, 48% of Blacks, 11% of South Asians, and 42%
of Other Asians had chosen a White partner. The proportions are much higher than
the prevalence rate, which shows that people who were in the UK for a relatively
long period of time (in this case, at least between 1991 and 2001) were more likely
to partner with someone from the majority group.

In addition to the geographical variables we included a range of individual con-
trol variables expected to be related to the likelihood of out-partnering (Table 5.10).
For LS members who were under 16, or under 21 and in full-time education, the
social class and educational qualifications of the head of household were used as
proxies.

Table 5.11 gives the percentage of ethnic minorities in mixed-ethnic unions in
2001 by ethnic group and 1991 neighbourhood type (both at ward and district
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Table 5.9 Partnership status in 2001 by ethnic group for singles aged 6 and over in 1991

Co-ethnic
union

Mixed-ethnic
union Single Total

Black 231 207 1, 984 2, 422
South Asian 1, 034 120 2, 863 4, 017
Other Asian 100 70 527 697

Total 1, 365 397 5, 374 7, 136

Source: ONS LS.

level). As indicated earlier, we have defined three types of neighbourhoods: ethni-
cally lowest concentrated neighbourhoods, medium concentrated neighbourhoods
and highest concentrated neighbourhoods. We created separate neighbourhood
measures for each ethnic group. Table 5.11 shows that for all three ethnic groups,
those in lowest concentrated neighbourhoods in 1991 had the highest probability
of forming a partnership with a White person by 2001. Those originating in areas

Table 5.10 Characteristics in 1991 of LS members single in 1991

Black South Asian Other Asian

Gender Male 43.8 49.4 51.4
Female 56.2 50.6 48.6

Age 1991 6–14 34.9 51.8 40.6
15–34 47.2 40.7 44.8
35 and over 17.9 7.4 14.6

Country of birth Born in UK 74.7 67.4 54.8
Born outside UK 25.3 32.6 45.2

Qualificationa No qualification 93.0 92.4 82.8
Degree and above 7.0 7.6 17.2

Social classa Professional & managerial 20.7 19.9 30.7
Skilled non-manual 21.7 13.8 18.5
Skilled Manual 14.7 19.4 20.1
Partly skilled & unskilled 21.0 23.2 10.9
Not Stated 21.9 23.7 19.8

Housing tenure Owned 49.7 81.0 71.3
Social renting 44.1 13.9 17.9
Private renting 6.2 5.1 10.8

Region North 6.5 11.5 7.7
Yorkshire & East Anglia 6.4 11.8 7.2
Midlands 18.6 27.6 12.5
South 12.1 12.7 19.2
London 55.1 35.6 50.1
Wales 1.4 0.9 3.3

aHead of household data used for those under 21 in full-time education.
Source: ONS LS.
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Table 5.11 Percentage in mixed-ethnic unions in 2001 of LS members who were single in 1991
and in a partnership in 2001 by ethnic group and 1991 area type

Black South Asian Other Asian

% Total % Total % Total

Marriage market area (district)

Lowest concentrated 65.4 211 16.1 311 54.8 73
Medium concentrated 36.2 138 12.5 368 27.9 61
Highest concentrated 29.3 99 7.8 489 42.5 40

Neighbourhood type (ward)

Lowest concentrated 64.2 201 20.1 338 51.9 79
Medium concentrated 40.3 139 10.3 388 37.8 45
Highest concentrated 29.6 108 5.9 442 32.0 50

Source: ONS LS.

with a relatively high concentration of their own group were the least likely to out-
partner. The only exception to this pattern is Other Asians where the numbers are
too small to provide reliable evidence.

Modelling Results

We present separate models for each ethnic group in Table 5.12. For each group we
model the probability that a single person in 1991 forms a mixed-ethnic union with
a White person or remains single by 2001, compared to the base category who are in
co-ethnic unions. Note, again, that for brevity we only present the model parameters
for the mixed-ethnic category. We include a combined district level and ward level
measurement of ethnic concentration.

As expected, those born outside the UK were less likely to live with a White
partner for all three ethnic groups. For Blacks, the modelling shows higher rates
at younger ages and no significant difference in rates by social class. For South
Asians, social class was a very important determinant of out-partnering showing a
highly significant gradient over the categories. For South Asians in the multivariate
model, the group with the highest out-partnering rate is the oldest group, but this
is relative to the rate expected from other characteristics of this group, especially
born outside the UK, where the expectation of out-partnering may be low. For Other
Asians, women were more likely than men to choose a White partner, which is
different from Black or South Asian women who were no different from Black or
South Asian men. Other Asians in skilled manual occupations were more likely
to be partnered with a White person, but this must be interpreted in the light of
the relatively small numbers in this group. None of the housing tenure, educational
qualifications or region categories is significant for any of the three ethnic groups,
after adjustment for other factors.
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The ethnic mix of neighbourhood is important for Black and South Asian ethnic
groups. This was true for both district and ward level when each was included in the
model without the other (data not shown). The absence of a relationship with the
ethnic mix of the neighbourhood for the Other Asian group, which was also found
when each was considered alone, may relate to the small numbers in this group.

To further illustrate the impact of neighbourhoods on the propensity of choosing
a White partner we calculated probabilities of forming mixed-ethnic couples by
ethnic group and neighbourhood type (Fig. 5.2). In the calculations, all variables
except those measuring mixed partnerships were set to the reference category. As a
result the probabilities are for individuals who were male, aged 15–34, born in the
UK, with no higher qualifications, in social class IV or V, living in owner occupied
houses and in North England.

From Fig. 5.2 we can see that Black men or South Asian men who lived in
districts with a medium or highest concentration of their own group in 1991 were
less likely to choose White people as partners than those living in districts with the
lowest concentration of their own group. People living in highest concentrated areas
in 1991 were least likely to out-partner by 2001. This confirms what we find from
Table 5.11. It is not very clear from Fig. 5.2 what the trend is at the ward level but
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the model which includes ward level concentration categories (not shown here) indi-
cates the same trend as those at the district level, again confirming the descriptive
results in Table 5.11.

For all three ethnic groups, within the same type of districts, the probability
of out-partnering declines along with the increase in concentration of their own
group at the ward level (Fig. 5.2). This shows that ethnic concentration at the ward
level has an effect independent from that at the district level. The only exception
is that Other Asians show a different trend across different wards within medium
concentrated districts. Again, partly due to their small numbers, the difference
between propensities among Other Asian singles across different types of areas is
not significant.

For Blacks, the variation in the probability of out-partnering is more associ-
ated with the ethnic mix at the district level than with that at the ward level: the
differences between probabilities of different district types are larger than that across
ward types. It can be concluded that districts are more relevant than wards in influ-
encing formation of mixed-ethnic unions for Blacks. In contrast, for South Asians,
the variation in probability of out-partnering is more associated with the ward level
ethnic mix than the district level ethnic mix. Thus, it can be concluded that wards
exhibit more influence than districts in formation of mixed-ethnic unions for South
Asians. The pattern is not so clear for Other Asians but, overall, the districts look to
have more influence, although it is not significant.

Conclusions

Previous studies of geographical segregation have largely ignored mixed-ethnic
households. From the few studies conducted in the US, it has been found that the
geography of mixed-ethnic households is different from that of co-ethnic house-
holds. For example, mixed-ethnic couples in Los Angeles were found to be more
likely to live in mixed neighbourhoods (Ellis et al., 2006) and this was argued to
relate to residential decision making. In fact, mixed-ethnic households may choose
to live in such locations, but they may also be more likely to form there and it is
not possible to tease out the relative importance of these different processes using
cross-sectional data.

In this chapter we made use of longitudinal data, which allowed us to explore
whether spatial proximity influences the likelihood of out-partnering. Specifically,
we examined whether minority ethnic people who live in less ethnically concen-
trated areas were more likely to form a partnership with a White person than
those in more ethnically concentrated areas. If this is true then the observed pat-
tern by Ellis et al. (2006) should be at least partly attributed to the process of the
formation of mixed-ethnic unions rather than purely attributed to a subsequent
migration process.

We used data from the ONS-LS, which is a nationally representative sample of
the population in England and Wales and estimated the likelihood of out-partnering
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with a White person for three ethnic groups, Black, South Asian, and Other Asian,
across different types of geographical area, controlling for individual variables. We
used two methods of classifying geographical areas based on districts and wards, the
former relating more to the broader marriage market area and the latter to the local
neighbourhood. To explore the neighbourhood effects at the different scales, we
also derived the combined neighbourhood types, which is the interaction between
districts and wards. The combined neighbourhood type allows us to explore the rel-
ative importance of two geographical levels within the same modelling framework.
Another benefit is that from the segregation perspective, a ward which is highly con-
centrated with a minority group within a White dominant district can be regarded
as highly segregated compared to a ward which is highly concentrated but within a
highest concentrated district.

Both districts and wards are relevant as people develop their social networks, and
relationships not only in their immediate neighbourhoods but also in workplaces,
schools and local leisure centres. As wards are more approximations of immediate
neighbourhoods where people interact through daily activities like going to school
and shopping, districts are more proxies of working or other social networking expe-
riences. The levels of concentration at both district and ward level were found to be
significant predictors for mixed-ethnic unions among Blacks and South Asians, but
not among Other Asians who are smaller in number and are much less geograph-
ically segregated that the other ethnic minority groups. Blacks and South Asians
who lived in lowest concentrated areas had increased chances of choosing a White
partner.

The negative association between the propensity of out-partnering and the con-
centration of the minority group is in line with a small number of previous studies
(Hwang et al., 1994, 1997; Livens, 1998; Muttarak, 2004), although these were
based on measures calculated for much larger geographical areas. Thus, those ethnic
minorities living in areas with high concentrations of their own group have a greater
chance of meeting potential partners from their own group. Larger concentrations
of a minority group may also enforce the identity of the group and discourage exog-
amous relationships. In contrast, in areas with a low concentration of a particular
minority group the opportunities for meeting a partner from their own group is con-
strained, elevating the probability of developing a relationship with someone from
the majority white group. For those under 16 from minority groups in 1991 being
surrounded by a white majority in their daily life affects their partnership choice
when they become adults.

The results from this study lend support to the theory that segregation hinders
the formation of mixed-ethnic unions. A concentrated ward within a lowest concen-
trated district is more segregated than a lowest concentrated ward within the same
type of district and the likelihood of forming a partnership with a White person
among Blacks and South Asians who lived in the first type of areas is lower than for
those who lived in the second type of area.

Most studies of geographical influences on mixed ethnic unions have used cross
sectional data and have often been based on ecological relationships between out-
partnering and segregation measures (Kalmijn, 1998). Our study is the first to use
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longitudinal data integrating individual and geographical variables to examine how
the geographical context influences the likelihoods of out-partnering. Our study
suggests although importance of spatial proximity may have declined in affecting
partnership choice among ethnic minorities (Kalmijn and Flap, 2001), it is still a
significant factor which should not be ignored.
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Chapter 6
Ethnic Internal Migration in England
and Wales: Spatial Analysis Using a District
Classification Framework

John Stillwell and Serena Hussain

Introduction

People move home for a range of different reasons and migration intensity is well
known to fluctuate with stage in life course (Champion et al., 1998; Rogers and
Castro, 1981). Age is a selective influence on migration rather than a causal driver
(Stillwell, 2008). Children’s migration propensity declines up to school-leaving age
in the UK. Eighteen year olds move more than younger teenagers because they trans-
fer into higher education, whereas highest propensities are found in the early 20s
when young adults leave home or university for work reasons or to cohabit/marry.
In most countries, the decline in migration with older working age levels out around
retirement age and may increase in older old age as the need for institutional or
family support becomes more necessary. In comparison with age, sex is much
less differentiating in its influence on migration whilst the roles of different socio-
economic characteristics tend to vary as socio-economic conditions change over
time.

The research questions that we address in this chapter are whether there are
distinctive variations in the propensities to migrate that are observed for different
ethnic groups, whether these propensities vary similarly by age, and whether differ-
ences are apparent in the patterns of migration between different types of districts
in England and Wales. The focus of the chapter is on internal migration in England
and Wales taking place in the 12 months before the 2001 Census. In contrast to
popular press coverage of immigration in recent years, relatively little attention has
been paid to internal migration in the twenty-first century despite its importance as
the key phenomenon responsible for population redistribution.

We begin with a short and selective review of geographical literature on eth-
nic population concentration and the characteristics of internal migration by ethnic
group and by age. The data sets and spatial units used in the analyses are then
described before turning attention to an examination of aggregate and age-specific
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ethnic migration propensities at the national level. Spatial analysis is reported in
the subsequent sections that use the district classification framework developed by
Vickers et al. (2003) to summarise the flows that occurred between and within dis-
tricts in England and Wales. Particular attention is paid to net migration balances
and rates for seven ethnic groups within the top tier (four ‘families’ of districts) and
the more detailed third tier (23 ‘classes’ of districts) of the Vickers et al. classifi-
cation with variations in net migration by age and ethnicity between families also
being presented. The chapter finishes with some concluding comments.

Context

Ethnic Population Concentration

Whilst the spatial concentration of ethnic minority populations in many cities
and towns across Britain is indisputable (Champion, 2005; Johnston et al., 2002;
Kyambi, 2005; Rees and Butt, 2004; Simpson, 2004; Stillwell and Hussain, 2008),
there is much debate about the extent to which non-White groups are geograph-
ically polarised within these cities and whether these communities are becoming
increasingly segregated as ethnic populations grow through natural increase and
immigration. The debate, which focused in the 1990s on the question of whether
or not ghettos had become a feature of British cities (Peach, 1996) has been cata-
pulted into the public arena in the twenty-first century as a result of local and global
events including the 2001 riots in Bradford, Oldham and Leeds, the bombings of
the Twin Towers in 2001 and the London Underground in 2005. Dramatic events
such as these have fuelled concerns about the level of integration experienced by
ethnic minorities and whether it is a result of residential self-segregation that ethnic
groups view themselves as being separate and distinct communities with inhabitants
living ‘parallel lives’ (Phillips, 2006). As a result of the perceived negative impact
of ethnic segregation, policy makers have become increasingly interested in ethnic
geographies and community cohesion (Stillwell and Phillips, 2006; Simpson, 2007).
Fears and predications of increasing segregation and ghettoisation have been accen-
tuated by reports of Leicester and Birmingham becoming Britain’s first minority
White cities by 2019 and 2024 respectively (Gaines, 2007; Herbert, 2007). Negative
press connotations have been associated with these academic reports of emerging
plurality (Finney and Simpson, 2008) where no racial or ethnic group makes up the
majority of the overall city population.

A number of studies question claims of increasing segregation. Peach and
Rossiter (1996) and Simpson (2006) have presented evidence that ethnic ghettos
do not exist in Britain. Research by Johnston et al. (2002) on ethnic enclaves indi-
cates that Asians are the most spatially concentrated among minority ethnic groups
and Bangladeshis demonstrate the highest level of residential concentration amongst
Asians yet the overwhelming majority of Whites reside in areas where they form
80% or more of the local population. This results in an asymmetrical pattern of
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concentration, in that the majority of non-White ethnic groups live in areas where
the White population are still the majority, whereas White groups generally live
in predominately White residential areas. Therefore, even where non-White groups
do cluster they tend to live in relatively mixed areas. Simpson (2004) argues that
Bradford in the north or England, with its significant Asian population, is not
becoming increasing ethnically polarised despite influences of natural change such
as high fertility rates and continued migration in the form of overseas marriages
and kinship networks. In fact, in a later study, Simpson found from his analysis of
the 1991 and 2001 Census data using the indices of segregation and diversity, that
there was more mixing through a natural process of growth of ethnic minorities and
a greater evenness of population distribution (Simpson, 2006). For the most part,
debates about segregated communities are fraught with moral panics and insufficient
contextualisation. As Simpson states, social policy for localities is better informed
by a sociological and historical understanding of class, housing, employment and
educational dynamics of neighbourhood and residential change. At the same time,
the racially motivated barriers to movement and integration need to be dismantled
and the structural causes of sustained poor inner city neighbourhoods addressed
(Simpson, 2004, p. 677). The recent volume by Finney and Simpson (2009) chal-
lenges the view that race and migration are the real threat to an integrated society,
proposing instead that diversity and mobility are expected and benign.

The Impact of Immigration on Settled Communities

Ethnic minority populations in Britain are increasing in size and this is primarily
due to natural change propelled by higher fertility rates and higher proportions of
young people with minority communities. However, whilst demographic processes
are likely to be important drivers of ethnic expansion and concentration, immigra-
tion from overseas of both White and non-White ethnic groups must be considered
also. There has been interest in the US about the impact immigration has on inter-
nal migration of the indigenous majority. One strand of this work centres on Frey’s
theory of ‘demographic balkanisation’ which essentially creates spatial segmenta-
tion by ethnic group as a result of immigration and internal migration (Frey, 1996).
In this view, increased immigration and settlement of non-White populations are
prompting intolerant White communities to leave such areas resulting in a process
dubbed ‘White flight’, investigated back in the 1960s in American cities by Tauber
and Tauber (1965).

Ellis and Wright (1998), however, argue that immigrants settle in areas which
have already been seen as less desirable and abandoned by White communities
whose exit therefore creates vacant housing opportunities to be taken up by immi-
grants. Such pull/push factor theories are long established within the discourse on
ethnic minorities and housing in the UK as well as in the USA. Historical accounts
of settlement of immigrant populations demonstrate how discriminatory hous-
ing markets and modest financial means resulted in ethnic minority communities
settling for housing in neighbourhoods which had been left behind and which no-one
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else wanted. Communities began to be established within such areas as a result of
chain migration and a tightening of immigration laws, which meant that wives and
children of immigrant workers, who had previously remained within the country of
origin, were prompted to join their spouses. An example of such a study in Britain
is that by Robinson (1993) who demonstrated how the geographical distribution of
ethnic groups migrating at different periods in time was strongly related to change
in economic pulls such as available employment and the existence of social and kin
networks.

The 2001 Census has shown us that in comparison with approximately 6 mil-
lion internal migrants during the count period, there were only 400,000 immigrants,
70% of whom were classified as White (Stillwell and Duke-Williams, 2005). Of
the remaining 30% non-White immigrants, only 5–6% were Black and South Asian
individuals. In addition, 456,700 people were shown to have migrated in the year
before the 2001 Census but did not provide origin details. It is not possible to deter-
mine exactly what proportion of these migrants came from overseas, although it is
possible to identify their ethnicity. Four out of five of those with no previous address
listed were White, 5.5% were Black, 5.2% were Pakistani and Other South Asian,
2.6% were Indian and 2.5% were of Mixed ethnicity. Stillwell and Duke-Williams
(2005) conducted analysis to look at linkages between immigration and White inter-
nal out-migration from areas gaining immigrants. They conclude that those areas
that have relatively high rates of immigration do also tend to have relatively high
rates of net out-migration and rates of net migration loss falls as immigration rates
decline. However, there are a number of districts that do not conform to this pattern
and this suggests the need for a closer look at the types and locations of the areas
concerned (Stillwell and Duke-Williams, 2005, p. 27).

Internal Migration and Dispersal

A number of studies have looked at the propensities and patterns of internal migra-
tion of ethnic minorities in Britain in the last three decades. Using the 1987
Labour Force Survey (LFS), for example, Owen and Green (1992) found that non-
White groups had higher rates for internal migration than Whites with the rate for
Bangladeshis (22.5%) being over twice the rate for Whites (10.5%). Unpublished
data from the Longitudinal Study (LS) was used by Robinson (1992) to identify
the level and direction of inter-regional migration of Britain’s Afro-Caribbean and
Asian populations between 1971 and 1981. Analyses of 1991 Census data have
been undertaken by Rees and Duke-Williams (1995), Rees and Phillips (1996),
Champion (1996) and Owen (1997). Rees and Phillips, for example, report Chinese
and Black Africans as being twice as mobile as Indians, Black Caribbeans and
Pakistanis, whilst Owen reported that Chinese and other groups were most likely
to move longer distances and South Asians least likely to move between districts.
Champion’s spatial analysis showed the greatest net losses of ethnic minorities were
experienced in Greater London, West Yorkshire, West Midlands and Lancashire –
all areas with significant ethnic minority populations to start with. The largest net
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gains were found in a diagonal strip of counties from Suffolk to Dorset (Champion,
1996, p. 172). This demonstrates that ethnic minority communities follow migra-
tion trends of the population as a whole in moving away from urban to less urban
and even rural areas. Rees and Duke-Williams (1995) suggest that ethnic minority
groups migrate to outer areas of cities where there are already concentrations of eth-
nic minority groups. They found that with London, Whites were leaving boroughs
in Outer London and ethnic minorities were leaving Inner London boroughs and
moving towards Outer London. It was found that Indians of all groups were experi-
encing this type of migration to the greatest extent and were leading migration from
London and other large cities to non-metropolitan areas.

A number of studies of ethnic migration data have emerged since the results of
the 2001 Census were released (such as Champion, 2005; Finney and Simpson,
2008; Simpson, 2004; Stillwell and Duke-Williams, 2005; Stillwell and Hussain,
2008, 2010; Stillwell and Phillips, 2006; Stillwell et al., 2008, Simon, 2010;
Simpson and Finney, 2009; Stillwell, 2010) which have provided overviews and
analyses of ethnic migration propensities, patterns and differences in distance
migrated between ethnic groups. The ethnic variations in migration propensities
have been confirmed using both micro (e.g. Samples of Anonymised Records, SAR)
and aggregate data (Special Migration Statistics, SMS) and evidence has been pre-
sented to show movements away from areas of ethnic population concentration.
Whilst work by the authors has demonstrated the processes of decentralisation from
inner to outer boroughs in London, for example, this chapter aims to summarise the
migration taking place across the whole of England and Wales at district level using
data commissioned from ONS and described in the next section.

Data Sources and Spatial Units

Migration Data

Migration may be defined in various ways but the two most common forms of data
measure changes of residence either as ‘transitions’ or as ‘moves/events’ (Stillwell
et al., 2010). Transition data are collected in the national population census which
asks respondents for their usual address on census day (29 April in the case of 2001)
and 1 year prior to then. It is therefore possible to identify migrants by comparing
addresses at these points in time. The data used in this chapter relate to migration
that occurred between April 2000 and 2001 and exclude return or multiple moves
over the period as well as migrants who were born and/or died during the course of
the year (Bell et al., 2002). Despite exclusions such as these, the census is virtually
the only source providing reliable and comprehensive data on migration by ethnic
group. The data that we use are for seven ethnic groups that have been defined by the
Office of National Statistics (ONS) and used to categorise migration flows at level 1
(district) in the Special Migration Statistics (SMS Table 3). The ethnic groups are
defined as aggregations of the 16 groups used in the Key Statistics (Table 6.1).
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Table 6.1 Ethnic groups defined in the 2001 Census

Ethnic group defined in key
statistics

Ethnic group defined in special
migration statistics (Level 1)

Abbreviation used
in chapter

White British; White Irish;
Other White

White White

Indian Indian Indian
Pakistani; Bangladeshi; Other

Asian
Pakistani and Other South

Asian
POSA

Chinese Chinese Chinese
Caribbean; African; Other

black
Caribbean, African, Black

British and Black Other
Black

White and Black Caribbean;
White and Black African;
White and Asian; Other
mixed

Mixed Mixed

Other Other Other

Whilst data from the 2001 SMS are available by ethnic group disaggregated by
sex at the district scale, there is no simultaneous cross-classification by age. Given
the importance of age as a selective influence on migration, we requested a com-
missioned table from ONS (Table CO711) based on a set of age bands that reflect
stages in the life course: children aged 0–15 who tend to migrate with their parents;
teenagers aged 16–19 whose age range captures the movement away from home
of those into their first independent living arrangement, including those moving to
higher education; young adults aged 20–24 likely to be moving on from university
into work as well as those moving between jobs or leaving the parental home for the
first time; those in their late 20s (25–29) also likely to be driven by economic forces
or the desire to get onto the housing ladder; those aged 30–44 who are more likely
to be moving to residential space more suitable for families; the 45–59 age group
which involves more mature migrants of working age who may be looking to down-
size their homes after their children have moved away; and the final 60+ age group
which contains a mixture of migrants including those moving for retirement reasons
as well as those in elderly age groups seeking to be nearer to service facilities or
family members.

Whilst these broad age bands are aligned with life course stages, they have
also been determined through negotiation with ONS so as to minimize the effect
of the small cell adjustment methodology (SCAM) applied to all ‘cell’ counts of
data produced from the raw 2001 Census records for statistical disclosure reasons
so that they do not contravene confidentiality legislation. In practical terms, it is
understood that ONS have applied a methodology of adjusting all cell counts of
1 or 2 to values of 0 or 3, the impact of which has been reported by Stillwell and
Duke-Williams (2006). Commissioned Table CO711 is therefore a table of counts of
migrants between districts of England and Wales for seven ethnic groups and seven
age groups which have been adjusted for SCAM. The cells representing the over-
all total flow between districts in Table CO711 are consistent with an aggregation
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of the component flows disaggregated by ethnic group and age. However, the total
flows in England and Wales are not exactly the same as flows derived from the SMS
and extracted using the Web-based Interface to Census Interaction Data (WICID)
(Stillwell and Duke-Williams, 2003). In total, due to adjustment, there are approx-
imately 2,000 fewer migrants in the SMS table than in the commissioned table. In
most cases the differences are a relatively small percentage of the gross flows. We
accept that a classification of ethnicity that lumps all White and Black people into
single groups, and which aggregates Other South Asians with Pakistanis into one
group, is far from ideal when there are likely to be significant differences between
the groups comprising these classes. This, however, is the burden imposed by the
restrictions of disclosure control.

Standard Table (ST101) was the source for corresponding populations at risk
(PAR) used to compute migration rates for each age-specific ethnic group. This
standard table provides data for eleven ethnic categories and 22 age group cohorts,
so aggregation was required to derive PAR corresponding with the 49 age-specific
ethnic groups used in the analysis.

Spatial Units

The data counts in Table CO711 were supplied by ONS for migration flows between
376 local authority districts in England and Wales including 33 London boroughs,
36 metropolitan districts, 68 unitary authorities and 239 other local authorities.
In principle, the full matrix contains 367×367×7×7 or nearly 66 million cells,
although many of these would contain zero flows. The magnitude of the analysis
task at district scale is considerable and it is for this reason that we have decided to
summarize flows by adopting a national area classification which places each dis-
trict into a group according to key characteristics of the people who live in each
area. By clustering districts in this way, a simplification of the original data can be
achieved and patterns and relationships are easier to identify. Previous studies have
used classifications such as ‘rural and urban’ or ‘metropolitan and non-metropolitan’
to identify trends in migration (Champion, 1989, 2006; Fielding, 1992). The clas-
sification of districts developed by Vickers et al. (2003) using 2001 Census Key
Statistics assigns each district in the UK to each of three levels of classification
depending on its socioeconomic, demographic or geographic characteristics. It does
not incorporate any migration variables directly and so provides an appropriate
framework.

The Vickers et al. classification involves three tiers of district classification: ‘fam-
ily’, ‘group’ and ‘class’. For the purposes of the analysis reported here, only the
family and class levels have been used since the intermediate level does not add
greatly to the insights gained from the other two levels. As depicted in Fig. 6.1,
the districts are clustered into four ‘families’ which contain 23 ‘classes’. Although
the ONS also has a similar national area classification at district level, the method-
ology and rationale for the selection of variables and clustering techniques used
by Vickers et al. are more comprehensive and transparent. The four families
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Urban London
D1a Multicultural Outer London (11)
D2a Central London (6)
D2b City of London (1)
D3a Black Ethnic Boroughs (5)
D3b Multicultural Inner London (3)

Prosperous
C1a Historic Cities (12)
C1b Thriving Outer London (10)
C2a Commuter Belt (54)

Rural
B1a Rural Extremes (19)
B1b Agricultural Fringe (35)
B1c Rural Fringe (41)
B2a Coastal Resorts (8)
B2b Aged Coastal Extremities (82)
B2c Aged Coastal Resorts (8|)
B3a Mixed Towns (37)
B3b Typical Towns (23)
B4a Isles of Scilly (1)

Urban
A1a Industrial Legacy (37)
A2a Struggling Urban Manufacturing (13)
A2b Regional Centres (4)
A2c Multicultural England (13)
A3a Redeveloping Urban Centres (23)
A3b Young Multicultural (3)

Classes by Family

Fig. 6.1 Family tier (with classes) of the 2001 district classification in England and Wales

are ‘Urban London’ which includes five classes (Multicultural Outer London,
Central London, City of London, Black Ethnic Boroughs, Multicultural Inner
London); ‘Urban’ which includes six classes (Industrial legacy, Struggling Urban
Manufacturing, Regional Centres, Multicultural England, Redeveloping Urban
Centres, Young Multicultural); ‘Prosperous’ which includes three classes (Historic
Cities, Thriving Outer London, Commuter Belt); and ‘Rural’ which includes eight
classes (Rural Extremes, Agricultural Fringe, Rural Fringe, Coastal Resorts, Aged
Coastal Extremities, Aged Coastal Resorts, Mixed Towns, Typical Towns, Isles of
Scilly).

Ethnic Diversity and Migration Propensity

Due to a labour shortage at the end of the Second World War, migrant workers
were recruited from the New Commonwealth to take up residence and employ-
ment in Britain. This eventually resulted in a significant ethnic minority presence,
growing from 74,000 people in 1951 to 4.6 million in 2001 (Owen, 2006). The
largest flows of immigrant workers took place over the decades of the 1950s, 1960s
and 1970s. However, since the mid-1990s, net immigration to the UK has increased
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again to approximately 200,000 per annum with immigrants originating from across
the world rather than overwhelmingly from New Commonwealth countries (Salt,
2005). The majority of post-war migrant workers found themselves in the most dis-
advantaged jobs which were essentially positions the indigenous population had
refused to take. As a result of continued disadvantage and discrimination in the
labour and housing markets, subsequent generations of British-born non-White pop-
ulations still remain in similar positions to their predecessors, although different
ethnic minority communities do appear to have differing levels of disadvantage
and social and economic trajectories (Modood et al., 1996). In the following sec-
tion, we explore the ethnic mix and age structure of the population and its migrant
component.

Ethnic Mix

In terms of population size, the 2001 Census data show that the White population
of England and Wales remains by far the most predominant group with non-White
groups combining to constitute only 8.7% of the total population. Table 6.2 shows
the population counts and migrant numbers ranked by population size. The Pakistani
and Other South Asian (POSA) category makes up the largest minority group fol-
lowed by Black, Indian and Mixed. The Chinese and Other groups contribute less
than half a percentage each of the total population of England and Wales. Almost
5.5 million individuals moved usual residence during 2000–2001, 90.4% of whom
were White. Half the non-White migrants were classified in the Black and POSA
groups with Chinese and Other groups accounting for just over 6% in each case
and migrants of Indian and of Mixed ethnicity being responsible for 19 and 18%
respectively of total non-White internal migration.

The crude migration intensities shown in Fig. 6.2, computed using end-of-period
populations and displayed in order of population size, indicate that it is the Asians
(Indians in particular) that have lower rates of migration than Whites but that Whites

Table 6.2 Ethnic composition of population and migrants, England and Wales, 2001

Ethnic
group

Population
count

Percentage
of total

Percentage of
non-White

Migrant
count

Percentage
of total

Percentage of
non-White

White 47,520,866 91.31 − 4,965,187 90.39 −
POSA 1,236,929 2.38 27.36 126,373 2.30 23.95
Black 1,139,575 2.19 25.21 138,000 2.51 26.15
Indian 1,036,807 1.99 22.93 101,234 1.84 19.19
Mixed 661,036 1.27 14.62 94,548 1.72 17.92
Chinese 226,950 0.44 5.02 33,340 0.61 6.32
Other 219,754 0.42 4.86 34,139 0.62 6.47
Total 52,041,917 100.00 100.00 5,492,821 100.00 100.00

Source: 2001 Census Standard Table ST101 and Commissioned Table CO711.
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Fig. 6.2 Crude internal migration rates by ethnic group, England and Wales, 2000–2001 (Source:
Computed from 2001 Census Standard Table ST101 and Census Commissioned Table CO711)

are less likely to migrate than each of the remaining ethnic groups and crude inten-
sities for the Mixed, Chinese and Other groups are all over 14% compared with the
overall rate of just over 10%.

Age Structure

One prominent difference between ethnic groups in 2001 is that of the age structure
of their populations (Table 6.3). White people are older on average than people from
non-White ethnic groups. Half of those of Mixed ethnic parentage are under the age
of 15 compared with a third of POSA populations, 26% of Black populations, 19%
of White and Other groups and 18% of Chinese. The proportion of people in the
three age groups between 16 and 29 are higher in each case for all ethnic minorities
than for Whites. In the cohorts aged 30–44 in 2001, Black and Other groups are
10% higher than the White and national average. The shares for groups with highest
proportions of young people, namely Mixed and POSA, are much smaller than the
shares for Whites after age 40. As a result of their length of settlement in this coun-
try, Blacks and Indians both have over 10% of their populations aged 60 or over in
2001. If the POSA group was disaggregated, the Pakistanis would have a slightly
higher proportion of people within this age cohort than Bangladeshis, reflecting
their slightly longer period of settlement in Britain. The place of birth statistics in
the 2001 Census show that much of the change in the minority populations has come
about through natural increase rather than immigration. The young age structures of
Pakistani, Bangladeshi and Indian communities are a result of second and subse-
quent generation families with British-born children. In contrast, around 22% of the
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Table 6.3 Age profile of ethnic groups in England and Wales, 2001

Percentage
Ethnic
group 0–15 16–19 20–24 25–29 30–44 45–59 60+ Total

White 19.20 4.68 5.73 6.39 22.33 19.58 22.09 100.0
Mixed 50.01 8.33 7.84 6.81 16.87 6.03 4.11 100.0
POSA 33.53 8.19 10.32 9.81 20.81 10.59 6.75 100.0
Black 25.97 6.04 6.79 7.75 32.05 11.28 10.12 100.0
Indian 22.89 6.94 8.88 9.20 25.21 16.67 10.21 100.0
Other 19.27 5.86 9.62 12.61 31.47 16.33 4.84 100.0
Chinese 18.33 9.36 13.39 9.73 25.43 15.92 7.84 100.0
All people 20.15 4.91 6.00 6.60 22.55 18.93 20.86 100.0

Source: Computed from 2001 Census Standard Table ST101.

national White population are aged 60+ in 2001, numbering almost 10.5 million
people and more than the non-White population in its entirety.

Variations in propensities to migrate have been found to be significantly influ-
enced by age and this is reflected in changes that occur during the life course
(Champion et al., 1998). In a discussion of the ‘laws’ of migration, Tobler wrote
one of the most studied regularities is the age profile of migrants (1995, p. 335).
Champion (2005) and Dennett and Stillwell (2008) have shown using 2001 Census
data, as have others using earlier data (Owen and Green, 1992; Warnes and Ford,
1995), that migration rates are high for young children and then decline until 16
before rising to a peak in the early 20s. Young adults at this age have the highest
propensity to migrate across all age cohorts and this can be explained by moving
to universities or to employment after school/college or to jobs after completing
university. This is followed by a reduction in migration from the mid-20s to mid-
30s associated with establishing families and early child rearing. Migration rates do
not pick up again until well after retirement age in the 70s and 80s which can be
associated with greater need for care and moving to be in close proximity to family
members for the elderly. This is known as the life course theory which is influenced
by key stages in people’s lives rather than simply a result of biological age itself
(Warnes, 1992). In terms of the absolute volume of migration flows taking place in
England and Wales by age and ethnic group (Table 6.4), we observe that, amongst
non-Whites, it is the POSA group that is most numerous in the child age range and
the Black group has the most migrants in the student age range. The POSA group
dominates again in the early adult ages but Blacks are more numerous in older ages,
significantly so in middle working age (30–44).

When age-specific migration rates are computed (Fig. 6.3) with end-of-period
populations at risk as denominators, the schedules tell a rather different story.
Despite their relative magnitude, the Indian and POSA groups experience the low-
est migration rates in almost all ages and the rate differentials are most noticeable
at ages 16–19, 20–24 and 25–29. At age 20–24, the POSA rate is only about 17%,
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Table 6.4 Migrant numbers by age and ethnic group

White Black POSA Indian Mixed Other Chinese Total

0–15 938,732 31,244 35,533 18,147 39,201 5,606 3,829 1,072,292
16–19 349,409 10,025 9,041 8,423 8,577 2,125 3,898 391,498
20–24 869,943 18,711 22,314 20,838 16,047 5,854 10,647 964,354
25–29 709,696 18,711 19,576 17,035 10,676 6,527 4,997 787,218
30–44 1,188,119 45,345 27,857 25,945 15,368 10,600 7,261 1,320,495
45–59 455,130 8,568 7,111 6,636 2,862 2,505 1,842 484,654
60+ 398,115 5,115 4,059 3,844 1,320 629 779 413,861
Total 4,909,144 137,719 125,491 100,868 94,051 33,846 33,253 5,434, 372

Source: ONS Commissioned Table C0711.

less than half the rate of migration of the Chinese, the most mobile group at this age
and at age 16–19 years also.

Although the difference between ethnic group migration intensities is most
noticeable in the 20–24 age group, the gap between the rates for Asians and oth-
ers is apparent for those in their late teens. POSA migrants aged 16–19 have only
a marginally higher migration rate than those aged 0–15. Given the inclusion of
students on the 2001 Census migration counts, we conclude that POSA migrants are
less inclined to move away from home to study in higher education or in fact to leave
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Fig. 6.3 National migration rates for ethnic groups by age, England and Wales, 2000–2001
(Source: Computed from 2001 Census Standard Table ST101 and Commissioned Table CO711)
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home aged 20–24. Evidence from elsewhere (Johnston et al., 2005; Phillips et al.,
2004) indicates that Bangladeshis have the highest levels of segregation amongst all
ethnic groups.

Geographical Distribution of Ethnic Populations

As the primary pull factor for immigrants originating from the New Commonwealth
was employment, the majority of early arrivals settled in urban industrial centres and
large cities where jobs in manufacturing were largely based (Mason, 1995). Analysis
of the 1991 Census showed that the majority of ethnic minority populations had
remained concentrated in and around areas of original settlement. Greater London
and the West Midlands were, in 1991, the main regions with the highest concentra-
tions of ethnic minority communities (Owen, 1992; Rees and Phillips, 1996). The
2001 Census has also demonstrated that concentrations remain around the key areas
of Greater London, the West Midlands, and Greater Manchester, West Yorkshire and
the Leicester/Nottingham corridor in the East Midlands (Owen, 2006). Analysis of
the 2001 Census data shows that within these localities, over a quarter of the popula-
tion of Greater London and a fifth of the West Midlands belong to ethnic minorities.
In terms of ethnic minority population shares across the country, half of all people of
ethnic minorities reside in Greater London, with 20% living in Inner London. One
eighth of all ethnic minorities reside in the West Midlands. In terms of ethnic break-
down, the largest percentage of Black communities can be found in Greater London,
with over two thirds of these groups living there. The vast majority of the remaining
Black communities can be found in the West Midlands and the South East. Over
one third of all Asians live in Greater London. The second largest concentration of
Asians is found in the West Midlands, followed by Lancashire, West Yorkshire and
the East Midlands. At district level, the boroughs of Newham and Brent are home
to the largest concentrations of ethnic minorities.

In terms of the Vickers et al. area classification at family level, Urban London has
the largest proportion (35%) of non-White residents, of which the Black population
contributes the largest number. Non-White ethnic minority residents constitute less
than 10% in the other three families, with the POSA group being the largest non-
White group in Urban areas. Approximately 5% of people in Prosperous areas and
only 3% of those living in Rural areas are non-White. The percentages of each
ethnic group that live in each of the four types of district family are shown in
Fig. 6.4, illustrating the large proportion of Whites residing in Rural districts but
also highlighting the concentration of over 60% of the Black population in Urban
London and almost half the POSA population in provincial Urban districts, although
these figures conceal significant differences between sub-groups; a higher propor-
tion of Bangladeshis live in Urban London, for example. The Chinese and Mixed
groups have similar proportions of people within each area type. They both have
the largest proportions (of the non-White groups) living in Rural and Prosperous
areas.

Further detail about the distribution of ethnic populations across England and
Wales is revealed at the district ‘class’ level. Within the Urban London family, it is
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Fig. 6.4 Percentage shares of ethnic populations by family type, 2001 (Source: Computed from
ONS Commissioned Table C0711)

unsurprising that Multicultural Inner London has the highest proportion of ethnic
minority residents, with over 50% of all people living in this area type being of
non-White ethnic groups. Over one third of Black Ethnic Boroughs and a quarter of
Central London and the City of London are made up of non-White residents. The
largest ethnic minority group in all three areas is Black. Over 30% of Multicultural
Outer London is comprised of non-White groups although Indians and then Blacks
make up the largest percentage of ethnic minority communities in this class. The
class outside of London with the largest percentage of ethnic minority groups is, as
expected, Multicultural England, with approximately 20% of residents being non-
White. At the other end of the spectrum, the Rural class containing only one district,
the Isles of Scilly, has the lowest proportion of non-White residents. Apart from
its small mixed population, the Isles of Scilly has no counts of any other ethnic
minorities in its population.

Internal Migration by Ethnic Group

Internal migration is the major contributing factor to population change vis à vis nat-
ural change due to differential fertility and mortality. Internal migration contributes
not only to changes in the number of people but also to changes in the composition
and structure of local populations, with implications for the physical environment
but also the economic development of an area. Exploration of the changing com-
positions of ethnic minority populations is particularly relevant for issues of equal
opportunities, service provision and social cohesion.
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It is widely accepted that one of the most characteristic and persistent patterns
of population redistribution through migration in Britain is that associated with the
process of counterurbanisation with greater propensities for populations to migrate
from metropolitan to non-metropolitan areas or to urban areas lower in the settle-
ment hierarchy (Champion, 1989, 2005; Dennett and Stillwell, 2008). Champion
(2005), Owen and Green (1992, p. 92), for example, refers to the urban-rural shift
(the movement of people from inner cities to the suburbs and more rural areas).
Moreover, other processes are continually occurring at an intra-city scale such as
suburbanisation, gentrification, city centre living and residualisation which are caus-
ing new flows of migrants, while larger flows of 16–19 year olds are occurring into
cities with big universities (Champion, 2005; Rees and Phillips, 1996). Movements
motivated by employment opportunities in the young adult age groups also gener-
ate patterns of urbanisation that run counter to the processes of decentralisation that
are more associated with middle and older age. In addition to age being an impor-
tant selective influence on migration, there are also likely to be marked differences
in distance of migration according to age and ethnicity (Champion, 2005; Finney
and Simpson, 2008). In this instance, we consider flows within districts in the same
family and between districts in different families by ethnic group.

Intra and Inter-district Shares

Figure 6.5 illustrates the percentages of all migration flows that take place within
districts of the same family in 2000–2001, emphasising the urban focus of the non-
White groups and the importance of Rural-Rural flows for Whites in relative terms.
Almost 60% of White migration is either Urban-Urban or Rural-Rural, whereas
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50% of Black migration occurs within Urban London alone and almost 40% of
POSA migration occurs within districts in provincial Urban areas. All the non-White
groups have higher shares of total migration within provincial cities and London
compared with Prosperous and Rural areas but the Other group is most similar to the
Black group in having its highest share of movements taking place within boroughs
of London.

The shares of total migration between districts in different families are shown in
Fig. 6.6. The largest shares tend to involve Urban-Rural, Rural-Urban and London-
Prosperous districts although Whites have over 3% in the Prosperous-Rural category
and only 1.5% leave London for Prosperous areas. The Black share is predominantly
from London to other Urban and Prosperous areas, like the Indians, but over 3% of
Indians also migrate from Urban to Rural areas. The highest share of all inter-family
flows is that for the Chinese, 5% of whom migrate from Rural to Urban areas.

Net Migration Balances by Area Type

Net migration balances provide a summary of the balances between the inflows and
outflows for each ethnic group and Table 6.5 contains these calculations for both
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families and their constituent classes from the Vickers et al. typology (column 2).
In the top tier of the area hierarchy, Urban London is the family type that shows
overwhelming losses of population through net migration; over 48,700 migrants left
Urban London for the rest of England and Wales in 2000–2001 whereas the Rural
family gained almost 55,000 migrants in net terms and is the only family to gain.
The net losses from Urban and Prosperous areas are small in comparison. The pat-
tern of net loss from Urban London is consistent across all ethnic groups as are
net gains in Rural areas for all groups apart from the Chinese and Other, where
losses are recorded. In both families, the balances are dominated by the net flows
for Whites. In the case of non-London Urban, however, net losses of Indians as well
as Whites are evident whereas the loss of Whites from Prosperous areas is signifi-
cantly offset by gains in all the other ethnic groups, particularly Blacks and South
Asians.

At the class level, interesting variations exist within families. Whilst all
classes of Urban London lose through White net out-migration, Regional Centres,
Redeveloping Urban Centres and Young Multicultural districts in provincial Urban
areas all gain White net migrants. In Rural areas, Mixed Urban and Typical Towns
also lose White migrants while Historic cities in Prosperous Britain gain Whites.
In Urban London, it is not only Whites that are leaving Black Ethnic Boroughs
and Multicultural Inner London; net migration losses are apparent for virtually all
ethnic groups, whereas in Multicultural Outer London, net gains are recorded for
all non-White groups except Indians and Mixed ethnicity migrants. Central and
City of London gains Indians and Chinese through net migration but loses through
net out-migration of other non-White groups, particularly Blacks. The processes of
decentralisation of migration within Greater London are considered in more detail
in Stillwell and Hussain (2010) and in Stillwell (2010).

As far as Urban England and Wales is concerned, the most significant balances in
absolute terms are those of net gain by Blacks in Struggling Urban Manufacturing
districts and net losses of Indians from Multicultural England. Apart from gains
by Blacks and those of Mixed ethnicity, Multicultural England loses migrants in
other non-White groups, whereas White gains in Young Multicultural districts are
partially offset by net losses by those in the POSA, Chinese, Black and Other groups.
In Rural areas, the balances of net migration are all relatively small, with the Chinese
only gaining in Mixed Urban districts and Blacks only having net losses in Coastal
Resorts. In contrast, absolute net migration balances for non-White ethnic groups in
Prosperous areas are rather more significant. Whereas Whites are leaving Thriving
Outer London and The Commuter Belt in net terms, these areas are gaining migrants
from all non-White groups, particularly Blacks.

This is the reason for the relatively high rates of net migration gain for Prosperous
areas that are shown in Fig. 6.7. Net migration gains, relative to population size, are
most significant in Prosperous areas for all non-White groups, although the Black
and Mixed groups also have positive net migration rates for Rural areas, whilst the
Chinese and Other groups have negative net migration rates for this family of dis-
tricts. Rates of Chinese net out-migration from London, however, are low compared
with those of other groups, particularly the Mixed group.
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Fig. 6.7 Rates of net migration by ethnic group and family type, 2000–2001

Age Disaggregation

The ethnic net migration rates presented in Fig. 6.7 can be disaggregated by age
to reveal more of the complexity of the interactions between districts in different
family types, as illustrated in Fig. 6.8. In all age groups, the aggregate net rates are
determined by the White ethnic groups because of their numerical dominance of the
migration flows as well as the population denominators. However, there are some
significant differences in the age-specific net migration rates between the ethnic
groups, not least when we compare the first two graphs in Fig. 6.8, the net rates for
0–15 and 16–19 year olds.

Rates for the 0–15 age group in each ethnic group show some degree of con-
formity with net losses from Urban London, although these are dominated by high
rates of net-outmigration for Whites of a similar magnitude to those in the parental
age group, 30–44. Apart from children of Other ethnicity, all the remaining rates
are positive for Rural and Prosperous areas, with highest rates in both these family
types being associated with Blacks. In direct contrast, the ethnic rates of migration
for the older teenagers are mostly negative for these two families whereas rates are
mostly positive for Urban England and Wales. The Chinese group aged 16–19 expe-
riences the highest rates of net loss from Rural areas yet have the highest rates of net
gain in Urban areas and Urban London, whereas the rate of Black net in-migration
to Prosperous parts is more than double that of the 0–15 age group. Other than the
Chinese, London is not attractive in net migration rate terms to internal migrants
from non-White ethnic groups, and the balance for Whites is zero – there are as
many older White teenagers leaving Urban London as there are arriving.

The variations between ethnic groups in net migration rates are equally disparate
for the two age groups of those in their 20s. London benefits hugely from high rates
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Fig. 6.8 Net migration rates by ethnic group, age group and family type, 2000–2001
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of White net in-migration of those aged 20–24, partly reflecting the net inflow after
graduation, but only marginally from those aged 25–29. The highest rates of net
in-migration in the latter age group are of Blacks and Asians into Prosperous areas,
with Urban areas having rates of net loss for all ethnic groups except Blacks. Ethnic
group net migration rates for the two older working groups conform much more
with those of the 0–15 age group, although rates of net gain or loss are lower in
those aged 45–59. Negative rates of net migration in the oldest category, 60 and
over, are for Whites from Urban London, although rates for this family type are
negative across all ethnic groups. Positive net migration rates for this age group of
migrants are highest for the POSA and the Chinese groups moving into Prosperous
areas.

Figure 6.9 illustrates the variations in net migration rate between ethnic group
by class of district. The graph juxtaposes histograms of net migration rates for 21
classes for each ethnic group, enabling some contrasting features to be identified,
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Fig. 6.9 Rates of net migration by ethnic group and class type, 2000–2001
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such as the different spatial patterns of net rates for Indians compared with POSA,
and the relatively high rates of net loss for Chinese from Rural classes compared
with the gains in these classes by Blacks.

Table 6.6 presents the rates of net migration loss and gain for all migrants and
each ethnic group that are higher than 1% in Fig. 6.9. Thus, Ageing Coastal Resorts
are the only class of districts that gain at a rate over 1% for all migrants, whereas
the City of London and Multicultural Inner London are the two classes of districts
that lose at rates of over 1%. Across the spectrum of ethnic minorities, negative
and positive net migration rates range between –5.6 and +4.9%. Analysis at the
class level shows considerable diversity among ethnic groups in net migration rates
and there is no clear pattern of losses and gains for any two groups. For example,
Indian and POSA groups do not follow similar patterns of net rate gains or losses
in a consistent enough way for general conclusions to be drawn about preferences
among all South Asians.

There are similarities, however, between Indians and Whites in terms of net rate
losses and gains within all the provincial Urban classes. Indians consistently mir-
rored Whites in terms of whether there were net losses or gains to the area type.
However, this was not the case for classes of Rural areas. Here the White group
showed gains in all the rural classes with the exception of Typical Towns and Mixed
Urban. The POSA group also showed gains in all Rural classes except for Ageing
Coastal Resorts and Mixed Urban. Indians, on the other hand, showed gains in only
three of the eight rural classes.

Within Urban areas, Regional Centres showed rates of net gain for all eth-
nic minorities except for the Mixed group. The only groups who gained within
Multicultural England were Black and Other. Young Multicultural showed a mix-
ture of net losses and gains for the ethnic groups. Redeveloping Urban Centres
showed gains for all groups except Other. Amongst the classes within Prosperous
Britain, Thriving Outer London and the Commuter Belt gained for all ethnic minor-
ity groups. Historic Cities showed gains for all groups, including Whites, but not
Mixed.

Within Urban London, there were losses for Whites in every class. The only
class that showed losses for every ethnic group is Black Ethnic Boroughs. Central
and City of London had gains of Indians and Chinese but losses for all other groups
and Multicultural Inner London showed losses for all groups except for Chinese.
Multicultural Outer London showed losses for Indians and the Mixed group and
gains for POSA, Chinese, Black and Other groups.

Although the net rates for the total population fall within a 10% range, when
broken down by age, net rates for losses and gains are much higher. This is as a
result of a smaller population at risk denominator in some cases, whilst in other
cases, it is due to high propensities to migrate among some age cohorts. As expected,
16–19 year olds produce the largest net rate increases and losses to different types of
area. Regional Centres were popular among all ethnic groups aged 16–24, with net
gains across all groups. Historic Cities was a popular class for 16–19 year olds with
gains for all groups. Young Multicultural also gained for all migrants aged 16–19.
Agricultural Fringe showed losses for all 16–19 year olds with the exception of the
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Table 6.6 Class types with rates of net migration gain or loss >1% by ethnic group, 2000–2001

Ethnic
group Gain classes

Net rate
(%) Loss classes

Net rate
(%)

All Ageing coastal resorts 1.02 Multicultural inner London –1.18
City of London –1.10

White Ageing coastal resorts 1.04 Multicultural outer London –1.35
Multicultural inner London –1.12

Indian Regional centres 2.85 Rural extremes –5.63
Rural fringe 2.45 Industrial legacy –2.26
The commuter belt 2.00 Multicultural inner London –1.66
Thriving outer London 1.72 Black ethnic boroughs –1.18
Historic cities 1.45

POSA Rural extremes 4.92 Black ethnic boroughs –1.51
Ageing coastal extremities 2.93 City of London –1.21
Thriving outer London 1.44 Multicultural inner London –1.09
Coastal resorts 1.21
Agricultural fringe 1.20

Black Typical towns 3.32 City of London –2.07
The commuter belt 3.32 Black ethnic boroughs –1.80
Thriving outer London 3.05 Coastal resorts –1.57
Rural extremes 2.90 Multicultural inner London –1.16
Struggling urban Manuf 2.56
Rural fringe 2.54
Historic cities 2.18
Industrial legacy 1.33
Agricultural fringe 1.31
Ageing coastal extermities 1.13

Chinese Regional centres 3.12 Agricultural fringe –5.09
Historic cities 2.12 Rural extremes –4.60
The commuter belt 2.00 Coastal resorts –3.73
Thriving outer London 1.72 Ageing coastal Extremities –2.94
Redeveloping urban centres 1.44 Young multicultural –2.17

Rural fringe –1.70
Industrial legacy –1.53
Ageing coastal resorts –1.43
Black ethnic boroughs –1.35

Mixed Agricultural fringe 1.44 City of London –1.89
Rural fringe 1.39 Multicultural inner London –1.64
Young multicultural 1.15 Black ethnic boroughs –1.36
The commuter belt 1.14 Rural extremes –1.04
Redeveloping urban centres 1.05

Other Multicultural England 2.33 Coastal resorts –6.23
Regional centres 2.12 Agricultural fringe –2.93
Multicultural outer London 1.42 Young multicultural –2.62
Thriving outer London 1.31 City of London –1.66
Ageing coastal resorts 1.07 Struggling urban Manuf –1.03
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black group. Both Mixed Urban and Typical Towns showed losses for all 16–19
year olds, although the latter gained for all 25–44 year olds. All ethnic groups aged
20–29 experienced rates of gain within Thriving Outer London. Central and City
of London was unpopular for all groups after the age of 30, as was Black Ethnic
Boroughs after the age of 25. The Commuter Belt showed gains for all groups aged
between 30 and 44 and Rural Fringe was a popular destination with gains for all
groups from the age of 30 onwards.

Conclusions

This chapter has demonstrated that whilst aggregate flows of migration between
and within districts in the year before the 2001 Census were dominated by flows
of White migrants, with relatively coherent counterurbanisation patterns of net
losses from large urban areas and net gains to Rural areas, the rates of migration
for non-White ethnic groups vary in magnitude with Asians having relatively low
rates compared with Whites and other ethnic minorities having relatively high rates,
and with different groups having different spatial patterns of redistribution. It is the
POSA group that has the lowest migration propensities and which has the highest
proportion of migrants travelling over relatively shorter distances. Moreover, when
the age dimension is added, we observe distinctive age-migration profiles for each
ethnic group with POSA migrants on the one hand having propensities to move in
the 16–19 age group that are no higher than for children aged 0–15, yet the Chinese
on the other hand having rates that are more than double those of the POSA group.
These differences in propensity are due to a range of different cultural, familial
and socio-economic factors associated with each of the groups concerned which
also partly determine the spatial pattern of out-migration and in-migration. A fur-
ther exploration of these issues using additional data sources could add insight into
understanding the low rates. Comparing proportions of students from these ethnic
groups living in university halls of residence or all student households, for example,
could provide an indication of whether these ethnic groups have a greater propensity
to move away from home for study.

The complexity of the spatial patterns is difficult to understand effectively, espe-
cially if the spatial analysis involves the full matrix of flows between all the districts
in England and Wales. The need to summarise spatial patterns is the reason why
we have adopted an existing classification district system as an organising frame-
work and in this chapter we have chosen to examine net migration taking place at
two levels: between four families and 23 classes of district. The result is a series of
findings about the intricacies of non-White when compared with White migration.
Whilst all ethnic groups are leaving London in net migration terms, the Chinese and
other groups are also leaving Rural areas; Whites and Indians are leaving Urban UK
whereas these areas are gaining migrants from all the other ethnic minorities; and
while Prosperous Britain has a negative net migration rate for Whites, the districts
in this family gain overall from all non-White groups.
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Vickers et al. identified five classes characterised by concentrations of ethnic
minority groups, or as being particularly distinctive because of their ethnic minor-
ity populations: Black Ethnic Boroughs, Multicultural Inner London, Multicultural
Outer London, Multicultural England and Young Multicultural. When the net flows
for these areas are aggregated, all ethnic minority groups demonstrate greater net
out-migration with the exception of those in the Other group. We conclude, there-
fore, that this is in keeping with the arguments regarding dispersal presented earlier
in the chapter and that the use of the national district classification has been useful
in providing further evidence that ethnic minority communities are moving away
from areas with high concentrations of ethnic minorities rather than relocating to
them. By definition, groups who do not have an established presence in a country
tend not to be given political representation and recognition in the form of their own
category within official data collection (Thernstrom, 2001). It could be argued that
this is the case with the Other group, who were largely comprised of recent migrants
to the United Kingdom. If this were true, in keeping with debates referred to ear-
lier (Ellis and Wright, 1998), new migrants move to areas with the most assessible
vacant housing, and these areas are often areas where there are established ethnic
enclaves.

Further disaggregation by age group and by district class demonstrates the extent
to which more aggregate flows conceal many differences in propensities and pat-
terns of small sub-groups. This chapter has concentrated on net migration balances
and rates, which themselves conceal information about the magnitude and patterns
of outflows and inflows. Further work might usefully explore the gross flow com-
ponents as well as the flows taking place within the families and classes using
migration efficiencies, inflow/outflow ratios and rates of turnover and churn.
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Chapter 7
Do Ethnic Groups Migrate Towards Areas
of High Concentration of Their Own Group
Within England and Wales?

Antonia Simon

Introduction

Ethnic segregation or clustering has often been perceived as a negative feature of
migration in political and media arenas. It has been suggested that concentrations
of minority ethnic groups, especially Asian Muslim groups, are likely to lead to
racial tensions and hostility (Dustmann and Preston, 2001). Concerns have also been
raised about how comfortably different ethnic groups will reside alongside each
other. For example, in a speech to the Institute of Public Policy Research in 2004
about racial diversity within Britain, the then Home Secretary, David Blunkett MP,
said: There is evidence that the more diverse an area is in racial terms, the less likely
its residents are to feel that they trust each other. This is an important argument and
it is important that we examine it (Blunkett, 2004).

Concentration has also been linked to segregation and social isolation. For exam-
ple, in September 2005, Trevor Phillips, then chair of the Commission for Racial
Equality, made a speech in Manchester in which he suggested that in Britain we are
sleepwalking our way to segregation. What Phillips meant was that Britain’s various
ethnic groups were living apart from each other; Increasingly, we live with our own
kind. The most concentrated areas, what the social scientists call ‘ghettos’, aren’t
all poverty stricken and drug ridden. But they are places where more than two-thirds
of the residents belong to a single ethnic group. Residential isolation is increasing
for many minority groups, especially South Asians. Some minorities are moving into
middle class, less ethnically concentrated areas, but what is left behind is hardening
in its separateness (Phillips, 2005). The speech generated an enormous response;
many people disputed strongly the assertions Phillips made, including Simpson
(2007), whilst others endorsed them. For example, Harriet Harman, Minister for
Constitutional Affairs, was quoted as saying We don’t want to get into a situation
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like America – but if you look at the figures we are already looking like America
(Guardian, 2005).

Clearly, understanding patterns of concentration and residential segregation, has
been, and continues to be, important for considering Britain’s current and possi-
ble future landscape in relation to ethnicity. This chapter presents evidence from
a recently completed ESRC-funded research study (Simon, 2009) which set out to
describe patterns of internal migration for a range of ethnic groups at the electoral
ward level through a secondary analysis of 2001 Census data for England and Wales.
This aim addressed the following research questions: Do people of different ethnic
groups tend to move towards wards where their own ethnic group has a relatively
high concentration? Or do people of different ethnic groups move away from wards
where their own ethnic group has a relatively low concentration? In other words,
are ethnic groups self-segregating? The chapter also provides an overview of the
main theories and hypotheses concerning these trends both abroad and in Britain
and debates some of the meanings and methods for measuring ethnic migration,
concentration, segregation and settlement.

White Flight and White Avoidance

Residential segregation is often discussed in the context of a minority ethnic group
residing separately from the majority ethnic group (e.g. White). In the US, for exam-
ple, research on segregation has largely focused on the relation between the White
majority ethnic group and African Americans. This research has been driven by two
hypotheses – so-called ‘White flight’ – the tendency of White Americans to move
out of areas when African Americans move in (Farley et al., 1994; Galster, 1990;
Zubrinsky, 2000) – and ‘White avoidance’ – White Americans actively avoiding
moving into areas where the concentration of African Americans is relatively high
(Georing, 1978; Lee and Wood, 1991). Research evidence from the US exploring
‘White flight’ or ‘White avoidance’ has led to the identification of Black ghettos
in America (e.g. Cutler et al., 1999), with the common interpretation being that
residential segregation is motivated by racial prejudice. These interpretations have
largely been developed from evidence about migration within certain US cities. For
example, the Chicago School’s ‘invasion-succession’ model (e.g. Hawley, 1950;
McKenzie and Hawley, 1968), sought to determine the extent to which inflows of
Black and other minority ethnic groups leads to the eventual change of an area’s
population from comprising predominately White people to more minority ethnic
groups. In addition, the 1976 Detroit Area Survey and other such attitudinal sur-
veys, have reported on the racial attitudes of White people and their tolerance for
living near or next to Black people (e.g. Bobo and Zubrinsky, 1996; Clark, 1991;
Farley, 1978). However, more recent research has identified that the out-migration
of White people in the US is no longer simply related only to the presence of African
Americans. This recent research suggests that segregation in the US and the flight of
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White people is driven more by an increase in the minority ethnic population in gen-
eral; comprising African Americans, Hispanics and Asians combined (Clark, 1992;
Denton and Massey, 1991; Krysan, 2002; Zubrinsky and Bobo, 1996; Zubrinsky,
2000).

Hypotheses such as ‘White flight’ and ‘White avoidance’ reflect the significance
being placed on spatial integration (where people of one group live relative to other
groups) and on how well different groups integrate culturally and structurally into
society. It is often assumed that spatial segregation leads to poor social integration.
However, Finney and Simpson (2009) argue that integration is not the opposite of
segregation and that a degree of separateness is compatible with participation in
work, education, housing and political processes (p. 17). In addition, other recent
research has questioned whether the objections by White people to living near to
Black people are less likely to be motivated by racial tensions than by the desire to
avoid local areas with characteristics that White people in America may associate
with African American areas, such as high levels of crime and poverty (Crowder,
2000; Krysan, 2002). For example, Harris (2001) postulates what he calls the ‘racial
proxy hypothesis’; that in the US, White people leave Black areas because of the
poverty within neighbourhoods with a high proportion of Black residents rather
than for racial reasons per se. Keating (1994) also found that other neighbourhood
factors may be more important than racial and ethnic considerations in shaping
mobility decisions. In addition, Harris (1997) found that once individual and family-
level characteristics had been taken into account, the racial composition of the local
area had little effect on mobility decisions for White people. In keeping with this,
Schuman and Bobo (1988) found that White people reported less resistance to the
idea of remaining in integrated areas if residents of those areas were of the same or
similar socioeconomic status to themselves. Similarly, Crowder (2000) points out
the importance of housing tenure for shaping mobility decisions. He argues that
recent housing construction in a metropolitan area may increase mobility propen-
sities by increasing the supply of relatively attractive housing options to serve as
potential destinations and may enhance the ability of Whites to flee neighbourhoods
with large minority populations (p. 230). However, the lack of housing opportuni-
ties elsewhere may mean that White people are more likely to tolerate large minority
populations in their local area.

Self-selected Segregation

Researchers are also debating whether migration is more likely to be motivated by
the desire to live with one’s ‘own kind’ (Clark, 1992). This is what has been referred
to by some researchers as ‘self-selected segregation’ (e.g. Finney and Simpson,
2009; Simpson, 2007) and describes people choosing to live with others of the
same cultural or ethnic group. In his ‘spatial proximity model’, Schelling (1969,
1971) hypothesised that it is the preference for own-group and other ethnic or racial
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combinations which drives people to choose to live in different neighbourhoods.
Krysan (2002) describes this process as people being drawn to neighbourhoods in
which they share a cultural background with other residents, and so it is a ‘pull’
factor of neutral ethnocentrism that perpetuates segregation, not the ‘push’ factor
of the presence of another group (p. 680).

Analysing data collected from the 2002 Netherlands Housing Demand Survey,
Van Ham and Feijten (2008) used the Schelling hypothesis as a basis for exploring
whether people are less likely to have a wish to move when the characteristics of the
population and the individual match, compared with the situation when these sets
of characteristics differ. Their findings led them to conclude that the desire to move
out of one’s neighbourhood seems to be shaped to some extent by one’s attitudes
towards one’s neighbours and that the evidence supports the idea of voluntary seg-
regation (p. 1164). However, this is in contrast to evidence from Krysan’s (2002)
exploration of the individual-level attitudinal expressions of White flight using the
Multi-City Study of Urban Inequality dataset on beliefs and attitudes of adults in
metropolitan Atlanta, Boston, Detroit and Los Angeles. One of her key aims was to
examine ‘neutral ethnocentric reasons’ for migration. In other words, she wanted to
explore whether White people were motivated to move to areas with others of their
‘own kind’. However, she found that only a relatively small percentage . . .. 6% or
4%, respectively, said something like, ‘Nothing in common with neighbors’, ‘Feel
more drawn to people of my own race’, and ‘Not many of my own people around’ as
reasons why White people moved into certain areas (p. 687). This leads her to con-
clude that an entirely neutral ethnocentric interpretation of residential preferences is
also unsupported by the data, given that only a small proportion of Whites explained
their attitudes in terms that can be construed as cultural explanation . . ..at least in
relation to integration with Blacks (p. 692).

Compared with the US, British debates about residential segregation have tended
to focus more on immigration and the resultant settlement patterns. British research
has focused on the behaviour of the different minority ethnic populations, map-
ping the concentrations, dispersal and residential settlement of ethnic groups (e.g.
Champion, 1996; Phillips, 1998; Ratcliffe, 1996) and the presence or absence of
ghettos (e.g. Johnston et al., 2002; Peach, 1996; Poulsen, 2005). Ethnic changes and
diversity have also been compared between the 2001 and earlier British censuses
(e.g. Dorling and Rees, 2003; Rees and Butt, 2003; Sabater, 2010). This work has
generally concluded that there was no evidence of ethnic ghettos in British cities.
In addition, evidence has suggested that, rather than being motivated by racial ten-
sions, the distribution or spread of ethnic groups is more likely to be explained by
other area factors, such as the concept of counterurbanisation. Champion (1996)
for example, has argued that internal migration in Britain has been characterised by
a cascade of people from urban to suburban to rural areas. Recent research at the
district level has shown that both White and non-White groups have experienced
counterubanisation, particularly from London to other cities, mixed areas and rural
areas and dispersal has occurred away from areas of greatest settlement (Finney
and Simpson, 2007; Hussain and Stillwell, 2008). Finney and Simpson have argued
this pattern of movement from urban to rural areas is common to all ethnic groups



7 Do Ethnic Groups Migrate? 137

(p. 17). However, it remains the case that relatively little is known about the inter-
nal migration of different ethnic groups within Britain, particularly in relation to
concentration of own ethnic group and what the patterns are at the local level.

Using the 2001 Census to Explore Trends at the Electoral
Ward Level

While previous research has provided some disconfirmation for assumptions that
ethnic segregation is endemic in the UK, these analyses have largely focused on
migration at the level of the local authority district. However, researchers have
noted the dearth of ward-by-ward analyses examining the extent of self-selected
segregation amongst a wide range of minority ethnic groups (Dorling and Rees,
2003; Finney and Simpson, 2007; Simpson, 2007), which they argue may capture
local level movement better than analyses at the district level. Wards are elec-
toral sub-divisions of districts. In England and Wales, the average ward contains
approximately 5–6,000 people.

To answer the research questions posed in the introduction, a specially com-
missioned table from the 2001 Census was obtained from the Office for National
Statistics (ONS). This table (CO355) specified information about internal migra-
tion within England and Wales at the electoral ward level. In the 2001 Census,
respondents select their particular ethnic group from a list of 16 categories which
are used as the basis for categories of ethnicity in other large-scale surveys. A guide
to the collection and classification of ethnicity data (ONS, 2003) suggests that eth-
nic categories should be piloted and pre-tested so that the questions and the wording
reflect, as accurately as possible, people’s preferred descriptions of themselves. This
guidance also recommends that categories of ethnicity are consistently described
so that comparisons can be made between different large-scale datasets and that
the categories must be developed to be sensitive enough to capture the increasing
ethnic diversity within Britain due to inter-ethnic family formation and migration
patterns.

The ONS guidance describes how ethnic categories have developed out of a
combination of data, including country of birth which was, for many years, the
only statistic regularly available but has become increasingly less relevant when
used on its own to specify ethnicity, as second and third generation children have
been born since the main periods of migration (ONS, 2003, p. 12). There are a
number of other ways ethnicity could be derived. For example, from skin colour,
which is still used to define White and Black groups but is less suitable for distin-
guishing between different minority ethnic groups (ONS, 2003, p. 13) and therefore
unacceptable to some people. Ethnicity could also possibly be derived from racial
groups which are used, for example, to define Chinese or Arab people and have
to an extent certain geographical connotations (ONS, 2003, p. 14). In the com-
missioned data table, the number of ethnicity categories had to be restricted to
the following eight because of the small cell sizes of some of the groups at the
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ward level: White-British, White-Irish, White-Other, Black, Indian, Pakistani and
Bangladeshi, Mixed and Other ethnic group.

To measure migration, the 2001 Census asked each household to supply their
current address, whether this was their usual address and whether it was their usual
address 1 year ago. From this, ONS produce eight categories of migration (shown
in Census Table S08), which capture population movement in the 12 months prior
to the 2001 Census. The commissioned data table includes information about four
of these categories, which together provide information about internal migration.
These four categories count the number of people moving into (inflow) and out
of (outflow) of approximately 9,000 wards within England and Wales. This com-
missioned data table shows the movement of people from the eight ethnic groups
described above between wards within the same district (small inflow/outflow)
and between wards across districts within England and Wales (large inflow/
outflow).

Measuring Residential Segregation

Measuring residential segregation is not a straightforward process because the
concept of segregation is complex, dynamic and multi-dimensional. For example,
Finney and Simpson (2009) point to at least three aspects of segregation: spatial,
cultural and structural segregation. They also note the importance currently being
placed on ‘spatial integration’ for explaining what is happening locally, and how
this differs. Consequently, there is no single measure for residential segregation;
several indices have been developed to capture the different aspects of segregation
and integration. The most widely used measure of residential segregation during the
past 30 years has been the Index of Dissimilarity (ID), which is used as a demo-
graphic measure of the evenness with which two groups are distributed across a
geographic area. Peach (1996) describes the ID as measuring the distribution of two
different populations over the same sub-set of residential areas (tracts, blocks, enu-
meration districts, wards etc.) of a city (p. 218) with values of the index running
from 0 (no segregation) to 100: a low score would indicate low segregation and a
high score, high segregation. Another common measure for residential distribution
is the Index of Segregation (IS) which is used to designate the situation in which a
group is measured against all other populations, minus itself’ (Peach, 1996, p. 218).
Population evenness has also been measured with the Hoover Index of Population
Concentration. This was introduced in 1941 by Edgar Hoover to measure the even-
ness with which population was distributed among US states and could be calculated
for small and large territorial units to show the scale at which concentration or
dispersion occurs (Long and Nucci, 1997, p. 431).

When considering how to measure segregation, it is very helpful to consider the
comprehensive review by Massey and Denton which conceives residential segre-
gation as a multidimensional phenomenon comprised of five dimensions of spatial
variation (Massey and Denton, 1988):
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• Evenness – which refers to the uneven spread or distribution of one social group
relative to another group;

• exposure – which measures the extent to which social groups are in contact or
exposed to another group, which Simpson (2007) argues often refers to a high
proportion of all groups other than White taken together but might equally refer
to a specific group (p. 408);

• clustering – which measures the extent to which areas inhabited by minority eth-
nic group members are joined to one another spatially, so that a high degree of
clustering suggests that they are living side by side in an enclave and a low degree
of clustering suggests that they are widely spread spatially;

• centralization – which measures the degree to which a group is located at the
centre of an urban area; and

• concentration – which calculates how concentrated one group is by taking the
average amount of physical space occupied by one group (e.g. Black people)
relative to another group (e.g. White people) and compares this quantity to the
ratio that would obtain if the first group were maximally concentrated and the
second group were maximally dispersed.

These different measures of segregation were explored as possible methods for
calculating inflow and outflow (Simon, submitted) because they each offer a means
for describing how people live relative to one another and a method for calcu-
lating the distribution of different groups across the spatial landscape. However,
they do not provide answers or possible reasons for why some groups may live in
separate areas from other groups. These measures also do not capture the inflows
and outflows of groups in relation to concentration of their own group. The most
appropriate index currently available for calculating ‘movement towards one’s own
group’, and for measuring inflow and outflow, is Simpson’s Index of Movement
(2006). It defines net migration as the out-migrants subtracted from in-migrants of
a group towards the localities X where it is most prevalent as a proportion of its
population in those areas (p. 7). Simpson’s methodology was adapted to provide
separate measures of inflow and outflow in relation to concentration of own ethnic
group for the study on which this chapter reports.

Patterns of Concentration and Movement in England and Wales

This section examines how concentration can be calculated and related to the move-
ment of different ethnic groups within England and Wales using 2001 Census data.

Ward Level Concentrations of Ethnic Groups

To relate concentration to measures of movement requires a methodology for cal-
culating concentration. However, as with residential segregation, there is no one
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single measure that is universally applied to measure concentration. For example,
as described above, Massey and Denton (1988) referred to concentration as the
relative space occupied by a minority group in a geographic area. According to
this definition, if a group occupies even a small share of the total area, it is said
to be residentially concentrated. However, Peach (1996) has argued that local area
concentration should be calculated from the absolute percentage of a local area’s
population composed of a particular ethnic group. Peach (1996) also introduced the
idea of an absolute threshold level for concentration, where the threshold is 30% or
higher of the total local area population. However, Johnston et al. (2002) have since
argued for the need to examine absolute concentrations in greater detail, at a range
of different (e.g. 20, 30, 40, 80%) threshold levels (calculated on percentages of an
area’s population). This threshold analysis methodology allows an assessment to be
made as to whether a group’s members exceed a range of different thresholds in the
local area.

In this chapter, for each ethnic group, concentration was calculated as the propor-
tion of residents in a ward out of the total population (all ethnic groups combined).
Concentration was therefore defined as a measure of the relative abundance of an
ethnic group, not a measure of population density (Simon, submitted). Using this
definition, the non-White group (made up of the census categories: Black, Indian,
Pakistani and Bangladeshi, Mixed, Other) comprise approximately 9% of the total
population in England and Wales. The Indian and Black ethnic groups make up
the largest proportion of the non-White group at 2% each. While the White group
(White-British, White-Irish White-Other) are relatively evenly spread throughout
England and Wales, the non-White group, especially the Pakistani and Bangladeshi
ethnic group, is more likely to be concentrated within specific areas of England and
Wales. For example, this can be seen in the different distributions of population
quintiles: for each ethnic group, the wards were grouped into quintiles such that
each contained an equal number of people, approximately one-fifth of the group’s
population. Table 7.1 shows that the mean concentration in the bottom quintile for
the White group, representing areas with the fewest White population, is approxi-
mately 75%, whereas the mean concentration in the top quintile for the White group,
representing the area with the highest White population, is approximately 99%. In
contrast, the mean concentration in the bottom quintile for the non-White group is

Table 7.1 Concentration of non-White and White groups in the bottom and top quintile groups,
wards in England and Wales, 2001

Ethnic group

Mean
concentration
in lowest
quintile (%)

Number of
wards

Mean
concentration
in highest
quintile (%)

Number of
wards

Ratio
highest/lowest

Non-White 1.88 7,549 65.49 99 34.8
White 74.69 1,214 99.33 2, 694 1.3

Source: 2001 Census Commissioned Table CO355.
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approximately 2% compared with approximately 65% in the top quintile. In addi-
tion, the highest concentrations of the non-White group are within 99 of the 8,796
wards within England and Wales, whereas the highest concentrations of the White
group (of 99% and over) are within 2,694 wards within England and Wales. In other
words, the White group have a much larger representation within wards in England
and Wales than the non-White group relative to their own population.

A recent analysis by Finney and Simpson (2009) also shows that only eight wards
in Britain (within the districts of Leicester, Bradford, Pendle, Ealing and Tower
Hamlets) have a majority of one of the minority ethnic groups identified in the 2001
Census which they argue is far from domination and is why no ghettos have been
found in Britain (p. 132). Their findings are similar to those in Table 7.1. They show
that the highest proportion for a single minority group is 74%. Johnston et al. (2005)
also provide evidence that while the majority of the non-White groups reside in
areas where the White population are still the majority; the White people generally
live in predominately White areas. All of these findings demonstrate much lower
concentrations of minority ethnic groups within Britain than has been evidenced
within some US cities. For example, Peach (1996) found that by 1950, over half of
the Black population of Chicago was living in areas which were 100% Black.

In terms of differences between the minority ethnic groups in degrees of resi-
dential concentration, Johnston et al. (2005) have shown that the White-Irish ethnic
group are the least concentrated, the Asian groups most concentrated (especially the
Bangladeshis), with the Black groups occupying an intermediate position. Table 7.2
presents the concentration of individual ethnic groups in the bottom (lowest popula-
tion) quintile and top (highest population) quintile analysed from the 2001 Census.
It shows similar findings to those from Johnston et al. (2005). For example, the
White-Irish are the ethnic group with the lowest mean concentration in the top quin-
tile (at 5.06%) and the Pakistani and Bangladeshi ethnic group is the most highly
concentrated minority group in the least number of wards (being concentrated in

Table 7.2 Concentration of the individual ethnic groups in bottom and top quintile groups, wards
in England and Wales, 2001

Ethnic group

Mean
concentration in
lowest quintile (%)

Number of
wards

Mean concentration in
highest quintile (%)

Number of
wards

Indian 0.37 7,862 39.95 44
Pakistani and

Bangladeshi
0.29 8,197 50.59 27

Black 0.35 8,165 31.72 58
Mixed 0.45 5,828 4.62 235
White British 68.44 1,354 98.14 2, 209
White Irish 0.48 5,375 5.06 210
White other 0.92 5,270 17.80 148
Other ethnic

group
0.33 6,842 8.90 129

Source: 2001 Census Commissioned Table CO355.
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just 27 wards within England and Wales compared, for example, with 44 for the
Indian ethnic group and 2,209 wards for White-British ethnic group).

The contrast between the White group and non-White group can clearly be evi-
denced by comparing Figs. 7.1 and 7.2 which show respectively the areas of England
and Wales where the White-British ethnic group is concentrated and where the
Pakistani and Bangladeshi ethnic group is most concentrated. The shaded categories
in Figs. 7.1 and 7.2 are not based on the quintile groups used in the analysis reported
in this paper (where each quintile represents one fifth of the group’s population). For
the White-British ethnic group, the map in Fig. 7.1 shows five shading categories
based on equal counts of wards. However, for the map showing the concentration
of the Pakistani and Bangladeshi group (Fig. 7.2), the five shading categories are
based on natural breaks in the data (the five categories are not equal counts of wards
or people in that group). The two maps could not be presented in the same way
because the distribution of the Pakistani and Bangladeshi group is so different to that
of the White-British group. For example, the White-British ethnic group is highly
concentrated in most places within England and Wales, with slightly less concen-
tration in the South East region. However, it should be noted that the difference
between lowest and highest concentration for the White-British ethnic group is

White British concentration
97.77–99.51 (1750)

96.92–97.77 (1780)

95.57–96.92 (1744)
91.04–95.57 (1764)

0–91.04 (1762)

Fig. 7.1 White British concentration, wards in England and Wales, 2001 (Source: 2001 Census
Commissioned Table CO355)
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Pakistani & Bangladeshi concentration
8.6–67.2   (235)
1.1–8.6     (949)
0.1–1.1   (3694)
0–0.1      (1060)
0–0         (2862)

Fig. 7.2 Pakistani and Bangladeshi concentration, wards in England and Wales, 2001 (Source:
2001 Census Commissioned Table CO355)

comparatively small (Table 7.2 shows that the mean concentration for the White-
British ethnic group is 68.4 in the lowest quintile and 98.1 in the highest quintile).
In contrast, the map for the Pakistani and Bangladeshi ethnic group in Fig. 7.2
shows highest concentration in only a few areas of England and Wales, such as:
Birmingham, Blackburn and Darwen, Bradford, Burnley, Derby, Luton, Manchester,
Slough, Swindon, parts of London such as Tower Hamlets, Wolverhampton and
Wycombe.

Movement Towards Areas of High Concentration
of Own Ethnic Group

As discussed in the section above, while the White group is relatively evenly spread
within Britain, minority ethnic groups, especially the Pakistani and Bangladeshi
ethnic group, are concentrated within particular areas. It could be that areas of
high concentration of minority ethnic groups are also locations likely to attract high
inflows of people from the same ethnic group. If this were found to be true, it may
provide evidence of self-segregation – of people choosing to live with others of
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the same ethnic group. To explore whether this is occurring, migration needs to be
related to concentration. This can be done by counting the number of people from
each of the ethnic groups who move towards or away from concentrations of their
own ethnic group. Inflows within England and Wales are defined for each ethnic
group as:

(Number of people who moved into wards within the same district + into wards

located in another district/Total residents in the area) × 100

and a similar calculation is used for outflows. The net inflow rate (inflow minus
outflow) was then related to concentration by sorting each ethnic group by the num-
ber of residents in the ward and then dividing into quintiles. The highest quintile
contains areas with the largest numbers of that population. Dividing the population
into quintiles allows an assessment to be made of movement towards populations
of equal size and controls for the volatile rates associated with small or zero pop-
ulations (Finney and Simpson, 2007). Figure 7.3 depicts the inflow, outflow and
net migration rates for the highest quintile bands of concentration of the indi-
vidual ethnic groups. In this chart, any figure above zero is a positive net inflow
towards concentration of own ethnic group. A rate below zero indicates a net out-
flow from concentration of own ethnic group. Analysis of the rates in Fig. 7.3
reveals that minority ethnic groups are not moving towards concentrations of their
own ethnic group. This pattern was particularly evident for the Indian, Pakistani
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Fig. 7.3 Top quintiles of inflow, outflow and net migration rate for non-White and White groups
relative to their own group in electoral wards in England and Wales, 2000–2001 (Source: 2001
Census Commissioned Table CO355)
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and Bangladeshi, White-Irish and Black ethnic groups. In each case, the findings
show a movement away from the areas in which their own ethnic group is most
concentrated (there is greater outflow than inflow in wards with the highest concen-
tration of their own ethnic group), resulting in a negative net-inflow into these areas.
For example, for the Indian ethnic group, there is a decrease across the five quin-
tiles from almost 13% inflow (12.85) in wards with the lowest concentration of the
Indian ethnic group to almost 5% inflow towards wards with the highest concentra-
tion of the Indian ethnic group. Similarly, the Black ethnic group shows an inflow
of almost 14% (13.86) into wards with the lowest concentration of the Black ethnic
group compared with just over 7% (7.14) inflow towards wards with the highest
concentration of the Black ethnic group.

Figure 7.3 also shows that, with the exception of the White-British group, these
trends can also be evidenced for the combined White group. Table 7.3 shows the
White group are more likely to migrate towards concentrations of their own group;
the White group had a greater inflow than outflow into wards with the highest con-
centrations of White-British population, resulting in an overall positive net inflow.

In contrast, Table 7.3 shows that for the non-White group, there is greater out-
flow than inflow in wards with the highest non-White concentration (5.99% inflow
compared with 7.15% outflow; –1.16% net) and greater inflow in wards with the
lowest non-White concentration (11.88% inflow compared with 10.70% outflow;
1.18% net).

Regression analysis was carried out for this research (not shown) in order to
ascertain whether the variation in inflow, outflow and net migration rates could be
significantly explained by ‘concentration’ (Simon, submitted). The findings show
that inflow and outflow rates are both related to concentration for nearly all the
groups, so that the net effect of concentration is almost zero. Regression analysis
was also conducted to examine the effect of concentration after controlling for some
characteristics of the ward: rural-urban, housing tenure and employment, which
were hypothesised to have an influence on internal migration (Simon, submitted).

Table 7.3 Quintiles of inflow, outflow and net-inflow for non-White and White groups relative to
their own group in electoral wards in England and Wales, 2000–2001

Migration 2000–2001 as percentage of 2001 population

Group
Lowest
concentration

Low
concentration

Medium
concentration

High
concentration

Highest
concentration

Non-White
Inflow 11.88 10.75 9.16 7.89 5.99
Outflow 10.70 9.61 9.25 8.59 7.15
Net 1.18 1.14 −0.09 −0.70 −1.16

White
Inflow 10.31 8.30 7.69 7.24 6.78
Outflow 11.02 8.36 7.37 6.81 6.28
Net −0.71 −0.06 0.32 0.43 0.50

Source: 2001 Census Commissioned Table CO355.
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Data on each of these factors were downloaded from publicly available sources and
merged with the figures in the commissioned table. Taking one of these factors,
the rural-urban characteristic of the ward, with the exception of the Pakistani and
Bangladeshi ethnic group, most of the groups moved away from urban areas towards
town and fringe areas or towards villages, hamlets and isolated dwellings. The rural-
urban characteristic was also a better predictor of migration than concentration for
all except the Pakistani and Bangladeshi ethnic group.

The Case of London

London, like many other world cities, is the destination for large numbers of foreign-
born residents (Price and Benton-Short, 2007) and of all British cities it has the
largest number of people born abroad – 6.35% of all people in the city (Kyambi,
2005). Recent evidence from the 2001 Census has shown that London’s ethnic diver-
sity is increasing (Finney and Simpson, 2009). This may make it a special case
compared to the rest of England and Wales. Therefore, it may be helpful to anal-
yse these internal migration trends for London separately from the rest of England
and Wales. For example, Stillwell (2008) has shown from his analysis of overall
net migration rates for wards in London, that London has its own internal dynamics
which show large net losses of White people from inner London with inner wards
losing migrants to outer wards with the largest absolute losses occurring from the
central boroughs (p. 32). Figure 7.4 shows the inflow, outflow and net migration
of the individual ethnic groups into London wards with the highest quintile bands
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Fig. 7.4 Top quintile of migration rates for of non-White and White people in electoral wards in
London, 2000–2001 (Source: 2001 Census Commissioned Table CO355)
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Table 7.4 Migration by concentrations of non-White and White people in electoral wards in
London, 2000–2001

Migration 2000–2001 as percentage of 2001 population

Group
Lowest
concentration

Low
concentration

Medium
concentration

High
concentration

Highest
concentration

Non-White
Inflow 11.36 9.99 8.96 8.05 6.95
Outflow 9.79 10.07 9.59 8.88 8.00
Net 1.57 −0.07 −0.63 −0.83 −1.06

White
Inflow 10.83 11.06 9.38 6.74 5.69
Outflow 11.90 11.70 9.92 6.95 5.73
Net −1.07 −0.64 −0.54 −0.21 −0.04

Source: 2001 Census Commissioned Table CO355.

of concentration of their own ethnic group. This includes movement between parts
of London, but also to and from elsewhere in the UK. These figures show that the
pattern of movement for all individual groups is actually very similar to the pattern
discussed above for the whole of England and Wales. The pattern is for all ethnic
groups to move away from London wards with high concentrations of their own eth-
nic group. For example, for the Indian ethnic group, the rate of outflow is greater (at
5.44%) than the inflow rate (of 4.07%) into wards with the highest concentration of
the Indian population. Similarly, for the Black ethnic group, there is a greater rate of
outflow (of 8.71%) than inflow (of 6.58%) into wards with the highest concentration
of the Black population.

This pattern also holds for the combined non-White group, which shows a net
outflow from London wards with the highest non-White population (Table 7.4: third
row). However, unlike the pattern for England and Wales as a whole, the figures for
the White group show a net outflow across the five quintiles of White concentration
in London wards. In other words, there appears to be a trend for White people to
move away from all London wards regardless of the concentration of the White
group. Not surprisingly, given there is a tendency for them to move away from
wards with high concentrations of their own ethnic groups, the pattern for the non-
White group is to move towards wards within London with a high concentration of
the White population.

Conclusions

This chapter has posed the question: Do ethnic groups migrate towards areas of
high concentration of their own group within England and Wales? To answer this
question, the chapter has discussed evidence which explored, through a secondary
analysis of 2001 Census data, patterns of internal migration for a range of ethnic
groups at the electoral ward level in relation to concentration. The findings from this
research challenge some commonly held misconceptions that Britain is becoming
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increasingly ethnically segregated through people choosing to move to areas with
more of their own ethnic group. Rather, they suggest that minority ethnic groups are
more likely to migrate away from areas of highest concentration of their own ethnic
group, with the consequence that many major cities are becoming more diverse.

To test the hypothesis of self-segregation, the research on which this chapter
draws related concentration of own ethnic group to the internal migration of indi-
vidual ethnic groups (Simon, submitted). There are two key findings from this
research. Firstly, the findings show an outflow of people away from wards with
the highest minority ethnic populations within England and Wales. For all ethnic
groups, the outflow rate was greater than the inflow rate within wards with high-
est concentration of their own ethnic group; wards with lowest concentration of
their own ethnic group had greater inflow than outflow rates. The only exception
to this pattern was the White group who moved towards areas of high concentra-
tion of their own ethnic group. This is supported by recent analysis conducted by
Finney and Simpson (2009), who found that in almost every city with a sizeable
inner area that has been the focus of immigration in the past 60 years, children of
immigrants have on balance moved away from those areas, not to them or between
them (p. 136). Therefore, the research found no evidence of self-segregation for
most ethnic groups within England and Wales. This is not to say that concentra-
tions or clusters of some ethnic groups may not still be forming in certain areas of
Britain but that this evidence indicates that internal migration, specifically move-
ment towards one’s own group, does not explain these patterns within England and
Wales. Therefore other processes may better explain the current distributions of
Britain’s ethnic groups. One likely factor is the increase in natural growth (excess of
births over deaths) for many of the minority ethnic groups. For example, Finney and
Simpson (2009) have argued that most neighbourhoods have a growing minority
population and that the clustering of groups together is mainly a result of immigra-
tion and family-building (p. 136). Using the city of Bradford as an example, they
have shown that the number of minority births each year is greater than the number
of minority immigrants. This explanation suggests that many of the minority eth-
nic groups with younger age distributions, such as the Pakistani and Bangladeshi
ethnic group, will continue to grow within many British cities over the next decade
or so.

Secondly, the findings reported in this chapter indicate that concentration has a
limited utility for explaining why people move into or out of wards within England
and Wales. For example, there is evidence that all groups, especially the White
group, is migrating out of central areas of London. The research reported on here
has shown that the movement is away from London wards of high concentration of
their own group. This trend in London is particularly marked for the Black ethnic
group. Similarly, the pattern for the whole of England and Wales shows that for all
ethnic groups, with the exception of the White group, there has been a movement
away from wards of high concentration of their own ethnic group. So, if concentra-
tion does not seem to be significantly related to patterns of migration, what other
factors might be better predictors of these migration patterns? One socio-economic
factor that has been discussed in this chapter, and which seems a better predictor
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than concentration, is the rural-urban characteristic of the ward. Stillwell (2008)
shows, for example, that internal migration is occurring in a pattern from inner to
outer London wards – indicating a process of suburbanization – and a pattern for
movement from outer wards to areas outside Greater London – suggesting a process
of counterurbanisation. Evidence from research reported in this chapter lends sup-
port to this idea, finding that for most ethnic groups, movement tends to be away
from urban areas towards town and fringe areas or towards villages, hamlets and
isolated dwellings (Simon, submitted). In addition, Finney and Simpson (2009) also
conclude from their recent analysis that Britain’s minority ethnic residents tend to
move out from existing settlement areas to neighbouring areas or suburbs (p. 136).

Issues associated with residential segregation are high on the political and media
agenda, with assumptions being made not only about the distribution of minority
ethnic groups but also the motivations for why different groups reside in particular
areas of the UK. The research reported in this chapter has described some important
patterns of internal migration within England and Wales but has found no statistical
evidence that inflow and outflow patterns are related to concentration of own ethnic
group or that internal migration patterns within wards in England and Wales support
the theory of self-segregation within England and Wales. This research could be
usefully extended by conducting interviews with people of different ethnic groups,
further to explore these patterns and to provide more insight into what motivates
different groups to migrate within the UK.
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Chapter 8
Understanding the Impact of Immigration
on the Labour Market Outcomes
of British Workers

Marina Shaginyan-Shapira

Introduction

The integration of immigrants into their new host society is by no means a one-
directional process. Not only do immigrants need to adjust to their new host society,
but also the receiving country needs to adjust in response, especially if the immi-
grant influx is large. Immigrants are believed to have a profound effect on the host
country’s labour market. It has been argued that a large influx of immigrant labour
into the labour market will depress the wage levels of native workers and even of
existing immigrant populations, especially if they have the same skill level as recent
immigrants. New immigrants might push others out of some occupations and indus-
tries or out of the labour market altogether. However, most research on the effect
of immigration on labour markets in various countries shows that immigrants have
little if any negative impact on the wages and employment opportunities of native
workers (Blanchflower et al., 2007; Borjas and Freeman, 1992; Cohen-Goldner and
Paserman, 2004; Dustmann et al., 2005; Gilpin et al., 2006), with some research
showing a positive labour market effect of immigration (Friedberg, 2001; Ottaviano
and Peri, 2006).

Since the late 1990s, Britain has experienced a dramatic increase in the number
of immigrants; with a further rise since 2004, when the Accession 8 (A8) countries
of Eastern and Central Europe joined the European Union. At the same time, there
was also growth of immigration to the UK from non-A8 countries, especially from
the New Commonwealth. The recent immigration to the UK from the A8 countries
has sparked a renewed interest in how an influx of immigrants from various national
backgrounds and skill levels has impacted on the labour market opportunities and
outcomes of various groups of workers in the host society (Blanchflower et al., 2007;
Frijters et al., 2005; Manacorda et al., 2006).

Research on the labour market impact of immigration faces many methodolog-
ical challenges and therefore the interpretation of current findings is complicated
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and most authors are very cautious in making their conclusions. The main reason
for these difficulties is that the labour market outcomes of workers are determined by
such a wide variety of factors that only after identifying and accounting for all these
factors can one safely attribute the remaining differences in workers’ labour market
outcomes to spatial variations in the size of immigration populations. The objective
of this research was to empirically evaluate contrasting theoretical frameworks of
the impact of immigration on labour markets. We use the newly available Annual
Population Survey (APS) data and various methodological tools for understand-
ing the impact of immigration on the labour market. The main research question
was whether or not there is a systematic relationship between the spatial concen-
trations of immigrant populations in Britain and the labour market outcomes of
British workers? The following more specific research questions are addressed in
this chapter:

• Are the spatial distributions of immigrants correlated with the labour market out-
comes of various groups in Britain, in terms of their wages, employment and
occupational opportunities?

• To what extent are differences in local labour market conditions affecting the
relationship between the spatial distribution of immigrants and the labour market
outcome of British workers?

• Are there differences in the effect of spatial concentrations of new and pre-2004
immigrants on labour market outcomes?

Theoretical Background

Classical Economic Theory

Most research on the effects of immigration on labour markets uses a classical eco-
nomic theory approach which suggests that an influx of immigrant workers with
particular skills causes a labour supply shock disrupting the local labour market
equilibrium, resulting in a drop of wages for workers with similar skills. Immigrants
may also displace native workers completely and force them out of the labour force
(Borjas, 2003). Empirical studies from the US, Europe and Israel that investigate
the above theoretical mechanisms are not conclusive. Some of these studies found
a small positive effect of immigration while others reported a small negative effect
of immigration. In any case, the size of the immigration effect is much smaller than
can be expected based on classical economic theory assumptions. The variation in
outcomes suggests that the measured impact of immigration on . . . native work-
ers fluctuates from study to study, but seems to cluster around zero (Borjas, 2003,
p. 1335).

Attempts to explain the absence of a significant negative impact of immigra-
tion on the host country’s labour markets have produced a substantial literature in
the UK and elsewhere. The main problem of the immigration labour market impact
study, apparently, is to unravel the substitution and complementarity effects between
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immigrants and non-migrant workers. Frijters et al. (2005) demonstrate that immi-
grant job search is less successful than that of natives. Immigrants consequently
do not effectively compete for jobs with natives; this partly explains why immigra-
tion has little impact on native employment. Similarly, Manacorda et al. (2006) find
evidence that natives and immigrants in the UK, like elsewhere, are imperfect substi-
tutes for native workers, which partly explains why the impact of immigration on the
wages of the native-born population is small. There is also a more substantial criti-
cism of the basic assumptions of quantitative research in this area and of elements
of its methodology (Borjas, 2004). For example, there are implicit assumptions of
a fixed quantity of jobs in the labour market that are not reflected in reality. The
influx of migrants into the local labour market may boost development of both the
service and manufacturing sectors and create new jobs and additional demand for
manpower, including low-skilled and semi-skilled labour force positions (Sassen,
1988; Soja, 1989; Waldinger, 1999).

Current literature shows that it is more difficult to catch a negative labour mar-
ket effect (if there is any) of immigration through macro-level quantitative studies
because: (i) immigrants interact with non-migrant workers and can cause both
occupational and residential mobility of the latter (Filler, 1992; Flug et al., 1994);
(ii) immigrants are unevenly distributed through localities, industries and occupa-
tions, therefore estimates of their impact on the macro level are averaging round
the zero level; and (iii) there is a problem of simultaneity when the case unobserv-
able factors such as global economic conditions on the local labour market affect
both the size and characteristics of immigrant populations and the labour market
outcomes of non-migrant workers. However, while case studies of occupations and
industries demonstrate a deleterious effect of immigration on resident workers (e.g.
Waters, 1999), these case studies are suffering undoubtedly from a selection bias
because they choose the very industries and occupations where a negative impact of
immigration exists. Therefore, the only way to obtain robust estimates of the labour
market effect of immigration is to develop further macro-level methodologies. Thus,
one possibility is to instrument the potentially endogenous variables such as sizes
of immigrant populations (Dustmann et al., 2005; Friedberg, 2001). Another direc-
tion of methodological development is to obtain a better understanding of how skills
of migrants and non-migrants can be matched and to test how immigrants impact
labour market outcomes of the resident population with a comparable level of skills.
Borjas attempted this (2004, 2005) and found that, over time in the US, immigrants
have much bigger negative effect on the wages of native workers with a comparable
level of skills than had been estimated ever before. The alternative and new strategy
employed in this research is to use multilevel regression modelling and include at
the second, macro-level of the regression, the size of immigrant populations together
with other characteristics of local labour markets (see the following section).

Opportunity Structure of the Labour Market and Spatial Inequality

The above criticism of the basic assumptions of classical economic heory introduces
the idea that the opportunity structure of the labour market is not fixed; not only does
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it vary across local labour markets, but it also changes over time. Therefore, the con-
ditions of local labour markets should be taken into account when the labour market
impact of immigrants is considered. In recent decades, there has been a growing
understanding that the labour market operates and is being regulated at the local and
regional levels (Martin and Morrison, 2003). The spatial character of labour markets
is determined by the fact that the majority of workers have local jobs and the major-
ity of local jobs are held by local workers. Workers have to live within commuting
distance from where they live (Cheshire et al., 2003).

Spatial differences in labour market opportunities are an important factor that
may affect the labour market outcomes of workers across different labour mar-
kets. The opportunity structure of local labour markets has a particularly strong
impact on labour market outcomes of low educated people, ethnic minorities and
recent migrants, who generally have a limited commuting tolerance and therefore
depend on local jobs (Van Ham, 2002; van Ham et al., 2001). Furthermore, one
should take particular care to ensure that the relationship between the immigrant
spatial concentrations and the labour market outcomes of workers does not result
from the immigrant propensity of being concentrated spatially in labour markets
with particular characteristics, for example, with a higher level of wages, or where
job opportunities are mostly in low tech traditional industries. Such local labour
market characteristics shape the socio-economic profiles of non-migrant workers.
Therefore, some researchers choose to study the impact of immigrants on labour
markets at the national instead of the local level (Borjas, 2001). Others use an instru-
mental variable approach and do not use the actual size of immigrant populations in
the local labour markets but predict the size by means of other variables which in
turn are not related to characteristics of local labour markets (Dustmann et al., 2005;
Friedberg, 2001). In this study, we control for differences in labour market opportu-
nities across local labour markets. The indicators of local labour market conditions
we use include the employment rate, the degree of social inequality in the local
labour market, and the degree of concentration of job opportunities in traditional
industries such as building and manufacturing (Morrison and Berezovsky, 2003).

Ethnic Composition of Local Labour Markets and the Labour
Market Impact of Immigrants

Finally, there is evidence that immigration has a varying effect on different groups
of the host country population and that the labour market effect of immigration is
different in labour markets with different degrees of segmentation or segregation.
Most of this evidence comes from research conducted by sociologists rather than
economists. This research has documented a large effect of immigration on the
displacement of native workers and is informed mostly by the ‘ethnic pluralism’
approach (Lieberson, 1980) which implies that immigrants, as a rule, are entering
local labour markets which are already ethnically diverse; this labour market impact
of immigration is multi-directional rather than one-directional. This approach sug-
gests that in contemporary multi-ethnic local labour markets, the position of new
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immigrants depends on the relative prestige of the latter among existing ethnic
groups or, generalizing this further, among all low-status groups who are already
present in the local labour market. Indeed, empirical findings from case studies and
interviews of workers and employers confirm employer preferences to hire ethnic
minorities who have a good reputation as workers. Thus, if immigrants are viewed
as a poor substitute to even low-skilled native-born workers, and the latter are the
preferable choice in the eyes of the local employers, an arrival of immigrants would
be beneficial for local lower-status groups; immigrants would take less attractive
jobs and contribute to the occupational mobility of the native born. However, if
immigrants are perceived as better workers than the native groups, the former dis-
place native-born ethnic minorities across whole industries (Waters, 1999). The
ethnic pluralism approach also assigns importance to the relative size of the domi-
nant ethnic group in the area – the smaller the latter is, then the more opportunities
in higher-status occupations would be open to the local ethnic minorities/low-status
groups once immigrants arrive and fill the least desirable positions in the labour
market (Fossett et al., 1986; Shaginyan-Shapira, 2007; Tieda and Lii, 1987).

It is apparent that the multi-ethnic context of labour markets and the number
and size of ethnic groups among the non-migrant population are very important
factors in assessing the impact of immigration on the labour market. In summary,
this research draws on classical economic theory, the geography of local labour
markets and the sociological concepts of ethnic pluralism and ethnic queues, to
explore how immigrant spatial concentration affects the labour market outcomes of
workers.

Hypotheses

The following hypotheses were formulated on the basis of the theoretical back-
ground presented above:

H1: Immigrants have different impacts on different groups of the non-migrant
population in Britain, and the direction and size of these impacts depends
on the characteristics of immigrants, such as the period of their arrival,
and the degree of correspondence between their skill level and the skill
level of British-born workers. In particular, one might expect that pre-2004
immigration would negatively affect the labour market outcomes of low
skilled British-born workers and British-born ethnic minorities, while ‘new’
immigrants, who are in general well educated, would affect negatively the
labour market outcomes of people with a higher level of education.

H2: The nature of the labour market impact of immigrants depends, to a large
extent, on the local labour market conditions. In particular, one may expect
that accounting for the local labour market conditions will weaken the rela-
tionship between the spatial concentration of immigrants and the labour
market outcomes of workers.
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H3: The direction and the magnitude of the labour market impact of immigrants
depends on the ethnic composition of the local labour market and the relative
size of minority groups within it. In particular, the labour market impact of the
spatial concentrations of pre-2004 immigrants would depend on the size of
the British-born ethnic minority populations, while the labour market impact
of the spatial concentrations of new immigrants would also depend on the
size of the pre-2004 immigrant populations in local labour markets. Thus,
in local labour markets where there exist large populations of British-born
ethnic minorities, pre-2004 immigrants would have a smaller impact on the
outcomes of the British population; similarly, in local labour markets where
there exist large populations of pre-2004 immigrants, new immigrants would
have a smaller impact on the outcomes of the British population compared
with the impact in the local labour markets where the respective size of these
populations is small.

Methodology

Research Design and Data

This research was designed to capture more accurately the effects of immigration
on local labour markets. We have used 2006 Annual Population Survey1 (APS)
data. The APS (launched in 2004) was designed to provide reliable estimates at
small area level at one time point. The 2006 APS2 offers large and representative
samples of at least 601 economically active individuals for 201 Unitary Authorities
(UA)/Local Authority Districts (LAD), among which 180 UA/LAD with sufficiently
large populations of immigrants were used in this study. The sample of individuals
aged 16–65 was used in the study.

Although in most empirical studies, local labour markets are defined as travel-to-
work areas (Reimer, 2003). In this study, we approximate the local labour markets
by using UAs/LADs, with sufficiently large migrant populations. We did so because
the immigrants and the socially and economically weaker populations which are
expected to be affected most by immigration, tend to search for employment
and work in proximity to their residences, ideally in the same localities of their
residences (Mensah, 1995).

Labour market outcomes were measured in wages and in destination in the
labour market (constructed through the socio-economic class variable), leading to
the following two dependent variables: (i) natural logarithm of monthly wages of

1The APS comprises key variables from the Labour Force Survey (LFS), including education,
employment and ethnicity.
2When this study began in 2007, the 2006 APS data provide the largest numbers for subpopulations
of new immigrants arriving in Britain since 2004.
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the employed population (excluding the self-employed); (ii) social classes I to III
(managerial, professional and intermediate occupations), social classes V and VI
(skilled manual and lower supervisory occupations), not having a social class (never
worked/out of the labour force/long-term unemployed) and the reference category
is social class VII (semi-skilled and unskilled manual occupations and short-term
unemployed).

In terms of independent variables, at the level of individuals, the comparison
groups are as follows: ethnicity (White British [reference group]), Immigrants,
British-born ethnic minorities; religion (Christians [reference group], Muslims,
Other religions); and the level of educational qualification (No or unknown qual-
ification, below NVQ Level 2; NVQ Level 2, NVQ Level 3 [reference group], NVQ
Level 4 and Level 5). Other variables are: marital status (single [reference group],
married/cohabiting, widowed and divorced, separated); age (and age squared in
the income regression); tenure in the UK for immigrants; gender (men [reference
group]); and a series of control dummy variables in the regression model that predict
labour market destinations as follows: student status; disability status; pensioner;
single parent family; and number of children.

The contextual (local labour market) variable of main interest is the relative size
of the immigrant population in the local labour market. Immigrants are not subdi-
vided by their nationality or ethnic origin. Instead, all immigrants are subdivided
into two broad groups: pre-2004 immigrants and ‘new’ or since-2004 immigrants.
Rather than considering the corresponding proportions of pre-2004 and new immi-
grants in local labour markets, we have chosen to consider the proportion of the
total immigrant population in the local labour market and then, additionally, to use
the proportion of new immigrants in the total immigrant population. Such research
design has certain advantages because it estimates the immigration impact whilst
controlling for the size of the new immigrant population and, at the same time, it
allows us to estimate not only the effect of the new immigration per se, but also to
assess how the effect of the spatial concentration of new immigrants varies across
local labour markets with different sizes of ‘traditional’ immigrant populations. The
two following variables identify spatial concentrations of immigrants: (i) the per-
centage of the total economically active population in the UA/LAD who are not
UK born and do not describe themselves as White British; and (ii) the relative size
of the new immigrant population – the percentage of the migrant population in the
UA/LAD who are ‘new’ migrants.

To resolve the problem of correlation between the size of the immigrant popu-
lation and those particular characteristics of the local labour market which attract
immigrants but also shape the socio-economic profiles of local workers, we account
for contextual factors which shape the local labour market conditions (an example
of such research design can be found in Shaginyan-Shapira, 2007). Local labour
market conditions are made operational through using the following variables: the
percentage of those in the total economically active population in the local labour
market who are employed; the percentage of those in the total employed popula-
tion who are employed in manufacturing jobs; the percentage of those in the total
employed population who are employed in construction jobs; and the percentage of
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those in the total employed population who are employed in banking and finance.
The degree of overall socio-economic well being in the locality is measured by
(i) the percentage of those in the total employed population who are in socio-
economic class I (according to the EGP classification); (ii) the percentage of those
in the population aged 16–65 with the educational qualifications below NVQ Level
2; and (iii) the percentage of those in the total employed population who are
employed in unskilled occupations. The variable that allowed us to identify the size
of the British-born ethnic minority population was the percentage of those in the
total economically active population in the UA/LAD who are British-born ethnic
minorities.

Statistical Method

We use Hierarchical Linear Modelling (HLM) (Raudenbush and Bryk, 2002) which
is appropriate for data with a clear hierarchical, nested structure (individuals within
local labour markets). The general aim of HLM is to formulate and test hypotheses
about how variables measured at the macro level affect the relationship between the
independent and dependent variables oat the level of the individual. The individual
level regression model provides (i) random intercepts to estimate how particular
characteristics at the macro level affect average values of the dependent variables in
each one of the macro-level units, and (ii) random slopes of particular independent
variables which subdivide the population by sub-group so as to test whether all sub-
groups in the particular macro-level unit are affected by the macro-level variables in
a similar or different fashion.

We estimated multi-nomial multi-level regression models to predict the labour
market destinations of the British population. We modelled random intercepts,
and random slopes for the following individual-level independent variables: immi-
grant status; ethnicity; religion; and level of education. We also estimated linear
multi-level regression to predict wages of the employed British population. The
estimated models of income and of individual opportunities of being in the fol-
lowing labour market destinations, of economic inactivity, of being in higher
status blue collar occupation (i.e. semi-skilled or lower supervisory occupa-
tions) and of being in white collar occupation (i.e. higher and lower managerial
and professional and intermediate occupations) can be formally presented as
follows:
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J∑
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(8.1)

where Yij = ln (wages)ij in the income regression model and Yij = Logit(Ek)ij pre-
dicts the individual opportunities of being in particular labour market destinations
where the subscript k indicates a particular labour market destination (k=1,2,3); sub-
scripts i and j indicate individual i in locality j (j=1. . .J); X is a vector (length Q)
of independent variables at the level of the individual (xijq={xij1. . .xijQ}); and z is a
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vector (length S) of independent variables at the level of the locality (zjs={zj1. . .zjS}).
The random intercept (γ00) estimates the fixed effect of the intercept, μoj is the ran-
dom intercept for the level two (localities) units and

∑
γqszsj estimates the level

two covariates, i.e. the percentage of the all migrant population, the relative size
of the new migrant population, the percentage of ethnic minorities, the percent-
age employed, the percentage employed in the manufacturing sector, the percentage
employed in the construction sectors, the percentage employed in the banking and
finance sector, and the degree of the overall socio-economic well-being of the local-
ity measured as a percentage of the population in the socio-economic class I. The
fourth term,

∑
γq0xqij, estimates individual level covariates (age, aged) squared,

tenure in Britain for migrants, tenure squared, dummy variables for migrants, ethnic
minorities, Muslims, religions other than Christian and Muslim, gender, being mar-
ried, being ex-married, and a series of dummy variables for level of educational
qualification in the regression that predicts the individual chances of being in a
particular labour market destination.

It also includes the following control variables: number of children; a dummy
variable for student status; a dummy variable for family status; a dummy variable
for pensioner status; a dummy variable for disability status. Finally, the fifth term,
μqjxqij, accounts for the random slopes of the level 1 variables, which it is assumed
will vary between localities; and the sixth term, γ qszsjxqij, estimates the cross-level
interactions between the locality-level variables and the following dummy variables:
immigrant ethnic minority, Muslims and the five levels of educational qualifications
(the slopes of the other independent variable are constrained to be constant across
localities).

Results

Spatial Distributions of Immigrants in Britain

Figure 8.1 presents the composition of the population of immigrants in Britain by
their national or ethnic origin and shows the differences in this composition that
exist between immigrants who arrived in Britain before and since 2004. Eastern
European immigrants, who used to be a small minority among the whole population
of immigrants before 2004, make up more than a third of all migrants who arrived
since 2004. Moreover, if only economically active post-2004 migrants are consid-
ered, the share of Eastern European immigrants among the latter is 40%. Other
post-2004 migrants originate from three main sources – Africa, Western Europe
and India.

Figures 8.2 and 8.3 show regional differences in percentage of immigrants in
Britain. The highest percentage of immigrants (and British-born ethnic minorities)
can be found in Inner and Outer London where they make up 35 and 27% of the total
employed population aged 16–65 respectively, then in the West Midlands (14%),
and in the South East, West Yorkshire, East Midlands and Great Manchester (where
the immigrants make-up on average about 10% of the total population).
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Although the largest spatial concentrations of new immigrants coincide with the
largest spatial concentration of the pre-2004 immigrants, the former are distributed
more evenly throughout Britain than the latter, and therefore, have a relatively large
representation in regions where spatial concentrations of pre-2004 immigrants are
small. Thus, although the largest populations of new immigrants are found in such
areas as Inner and Outer London and in the West Midlands (5 and 4% respectively
of the total population in these regions), they make up only 10–12% of the whole
population of immigrants in these areas. However, in other areas, such as Yorkshire,
East Midlands, South Yorkshire, Wales and Scotland (excluding Strathclyde), where
the size of the pre-2004 population of immigrants is relatively small, the size of the
population of new immigrants is relatively large and makes up from 16 to 27% of
all immigrants in the respective area.

Figures 8.4 and 8.5 present graphically the Pearson correlation coefficients
between the spatial concentration of immigrants and the contextual characteristics
of the regional labour markets.

Spatial concentrations of new immigrants have a positive, weak-to-moderate cor-
relation with spatial concentrations of British-born ethnic minorities in seven out of
eleven regions. In the Eastern region and in Scotland, the correlations are negative,
whilst in Yorkshire and Humber and in Wales, the spatial concentrations of new
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immigrant and British-born ethnic minorities correlate strongly and positively. In
contrast, spatial concentrations of new immigrants correlate strongly and positively
in all regions but Eastern (Fig. 8.4). Spatial concentrations of established immi-
grants are more strongly related to the spatial concentrations of British-born ethnic
minorities – the correlations between the former and the latter are strong and posi-
tive in seven regions out of eleven and they are positive and from weak-to-moderate
in Scotland, the South East, the South West and Eastern regions (Fig. 8.5). Spatial
concentrations of both new and established immigrants correlate negatively with
spatial concentrations of less educated populations in all regions except the East
and West Midlands.

Spatial concentrations for all groups of immigrants correlate positively and
weakly in five regions with the concentration of low skilled and unskilled workers.
The correlation is positive and moderate only in the East and West Midlands, while
it is negative in Yorkshire and Humber, the South West, Wales and Scotland. Spatial
concentrations of pre-2004 immigrants show the same patterns of correlation with
the concentrations of low skilled/unskilled population. However, the magnitudes of
the positive correlation coefficients are weaker while the magnitudes of negative
correlation are stronger than those for the new immigrants. The spatial concentra-
tions of both groups of immigrants are related positively with spatial concentrations
of the socio-economically well-off population with the exception of the North West
and East and West Midlands for all migrants, and London for pre-2004 migrants.
The spatial concentration of both groups of migrants correlates negatively with the
spatial concentration of jobs in construction and manufacturing with only a few
exceptions. Thus, there is a positive correlation between the size of the popula-
tion of new immigrants and the number of jobs in construction in Yorkshire and
Humber; and the size of the population of pre-2004 immigrants correlates posi-
tively with the high number of jobs in manufacturing in the North West, Yorkshire
and Humber, East Midlands and the Eastern region. Spatial concentrations of both
groups of migrants correlate negatively with spatial concentrations of the employed
population.

Furthermore, descriptive findings show that for the White-British population liv-
ing in labour markets with large concentrations of immigrant populations (both
pre-2004 and new immigrants), there is a more advantageous distribution of labour
destinations, such as a larger proportion of white collar occupations (SEC I, II
and III) and a smaller proportion of unskilled and semi-/skilled occupations (SEC V,
VI and VII). For British-born ethnic minorities, larger populations of both pre-2004
and new immigrants are related to labour markets where ethnic minorities are more
frequently employed in intermediate white collar occupations (SEC II); yet in such
labour markets, ethnic minorities have a smaller share of self-employed workers and
workers employed in semi-skilled/ skilled occupations, while they also have larger
shares of economically inactive people and unskilled workers (Figs. 8.6 and 8.7).

Among the migrants themselves, larger spatial concentrations of migrants indi-
cated labour markets where migrants had less unskilled and semi-skilled/skilled
jobs, where they were more likely to be self-employed, yet where they were also
more likely to be economically inactive.



8 Understanding the Impact of Immigration on the Labour Market Outcomes 167

P
er

ce
n

ta
g

e

100

80

60

40

20

0

Class I & II
Class III
Self employed

2–
5%

<
2%

5–
10

%

10
–2

0%

20
–3

0%

>
30

%

Ethnic minorities

2–
5%

<
2%

5–
10

%

10
–2

0%

20
–3

0%

>
30

%

White British

Class V & VI
No class
Class VII

P
er

ce
n

ta
g

e

100

80

60

40

20

0

2–
5%

<
2%

5–
10

%

10
–2

0%

20
–3

0%

>
30

%

Pre-2004 immigrants

2–
5%

<
2%

5–
10

%

10
–2

0%

20
–3

0%

>
30

%

New immigrants

Fig. 8.6 Labour market
destinations of the population
in Britain according to the
spatial concentration of
pre-2004 immigrants, 2006
(Source: APS 2006)

So far, the findings show that associations between the spatial concentration of
immigrants and the occupational outcomes of British population follow similar pat-
terns both for concentrations of pre-2004 and new immigrants. Figure 8.8 confirms
that the patterns of the relationship between the share of immigrant populations
in local labour markets and the wages of British workers are also similar for both
groups of immigrants. Indeed, wages of British-born Whites are higher in the labour
markets with relatively larger immigrant populations and the wages are particularly
high in labour markets where the relative size of the pre-2004 immigrant population
reaches 20% or more, and where the relative size of new-immigrant populations
reaches 5% or more of the total population in the local labour market. For the
British-born ethnic minorities, the positive association between the relative size of
immigrant populations and wages also exists but it is more modest than for the
British-born Whites.

A resemblance between the patterns of association between the labour market
outcomes of British workers and size of populations of both pre-2004 and new
immigrants in labour markets, however, may merely reflect the fact that the largest
concentrations of new immigrants coincide with the peaks of spatial concentration
of pre-2004 immigrants (see Fig. 8.3 where the distributions of the populations
of pre-2004 and new immigrants across regions are presented). Given this and
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the fact that the relative size of the population of new immigrants is small in
the total population, the association between the proportion of new immigrants
in the total population and the labour market outcomes of British workers might
mimic the association between the latter outcomes and the size of the population
of pre-2004 immigrants, especially in regional or local labour markets with the
largest spatial concentrations of pre-2004 immigrants. However, new immigrants
are spread throughout Britain more evenly than pre-2004 immigrants and they have
relatively large spatial concentrations also in regions where fewer pre-2004 immi-
grants live (Fig. 8.3). Therefore, a proportion of new immigrants in the population
of immigrants in the regional/local labour market is more meaningfully related to
the potential impact which new immigrants might have on the local labour market
than the proportion of new immigrants in the total population of the regional/local
labour market.

Indeed, data presented in Figs. 8.7 and 8.8 show that the pattern of relation-
ships between the proportion of new immigrants in the population of all immigrants
in a labour market and the labour market outcomes of British workers is different
from the relationships between the latter outcomes and the size of the population of
pre-2004 immigrants. Thus, an increase in the number of new immigrants in the pop-
ulation of all immigrants to 20% in the labour market is related to a 10% decrease
in wages for the British-born ethnic groups; the latter increase is also associated
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with a slight decrease of the white collar occupation share among the British-born
population, yet it is also associated with a decrease in the share of the economi-
cally inactive population, especially among the British-born ethnic minorities, and
a corresponding increase in the share of semi-skilled and skilled workers.

However, the relationships described above between the spatial concentration of
immigrants and the labour market outcomes of British workers account neither for
the characteristics of individual workers, nor for the conditions of the local labour
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markets and differences in these conditions across Britain. Nor do they account for
the associations between the spatial concentration of immigrants and the conditions
of the local labour markets. Therefore, in the next section, we present the results of
the multi-level, multi-variate regression modelling that predicts the labour market
outcomes from the spatial concentrations of immigrants, while controlling for the
individual characteristics of workers as well as for the characteristics of local labour
markets.

As we expected, a measurement of the presence of new immigrants in local
labour markets through their proportion in the population of all migrants provides
a more sensitive tool that allows us to capture the labour market effect of new
immigrants. Here we use the proportion of new immigrants in the population of
all migrants, together with the proportion of all immigrants in the total popula-
tion in the local labour market as measures of immigrant presence in local labour
markets. Indeed, such a technique allows simultaneous control for the size of all
populations of immigrants. Therefore, it provides us with net estimates of the labour
market effect of new immigrants, while controlling for the size of the total pop-
ulation of immigrants in local labour markets. As a result, using this technique
allows us to capture the differences in the labour market impact of new immi-
grants between localities where established migrants populations existed before
2004 and localities where the immigrants since 2004 formed the first significant
migrant sub-populations.

Multivariate Multi-level Regression Results

In what follows we do not discuss the impact of variables measured on the indi-
vidual level on the labour market outcomes of British population. Instead, we use
the individual level variables as control variables and proceed with a considera-
tion of the results of the multilevel regression modelling on local labour market
level (level 2). The parameters of these macro-level variables were estimated for
each of the dependent variables in the level 2 regressions (i) for random intercepts
which provide us with estimates for the reference group of comparison, i.e. the
British-born White population with an average level of educational qualifications,
Christians or those without religious affiliation; and (ii) for the random slopes of
independent variables, which subdivide the entire population into: British-born eth-
nic minorities; immigrants; religious minorities; and people with different levels of
educational qualifications.

In Figs. 8.9 and 8.10, we present the outcomes of the multilevel modelling on the
second level of the analysis, for the main macro-level variables of our interest, i.e.
percentage of all immigrants in the local labour market and the percentage of new
immigrants in the population of all migrants. Each estimated parameter is presented
twice, that is before and after the variables which describe the opportunity struc-
tures of local labour markets and their ethnic compositions are introduced into the
regression. The estimated parameters of the independent variables of main interest
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are referred to as ‘gross labour market impact of immigrants’ if the characteristics
of local labour markets are not controlled for in the regression, and the parameters
are referred to as ‘net labour market impact of immigrants’ if these characteris-
tics are controlled for. In what follows we focus discussion on the ‘net impact’ of
immigrants on the local labour markets.

In terms of the labour market impact of the pre-2004 immigrants, we found that
spatial concentrations of pre-2004 immigrants are not related to the net chances
of non-immigrant workers of working in higher status occupations (Fig. 8.10).
However, spatial concentrations of pre-2004 migrants are positively associated with
higher odds of economic inactivity of the non-immigrant population. This relation-
ship weakens but remains statistically significant and preserves its direction when
local labour market characteristics are accounted for (Fig. 8.9). Pre-2004 spatial
concentrations of immigrants have a net positive effect on the wages of non-migrant
workers (Fig. 8.11).

In terms of the labour market impact of new immigrants, we found that a neg-
ative effect of new immigrants does not exist in every local labour market with a
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large population of new immigrants. The labour market impact of new immigrants
depends on the size and composition of the immigrant population in local labour
markets. The negative effect of the presence of new immigrants is felt by non-
migrant workers only in those localities where immigrant populations were small
before 2004 and thus where new immigrants make up a sizable proportion of the
whole population of immigrants (Fig. 8.10). Thus, a higher proportion of new immi-
grants in the whole population of immigrants is negatively related to the odds of
non-immigrant workers of working in white collar occupations. Accounting for the
characteristics of the local labour markets does not cancel this relationship although
it makes it weaker. In addition, a higher proportion of new immigrants in the whole
population of immigrants is negatively related to wages of non-immigrant workers
in white collar occupations. Accounting for the characteristics of the local labour
markets does not cancel this relationship although it makes it weaker (Fig. 8.11).

When considering differences in the labour market impact of immigrants among
sub-populations of the native-born in Britain, we found that immigrants have a sim-
ilar effect on all groups of the non-migrant population except those with the highest
level of educational qualifications. We did not find any evidence that British-born
ethnic minorities or people with lower levels of education are affected by immi-
gration in a more negative way than the White British population with an average
level of education. However, wages of workers with the highest level of educational
qualifications (NVQ level 5) are more negatively affected by the spatial concen-
trations of new immigrants in the localities which have small pre-2004 immigrant
populations than the wages of people with other levels of educational qualifica-
tions. Furthermore, the spatial concentrations of pre-2004 immigrants are related
positively, net of other characteristics of local labour markets, to wages of work-
ers with the highest level of educational qualifications. However, this relationship is
weaker than the relationship between the spatial concentrations of pre-2004 immi-
grants and the wages of workers with average or below average levels of educational
qualifications.

What about the impact of the spatial concentrations of immigrants on immigrants
themselves? We found that spatial concentration of immigrants has a stronger neg-
ative effect on the occupational opportunities of migrants themselves than on the
non-migrant population. Thus, in local labour markets with large immigrant popu-
lations, immigrants are more likely to have unskilled jobs than work in higher status
blue collar occupations or in white collar occupations, or have below-average levels
of educational qualifications.

When looking at differences in the immigration labour market impact according
to the ethnic composition of the local labour markets, we found that the ethnic com-
position of local labour markets does not mediate the relationship between spatial
concentrations of immigrants and the labour market outcomes of non-migrant work-
ers. Nor does accounting for the size of the ethnic minority population change the
labour market effect of immigration.

On the relationship between the spatial concentration of British-born ethnic
minorities and the labour market outcomes of different groups of British workers,
we found that in localities with a high concentration of British ethnic minorities,
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both the White British population and especially the immigrants are more likely to
work in white-collar occupations. Members of British-born ethnic minorities them-
selves are less likely to work in white-collar occupations in localities with a large
presence of British-born ethnic minorities. For low skilled workers, a large presence
of British-born ethnic minorities in the local labour market has a negative effect on
their odds of higher status occupations.

Finally, concerning the relationship between the local labour market conditions
and the immigration labour market impact, our findings show that local labour
market characteristics are an important mediator between spatial concentrations of
immigrants and the labour market outcomes of native workers. Controlling for the
structure of local labour market characteristics changes the relationship between the
size of immigrant populations and the labour market outcomes of the non-migrant
population. Hence the impact of immigration on the labour market cannot be prop-
erly understood without first considering how the spatial differences in the labour
market outcomes of individuals are related to spatial differences in the local labour
market opportunity structure.

Conclusions

In this study we sought an answer to the question of whether or not spatial con-
centrations of immigrants have a negative impact on the employment outcomes of
non-migrant workers in the British labour market, in terms of their odds of entry
into employment, their odds of entry into more prestigious occupations and their
wages. Multi-level, multi-nomial and linear regression analyses were conducted to
explore whether variations across local labour markets in the employment outcomes
of individuals were systematically related to the variations in the spatial concentra-
tion of immigrants, after accounting for variations in other characteristics of local
labour markets that might be responsible for differences in labour market outcomes.

On the basis of the findings from this study it can be concluded that, over-
all, immigrants do not have a negative effect on the labour market outcomes (in
term of wages and occupational attainment) of British workers. Moreover, in local
labour markets where there exist larger higher spatial concentrations of immigrants,
the wages of non-migrant workers are higher than in local labour markets with
smaller populations of immigrants. The positive association between the spatial
concentration of immigrants and the wages of non-migrant workers is net of other
characteristics of local labour markets which might be responsible for the spatial
wage differentials and indicates that immigrants on thea whole have a positive
economic effect on British workers.

The evidence that the spatial concentration of immigrants is positively related
with a higher level of economic inactivity of the non-migrant population, after
accounting for other characteristics of local labour markets, may indicate that there
is a possibility of competition between immigrants and native-born workers for low
skilled occupations with a subsequent substitution of native workers by immigrants.
However, alternative explanations are also possible. Thus, it might be the case that
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British-born workers have more alternatives to low- paid employment and rely more
on state benefits or personal savings than do the immigrants. It may also be the case
that the migrants are taking jobs which are not wanted by the native-born popula-
tion. In any case, only detailed case studies can confirm or reject the hypotheses
about the competition between the immigrants and native workers.

Findings about the labour market impact of new (i.e. post-2004) immigrants
deserve a separate discussion. Indeed, the findings show that the impact of new
immigrants on the labour market outcomes of British workers is not different in a
statistically significant way from the labour market impact of the established immi-
grants if new immigrants reside in local labour markets which already have large
populations of immigrants who had arrived in Britain before 2004. However, in the
local labour markets where, before 2004, the population of immigrants used to be
very small, i.e. in the local labour markets where new immigrants make up a large
proportion of the whole population of immigrants, the post-2004 immigrants have
a negative effect on the labour market outcomes of the non-migrant population.
Indeed, in such labour markets, a negative association exists between the spatial
concentration of new immigrants and the wages of non-migrant workers; the latter
also have a lower probability of working in white collar occupations.

In accord with our first hypothesis, immigrants have a different effect on dif-
ferent groups of workers. However, unlike our expectations, the results show that
immigrants impact least favourably not on the least educated British-born workers
and/or ethnic minorities, but on the most educated groups of non-migrant work-
ers. Indeed, the findings show the group that is most negatively affected in terms
of wages by new immigrants are those with the highest level of educational qual-
ifications. Similarly, although the spatial concentration of established immigrants
is positively related to the wages of non-migrant workers, the size of the positive
effect is smallest for workers with the highest level of educational qualifications.
Similarly, rather than competing with low educated workers for low-skilled occupa-
tions, new immigrants seem to affect the chances of workers to be working in white
collar occupations. Nevertheless, these findings alone do not provide us with clear
evidence of competition between new immigrants and native workers for white col-
lar jobs; case studies of particular occupations are needed to confirm or reject the
hypotheses about this competition.

Of course, a part of this association as well as other associations between the spa-
tial concentration of immigrants and the labour market outcomes of workers results
from spatial differences in the conditions of local labour markets, and disappears
after these characteristics are being accounted for. This confirms our second hypoth-
esis about the importance of local labour market conditions when the labour market
impact of immigrants is considered. Indeed, findings from this research show that
local labour market characteristics are an important mediator between the spatial
concentrations of immigrants and the labour market outcomes of native workers.
Controlling for the structure of local labour market characteristics changes the rela-
tionship between the size of immigrant populations and the labour market outcomes
of non-migrant populations. Hence, the impact of immigration on the labour market
impact cannot be properly understood without first considering how spatial differ-
ences in the labour market outcomes of individuals are related to spatial differences
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in the local labour market opportunity structure. These research findings show, how-
ever, that the reported association between spatial concentrations of immigrants and
the labour market outcomes of non-migrant workers exist net of local labour market
conditions.

The findings of this research support our third hypothesis only partially. Indeed,
as we showed previously, ethnic composition of local labour markets in terms
of the relative sizes of populations of new and established immigrants, has an
important effect on the labour market outcomes of non-migrant workers. It might
indicate that in local labour markets with relatively large immigrant populations
before 2004, immigrants and non-immigrant workers had established a balance,
with each group occupying particular occupational niches in these localities. The
arrival of new immigrants after 2004 did not disturb this established balance as
they entered existing labour market niches for immigrant workers. However, the
situation may be quite different in those local labour markets where no signif-
icant immigrant population existed before 2004 – in these labour markets, new
arrivals may compete for jobs with non-immigrants and negatively affect the labour
market outcomes of the latter. However, contrary to our expectations, expressed
in the third research hypothesis, the size of the ethnic minority population in
the local labour market does not mediate between the spatial concentration of
immigrants and the labour market outcomes of workers. The size of the ethnic
minority population is important for the labour market outcomes of the ethnic
minorities themselves, as well as other groups of workers, including immigrants.
Indeed, a high percentage of British ethnic minorities positively affects the net
odds of higher status occupations for the White British population and even
more so for immigrants. However, for ethnic minorities themselves, as well as
for low skilled workers, a large presence of British-born ethnic minorities in
the local labour markets has a negative effect on their odds of higher status
occupations.

How sure can one be in claiming these effects of immigration? In this research
we extensively controlled for the opportunity structure and characteristics of popu-
lations of the local labour markets. The reported results are those which were found
to be statistically significant after the differences in characteristics of local labour
markets, where pre-2004 and new immigrants live were controlled for. Therefore,
we believe that the reported effects of immigration are net of the other characteristics
of local labour markets responsible for differences in the labour market outcomes of
their populations. Additionally, in this research we tested the impact of the spatial
concentration of immigrants both on wages and occupational opportunities and the
evidence obtained is consistent and shows the same patterns of economic and occu-
pational impact of immigrants. Therefore, we believe that despite the limitations
and questions which remain open, this study considers the issue of the immigration
impact on the labour market outcomes of British workers in a more comprehensive
and systematic way than previous studies and offers additional insights on the
important issue of the labour market consequences and impacts of immigration.
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Chapter 9
Black Africans in England: A Diversity
of Integration Experiences

Lavinia Mitton and Peter Aspinall

Introduction

In 2001, people identifying as Black African made up around 0.9% of the total
population of England out of a Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) population of
13% (National Statistics, 2009). This translates into around 476,000 people. Over
the period 1993–2003, 10% of international immigrants originated in sub-Saharan
Africa (Dustmann et al., 2003) forming the ‘new African diaspora’ (Koser, 2003).

Most of the discourse, policy and public understanding of migration and multi-
culturalism in Britain over the past 30 years has been based on the experience of
Black Caribbean people who arrived between the 1950s and 1970s from Jamaica,
Trinidad and other places in the Caribbean, and that of South Asian communities
from India, Pakistan and Bangladesh. The experience of Black Africans as a distinct
group from Black Caribbeans has not made nearly so much impact on public policy,
even though Black African interview respondents have said that the umbrella term
‘Afro-Caribbean’ does not recognise important differences between Black people
(Fimbo et al., 2001). However, the recognition of Black Africans by policy makers
must change with the recent growth in this ethnic group. Further, there is enormous
diversity within the Black African population (Aspinall and Chinouya, 2008; Elam
and Chinouya, 2000; Elam et al., 2001). They come from over 40 different sub-
Saharan countries of origin. There are hundreds of different ethnic and language
groups, diverse religious practices and varied pre-migration lifestyles from nomadic
farmers to city dwellers.

In addition, differing migration circumstances contribute to the diversity of the
Black African migrant experience. The countries of origin of Black Africans reflect
a wide range of political circumstances, from relative political stability to conflict-
ridden anarchy. Many Black African people have entered the UK to study (UKvisas,
2008); on the other hand, many recent immigrants from Somalia and the Democratic
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Republic (DR) of Congo have arrived through the asylum process (Home Office,
2008). The first and second generations, and men and women, have had varied
experiences of the UK and different sets of identities have developed, as the data
presented in this chapter illustrates.

There are conceptual issues around use of the category ‘Black African’
(Aspinall and Chinouya, 2008). For example, younger Black African people may
not necessarily identify themselves as such (Elam et al., 2001). This chapter is about
people who define themselves as Black African and focuses on people with roots in
the UK or sub-Saharan Africa. The exception is Somalis reporting their ethnicity
as ‘Other’, which we assumed to be Black African for our analysis, even though
they might not self-define that way. This arises because those from Somalia may
consider themselves to be Arab-African rather than Black African because of their
religion and physical features (Elam et al., 2001). In addition, as in Harding and
Balarajan’s study (2000), a small proportion of those who reported themselves as
Black Africans in our data were born in the Caribbean and had not identified with
the ‘Black Caribbean’ option.

This chapter explores whether Black Africans from different countries of birth
have different experiences of integration into British society through analysis of
quantitative survey data. It focuses on England, which is where the overwhelm-
ing majority of Black Africans live. First, it outlines the changing pattern of Black
African migration to Britain. Next, the age and gender composition of the popu-
lation is outlined, followed by family and household structures. In the following
sections, data are presented on three elements of integration: differing ethnic and
national identities; use of the English language; and employment.

Although in theory identifying indicators of integration sounds simple, opera-
tionalising a definition is difficult, as the relevant data are often not available. Most
definitions stress labour market participation as well as progress towards equality
in employment and education. Indicators of integration have been put forward by
Castles et al. (2002), the Council of Europe (1997), the Home Office (2004) and
Ager and Strang (2004), for example. Any one of these indicators taken alone is not
indicative of integration, which may take place differently in various sub-sectors.
For instance, immigrants and refugees may find that they have access to the labour
market but are excluded or disadvantaged in the welfare and education sectors. Often
it is the interrelationship between indicators that is important and offers the great-
est potential to deepen our understanding of integration experiences (Phillimore
and Goodson, 2008). For example, inability to secure housing or poor health could
impact on a refugee’s ability to progress in other areas such as employment and edu-
cation. On a practical level, integration processes are long-term by nature, making
them hard to measure.

Relatively little attention has been paid to how migrants and refugees themselves
feel about integration; refugees are often presented as rather passive recipients of
interventions designed to integrate ‘them’ (Rutter et al., 2008). Ethnic minorities
may attach different priorities to the integration indicators compared to the White
majority. For example, while the host society may be concerned about unemploy-
ment and consequent welfare dependency, ethnic minorities themselves may focus
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on their lack of legal status and lack of access to services. Nevertheless, using indi-
cators from several sources a picture can be built up, and we present here data on
national identity, use of English and levels of employment.

Data Sources

This research analysed the 2001 English Census, the Labour Force Survey (LFS),
Citizenship Survey (formerly known as the People, Families and Communities
Study and Home Office Citizenship Survey), the National Survey of Sexual
Attitudes and Lifestyles II, 2000–2001 (NATSAL II), and the Millennium Cohort
Study.

The LFS is an ongoing quarterly sample survey of households living at private
addresses in the UK. The survey seeks information on respondents’ personal charac-
teristics and their labour market status. Its purpose is to provide information on the
UK labour market that can then be used to develop, manage, evaluate and report on
labour market policies. The questionnaire design, sample selection and interviewing
are carried out by the Office for National Statistics (ONS). It includes a variable on
respondents’ country of birth, which can be used to break down the Black African
group into sub-groups. Each quarter’s LFS sample of 60,000 households is made up
of five ‘waves’, each of approximately 12,000 households. Each wave is interviewed
in five successive quarters, such that in any one quarter, one wave will be receiving
their first interview, one wave their second, and so on, with one wave receiving their
fifth and final interview. As a result, there is an 80% overlap in the samples for suc-
cessive quarters. The LFS is a complex sample survey design with stratification and
clustering and requiring weighting, which we took into account in carrying out our
analysis. Although the LFS has been used for ethnicity research (e.g. IPPR, 2007),
our research also made use of the language variables available. We used pooled data
from three quarters (two quarters for the language data) to obtain a sample size large
enough for meaningful analysis of Black African ethnic sub-groups. Because each
household is interviewed five times in consecutive quarters, we chose quarters in
such a way as to avoid overlap in the sample. To increase the sample sizes, some of
the countries with smaller samples were grouped.

We also used the 2007 Citizenship Survey, which has been carried out every
other year since 2001 by Government departments. It collects a wide range of data,
principally on the issues of community cohesion, community engagement, race and
faith, volunteering and civil renewal in England and Wales. The dataset includes
a total sample of 14,095 people aged 16 and over. This comprised a core sample
of 9,336 people and a minority ethnic boost of 4,759. The Citizenship Survey is
a complex sample survey design with stratification and clustering. On the other
hand, the Millennium Cohort Study (MCS) is a birth cohort study focusing on
children born in 2000 and 2001. The rationale for the study is that understand-
ing the social conditions surrounding birth and early childhood is increasingly
appreciated as fundamental to the study of the whole of the life course. The sample
population for the study was drawn from all live births in the UK over 12 months
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from 1 September 2000 in England and Wales and 1 December 2000 in Scotland
and Northern Ireland. The sample was selected from a random sample of electoral
wards, disproportionately stratified to ensure adequate representation of all four UK
countries, deprived areas and areas with high concentrations of Black and Asian
families. The first sweep of data were collected when children were aged 9 months,
and a second sweep when the children reached 3 years. The data used here were the
third sweep, collected from early 2006 to early 2007 as the children were starting
primary school.

The National Survey of Sexual Attitudes and Lifestyles II, 2000–2001
(NATSAL II) had as its main objectives to: provide a detailed understanding of
patterns of sexual behaviour in Britain (including for example, numbers of sexual
partners, frequency of different sexual practices, and gay (homosexual) experience);
provide data for HIV/AIDS projections in Britain; assess whether there have been
changes in behaviour since 1990–1991; and measure the prevalence of chlamydia
infection via urine samples. A boost sample of people from four ethnic minority
groups – Black Caribbean, Black African, Indian and Pakistani – was included.
Unfortunately, the ethnic group variable in the dataset only gave ‘Black’, and so
Black Africans could not be distinguished from Black Caribbeans. Black Africans
were therefore identified as people whose ethnicity was given as ‘Black’ and who
were born in Africa. Of course, a major limitation of the data is therefore that infor-
mation on Black Africans born in the UK and the rest of the world could not be
extracted. Nevertheless, the information on African languages spoken was quite
detailed, and we were able to exploit that data.

All of these datasets suffer from a number of problems inherent in the data.
The census may suffer from variation in participation rates according to country
of birth. Census under-enumeration is highest among inner-city populations, irreg-
ular migrants, those with low literacy and those who do not speak English. Another
problem is that all sources except the census are based on a sample and are therefore
prone to sampling errors. These errors get larger as the sample size gets smaller.
For these reasons, sample sizes are given to enable the reader to gauge the likely
accuracy of the figures. There are also likely to be non-sampling errors, caused by
potential respondents declining to take part in the survey or answering questions
inaccurately. Unfortunately, survey response rates tend to be lower for minority
groups. For these reasons, data should be treated as estimates rather than defini-
tive figures. Nevertheless, the conclusion of our exploratory analysis of these data
sources was that they can provide insights into the socio-economic circumstances
of Black Africans.

Black African Immigration

An overwhelming proportion of adults are relatively recent migrants. According to
the 2001 Census, over 80% of Black African adults were born outside the UK.

Table 9.1 clearly illustrates how many Black Africans have come to the UK in
the last decade. Based on the 2001 Census and experimental statistics, it has been
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found that more than a third of the estimated growth of the Black African group in
2001–2003 was attributable to inflows of asylum seekers rather than natural growth
(Large and Ghosh, 2006). As can be seen from Table 9.1, the most established
Black African communities are from Sierra Leone, Nigeria and Ghana. However,
the immigration pattern in Britain is changing from that set by the legacy of its colo-
nial past. There has been an unprecedented increase in migrant flows from places
which have no historical links with Britain, such as DR Congo.

Overall, according to the 2001 Census, migrants from Nigeria, Ghana, Somalia
and Zimbabwe accounted for about 55% of Black African migrants residing in

Table 9.2 Country of birth of Black Africans in England, 2001

Country of birth Percentage

Black African UK-born 32.7
West Africa

Nigeria 16.4
Ghana 10.0
Sierra Leone 3.3
Other West Africaa 1.7

Central Africa
DR Congo 2.0
Other Central Africab 2.1

East Africa
Uganda 3.2
Kenya 3.2
Other East Africac 1.5

Northeastern Africa
Somalia 7.9
Ethiopia 1.3
Eritrea 1.3
Sudan 1.1

Southern Africa
Zimbabwe 3.6
South Africa 0.9
Zambia 1.0
Other Southern Africad 1.0

Black African, born outside UK and sub-Saharan Africa 5.6

aIn this table, as well as in all the tables based on the 2001 Census in this chapter,
‘Other West Africa’ refers to Benin, Burkina Faso, Cape Verde, Gambia, Guinea, Guinea-
Bissau, Liberia, Mali, Mauritania, Niger, Senegal, Togo, Ivory Coast and Africa – West
(unspecified).
b‘Other Central Africa’ refers to Angola, Burundi, Cameroon, Central African Republic,
Chad, Equatorial Guinea, Gabon, Rwanda, and Sao Tome and Principe.
c‘Other East Africa’ refers to Tanzania and Africa – East (unspecified).
d‘Other Southern Africa’ refers to Botswana, Lesotho, Malawi, Mauritius, Mozambique,
Namibia, and Swaziland.
Source: 2001 Census, CAMS © Crown copyright, authors’ calculations.
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England. However, Table 9.2, which shows the composition of the Black African
population in the UK by country of birth, demonstrates that there is also a wide
range of countries of birth of Black Africans. Changing admission policies and per-
ceptions of these policies by potential migrants can strongly influence migration
flows. It is possible that those seeking asylum now look for a wider selection of
countries as some are perceived as easier to gain entry to (Okitikpi and Aymer,
2000). In addition, with increasing restrictions on entry to European countries,
asylum seekers are becoming more dependent on human smugglers or traffickers,
and have little choice of destination (Bloch, 2000). Family circumstances, cultural
connections and the actions of a variety of institutions can produce scenarios in
which there is no alternative to the actual destination arrived at (Day and White,
2002). In other words, those wanting to leave are forced to move to particular
destinations.

The newest populations in Britain are from DR Congo, Zimbabwe and other
countries in Central Africa and Southern Africa. Appreciation of the diversity of
countries of birth of the Black African population is important for policy makers
because people from different African countries face different barriers on arriving
in the UK. As Koser (2003) argues, there should be a departure from the dominant
African diaspora discourse, towards a plurality of African diasporas.

There can be widely differing characteristics even within groups of the same
ethnic or national origin. For example, there are significant divisions of ethnicity,
religion and region within Nigerians in the diaspora, so it is perhaps misleading to
speak of the ‘Nigerian community’. Styan found the relationship between London’s
Francophone populations to be tenuous at best (2003). Furthermore, rather than
national identity, clanship is an active force for Somalis, although it is weaker among
younger Somalis (Griffiths, 2000; Walters and Freda, 1999). Violence mirroring
international conflicts, albeit infrequent, does occur within the Somali ‘community’
(Pillai et al., 2007). Clan dynamics have resulted in failings in representation, service
provision and the funding provision of Somali community organisations (Hopkins,
2006). For example, some of Atubo and Batterbury’s (2001) respondents were sus-
picious of the services offered by the local Somali advice centre as they felt that
advice was biased and determined by clan membership.

Overall, the term ‘ethnic minority’ is a sweeping term embracing long-term
migrants, the second and later generations, recently arrived migrants, and also peo-
ple who initially settled in the UK as refugees. An assessment of the needs of
different communities is required. For example, because of their different profile,
new migrants present different challenges to public services than more estab-
lished ethnic minority groups: the educational needs of migrant children may be
different to those of second generation children. These observations underscore
the point that simple ethnicity-focused approaches to understanding and engaging
various minority communities in Britain, as taken in many models and policies
within conventional multiculturalism, are inadequate and often inappropriate for
dealing with migrants’ needs or understanding their dynamics of inclusion or
exclusion.
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Demographic Characteristics

Age

Figure 9.1 shows the breakdown of Black Africans in England by age group. The
age structure of the Black African population is youthful, as one would expect from
a recent immigrant community, since it is often young adults of child-bearing age
who leave their country. The Black African population in general is different from
the White British population (Fig. 9.1) in there being fewer people over 45. The
Black Africans born in the UK are concentrated in the under 16 years age bands.
The proportion of older people is very low.

Current child migrants are predominantly from Somalia, Nigeria, Ghana, Kenya
and regions outside the UK and sub-Saharan Africa. The age structure of the
population from southern Africa is different in having a low proportion of child
migrants, illustrating the dissimilar migratory profile of people from different
African countries. This is linked to main periods of migration from each country,
so the proportions over 45 are significantly lower for the relatively newer arrivals,
especially those from DR Congo, Zambia, Somalia and Zimbabwe (Fig. 9.2).
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Gender

Women have different migration and integration experiences from men, facing dif-
fering social expectations from within their own community and from the host
society (Spencer and Cooper, 2006). The patterns surrounding immigrants’ coun-
try of origin, channels of migration, employment, legal status and rights tend to
have highly gendered patterns. The migration experience can alter gender roles too:
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it can provide women with greater opportunities for autonomy through employ-
ment, but can also lead to social isolation for women where there is little community
support.

The traditional emigration scenario was individual migration, primarily involv-
ing men looking for work, or escaping from persecution, followed gradually over
time by family reunification migration, primarily involving women and children.
However, among Black Africans there is a striking pattern of migration by women
(Table 9.3). The traditional male-dominated pattern of migration within and from
Africa is increasingly becoming feminized from some countries of origin. For
instance, there is a relatively large representation of female migrants from Ghana,
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breaking the usual pattern of men in their twenties and thirties migrating, and
economic motives for migration appear stronger for Ghanaian women than family-
related motives (Eurostat, 2000). In some African countries, the relatively minor
role of Islam and the importance attached to economic independence of women con-
tribute to economically driven migration by women. In addition, as care work and
nursing, which recruit heavily overseas, are female dominated, women have formed
an important part of labour migration. According to the 2001 Census microdata,
more than 20% of Black Africans from Zimbabwe are doctors or nurses.

Table 9.3 also shows that there is considerable variation by gender among differ-
ent Black African groups. The proportion of women arriving in the last 10 years is
high from Zimbabwe, Somalia and Sierra Leone. It could be that a portion of these
women is made up of migrants who have moved independently, rather than joining
a husband or other family members. On the other hand, a high proportion of recent
migrants from DR Congo are male. The table illustrates ‘cohort’ effects by gender.
For example, prior to the late 1980s, there was a higher proportion of Somali men
coming to the UK, whereas since the early 1990s, women have dominated.

Black African Household and Family Structures

The household and family structures of the Black African diaspora are varied and
complex. Migration circumstances can lead to the separation of close family mem-
bers from one another. Elam et al. found complicated circumstances in the UK
such as partners giving financial support to each other while living in separate
countries, and some households containing distant relatives and long-term visitors
(2001). There are notable differences in the marital status and family type of Black
Africans born in different countries. According to 2001 Census data, the propor-
tion of widows and widowers is especially high among Somalis, Ugandans, South
Africans and Sierra Leoneans in England. Given the youthful profile of these sub-
groups in England, it is possible that their spouses were killed in conflicts overseas.
It is difficult to interpret the high figures on those who are separated, as in sur-
veys this question may have been understood by some respondents as a temporary
separation due to force of circumstances, to earn and save before returning to the
country of origin, or awaiting family reunification, rather than a separation because
of relationship breakdown. Reported separation in the 2001 Census is highest among
Congolese (14.1%), Sierra Leoneans (11.3%) and Somalis (10.7%). This compares
with a figure of 2.3% for White British people.

Overall, there is a lower level of cohabitation among Black Africans than White
British people. Cohabitation is highest for Sierra Leoneans and Zimbabweans, and
lowest among Ethiopians, Sudanese and Nigerians. This may be due to social and
religious pressures on couples to marry. Divorce rates are higher than for White
British people among Ghanaians, South Africans, Black Africans born outside the
UK and sub-Saharan Africa and Nigerians. The high rate of single living among
UK-born Black Africans is because of their young average age. Black Africans tend
to have larger families than White British people. This is most striking for Somalis,
24% of whom are in families with four or more dependent children according to
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2001 Census data. Congolese and Sudanese also have relatively large numbers
of children. In contrast, migrants from Zimbabwe and southern Africa have the
smallest families.

The 2001 Census microdata shows that there are relatively high numbers of
Black African households headed by a female lone parent (18.1%) compared to
White British households (7.3%) although this proportion is lower than for Black
Caribbeans (23.4%). There is a particularly high proportion of lone parents among
Somalis; they have the highest rate of lone parenthood among all the ethnic groups
reported on here (35.3%). It might be expected that an overwhelmingly Muslim
community, such as Somalis, would have rather low rates of lone parenthood, like
Bangladeshis and Pakistanis. It could be that Somali families have been split up
in the process of fleeing conflict. Rates of lone parenthood are also particularly
high among Ugandans, Eritreans, Congolese and Black Africans born in the UK. In
the case of Black Caribbeans, the high rate of lone parenthood has been explained
by West Indian traditions, such as ‘visiting partner’ relationships. Among Black
Africans, the often informal nature of marriage may be an influencing factor.

Expressions of National and Ethnic Identity

National and ethnic identity can influence the process of resettlement into a host
society and so can be used as a measure of integration, because becoming a resi-
dent of a different country creates conditions that can lead to changes in identity.
Some may greatly reduce their identification with their original ethnic or national
identities, particularly if they intend to make the host country their permanent home.
However, when national labels are attached by others, they can then influence self-
concept, strengthening an affinity with the home country. On the other hand, others
see their stay abroad as temporary and have little interest in identifying with the
local population. For some, the experience of being a minority ethnic group in the
UK actually leads them to assert their African or national identity (Elam et al., 2001)
and thereby plays a role in promoting transnational movements.

Around 91% of those Black African adults born in the UK identify as British,
according to the LFS. This is very different from the national identity of those
Black Africans born outside the UK, as can be seen in Fig. 9.3 which shows a
wide variation in the extent of British identity according to country of birth, with
Kenyans, Nigerians and Ugandans identifying most strongly as British, although it
is difficult to see historical reasons which might explain this pattern. Zimbabweans
and other Black Africans from southern Africa have a low level of British iden-
tity, which may reflect their relatively recent arrival and possibly the intention
to stay in the UK temporarily before returning to Africa. However, a drawback
of this LFS data is that they do not allow us to gauge how many people have
dual identities, such as British-Ghanaian, as this is not an option in the survey
questionnaire.

There are generational differences in identity (Fig. 9.4). Younger generations
have a greater affinity with mainstream London culture and many feel they have
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Fig. 9.3 British national identity by ethnic group/country of birth (Sources: Labour Force Survey
Q2 2005, Q3 2006 and Q4 2007, authors’ calculations)
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more in common with people of their age rather than people of their ethnic back-
ground (Elam et al., 2001). There have been reports of younger Africans changing
their names to sound more Western and there is conflict between generations as older
people are concerned about younger people losing their African identity (Elam et al.,
2001). Some of these findings are borne out in the data, perhaps because younger
adults are more likely to have been born in the UK. Older people are more likely to
identify as British than adults in their twenties and thirties, perhaps because older
people have been in the UK for longer.

The factors important to sense of identity are almost entirely different between
the White British and Black Africans, with the exception of the importance attached
to family (Table 9.4). Religion features strongly in Black Africans’ identity, as
does ethnic or racial background, as might be expected. In another study, the large
majority of respondents stated that religion was very important to their identity; for
Muslims, adherence to Islam is seen as possibly stricter since coming to the UK
(Khan and Jones, 2003). This is followed in importance by gender and the country
their family came from originally.

There are some differences between Black Africans with an African national
identity and those with a UK national identity. The country their family came
from originally is more important to those with African identity (65.9%) compared
with those of British identity (54.8%) (Citizenship Survey, 2007). Also, gender is
more important to those with African identity (70.5%) compared to those of British
identity (61.1%). Family is more important to those with African identity. Perhaps
surprisingly, according to the Citizenship Survey, a large majority of those of Black
African ethnicity feel a strong sense of belonging to Britain (Table 9.5). In 2007,
91.2% of those who reported Black African ethnicity replied to the question ‘To
what extent do you agree or disagree that you personally feel a part of British
society?’ with either ‘Strongly agree’ or ‘Tend to agree’, a figure similar to the

Table 9.4 Percentage of ethnic group answering ‘Very important’ to question ‘What is the
importance of . . . to your sense of who you are?’, England and Wales

Ethnic group
Survey question: What is the importance
of . . . to your sense of who you are? (%) White British (%) Black African (%)

Family 88.5 90.8
Religion 18.1 69.9
Ethnic or racial background 31.0 67.8
Gender 45.9 65.1
Country your family came from originally 38.1 62.7
Level of education 33.2 61.2
National identity 45.5 60.5
Occupation 40.1 54.9
Age and life stage 29.1 51.6
Interests 42.3 50.0
Level of income 28.4 46.7
Where you live 28.1 38.8
Social class 15.5 30.9

Source: Citizenship Survey, 2007, authors’ calculations.
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Table 9.5 Percentage answering question ‘How strongly do you belong to Britain?’, by ethnic
group

How strongly do you belong to Britain?

Ethnic group

Very
strongly
(%)

Fairly
strongly
(%)

Not very
strongly (%)

Not at all
strongly (%)

Sample size
(unweighted
base)

White British 46.3 38.4 12.6 2.7 8,004
Black African 38.0 46.0 13.3 2.7 808

Source: Citizenship Survey, 2007, authors’ calculations.

response of White British people. Around 84.0% said that they ‘Very strongly’
or ‘Fairly strongly’ belonged to Britain, again a figure similar to the response of
White British people. What this survey data does not tell us, however, is the different
meanings for people of ‘belonging to Britain’ (Hickman et al., 2008).

Hickman et al. (2008) explored in detailed interviews the complex meaning of
belonging to Britain. They found that, in most cases, majority ethnic long-term res-
idents found a question about the meaning they attached to belonging to Britain
hard to answer. Some of their interviewees had never questioned their belonging to
Britain. Minority ethnic groups tended to be more openly appreciative of belong-
ing to Britain because of the opportunities available, the existence of the welfare
state, and the legal system. New arrivals in particular were grateful for the opportu-
nities provided by living in Britain, as well as viewing Britain as a place of security
and fairness. At the same time, 37.8% of Black Africans ‘Strongly agree’ that it is
possible to fully belong to Britain and yet maintain a separate religious or cultural
identity (compared to 16.6% of White British people). This feeling does not differ
by UK or non-UK national identity or by length of time spent in the UK. These
responses suggest that a proportion of Black Africans believe they can integrate
without sacrificing their religious or cultural identity, and are confirmed by the find-
ings of Hickman et al. that it is possible to have diasporic ties without this being at
the expense of belonging to Britain (2008).

There is a significant difference between the proportions feeling ‘Very strongly’
about belonging to the neighbourhood and belonging to Britain according to length
of time in the UK. Those who have been in the UK longer reported a higher level
of belonging, suggesting greater integration. In terms of a breakdown by national
identity (British versus other national identity), there is no significant difference in
very strong feelings among Black Africans with different national identities about
belonging to Britain, or their neighbourhood.

Diversity of Language

Language is an important aspect of integration because disparities in occupational
achievement by ethnic group are related to fluency in English (Dustmann and
Fabbri, 2003; Shields and Wheatley Price, 2002). Employers may reject refugees
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as employees because of their level of English, or place them in lower skilled posi-
tions than their experience merits (Hurstfield et al., 2004). Lack of language can
restrict economic opportunities to a local enclave. The image of Britain as hosting
uniquely Anglophone Africans ceased to be true in the 1990s (Styan, 2003). For
example, Francophone Congolese, Ivoirians, Togolese, and Rwandese have become
established in London. A detailed indication of the increasingly diversified nature
of African communities is provided by Multilingual Capital (Baker and Eversley,
2000), a survey of the languages spoken by London’s schoolchildren.

Table 9.6 shows how frequently there were language difficulties in carrying out
the interview for the National Survey of Sexual Attitudes and Lifestyles II, 2000–
2001 (NATSAL II), which indicates the only moderate levels of fluency of some
Black Africans, especially from Central/East Africa.

A substantial number of Black Africans speak a language other than English in
their homes, although there is high variation by country of birth (Fig. 9.5). A rel-
atively high proportion of British-born Black Africans speaking English at home,
which may suggest that the second generation is becoming more integrated. Few
Somalis speak English at home. On the other hand, a high proportion of those born
in Nigeria, though by no means all, speak English at home. Millennium Cohort
Study data from 2006 shows that many parents are not passing on their African
languages to their children; in 36.5% of cases where a parent speaks a language
other than English, the child does not. However, other evidence suggests that many
African adults in the UK are concerned that their children will become linguistically
distanced from their ‘homeland’ (Koser, 2003).

Somalis are particularly linguistically isolated. One study found that about 30%
of Somalis could either only ‘slightly write’ or ‘not at all write’ in their main
language, and about the same proportion could only ‘slightly read’ or ‘not read at
all’ in their main language (Kirk, 2004). This may be because Somali only became
a written language in the 1970s. Young Somalis in the UK on the other hand, often
lose their ability to read in the Somali language and others born away from Somalia
may never learn to read it (Olden, 1999). In some areas, the inter-generational lan-
guage shift from Somali to English has been to such an extent that it has led to

Table 9.6 Difficulties with NATSAL II interview for Black Africans because of language
problems by ethnic group, Great Britain

Country of birth

Black African –
central/east Africa Black African – west Africa

Yes, severe (%) 1.4 1.1
Yes, some (%) 25.4 14.4
No problem (%) 73.1 84.5
Total (%) 100 100
Sample size (unweighted base) 109 161

Source: NATSAL II, 2000–2001.
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Fig. 9.5 Ethnic group of Black Africans aged 16+ by first language at home (Sources: Labour
Force Survey, June–August 2003 and Q3 2006)

the establishment of Somali literacy classes to help promote the language among
young Somalis (Arthur, 2004). Researchers have also found that there is a difference
between Somali men and women in their level of spoken English (Bloch, 2002).
Other studies have also found language to be a significant problem among Somalis,
with women being far more likely than men to have language problems, and that
Somalis who have arrived in the UK are likely to have language problems at an
earlier age than other groups whose first language is not English (Khan and Jones,
2003). On the other hand, Hickman et al. (2008) found strategies of social cohesion
among Somalis, driven by the commitment of parents to ensuring that their children
learned English even where they themselves had poor or minimal English. They
were concerned that their children should be literate and do well educationally.

Black Africans aged 25–34 are the adults most likely to speak African languages,
probably because they tend to be the most recent migrants. Contrary to what one
might expect, language spoken at home is unrelated to the length of time spent in the
UK (Table 9.7). For Ghanaians, those who arrived from Ghana most recently have a
greater tendency to speak English at home relative to more established migrants. For
Nigerians and Zimbabweans, the length of time in the UK barely makes an impact
on whether they use English at home. Finally, nearly all Somalis who have arrived
subsequent to 2000 speak Somali at home, but there is a pattern of English being
spoken at home by those more established in Britain. Perhaps surprisingly, there
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Table 9.7 Percentage within country of birth of Black Africans who speak first language other
than English at home, by year came to the UK

Country of birth
Arrived before
2000

Sample size
(unweighted base)

Arrived 2000
or after

Sample size
(unweighted base)

Ghana (%) 35.6 146 25.1 46
Nigeria (%) 29.6 184 31.9 66
Zimbabwe (%) 57.9 38 58.3 93
Somalia (%) 87.4 109 100.0 45

Sources: Labour Force Survey June–August 2003 and Q3 2006.

is no notable difference between those with a British national identity versus those
with an African national identity.

Of course, a limitation of this home language data is that it does not indicate
how well a person speaks English outside the home. Indeed, some respondents
may in fact be bilingual. In the Citizenship Survey 2007, 63% of Black Africans
who do not speak English as their main language reported that they were ‘Very
good’ at speaking English when they need to in daily life, for example, to have a
conversation on the telephone or talk to a professional such as a teacher or a doctor.
A further 30% reported that they were ‘Fairly good’ at speaking English. In a study
of 118 Ugandans’ use of health services, each interviewer spoke English and several
African languages. However, most respondents chose to conduct the interview in
English, indicating a good level of fluency in English (Mcmunn et al., 1998). Further
evidence of this bilingualism among some Africans is Kirk’s survey of refugees,
which found that although English is the official language in Zimbabwe, only 6%
of her respondents considered it to be their main language – the majority of the
remainder stated their main language to be either Shona (58%) or Ndebele (35%)
(2004). Nevertheless, all but one considered themselves to be fluent in all aspects
of the English language. One of the major factors in the comparatively good labour
market outcomes for Zimbabweans is their high levels of fluency in English (Bloch,
2006). As might be expected, Somalis were the group most likely to have expe-
rienced problems in their education due to their lack of English. The community
with the next largest proportion having language barriers is Ghanaians (Table 9.8).

Table 9.8 Percentage of Black Africans aged 16+ with first language at home other than English
by language difficulty in education or finding or keeping a job, UK

Language difficulty in . . .

Country of birth . . . Education (%)
. . . Finding or keeping
a job (%)

Sample size
(unweighted base)

Somalia 28.0 29.2 137
Ghana 10.4 10.5 65
Zimbabwe 3.3 2.3 77
Nigeria 2.4 1.1 78

Sources: Labour Force Survey June–August 2003 and Q3 2006.
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LFS data demonstrates that proficiency in English is related to level of education.
Around 30% of Black Africans who completed their education before the age of 16
reported language difficulty in finding or keeping a job, compared with 8.2% of
those who were in education until they were over 19. This corresponds to other
researchers’ findings that the higher Somali refugees’ educational level is, the better
their command of English is likely to be, and the more likely they are to be in work.
But for many, inadequate language skills put them at a severe disadvantage in the
jobs market (Bloch, 2002). In summary, on language indicators, Somalis are by far
the least integrated of the countries of origin studied here, followed by Ghanaians.
On the other hand, Zimbabweans and Nigerians face only slight language barriers.
Black Africans with higher levels of education are the most integrated on language
indicators.

Employment

Employment forms a key aspect of integration policies. It is a factor influencing
many issues, including economic independence, planning for the future, self-esteem
and the opportunity to develop language skills. It can offer the chance to make
social contacts with people from the UK. The data presented here paint a complex
picture of Black African employment disadvantage. We conclude that a carefully-
nuanced set of policy responses is required to meet the different problems and needs
of groups from different countries of birth.

Britain’s ethnic minorities face two major difficulties in the labour market. The
first problem is unemployment and the second problem is those in employment tend
to have lower earnings compared with similar White individuals. In this chapter we
consider employment and unemployment because it can be argued that unemploy-
ment is a more serious social problem than low earnings, as earnings discrimination
is easier to challenge than discrimination at the job search stage (Leslie et al., 1998).
As in Blackaby et al. (1997), we justify using the employment differential on the
basis that lack of jobs may ultimately be more socially damaging than an earnings
differential.

The rates of unemployment vary by Black African sub-group, but are higher in
all cases than for White British people (Table 9.9). Factors affecting labour market
participation include: racial discrimination, age, gender, education, English lan-
guage skills, lack of recognition of foreign qualifications, social networks, childcare
responsibilities, length of residence and date of arrival, motivation for migrating
(voluntary or involuntary), geographical mobility, health, legal status, experience
in the UK labour market, length of time out of the labour market and employer
attitudes.

Researchers have found that Black Africans also have high unemployment
among their younger generations (Simpson et al., 2006). Berthoud (2000) found
the male unemployment rate among Black African school leavers to be very high,
and concluded that it is possible that some of the disadvantage experienced by men
from ethnic minorities in their twenties can be explained by the difficulties they had
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Table 9.9 Economic activity by ethnic group/country of birth, individuals aged 16–74 (excluding
full-time students), England

Employee (%) Self-employed (%) Unemployed (%) Inactive (%)

Males
White British 57.7 12.2 4.4 25.6
Black African 50.2 7.9 12.3 29.6

Black African
UK-born

51.8 7.3 12.9 28.0

DR Congo 23.5 4.7 21.2 50.6
Ghana 64.0 7.5 7.2 21.3
Nigeria 53.2 14.0 8.0 24.8
Somalia 20.3 2.2 24.9 52.6
Zimbabwe 51.4 1.6 4.9 42.2

Females
White British 52.7 4.3 2.3 40.7
Black African 46.5 2.2 9.8 41.5

Black African
UK-born

57.0 1.9 8.4 32.7

DR Congo 15.0 0.0 20.0 65.0
Ghana 56.2 2.0 9.1 32.8
Nigeria 53.4 3.8 8.6 34.2
Somalia 6.4 0.7 11.6 81.3
Zimbabwe 55.5 1.1 8.5 34.9

Source: 2001 Census, CAMS © Crown copyright, authors’ calculations.

in finding work after leaving school. Somalis have extremely high levels of inac-
tivity, especially among women. The most common reason for this is home and
family responsibilities, which applies to 40% of Somali women, probably due to
the high number of lone parents. The low employment of Somalis may be linked to
being refugees. Also, the proportion of Somali women who were not working previ-
ously is especially high, which might be a reflection of their Muslim culture (Kirk,
2004). Very little is known about the labour market position of refugees compared
with minority ethnic groups as a whole, although the limited data show lower levels
of employment among refugees (29%) than minority ethnic groups (60%) and the
greater propensity of refugees, if working, to be underemployed and clustered in a
few sectors with low pay and poor employment prospects (Bloch, 2002).

The other groups with high rates of inactivity are, for both males and females,
Congolese and Sudanese. Data from the LFS show that most of the Black African
men of working age who are inactive are students. The exception is Black Africans
from outside the UK or sub-Saharan Africa who have high levels of long-term sick-
ness or disability. Nigerians and Ghanaians experience lower unemployment levels
than the average for Black Africans, and relatively high rates of self-employment.
This broad pattern of different outcomes by different countries of origin is confirmed
by other research; Bloch (2002) found Zimbabweans have higher average rates of
employment than other refugee groups. Kirk (2004) found a difference between
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Somali and Zimbabwean refugees in their occupational status prior to coming to the
UK, which might affect their employability on arrival: Zimbabweans were far more
likely than Somalis to have been in work prior to arrival in the UK.

Conclusion

This chapter has brought together quantitative survey data which demonstrates the
contrasting characteristics and circumstances of Black Africans from different coun-
tries of birth. Using evidence on age and gender, family and household structures we
have shown that the Black African community in England is indeed highly diverse.
The data on national identity, use of English employment and, point to a diversity
of integration experiences. In particular, Somali migrants are highly marginalised
in British society, suffering from, for example, high levels of lone parenthood, a
possible Islamic penalty in employment, and difficulties with the English language.
Migrants from DR Congo are also highly disadvantaged. This contrasts with, for
example, Zimbabweans, who, on the whole, do not face language barriers to inte-
gration even if English is not their first language at home. However, they are less
likely than other Black Africans to say that they feel of British national identity,
which might suggest that they see their stay in the UK as temporary. Nigerians,
on the other hand, speak English at home to a greater extent and their labour mar-
ket outcomes are closer to the white British average. UK-born Black Africans have
lower unemployment rates than the average for Black Africans, which suggests the
second generation is finding it easier to integrate.

A fuller account of integration experiences would explore many other possible
indicators of integration, such as qualifications achieved, residential segregation,
social interaction with other ethnic groups, health indicators and rates of victim-
isation to crime. Nevertheless, this selection of findings suggests that in devising
integration policy close attention must be paid to the complexity of support needs
of Black African migrants from different countries.
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Chapter 10
Ethnic Differences in Physical Activity
and Obesity

Vanessa Higgins and Angela Dale

Introduction: Obesity as a Policy Issue

What is seen as desirable in terms of body shape and image has changed over time
and differs between societies. However, until recent decades, very few groups in
western societies enjoyed a lifestyle that allowed them to become overweight or
obese. The physical demands of everyday life (heavier manual work, housework
with few modern aids, limited access to cars) combined with limited availability of
pre-prepared or convenience foods provided little opportunity for obesity. However,
recent decades have seen a much more sedentary lifestyle for most people, an
increase in leisure time and supermarkets with an abundance of tempting food prod-
ucts at relatively low prices. The rapid rise in obesity over a similar time period has
now resulted in widespread concern over its implications for public health. Obesity
has been identified as a risk factor in many health problems, including arthritis,
stroke, heart disease, cancer and diabetes (Gensini et al., 1998; Jonsson et al., 2002;
Kopelman, 2000; Lee et al., 1999; Stevens et al., 2004). In England, around a quar-
ter of all adults are classified as obese (Craig and Mindell, 2008) and projections
estimate that this will rise to one third by 2012 (Zaninotto et al., 2009).

There is a well established link between low levels of physical activity, poor
diet and obesity (WHO, 2002, 2003; Department of Health, 2004). Over the past
decade the UK Government has set recommended guidelines and a series of action
plans to encourage the population to eat a healthier diet and participate in more
physical activity. For example, the Department of Health’s 5-a-day campaign (2000)
aims to increase the consumption of fruit and vegetables, whilst the Food Standards
Agency is working to reduce the consumption of salt (DH, 2000; Food Standards
Agency, 2003). The UK Government has set physical activity guidelines for adults
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to participate in moderate or vigorous intensity physical activity on at least 5 days a
week for at least 30 min per day either in one session or through a number of shorter
sessions of 10 min or longer (The Chief Medical Officer, 2004).

The importance of the imbalance between energy consumed through food and
energy expended through physical activity is recognized in the UK’s recent cross-
government strategy, Healthy Weight, Healthy Lives, which identifies five areas
for tackling excess weight – two of which are the promotion of healthier food
choices and building physical activity into our lives (Cross-Government Obesity
Unit, Department of Health, Department for Children & Schools and Families,
2008). Although ethnic differences in obesity in the UK and US are fairly well
documented, the various UK Government strategies do not make any distinction by
ethnic group. In this chapter we aim to examine ethnic differences in obesity and
physical activity. First we review some of the literature relating to these issues.

Ethnicity and Obesity

In western countries, women of higher socio-economic status are less likely to be
obese than women of lower socio-economic status (Sobal and Stunkard, 1989).
However, in less affluent societies there is often a positive relationship between
body weight and socio-economic status (Tovee et al., 2006) and, in some tradi-
tional, non-western societies, body fat is deemed an indicator of wealth, prosperity,
femininity and sexual capacity (Ghannam, 1997; McGarvey, 1991; Nasser, 1988).
Cross-cultural studies suggest that young women from culturally English back-
grounds dislike body fat more than peers from Black Caribbean and Black African
backgrounds (Furnham and Alibhai, 1983; Furnham and Baguma, 1994; Wardle and
Marsland, 1990).

Migration to a more affluent society may result in a change of lifestyle which,
in turn, may lead to increased body weight (Goel et al., 2004; Mellin-Olsen and
Wandel, 2005). Jackson et al. (2007) have shown that levels of obesity among popu-
lations of African origin in Cameroon, Jamaica and the UK were higher in those who
had migrated to the UK than those who live in Cameroon or Jamaica. Similarly Patel
et al. (2005) have shown that British Gujeratis had higher mean body mass indexes
(BMIs) than Gujeratis in India. Thus we may expect obesity levels for minority eth-
nic groups to be related to the time since they migrated to the UK. International
migration may affect physical activity levels, although there is mixed evidence of
this in the literature (Dawson et al., 2005; Hayes et al., 2002; Williams et al., 1996).
Migration to the UK, and length of time since migration may also play a significant
role in dietary change among ethnic minority populations with the adoption of the
‘unhealthy’ aspects of the British diet upon migration (Anderson and Lean, 1995;
Anderson et al., 2005; Kassam Khamis et al., 1995; Landman and Cruickshank,
2001; Lawrence et al., 2007; Simmons and Williams, 1997; Wandel, 1993).

The extent of physical activity is expected to be a major influence on obesity.
A number of studies have shown low levels of physical activity among ethnic
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minority groups within the UK, particularly South Asians (Carrington et al., 1987;
Chambers et al., 2006; Dhawan and Bray, 1997; Hayes et al., 2002; Johnson, 2000;
Lean et al., 2001; Pomerleau et al., 1999; Sproston and Mindell, 2006a; Williams
et al., 1994). Some of these studies provide comparative information on separate
South Asian groups and suggest that Bangladeshis have markedly lower levels of
physical activity than other South Asian groups, while Indians have the highest lev-
els (Hayes et al., 2002; Rudat, 1994). There may be particular barriers to physical
activity among South Asian women which include dress code, modesty, lack of sin-
gle sex facilities and disease perceptions (Grace et al., 2007; Scraton et al., 1999,
2005; Sriskanthatrajah and Kai, 2006). However, other factors such as racial harass-
ment and discrimination and the relatively closed nature of some sports (e.g. golf)
will affect all minority groups. Ethnic differences in the occupational structure will
also affect physical activity with those groups more heavily represented in manual
work more likely to be physically active.

In contrast, many minority ethnic groups have healthier eating patterns than the
population as a whole or the White majority (Dowler and Calvert, 1995; Erens
et al., 2001; Gibbens and Julian, 2006; Lip et al., 1995; McKeigue and Chaturvedi,
1996; McKeigue et al., 1985; Miller et al., 1988; Sharma and Cruickshank, 2001;
Sharma et al., 1998; 2002; Sproston and Mindell, 2006a; Williams et al., 1994).
However, diet varies with religious and cultural background and it is important to
note that ethnic minority groups are not a homogenous group and that there are
dietary differences within ethnic groups (Smith et al., 1995; Williams et al., 1994;
Wyke and Landman, 1997). Cultural beliefs and traditions play an important role
in dietary habits as culture is often expressed through food (Bush et al., 1998;
Kalka, 1988; Lawrence et al., 2007; Scott, 1998). Also, for most minority ethnic
groups, fruit and vegetable consumption is highest amongst the older age-groups
(Sproston and Mindell, 2006a). This raises the question of whether older people
retain more traditional eating patterns that may not be followed by younger
generations.

Finally, unhealthy lifestyles are associated with socio-economic factors such as
social class, education, deprivation and income (Marmot et al., 1991; Pill et al.,
1995; Wardle and Steptoe, 2003) and this is indeed the case with obesity, diet
and physical activity (Craig and Mindell, 2008; Hunt et al., 2000; Pratala et al.,
2003; Shelton, 2005; Sobal and Stunkard, 1989; Sproston and Mindell, 2006a). By
comparison with the majority White group, minority ethnic groups tend to have
higher levels of unemployment, experience less upward social mobility; have lower
incomes and are more likely to live in areas of high deprivation within the UK
(Blackaby et al., 2002; Clark and Drinkwater, 2007; Modood et al., 1997; Platt,
2007). However, the extent to which ethnicity is related to obesity independently of
these socio-economic characteristics is not well established (Dawson et al., 2005;
Saxena et al., 2004). Similarly, little is known about the independent effects of diet
and physical activity upon obesity for different ethnic groups.

We begin by providing a detailed breakdown of differences in levels of obesity
and physical activity for men and women in eight major ethnic groups for a nation-
ally representative sample of the adult population of England. We then go on to
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use modelling methods to ask whether additional factors related to the individual
or the locality explain the differences between ethnic groups on both these outcome
measures.

Data and Methods

The Health Survey for England

This research uses the Health Survey for England (HSE) to examine ethnic dif-
ferences in diet, physical activity and obesity in adults. The HSE is a large-scale,
nationally representative, cross-sectional survey which has been carried out annu-
ally since 1991 and is commissioned by the Health and Social Care Information
Centre and conducted by the National Centre for Social Research. The 2004 survey
covers adults and children living in private households and focuses on the health of
ethnic minority groups. The ethnic boost increased the number of Black Caribbean,
Black African, Indian, Pakistani, Bangladeshi, Chinese and Irish participants and
contains approximately 10,000 ethnic minority participants (Sproston and Mindell,
2006a). The 2004 HSE has a nationally representative, multi-stage, stratified proba-
bility sampling design with three components: the core (which provides a nationally
representative sample); the minority ethnic group boost sample and the Chinese
special boost sample.

The survey comprises two stages: (i) an interviewer-administered questionnaire
to all individuals and (ii) a nurse visit to informants from the specified minority
ethnic groups. The 2004 questionnaires collected information on cardio-vascular
disease and related risk factors such as physical activity, diet (fruit and vegeta-
bles, fat and salt intake), smoking, drinking and height/weight measurements to
measure obesity (BMI). The nurse visit collected information such as medication,
blood and saliva samples, blood pressure, waist and hip measurement. Both stages
translated all materials and questionnaires into seven languages: Urdu, Punjabi,
Gujarati, Hindi, Bengali, Mandarin and Cantonese. Informants who could not carry
out an interview in English were provided with an interviewer who could speak the
appropriate language (Sproston and Mindell, 2006a, 2006b). The physical activ-
ity questionnaire records physical activity in the previous 4 weeks and includes
heavy housework, heavy manual work, continuous walks of 30 min or more and
sports/exercise. The questionnaire asks about the number of times the respondent
has done each type of activity in the last 4 weeks and it also collects information on
occupational activity.

The 2004 HSE survey includes sections on fruit and vegetable consumption and
fat intake. The questions are designed to monitor consumption in line with the ‘5-a-
day’ programme – which means that information related to the ‘5-a-day’ specified
portions is collected. The ‘diet’ aspect of the survey is limited in that it only presents
a partial measure of diet, for example there is no information available about the
consumption of sugar, fizzy drinks or carbohydrates. The fat consumption data are
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particularly limited for measuring the link between diet and obesity because they do
not provide information on portion sizes – so there is no indication of the volumes
of fat consumed. For this reason, the fat data have been excluded from the analysis
reported here. However, fruit and vegetable consumption has been included in the
obesity model, although it does not give an overall indication of eating habits and
cannot, therefore, provide any indication of overall calorie intake.

The response rate to the survey interview achieved 66% for eligible adults (63%
for the ethnic minority boost) and about 56% for weight and height (51% for the
ethnic minority boost). Whilst the HSE has formed the main source of our analysis
we have also held three focus groups of Pakistani and Kashmiri women in Rochdale
during July 2008. A total of 10 women attended the focus groups; all were under 30,
most born overseas, and all were contacted through their participation in community
organisations. Analysis of the transcripts from these focus groups has been used to
inform our understanding of the survey results.

Analysis Strategy

Obesity is measured by body mass index (BMI) which is an internationally recog-
nised measurement of obesity and overweight. BMI is defined as weight (kg)/height
(metres)2 and is highly correlated with adiposity. In extreme cases, BMI may lead
to misclassification, for example, athletes may be classified as obese because they
have high muscle mass which weighs more than fat (International Diabetes Institute,
2002). However, the BMI measurement is generally used as an indicator of adipos-
ity and is widely used in epidemiological studies and clinical settings. The analyses
used a dichotomous variable of obese/not obese with obese defined as a BMI ≥
30 kg/m. Moderate intensity physical activity includes:

• walks of 30 min or more at a fairly brisk or fast pace;
• heavy housework such as moving furniture, carrying heavy shopping or scrub-

bing floors for at least 30 min at a time;
• heavy gardening/DIY such as digging or bricklaying for at least 30 min at a time;
• sports and exercise that lasted 30 min or more. Activity is classified according

to the type of sport/exercise and the respondent’s own assessment of the effort
involved; and

• occupational activity, based on the respondent’s own assessment of how active
they are at work combined with information on whether they work full-time
or part-time and the nature of their occupation using the Standard Occupational
Classification 1990 (OPCS, 1990).

A summary measure has been used which indicates whether or not the respondent
has met the weekly physical activity guidelines of at least five occasions of moderate
intensity activity, each lasting for at least 30 min.

The 2004 HSE sampling scheme, described above, was designed to give adequate
numbers for analysis of the following minority ethnic groups: Black Caribbean,
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Black African, Indian, Pakistani, Bangladeshi, Chinese and Irish. Although the gen-
eral population sample contains a representative spread of all ethnic groups, only
the minority groups listed here have a boosted sample size and they therefore form
the focus of this analysis. Ethnic minority groups are defined as in the 2001 Census,
except for the Irish who were defined as Irish if either the respondent, or their mother
or father, had been born in the Republic of Ireland or Northern Ireland. Informants
of mixed origin, which included one of the groups listed above, are included in that
group (Sproston and Mindell, 2006a).

All analyses are performed in STATA using the SVY commands to account for
the complex sample design and are weighted to account for unequal probabilities
of selection and non-response. Exploratory analysis examines ethnic differences
in physical activity and obesity among adults separately by sex and age within
each ethnic group. Age is divided into three categories for the exploratory analysis
(16–34, 35–55 and 55 years and over). The two binary outcomes of interest –
meeting physical activity guidelines and obesity – are then modelled separately by
gender using logistic regression. Each ethnic group is included as a dummy variable
and other explanatory variables are also included. Age (in single years) and age-
squared are included to control for differences between and within ethnic groups
for both physical activity and obesity (see later section). A ‘migrant status’ vari-
able is included because the literature, as mentioned earlier, suggests that migration
may have an impact on obesity and physical activity. The migrant status variable is
divided into three categories: British born, adult migrant (came to GB aged 16 or
over) and child migrant (came to GB before 16 years old). Socio-economic factors
may influence obesity and physical activity levels as we have also discussed earlier,
so a number of socio-economic indicators are included in the models, namely high-
est educational qualification, economic status and equivalised household income.
Disaggregation by National Statistics Socio-Economic Classification (NS-SEC) is
available from the dataset but it is not significant in initial models so has been
excluded from the final analysis in order to make the models more parsimonious.
Current literature on obesity focuses on the influences of the built environment (for
example, Cummins and Macintyre, 2006; Stafford et al., 2007; Cross-Government
Obesity Unit et al., 2008; Cummins et al., 2008) therefore a number of area-level
variables are included in the models. These include a rural/urban/suburban indi-
cator (based on the interviewer’s observations of the area), quintiles of the 2004
Index of Multiple Deprivation (a ranking of area according to levels of depriva-
tion) based on 2001 Census Super Output Areas (SOAs), and the respondents’
views of the local area in terms of leisure facilities, public transport and access to a
supermarket.

Finally, physical activity (defined as meeting/not meeting the 5×30 min of at
least moderate intensity physical activity per week) and fruit and vegetable intake
(defined as eating/not eating five or more portions of fruit or vegetables a day) are
included in the obesity model to examine the effect of these two factors on obesity
when holding all other factors constant.
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Exploratory Analysis

Physical Activity

Figures 10.1 and 10.2 show the percentage of respondents meeting the physical
activity guidelines (at least 5 days of moderate intensity exercise lasting 30 min,
per week) by ethnic group by age group for men and women separately. For all
groups, men are more likely to meet the guidelines than women and younger
age groups are more likely to do so than older groups. The one exception is
the Chinese group where there is very little variation by age for either men or
women.

Among men, the Irish, White and Black Caribbean groups are the most likely to
meet the physical activity recommendations – about 50% of the youngest age group
do so. Levels are significantly lower for South Asian and Chinese males with around
30% of the youngest age-group meeting the activity guidelines. Among women, the
Black Caribbean, Black African and Irish groups have the highest levels of activity
whilst Pakistani, Bangladeshi and Chinese women all have significantly lower rates
of activity, and these are particularly low for the oldest Bangladeshi age-groups (2%
for the over 55 s). Overall, Pakistani, Bangladeshi, Chinese, Irish and White men are
significantly more likely than their female counterparts to meet the recommended
physical activity guidelines. Among the Pakistani, Bangladeshi and Chinese groups,
the gender differences are only significant for the 16–34 and 35–54 age-groups but
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Fig. 10.1 Percentage meeting physical activity guidelines by age group by ethnic group, males
aged 16+ (Source: 2004 Health Survey for England)
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Fig. 10.2 Percentage meeting physical activity guidelines by age group by ethnic group, females
aged 16+ (Source: 2004 Health Survey for England)

within the White group the gender difference is significant across all ages and within
the Irish group only the 16–34 age group have significant gender differences. There
are no significant gender differences in meeting the physical activity guidelines for
the Black Caribbean, Black-African and Indian groups overall or by age-group.

Obesity

Figures 10.3 and 10.4 show the percentage BMI obese by ethnic group by age for
men and women separately. Among men, the Irish, Black Caribbean and White
groups have the highest levels of obesity (up to 37% for Irish men aged 55+),
whilst Chinese and Bangladeshi men have the lowest levels (under 5% for the
55+ Bangladeshi group). Among women, the Black African, Black Caribbean and
Pakistani groups have the highest levels of obesity and are significantly more likely
to be obese than those in all other groups. For these three ethnic groups, obesity
levels are markedly higher for older women (for example, over 50% for Black
African women aged 35–54 and 55+) than for younger women (16–34). As for
the men, Chinese and Bangladeshi women have significantly lower levels of obesity
than women within each of the other ethnic groups and the Chinese women have
significantly lower levels than the Bangladeshi women.

Black African, Bangladeshi and Pakistani females are significantly more likely
than their male counterparts to be BMI-obese but for the Pakistani group these
differences are only significant for those aged 34–55 and 55+. No significant gender
differences are detected within the other ethnic groups.
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Fig. 10.3 Percentage obese by age group by ethnic group, males age 16+ (Source: 2004 Health
Survey for England)
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Fig. 10.4 Percentage obese by age group by ethnic group, females age 16+ (Source: 2004 Health
Survey for England)
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Obesity varies by age within ethnic groups. Bangladeshi and Chinese men have
very low levels of obesity with no significant differences between age groups. Black
Caribbean men have high levels of obesity within each age-group with no significant
differences between the age groups. Levels of obesity increase with age for Black
African, Pakistani, Irish and White men but these increases vary by ethnic group.
For example, Irish males aged 16–34 and aged 35–54 have similar levels of obesity
but this is significantly higher (37%) at age 55+. By contrast, White males aged 16–
34 are significantly less likely to be obese than the two older age-groups which have
similar levels of obesity – at almost 30%.

There is an increase in obesity with age for women in all ethnic groups, except
for the Chinese. Obesity steadily increases with each age-group among Black-
Caribbean, Pakistani and White females. However for Black African, Indian and
Bangladeshi females there is an increase between the ages of 16–34 and 35–54 but
this increase stops at 55+. Irish females aged 16–34 and aged 35–54 have similar
levels of obesity but this increases significantly at age 55+.

Logistic Regression Analysis

Logistic regression models are used to assess ethnic differences in, firstly, physical
activity (defined as meeting moderate physical activity guidelines) and, secondly,
obesity (defined as a BMI of 30 kg/m2). Logistic regression is appropriate because
the two outcome variables are expressed as binary variables, coded 1/0, where the
respondent either does or does not fulfil the criterion. Separate models are run for
males and females as the exploratory analysis shows that there are gender differ-
ences in relation to both physical activity and obesity. Other explanatory variables,
expected to influence the outcome, are included in each model: age, age squared,
ethnic group, migrant status, highest qualification, economic status, equivalised
household income tertile, urban indicator, IMD quintile, area opinion. Physical
activity and consumption of fruit and vegetables were also included as explanatory
variables in the obesity model. Details of these variables have been given earlier.

Results are presented in the form of odds ratios. Odds ratios (OR) are defined as
the probability of an outcome occurring divided by the probability of the outcome
not occurring. The reference category for each variable provides the comparator
against which the odds ratios for other categories are assessed and thus has the
value of 1. Tables 10.1 and 10.2 present the fully adjusted odds ratios for physical
activity and obesity. The statistically significant odds ratios (p<0.05) are highlighted
in bold.

Physical Activity

Model 1 in Table 10.1 (age and ethnic group) confirms the results in Figs. 10.1
and 10.2. For men, all minority groups are less likely to meet the physical activity
guidelines than the white reference group, except for Black Caribbean and Irish men
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Table 10.1 Logistic regression (odds ratios), physical activity

Model 1 Model 2

Males Females Males Females

Age (single years) 1.02 1.08 0.97 1.07
Age squared 0.999 0.998 1.00 0.999

Ethnic group
White 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Black Caribbean 0.92 1.24 1.08 1.31
Black African 0.65 0.95 0.91 0.82
Indian 0.61 0.75 0.77 0.65
Pakistani 0.50 0.38 0.55 0.48
Bangladeshi 0.43 0.31 0.49 0.48
Chinese 0.56 0.50 0.82 0.35
Irish 1.09 1.18 1.20 0.99

Migrant status
GB born 1.00 1.00
Adult migrant 0.74 1.21
Child migrant 0.95 1.30

Highest qualification
Degree 1.00 1.00
Higher education below degree 1.59 1.22
A-level equiv 1.73 1.28
O-level/CSE/Foreign/Other 1.79 1.02
No qualifications 2.25 1.03

Economic status
In employment 1.00 1.00
Unemployed 0.50 1.28
Retired/other econ. inactie 0.32 0.70

Equivalised household income tertiles
Highest income tertile 1.00 1.00
Middle income tertile 0.96 0.87
Lowest income tertile 1.05 0.86

Urban indicator
Urban 1.00 1.00
Suburban 0.91 0.96
Rural 1.12 0.99

IMD quintiles
IMD (1) Least deprived quintile 1.00 1.00
IMD (2) 1.17 1.07
IMD (3) 1.36 1.04
IMD (4) 1.25 0.94
IMD (5) Most deprived quintile 1.41 0.92

Good leisure facilities in area
Agree 1.00 1.00
Disagree 1.16 1.19
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Table 10.1 (continued)

Model 1 Model 2

Males Females Males Females

Good local transport in area
Agree 1.00 1.00
Disagree 0.83 1.06

Unweighted number of cases 5,540 7,068 3,832 4,863

P <0.05.
Source: Health Survey for England, 2004.

who are not significantly different. For women, South Asian and Chinese women are
significantly less likely to meet the physical activity guidelines whilst the Black and
Irish groups are not significantly different from the white reference category. Age
is entered into the model as a continuous variable in single years. For women only
activity initially increases with age and then, for both men and women, declines
with age. The decline with age is captured using the polynomial age2 term which
expresses a change in the relationship with age in later years.

Model 2 includes the other explanatory variables expected to influence physical
activity, again with separate models for men and women. Highest educational quali-
fication is a significant predictor of physical activity for men but not for women. For
men, those with qualifications below degree-level have increased odds of meeting
the physical activity guidelines. Men who are in employment also have increased
odds of meeting the physical activity guidelines when compared with those who
are unemployed or economically inactive, whilst for women this was only the case
for the economically inactive. Migrant status, household income, urban indicator,
IMD quintile, leisure facilities in the area and local transport are not significantly
associated with meeting the physical activity guidelines when controlling for other
factors. Once these additional factors are included in the model we find that, for
men, only Pakistanis and Bangladeshis remain less likely to be physically active
than the white reference group. For Black African, Indian and Chinese men, the
lower level of physical activity is no longer significant once other factors (e.g. qual-
ifications and economic activity) are included in the model. For women, the same
ethnic groups remain less likely to meet the physical activity guidelines – Indian,
Pakistani, Bangladeshi and Chinese – as in model 1. None of the additional factors
which we hypothesised might affect levels of physical activity – with the one excep-
tion of economic inactivity – have any significant effect on this measure of physical
activity and the odds ratios for each ethnic group by comparison with white women,
remain very similar.

Obesity

Model 1 in Table 10.2 shows that, for men, Indian, Pakistani, Bangladeshi and
Chinese men have significantly lower odds of being obese than the White
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Table 10.2 Logistic regression (odds ratios), obesity

Model 1 Model 2

Males Females Males Females

Age (single years) 1.16 1.10 1.19 1.11
Age squared 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Ethnic group
White 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Black Caribbean 1.10 1.68 0.91 2.03
Black African 0.76 2.64 0.70 3.18
Indian 0.53 0.87 0.47 0.93
Pakistani 0.65 1.59 0.54 1.47
Bangladeshi 0.23 0.92 0.12 0.68
Chinese 0.24 0.29 0.25 0.36
Irish 0.99 0.82 0.75 0.92

Migrant status
GB born 1.00 1.00
Adult migrant 0.87 0.72
Child migrant 1.04 0.85

Highest qualification
Degree 1.00 1.00
Higher education below degree 1.21 1.38
A-level equiv 1.28 1.54
O-level/CSE/Foreign/Other equiv 1.41 1.65
No Qualifications 1.51 2.08

Economic status
In employment 1.00 1.00
Unemployed 1.09 0.76
Retired/other economically inactive 0.99 0.92

Equivalised household income tertiles
Highest income tertile 1.00 1.00
Middle income tertile 1.13 1.35
Lowest income tertile 1.28 1.36
Urban indicator
Urban 1.00 1.00
Suburban 0.94 0.87
Rural 1.00 0.84

IMD quintiles
IMD (1) Least deprived quintile 1.00 1.00
IMD (2) 0.91 0.96
IMD (3) 1.01 1.05
IMD (4) 1.11 1.30
IMD (5) Most deprived quintile 0.97 1.14

Good leisure facilities in area
Agree 1.00 1.00
Disagree 0.75 0.98

Good local transport in area
Agree 1.00 1.00
Disagree 1.07 0.75
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Table 10.2 (continued)

Model 1 Model 2

Males Females Males Females

Ease of getting to supermarket
Easy 1.00 1.00
Difficult 0.68 1.01

Meeting physical activity guidelines
No 1.00 1.00
Yes 0.72 0.65

Eating 5 day
No 1.00 1.00
Yes 1.17 1.16

Unweighted number of cases 4,638 5,661 3,470 4,200

P <0.05.
Source: Health Survey for England, 2004.

reference group. Black Africans, Black Caribbean and Irish men are not signifi-
cantly different from the White group. Women show a rather different pattern, with
Black Caribbean, Black African and Pakistani women significantly more likely to
be obese than White women and Chinese women significantly less so. For both men
and women, the odds of being obese initially increase with age and then decline.
This decrease with age was not captured in Figs. 10.1 and 10.2 which were unable
to provide fine breakdowns with age for each ethnic group.

Model 2 adds other explanatory variables into the model to establish whether the
observed ethnic differences are, in fact, explained by other factors. For men, the only
explanatory factors that have a significant effect on the likelihood of being obese
(by comparison with the reference categories) are having no qualifications, which
increases the odds of being obese by about 50%, having poor leisure facilities in the
area and meeting the physical activity guidelines. The ethnic differences between
men, identified in model 1, remain largely unchanged once all these additional
factors have been included.

For women, those with no qualifications are twice as likely to be obese as women
with a degree-level qualification and women with qualifications at NVQ level 3 or
below are about 50% more likely to be obese. Unlike men, household income level is
also a predictor of obesity when holding other factors constant – those in the middle
and lowest income tertiles have higher odds of being obese than those in the highest
tertile. Women also differ from men in that good leisure facilities do not predict
obesity whilst good transport facilities are a significant negative predictor. As for
men, meeting the physical activity guidelines reduces the odds of being obese by
comparison with those who do not meet the guidelines. For both men and women,
migrant status, urban indicator, IMD quintile, supermarkets in the local area and
consumption of fruit and vegetables are not significantly associated with obesity
when controlling for other factors.
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The odds of obesity by comparison with white women are higher for Black
Caribbean and Black African women (odds ratios of 2 and 3 respectively) once the
full set of controls are added to the model, whilst Chinese women remained nearly
three times less likely to be obese than White women.

Despite the strong inverse relationship between physical activity and obesity for
both men and women, it was apparent from Figs. 10.1 and 10.2 that some ethnic
groups with low levels of physical activity also have low levels of obesity, for exam-
ple Chinese women and Bangladeshi men. We have therefore tested an interaction
term between ethnic groups and physical activity for both men and women to estab-
lish whether the relationship shown in Table 10.2 varies between ethnic groups.
However, no terms are significant for either men or women and therefore we have
not reported them here.

Discussion

Current UK Government guidelines for tackling obesity include steps to increase
physical activity and encourage healthy eating habits. Although there is evidence of
ethnic differences in obesity there is limited evidence of the independent effects of
ethnicity, physical activity, diet, age, sex and socio-economic characteristics upon
obesity and likewise the independent effects of ethnicity, socio-demographic and
socio-economic factors upon physical activity.

Ethnicity, Physical Activity and Obesity

Ethnicity differences in obesity and physical activity remain after holding constant
socio-demographic, socio-economic and area characteristics but these differences
vary between ethnic groups and by gender. Black Caribbean and Black African
women have odds ratios of 2 and 3, respectively by comparison with White women,
but obesity among Black Caribbean and Black African men is not significantly dif-
ferent to White men. Chinese men and women both have significantly lower odds of
being obese than their White counterparts whilst South Asian men have lower odds
of being obese than White men but South Asian women are not significantly differ-
ent from White women. This suggests that there is no straightforward relationship
between ethnicity and obesity and that we need to examine in more depth factors that
influence the lifestyle and behaviour of different groups and, in particular, gender
differences. The relationship between physical activity and obesity is also far from
straightforward. Although our models show that meeting moderate physical activity
guidelines is a significant predictor of reduced levels of obesity, both Chinese men
and women and Bangladeshi men are less likely to be obese than the white com-
parator group and also less likely to meet the physical activity guidelines – although
formal tests for an interaction failed to reach significance.

The lower levels of physical activity for South Asian women are consistent with
other research (Hayes et al., 2002; Pomerleau et al., 1999; Sproston and Mindell,
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2006a) and with literature that suggests that cultural or religious barriers may have
a role in participation in physical activity (Grace et al., 2007; Scraton et al., 1999,
2005; Sriskanthatrajah and Kai, 2006). The presence of cultural or religious barriers
is consistent with our focus groups interviews of Pakistani and Bangladeshi women
aged between 18 and 30. These women recounted being restricted in doing physical
sports, and outdoor activities generally, by their parents at the time of transition
to secondary school/puberty. Some of these women imposed similar restrictions
on their daughters and all felt that swimming, for example, was only possible
in women-only sessions in the local pool. However, these women-only sessions,
including women-only gym sessions and dance classes in a female setting, seemed
to be very popular. Whilst these results suggest that there may be cultural barriers
to physical activity for Pakistani and Bangladeshi women, our regression mod-
els shows that Chinese women have even lower odds of physical activity once
control variables have been added to the model. Also, Pakistani and Bangladeshi
men have lower odds of meeting the physical activity guidelines than any other
ethnic groups. Therefore, whilst cultural restrictions may well influence physical
activity for Pakistani and Bangladeshi women in particular, this can only provide a
partial explanation.

Migration, Physical Activity and Obesity

Migration is not a significant predictor of obesity or physical activity when holding
other factors constant. These findings support the research of Hayes et al. (2002)
who have shown little difference between the physical activity levels of British-
born Asians and their migrant peers and contradicts other literature (for example,
Goel et al., 2004 and Dawson et al., 2005) which suggests that migration affects
lifestyle which in turn affects obesity. However, the odds ratios in the obesity model
(although not significant) suggest that both female adult and child migrants and male
adult migrants are less likely to be obese than those who are born in Britain.

Again, the Pakistani and Bangladeshi women who took part in our focus groups
provided some evidence of lifestyle differences between themselves and their (first-
generation) parents that suggested a process by which changes may influence
obesity level. For example, they described ways in which they and their chil-
dren were adopting more ‘western’ food, e.g. pasta, lasagne, shepherd’s pie, chips,
pizza, whilst their parents preferred more traditional food. However, traditional food
uses a lot of ghee (clarified butter) and thus highlights the difficulty of making
any simplistic assumptions about the impact of traditional versus western diets on
obesity.

Socio-Demographic and Socio-Economic Determinants
of Physical Activity and Obesity

Only a few of the socio-demographic and socio-economic characteristics included
in the logistic regression models are independent predictors of obesity and
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physical activity when controlling for other factors. For both men and women,
obesity increases with age and then decreases at the oldest end of the age spec-
trum. Men and women with no qualifications or low level qualifications have higher
odds of being obese than those with degree-level qualifications. This may reflect
an increased willingness amongst the more highly qualified to respond to public
health messages – and, in this regard, parallels smoking patterns. For men, those
with qualifications lower than degree-level have higher odds of meeting the phys-
ical activity guidelines than those with degrees or equivalent but this may reflect
higher levels of occupational activity among those less qualified. Women on middle
or low equivalised incomes have higher odds of being obese when compared with
those on high incomes (although the odds are not significantly different for different
income groups among men, they are in the same direction as women). This supports
the findings of many other research studies which suggest a relationship between
deprivation and obesity (for example, Craig and Mindell, 2008; Diez Roux et al.,
2000; Pickett et al., 2005; Sobal and Stunkard, 1989; Sproston and Mindell, 2006a).
Economic status is related to physical activity (but not obesity) when controlling for
other factors; unemployed men and economically inactive men and women have
lower odds of meeting the physical activity guidelines than men and women in
employment, probably reflecting the role of travel to work and occupation itself
in providing exercise. Mutrie and Hannah (2004) have shown that exercise obtained
through manual work is important for men and, on retirement, it is not fully replaced
by alternative forms of activity (Berger et al., 2005).

Area is not generally an important predictor of obesity or physical activity when
controlling for other factors. None of the area indicator variables are significant
predictors of physical activity for men or women. Only two of the area indictor
variables are significant predictors of obesity and both have an effect in the opposite
direction to that expected. For men, a perception of poor leisure facilities in the area
is associated with a significant reduction in the odds of obesity, whilst, for women,
poor transport facilities similarly predict lower odds of obesity, holding constant
other factors.

The role of transport facilities in the area can only be understood in the context
of whether the respondent has access to a car and, in the HSE, this information is
only available for the household as a whole, rather than the individual. It may be that
women with poor transport facilities walk more than those with better transport, but
we cannot test this.

Diet and Physical Activity as Predictors of Obesity

As one might expect, those who meet the physical activity guideline have lower
odds of being obese than those who do not meet the guidelines, when controlling
for other factors. However, fruit and vegetable consumption is not a significant pre-
dictor of obesity – and the model results, although not significant, show an inverse
relationship with fruit and vegetable intake and obesity. This can be explained by
the fact that fruit and vegetable consumption is only a partial measure of diet and it
does not reflect eating habits as a whole. We do not have information on the extent
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to which other types of food are consumed, such as fizzy drinks, or on the total
calorific intake of the respondent. One cannot assume that eating 5 or more fruit and
vegetables a day is a predictor of a healthy diet in general.

Conclusions

These results highlight the importance of recognising differences in both levels
of exercise and obesity not just between ethnic groups but also between men
and women. The relatively weak association between obesity and meeting mod-
erate exercise guidelines (meeting the exercise guidelines increases the odds of
not being obese by about 40%) demonstrates that exercise, of itself, does not pro-
vide a sufficient explanation for obesity levels. Whilst manual work associated with
employment has been shown to be an important component of physical activity for
some men, the steady decline in occupations requiring heavy manual work suggests
this will play a decreasing role over time.

Differences in levels of obesity between Black Caribbean and Black African men
and women remain unexplained and require more work to establish the various roles
of lifestyle and eating patterns, occupation or body-image preferences.

The very low levels of obesity for Chinese men and women – with no indication
of an increase amongst younger generations – is not readily explained by levels of
physical activity and, again, needs research in more depth to identify whether diet
plays a major role or whether additional factors are at play. Similarly, the low levels
of physical activity amongst Pakistani and Bangladeshi women and men cannot be
simply explained by cultural barriers for women.

Obesity is much more complicated than just trying to tell people to eat more
healthily and exercise more! Much more detailed work is needed to understand the
range of different factors that explain the ethnic and gender differences observed
here.
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Chapter 11
Racial Discrimination and Health: Exploring
the Possible Protective Effects of Ethnic Density

Mai Stafford, Laia Bécares and James Nazroo

Introduction

The work described in this chapter aims to widen the focus of research on ethnicity
and health to highlight how the residential context can shape the everyday experi-
ences and health of ethnic minority groups. Ethnic inequalities in health are well
documented, with both a poorer economic position and exposure to racism lead-
ing to poorer health for several of the UK’s ethnic minority groups (Davey Smith
et al., 2000; Erens et al., 2001; Nazroo, 1997, 2001, 2003). However, there is an
emerging literature that suggests that an increasing proportion of ethnic minority
people in local areas may mitigate some of these effects. Although ethnic density
has often been treated as an indicator of disadvantage in an area, there may in fact
be health benefits to living in a more ethnically dense area once deprivation has
been controlled for. The main objective of the work described here is to investi-
gate possible protective pathways linking greater ethnic density to better health for
ethnic minorities. The chapter begins by briefly summarizing some existing stud-
ies which relate ethnic density to health and reviewing the theory and evidence for
some of these protective pathways. After setting out the hypotheses to be tested, we
describe the study design, which is based on secondary analysis of the Citizenship
Survey, formerly the Home Office Citizenship Survey. Limitations of this work and
the implications of our findings are discussed in the final sections.

Several disciplines have an interest in describing and understanding the deter-
minants and impact of the proportion of residents in a given area that are from
a particular ethnic group, as evidenced by other chapters in this volume. Various
labels have been given to this phenomenon, including ethnic heterogeneity, ethnic
concentration and, within the field of epidemiology, ethnic density. Although not
always explicit, the phrase ethnic density usually refers to ethnic minority density,
i.e. the proportion of residents from a particular ethnic minority group in a given
area, rather than to an interest in the majority ethnic group.
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Existing Studies

Ethnic Density and Health

The ethnic density effect proposes that ethnic minority people residing in areas
where they form a greater proportion of the population have better health than eth-
nic minority residents in areas of lower ethnic concentration (Faris and Dunham,
1939; Halpern and Nazroo, 1999). This is supported by several, but not all, studies
in the US and Europe which suggest that an increasing proportion of co-ethnics in an
area is associated with lower rates of psychosis, suicide, common mental disorders,
psychiatric admissions, self-rated health and mortality for ethnic minority groups
(Boydell et al., 2001; Eschbach et al., 2004; Fagg et al., 2006; Fang et al., 1998;
Franzini and Spears, 2003; Halpern and Nazroo, 1999; Neeleman and Wessely,
1999; Neeleman et al., 2001; Pickett et al., 2005; Rabkin, 1979; Veling et al., 2008;
Wickrama et al., 2005). However, findings are mixed and several other studies have
found no association or even statistically significantly elevated levels of poor self-
rated health, infant and adult mortality, hypertension and chronic conditions among
other outcomes (Abada et al., 2007; Ecob and Williams, 1991; Ellen, 2000; Karlsen
et al., 2002; LeClere et al., 1997; White and Borrell, 2006; Yankauer, 1950).

An inverse association between ethnic density and good health would per-
haps not be surprising given that areas of higher ethnic density are more likely
to be economically and socially deprived on several indicators. In the UK, areas
with high proportions of ethnic minorities have been shown to be more densely
populated, with more social housing and unemployment, lower proportions of
households with cars and central heating and lower proportions of individuals in
professional and managerial occupations (Clark and Drinkwater, 2002). Deprived
areas are also more likely to have lower quality and quantity of leisure facilities
and poorer transport, housing, physical environment, food shopping opportunities,
and primary and secondary health services (Cummins et al., 2005). Overwhelming
evidence demonstrates that residence in a more deprived area is associated with
poorer health across a whole range of health outcomes (Davey-Smith et al., 1998;
Diez-Roux et al., 1997; Haan et al., 1987; Krieger, 1992; Roberts, 1997; Pickett
and Pearl, 2001; Riva et al., 2007). Yet it appears that ethnic minorities living
in areas of higher ethnic density do better, at least on some health outcomes,
than those living in areas of lower ethnic density and lower levels of multiple
deprivation.

Possible explanations for a protective association between ethnic density and
health have been suggested. These include the possibility that exposure to racism
and discrimination is lower in areas of higher ethnic density (Bécares et al., 2009;
Halpern and Nazroo, 1999), and that higher ethnic density promotes enhanced
social cohesion, mutual social support and a stronger sense of community and
belongingness, which in turn provide protection from the consequences of discrim-
ination and racial harassment (Bhugra and Becker, 2005; Daley, 1998; Halpern
and Nazroo, 1999; Smaje, 1995), as well as from the detrimental effects of low
status stigma (Pickett and Wilkinson, 2008). It has also been suggested that greater
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ethnic density may provide access to amenities and services, both because of higher
demand/reduced opportunity costs and because of increased civic engagement by
ethnic minorities which facilitates community organization to secure access to
resources (Karlsen et al., 2002). These pathways will be described more fully in
the following sections.

Ethnic Density and Experience of Racial Discrimination

Racial discrimination is detrimental to health (Halpern and Nazroo, 1999);
Harris et al., 2006a, b; Krieger and Sidney, 1996; Krieger, 1990; 1999, 2000;
Paradies, 2006; Williams and Mohammed, 2009; Williams and Neighbors, 2001;
Williams, 1999; Williams et al., 1997). Few prior studies have examined whether
ethnic minorities living in areas where they constitute a greater proportion
of the population experience less racial discrimination (Bécares et al., 2009;
Halpern and Nazroo, 1999; Whitley et al., 2006). A reduced number of potential
perpetrators and/or prevailing norms which are intolerant of racial discrimination
may well be found in areas of higher ethnic density. In line with these studies, we
hypothesise that ethnic minorities will report lower levels of worry about becom-
ing the victim of racism as well as fewer actual experiences of racism in areas of
higher ethnic density. It is worth noting here that indicators of ethnic density in the
UK have usually been based on fairly crude categorisations of ethnicity, for exam-
ple grouping all South Asians together into a single category and not distinguishing
between Black Africans and Black Caribbeans but using instead a crude measure
such as proportion Black. In some cases, ethnic density has been measured as the
number of residents from any ethnic minority as a ratio of the total number of resi-
dents. However, since racial discrimination can occur between individuals from two
ethnic minorities, we cannot assume that higher overall ethnic minority density is
associated with a reduction in the number of potential perpetrators. Therefore we
also wish to explore alternative indicators of ethnic density and hypothesise that
a lower likelihood of racial discrimination will be more strongly associated with
co-ethnic density than with overall ethnic minority density.

Ethnic Density and Social Cohesion

Residence with co-ethnics may also enhance opportunities for accessing mutual
social support through shared culture, customs and values. When people share val-
ues and norms, the community is said to be more socially cohesive. Kawachi and
Berkman (2000) described social cohesion as the absence of latent social conflict
and the presence of social bonds such as trust and norms of reciprocity, although
many definitions of the concept can be found. A small section of literature supports
the idea that ethnic density can enhance social cohesion and a sense of commu-
nity and belongingness (Daley, 1998; Halpern and Nazroo, 1999; Smaje, 1995;
Bhugra and Becker, 2005), although here we have to distinguish social cohesion
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within and between ethnic groups. For example, there is concern that special inter-
est groups and groups with a strong group identity can be exclusive leading to the
formation of in-groups and out-groups (Durlauf, 1999; ODPM, 2004; Portes, 1998;
Stolle and Rochon, 1998). Whilst a strong group identity could be beneficial for
the sense of belonging and psychological and even material well-being of group
members, it could be detrimental in creating a sense of ‘otherness’ and in pulling
resources away from those outside the group. Indeed, some recent theoretical and
empirical work maintains that ethnic diversity undermines a sense of community
and social cohesion, positing that individuals prefer to interact with others that are
similar to themselves and so as ethnic concentration increases in an area, social
cohesion decreases (Alesina and La Ferrara, 2002; Costa and Kahn, 2003; Glaeser
et al., 2000; Putnam, 2007). Whilst this argument relates to ethnic diversity rather
than to ethnic minority density, the operationalisation of ethnic diversity is such
that its indicators are highly positively correlated with ethnic density. In this con-
text, we consider that notions of social cohesion should encapsulate tolerance and
understanding of diversity as well as a sense of belonging, trust and reciprocity.

A positive association between social cohesion and health is well-documented
(Boreham et al., 2002; Echeverría et al., 2008; Kawachi and Kennedy, 1997). Based
on this, we propose that one of the pathways linking ethnic density to better health is
through increased social cohesion. Again, we suggest that the association between
ethnic density and social cohesion will be stronger when ethnic density is captured
by the proportion of co-ethnics in the area rather than by overall ethnic minor-
ity density. This is based on the fact that culture, customs and values can vary
greatly between ethnic minority groups and we suggest that the greatest degree of
identification will be amongst those from the same specific ethnic group.

Ethnic Density and Civic Engagement

Evidence from the US suggests that a third explanation for a protective effect of
ethnic density is through increased civic engagement. In other words, ethnic density
is hypothesised to be positively associated with political mobility and participation
in community volunteering and organizations. One motivation for this political and
civic engagement is the desire to attract and preserve resources for one’s own group.
In more ethnically dense areas, ethnic group becomes more salient and so theory
suggests that engagement should be greater (Anderson and Paskeviciute, 2005). In
addition, where participation depends on face-to-face contact, members of ethnic
minority groups have the choice of joining a group where they are the minority or
not joining at all. In areas of higher ethnic density, there is the possibility of finding
groups in which they are less of a minority or indeed not a minority at all (Costa and
Kahn, 2003).

The US literature suggests that in highly ethnically segregated areas, politi-
cal empowerment attenuates, but does not eradicate, the negative consequences
of segregation on health (LaVeist, 1993). In fact, studies have suggested that
African Americans are more successful at attaining political power in highly
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segregated cities (LaVeist, 1993; p. 51). In the UK, studies exploring the asso-
ciation between ethnic density, civic engagement and political participation have
found mixed results. One study found increased voter turnout in areas of high eth-
nic density (Fieldhouse and Cutts, 2008). Another found no statistically significant
association between ethnic density and civic engagement or formal volunteering
(Pennant, 2005).

It has been suggested, with some supportive evidence, that ethnic minorities
with greater political participation and political power are better placed to influ-
ence decisions about resource allocation to improve relevant welfare and services
(La Veist, 1992). In addition ethnic minority community infrastructure, in the form
of civic and social institutions and neighbourhood associations, is also theorised
to be stronger where ethnic minority political power is greater (La Veist, 1992).
Welfare provision, public services and community infrastructure are then thought
to have an impact on the health of that ethnic group (La Veist, 1992). Links
between facets of community infrastructure, including voluntary and civic activ-
ities, and better health have been documented (Boreham et al., 2002; Harris and
Thoresen, 2005; Musick et al., 1999) although the direction of causality remains
poorly defined as much of that work is based on cross-sectional data. On the basis
of these studies, we hypothesise that higher ethnic density will be associated with
higher levels of formal and informal volunteering and greater participation in civic
activities.

This synopsis of existing studies provides a context for the work described in this
chapter which aims to examine:

• the associations between the residential ethnic density of an area and health,
experiences of racism and discrimination, social cohesion and civic engagement;

• whether these associations vary by ethnic group; and
• whether these associations vary when alternative measures of ethnic density

are used.

Data

Data for the study come from two sources, namely the 2001 UK Census (for infor-
mation on ethnic density) and the Citizenship Survey (for information on all other
variables of interest).

Ethnic Density Data from the 2001 Census

The areal unit chosen to measure ethnic density in the 2001 Census was Middle
Super Output Area (MSOA) of which there are 6,780 in England and 413 in
Wales. The minimum population of an MSOA is 5,000 and the mean is 7,200
(Office for National Statistics, 2004). Concerns over confidentiality and respon-
dent identification did not allow us to use lower levels of disaggregation. Higher
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levels were not considered appropriate because the literature has argued that larger
areas fail to capture local group density with accuracy (Franzini and Spears, 2003;
Halpern, 1993). The 2001 Census data on ethnicity (Office for National Statistics,
2008) were geocoded to the Citizenship Survey through respondent’s MSOA iden-
tifier. This step potentially allows identification of respondents and so it was
performed by the Data Custodian (the National Centre for Social Research) and
area identifiers were not supplied to the research team. The data linkage request was
approved by the Data Custodian with the constraint that 5% random error be added
to each ethnic density variable. This additional random error reduced the precision
of the estimates, but it did not bias them. The percentage of the MSOA population
made up by each ethnic minority group is summarised in Table 11.1.

Table 11.1 Proportion of MSOA population in each ethnic minority group

Ethnic group
Percentage of MSOA population
Mean (Standard deviation) Median Range

Caribbean 1.14 (2.69) 0.16 0–24.14
African 0.97 (2.73) 0.11 0–41.11
Indian 2.04 (5.21) 0.45 0–71.29
Pakistani 1.38 (4.90) 0.15 0–73.14
Bangladeshi 0.56 (2.89) 0.06 0–60.99
Overall ethnic

minority density
8.94 (14.31) 2.78 0–88.92

Source: 2001 Census: Key Statistics Table KS006.

Operationalising Ethnic Density

Ethnic density based on 2001 Census data was operationalised as co-ethnic density
and overall ethnic minority density. Co-ethnic density was calculated by dividing the
number of residents from the respondent’s own ethnic group in an area by the total
population in that area. This was conducted separately for Black Caribbean, Black
African, Indian, Pakistani and Bangladeshi people. Residents of mixed ethnicity
(14.6% of those who classified themselves as having an ethnic minority background)
were excluded from the numerators. It was also calculated for Whites (with the
numerator including all people who classified themselves as White British, White
Irish and Other White). Overall ethnic minority density was calculated by dividing
the sum of residents from any ethnic minority background (including all the ethnic
minority groups listed above plus Chinese, Other Asian, Other Black and Mixed,
but excluding Irish) by the total population in that area.

Data from the Citizenship Surveys were gecoded to data on ethnic density from
the 2001 Census through the respondent’s postcode. This data linkage was under-
taken by the Data Custodian to ensure respondent confidentiality. In addition to
these objective measures of ethnic density, we were able to use a subjective ethnic
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density measure from the Citizenship Survey. Respondents were asked what propor-
tion of all the people in their local area were of the same ethnic group as themselves.
Possible responses were ‘all the same’, ‘more than half’, ‘about a half’ or ‘less than
a half’. The local area was defined as the area within 15/20 minute walking dis-
tance. Unlike the objective measures from the 2001 Census, perceived ethnic density
does not refer to an administrative boundary; nor does it refer to ethnic groupings
based on pre-defined categories as used in the 2001 Census. Therefore this mea-
sure reflects subjective perceptions of ethnic density rather than externally imposed
categorisations.

The Citizenship Survey

The Citizenship Survey (CS) is a biennial survey that started in 2001 and provides an
evidence base for the work conducted by the Department of Communities and Local
Government (DCLG). It includes questions on attitudes regarding one’s neighbour-
hood, family and friendship networks, civic renewal and civic participation, trust
between neighbours, perceived levels of racial and religious discrimination and
formal and informal volunteering. Demographic information such as age, gender,
ethnicity, religion, educational background, occupational status and income are also
collected.

In order to increase statistical power, this study used a merged file of the 2005
and 2007 Citizenship Surveys. The 2005 Citizenship Survey consisted of two sepa-
rate components: a core representative sample of the general adult population of
England and Wales of around 10,000 individuals, and an ethnic minority boost
sample of approximately 4,000 individuals. The core sample was obtained from
residential addresses selected from the Royal Mail’s Postcode Address File (PAF).
A two-stage sampling approach was used to select the addresses. At the first stage, a
random sample of Census Area Statistics (CAS) wards was selected. At the sec-
ond stage, addresses were sampled from within the selected wards. The ethnic
minority boost sample was chosen from wards selected for the core sample as well
as from an additional boost sample of 150 wards, using screening and focused enu-
meration (Michaelson et al., 2005). The 2007 Citizenship Survey consists of 14,095
people aged 16 and over residing in England and Wales. A total of 9,336 respondents
were surveyed for the core sample, and 4,759 people were surveyed for the ethnic
boost sample, following a similar sampling strategy to that of the 2005 Citizenship
Survey.

Ethnicity was measured as a self-reported variable, and was categorised using
the same definitions as the 2001 Census into White, Black Caribbean (henceforth
referred to as Caribbean), Black African (henceforth African), Indian, Pakistani and
Bangladeshi. Other ethnic groups covered too few respondents to be considered in
the analyses presented here.

Health was measured using two items capturing limiting long-term illness
(LLTI). Participants who reported that they suffered from an illness that had troubled
them for some time and that this illness limited their daily activities were classified
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as having a LLTI. Although not ideal, LLTI is associated with increased risk of
mortality and health service use (Lyyra and Heikkinen, 2006).

Two different racism measures were analysed in this study: fear of racial/
religious attacks and expected organisational discrimination. Fear of racial/religious
attacks was measured by asking respondents how worried they were about being
subject to a physical attack because of skin colour, ethnic origin or religion. The
variable was dichotomised as ‘not very worried or not worried at all’ and ‘fairly or
very worried’. Organisational discrimination was analysed as a dichotomous vari-
able that measured whether the respondent felt that he/she would be treated better,
worse or the same as other races by members of any of the following organisations
(categorised into ‘expects to be treated better or same’, and ‘expects to be treated
worse’): a local doctor’s surgery, a local hospital, the health service generally, a local
school, the education system generally, a council housing department or housing
association, a local council, a private landlord, the Courts, the Crown Prosecution
Service, the Police, the local police, the immigration authorities, the Prison Service
and the Probation Service.

Social cohesion was measured in the 2005 Citizenship Survey by seven items
capturing whether the respondent: agreed that people in their neighbourhood pulled
together to improve the neighbourhood; agreed that this is a close-knit community;
agreed that many of the people in their neighbourhood could be trusted; agreed that
people in the neighbourhood were willing to help their neighbours; agreed that peo-
ple in the neighbourhood share the same values; agreed that the local area (within
15/20 min walking distance) is a place where people from different backgrounds
get on well together; and agreed that the local area is a place where residents
respect ethnic differences between people. The item capturing whether people in
the neighbourhood share the same values did not correlate well with the other
items and was omitted from these analyses. Principal components analysis indi-
cated that a single component was sufficient to capture the remaining six items and
this was verified for each ethnic group separately. Component scores were approx-
imately equal so a summary social cohesion score was calculated as the sum of
these six items which, after transformation, ranged from 0 to 100 with higher values
indicating greater cohesion. Some changes were made to these items in the 2007
survey and so analysis of social cohesion is limited to the 2005 data in this
chapter.

Civic engagement captured whether respondents had participated in any formal
or informal volunteering in the past 12 months and whether they had partic-
ipated in any civic activity in the last 12 months which was not related to
their jobs. Information on formal volunteering activities in an extensive list of
groups, clubs and organisations (including youth activities, sport or hobby groups,
and religious, political or environmental organizations) and informal volunteer-
ing activities (including shopping, transporting and babysitting) was included.
Involvement in various civic activities included having been a local councillor or
having been a member of a decision-making group. A summary variable capturing
involvement in any formal and informal volunteering or civic activities was also
analysed.
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Other explanatory variables were respondent’s age, sex, individual socioe-
conomic position, nativity (UK or abroad), number of years living in the
neighbourhood and area deprivation. Socioeconomic position based on respondent’s
occupation was classified according to the NS-SEC into seven groups (higher/lower
managerial and professions; intermediate occupations/small employer; lower super-
visory and technical/semi-routine; routine occupations; never worked/long-term
unemployed; full-time students; not stated/classified). Area deprivation was mea-
sured with the 2004 Index of Multiple Deprivation summary score.

Statistical Analysis

To address the first aim, namely to examine the association between co-ethnic
density and health, perceived racial discrimination, social cohesion and civic
engagement, regression modelling was used. Co-ethnic density was included as a
continuous variable. Additional terms allowing for non-linearity were tested but
did not improve model fit and are not presented here. LLTI, perceived racial dis-
crimination and civic engagement measures were dichotomised and modelled using
logistic regression. Social cohesion scores were approximately normally distributed
and were modelled as a continuous variable using linear regression. Age, sex, indi-
vidual socioeconomic position, number of years living in the neighbourhood and
area deprivation were included as covariates.

To explore whether these associations depended on the operationalisation of eth-
nic density, we repeated the models described above using two alternative measures
of ethnic density (namely overall ethnic minority density and perceived ethnic den-
sity) in place of co-ethnic density. Although formal comparisons of these models
were not undertaken, we examined the magnitude of the ethnic density effect size
across the different ethnic density measures. Since it cannot be assumed that the
association between ethnic density and outcomes is the same across different ethnic
groups, we stratified all analyses by ethnic group.

Description of the Citizenship Survey Participants

Table 11.2 presents the demographic characteristics of the ethnic minority groups
of interest in the merged dataset. Among ethnic minorities, Caribbean people were
older and Indian respondents were in higher socio-economic positions. More than
half of all respondents in all ethnic minority groups were born abroad. This was
most important for African (87.5%), Bangladeshi (78.7%), and Pakistani (66.2%)
respondents. Bangladeshi people had the highest proportion living in areas of high
deprivation whereas Indian people had the least. Over 60% of ethnic minority
respondents reported living in an area where half or fewer of the residents were
from the same ethnic background. In contrast, more than 80% of white respondents
reported living in an area where half or more residents were from the same ethnic
background.
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Table 11.3 summarises the distribution of co-ethnic density at the MSOA level
by ethnic group among the Citizenship Survey sample. Caribbean respondents were
the least concentrated, with only 4.5% of their population living in areas of 20+%
co-ethnic density. Indian people, in contrast, were the most concentrated, with over
45% of respondents living in areas of 20+% co-ethnic density. Caribbean, African
and Bangladeshi respondents had around 50% of their population in areas with
less than 10% co-ethnic density. It is also evident from Table 11.3 that Caribbean
and African respondents lived in areas with lower overall ethnic minority density
(around 40% of respondents in areas of 40+% density) compared with South Asian
respondents (around 50 to 60% in areas of 40+% density). For all ethnic groups, per-
ceived and measured co-ethnic densities were positively correlated, although ethnic
minority participants tended to overestimate the proportion of co-ethnics in their
area (Stafford et al., 2009).

Ethnic Density and Long-Term Limiting Illness

The prevalence of LLTI for Caribbean, African, Indian, Pakistani and Bangladeshi
participants was 23.7, 10.5, 16.2, 16.6 and 17.2% respectively. After accounting
for participant’s age and sex, the likelihood of having a LLTI remained elevated
(compared with White participants) for Caribbeans, Pakistanis and Bangladeshis.
Statistically significant associations between co-ethnic or overall ethnic minority
density and LLTI were not found (Table 11.4). In contrast, perceived ethnic density
appeared to be more consistently associated with a reduced likelihood of LLTI, indi-
cated by an odds ratio (OR) for LLTI of less than 1 at the highest levels of perceived
ethnic density for all except Caribbeans.

The fact that these associations seems to depend on the operationalisation of eth-
nic density has been discussed more fully elsewhere (Stafford et al., 2009). Briefly,
these findings suggest that perceived ethnic density is associated with reduced like-
lihood of reporting LLTI but that measured ethnic density, whether co-ethnic or
overall ethnic minority density, is not. This may be due to the fact that perceived
ethnic density refers to respondent-based perceptions of ethnic group within self-
defined area boundaries rather than external categorisations. Findings highlight the
importance of capturing exposures at the appropriate geographical level and could
inform future studies of the ethnic density effect.

Racism Prevalence and Association with Ethnic Density

Experiences of racial discrimination among the ethnic minority population of the
Citizenship Survey sample are presented in Table 11.5. Bangladeshi people were
the most worried about racial/religious attacks, followed by Indian, Pakistani and
African people. Caribbean people reported the highest prevalence of expecting to
be treated worse than other races by a range of organisations.
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Table 11.3 Distribution of co-ethnic density and overall ethnic minority density by MSOA

Caribbean
(n=1,644)

African
(n=1,536)

Indian
(n=2,687)

Pakistani
(n=1,503)

Bangladeshi
(n=536)

% % % % %

Caribbean ethnic density
0–0.9% 7.4 13.4 30.4 32.2 18.5
1–4.9% 25.9 35.9 48.8 44.6 53.4
5–9.9% 28.6 24.4 12.3 13.4 17.0
10–19.9% 33.6 24.3 7.8 9.1 10.2
20% or more 4.5 2.0 0.7 0.7 0.9

African ethnic density
0–0.9% 19.7 15.5 41.9 51.0 22.2
1–4.9% 29.4 31.4 42.8 34.4 45.9
5–9.9% 25.9 24.0 11.9 11.2 18.7
10–19.9% 19.0 21.7 3.2 3.1 10.8
20% or more 6.0 7.4 0.2 0.3 2.4

Indian ethnic density
0–0.9% 14.5 17.1 6.5 14.3 12.5
1–4.9% 50.1 49.6 18.4 36.5 63.1
5–9.9% 13.6 12.4 10.5 13.9 7.4
10–19.9% 11.6 11.8 19.5 15.9 7.1
20–39.9% or more 9.0 7.6 27.2 16.0 8.8
40% or more 1.2 1.4 17.9 3.5 1.1

Pakistani ethnic density
0–0.9% 39.2 45.6 22.2 9.8 47.6
1–4.9% 33.2 34.7 39.3 16.8 19.9
5–9.9% 15.3 10.1 19.2 18.8 9.0
10–19.9% 7.8 6.8 12.6 22.1 11.2
20–39.9% or more 3.8 2.4 5.8 20.5 8.4
40% or more 0.7 0.4 0.9 12.0 6.0

Bangladeshi ethnic density
0–0.9% 56.9 55.6 75.4 56.4 16.2
1–4.9% 34.5 36.1 17.0 24.6 21.6
5–9.9% 4.9 4.5 4.4 12.0 15.5
10–19.9% 2.2 2.1 2.5 4.9 12.9
20–39.9% or more 1.2 0.9 0.5 1.9 1.4
40% or more 0.3 0.8 0.2 0.3 19.4

Overall ethnic minority density
0–9.9% 7.2 10.4 10.5 7.5 6.5
10–19.9% 8.8 9.2 10.1 10.2 6.7
20–39.9% 40.2 38.9 27.8 28.9 21.1
40–59.9% 29.3 31.9 21.0 24.2 34.9
60 or more 14.6 9.6 30.7 29.3 30.8

Source: Citizenship Surveys 2005 and 2007 combined.
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Table 11.4 LLTI and ethnic density among the ethnic minority sample, adjusted for gender, age,
socioeconomic position and area deprivation

Caribbeans
(n=820) OR
(95% CI)

Africans
(n=690) OR
(95% CI)

Indians
(n=1,299)
OR (95% CI)

Pakistanis
(n=678) OR
(95% CI)

Bangladeshis
(n=233) OR
(95% CI)

Co-ethnic density
(per 10% increase)

0.96
(0.51,1.81)

0.92
(0.44,1.93)

0.94
(0.80,1.11)

1.09
(0.86,1.37)

1.09
(0.80,1.49)

Overall ethnic
minority density
(per 10% increase)

1.02
(0.84,1.23)

1.00
(0.76,1.31)

0.95
(0.83,1.08)

1.03
(0.88,1.21)

0.95
(0.70,1.29)

Perceived ethnic density
Less than half same 1 1 1 1 1

About half same 0.78
(0.25,2.46)

0.60
(0.12,3.07)

0.86
(0.44,1.71)

1.18
(0.50,2.78)

0.94
(0.26,3.42)

More than half same 1.10
(0.48,2.47)

0.83
(0.18,3.84)

0.75
(0.35,1.62)

1.00
(0.40,2.48)

0.73
(0.14,3.97)

CI = Confidence limit.
Source: Citizenship Survey 2005.

Table 11.5 Experiences of racial discrimination among the ethnic minority sample

Caribbean
(n=1,644)

African
(n=1,536)

Indian
(n=2,687)

Pakistani
(n=1,503)

Bangladeshi
(n=536)

% % % % %

Fear of racial/religious attack
Fairly or very worried 25.1 36.5 40.7 39.3 42.7

Organisational racism
Expects to be treated

worse than other
races

43.9 37.4 24.1 29.1 30.2

Source: Citizenship Surveys 2005 and 2007 combined.

Table 11.6 summarises the relationship between the three measures of ethnic
density and racism. Co-ethnic density and perceived ethnic density were statisti-
cally significantly associated with lower likelihood of fear of racial or religious
attack amongst Indian and Pakistani people. In contrast, perceived ethnic den-
sity was associated with increased likelihood of fear of racial or religious attack
amongst Caribbean participants. All three measures of ethnic density were also
associated with lower likelihood of expected organisational racism amongst Indian
participants. These findings point to a possible protective effect of ethnic density,
irrespective of the choice of measure for both interpersonal and institutional racism
for Indian participants. For other ethnic groups the results were less consistent and
it is not possible to identify clear patterns.
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Note that the racism measures available within the Citizenship Survey capture
fear of racism and expectations of experiencing racism but not actual discrimi-
natory experiences. The Fourth National Survey of Ethnic Minorities, in contrast,
included indicators of both fear and experience of racist attacks. Briefly, this sur-
vey was conducted in 1993–1994 and provided information on the experiences of a
nationally representative sample of ethnic minorities living in England and Wales.
Further information is provided by Modood et al. (1997). Data from the Fourth
National Survey suggest that co-ethnic density and overall ethnic minority density
are associated with experiences of racism as well as with fear of experiencing racism
(Bécares et al., 2009). Despite differences in the measurement and survey design,
the odds ratios summarizing the relationship between ethnic density and fear of
racist attack are very similar for both surveys. For example, the odds ratio of report-
ing fear of racial attack was 0.94 (95% CI: 0.72, 1.23) per 10% increase in co-ethnic
density for Caribbean participants. The corresponding odds ratio for experiencing
racial attack was 0.89 (CI: 0.59, 1.37).

Levels of Social Cohesion and Association with Ethnic Density

Social cohesion did not vary across ethnic minority groups although it was statis-
tically significantly higher for White participants (p < 0.001) (Table 11.7). In line
with previous work (Boreham et al., 2002; Coulthard et al., 2001), social cohe-
sion increased with age and was lower in more deprived areas (data not shown)
and subsequent analyses were adjusted for these covariates, along with gender,
socioeconomic position and length of residence in the neighbourhood.

There was a trend for greater social cohesion in areas of higher co-ethnic
density and overall ethnic minority density for all ethnic groups, indicated by pos-
itive regression coefficients in Table 11.8 (although these did not attain statistical
significance in all cases). Respondents reporting higher perceived ethnic density also
reported greater social cohesion, with the exception of Caribbeans. We had expected
that measured co-ethnic density would be more strongly and clearly associated with
social cohesion than was overall ethnic minority density but there was no evidence
to support this. In fact, the effect of a 10% increase in overall ethnic minority den-
sity was greater than that for co-ethnic density. Compared with the reference group,

Table 11.7 Social cohesion by ethnic group

Caribbean
(n=832)

African
(n=706)

Indian
(n=1,314)

Pakistani
(n=685)

Bangladeshi
(n=240)

White
(n=8,915)

Mean social
cohesion score
(0–100)

52.6 53.6 53.6 52.9 52.6 58.0

Standard deviation 14.6 15.2 14.0 14.2 13.6 14.3

Source: Citizenship Survey 2005.
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Table 11.8 Estimates for social cohesion regressed on ethnic density among the ethnic minority
sample, adjusted for gender, age, socioeconomic position, area deprivation and length of residence
in neighbourhood

Caribbean
(n=832)
Coeff. (s.e.)

African
(n=706)
Coeff. (s.e.)

Indian
(n=1,314)
Coeff. (s.e.)

Pakistani
(n=685)
Coeff. (s.e.)

Bangladeshi
(n=240)
Coeff. (s.e.)

Co-ethnic
density (per
10% increase)

0.007 (0.089) 0.063 (0.086) 0.074 (0.019)† 0.055 (0.037) 0.141 (0.048)∗∗

Overall ethnic
minority
density (per
10% increase)

0.223 (0.098)∗ 0.125 (0.119) 0.256 (0.067)† 0.074 (0.092) 0.091 (0.148)

Mean (SE)
difference

Mean (SE)
difference

Mean (SE)
difference

Mean (SE)
difference

Mean (SE)
difference

Perceived ethnic density
Less than half

same
Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref

About half same –0.30 (1.19) 2.73 (1.64) 1.91 (0.99) –0.06 (1.39) 1.62 (2.70)
More than half

same
–2.04 (1.53) 2.08 (1.86) 2.88 (0.92) 3.64 (1.34) 3.28 (2.19)

p-value (across
all categories)

∗∗ ∗∗

∗p<0.05, ∗∗p<0.01, †p<0.001
Source: Citizenship Survey 2005.

those who perceived more than half of the people in the area to be of the same eth-
nic density had social cohesion scores around two to three points higher. The almost
zero regression coefficient for co-ethnic density and the negative coefficients for per-
ceived ethnic density amongst Caribbeans are intriguing and could represent a real
difference in the effect of Caribbean density on social outcomes in this ethnic group.
With the exception of Caribbean participants, Table 11.8 shows a consistent positive
relationship between social cohesion and ethnic density on all three of the density
measures, although possibly due to lack of statistical power these relationships are
not statistically significant in every case.

Prevalence of Civic Engagement and Association
with Ethnic Density

Volunteering and civic activity were less common among Indian, Pakistan
and Bangladeshi respondents than amongst Caribbeans, Africans and Whites
(Table 11.9). Note that the Citizenship Survey does not distinguish between civic
engagement in groups and organisations for ethnic minorities specifically although
it does distinguish engagement undertaken within versus outside the local area.
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Table 11.9 Prevalence of civic engagement by ethnic group

Caribbean
(n=1,644)
%

African
(n=1,536)
%

Indian
(n=2,687)
%

Pakistani
(n=1,503)
%

Bangladeshi
(n=536)
%

White
(n=16,536)
%

Any civic
participation

12.6 11.1 7.7 7.2 7.3 9.4

Any informal
volunteering

64.3 60.6 55.0 52.8 45.0 65.8

Any formal
volunteering

40.5 42.1 34.8 26.2 25.2 43.6

Any civic
engagement
(any of the
above)

75.5 73.6 67.5 64.1 60.6 80.1

Source: Citizenship Surveys 2005 and 2007.

Table 11.10 shows no evidence of a protective association between any of the
ethnic density measures and either volunteering or civic engagement. The direction
of the odds ratios suggests that formal volunteering is less likely in areas of higher
overall ethnic minority density and indeed associations were statistically significant
for all groups except Bangladeshis. There was no clear evidence that volunteering
in informal activities was associated with the three measures of ethnic density. The
direction of association was dependent on the ethnic group under consideration.
There was a tendency for decreasing likelihood of informal volunteering with
increasing ethnic density for Caribbeans and Indians and some indication that infor-
mal volunteering was more likely in areas of higher ethnic density for Bangladeshis.
The odds ratios for civic engagement (which combines volunteering and
participation in civic activities) were below 1 for some ethnic groups and above
1 for others and also varied across choice of ethnic density measure.

Thus there is no evidence to support the hypothesis that ethnic density is asso-
ciated with greater civic engagement. It is possible that the indicators of civic
engagement included in the Citizenship Survey are capturing western ideas, forms
and ideals of engagement (Skocpol, 1996) and that alternative indicators or in-depth
work could portray a different picture. However, these findings were mirrored for
informal volunteering as captured in the Citizenship Survey.

Limitations of the Study

These analyses are based on cross-sectional data from an observation study and
leave open the possibility of self-selection of people into different types of areas.
However, it seems unlikely that the observed association between ethnic density
and racism would be driven by self-selection since the literature suggests that fear
of and experiences of racism are one motivation for people to remain in higher den-
sity areas (Whitley et al., 2006). Halpern and Nazroo (1999) tested the possibility
that the ethnic density effect was due to social selection or drift rather than social
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causation and acculturation. They argue that the ethnic density effect cannot be fully
explained by either of these phenomena, and that the effect found reflects the ben-
efits of group density, which notably reduce the exposure to racial harassment and
provide increased social support from other ethnic minority people (Halpern and
Nazroo, 1999).

Analyses are based on small numbers of participants for some outcomes, notably
for racism and formal volunteering, so there is low statistical power to detect small
effect sizes when stratifying by ethnic group. However, there are no UK datasets
with substantially larger numbers of participants to address this limitation. The data
are also limited in their inclusion of participants in areas where co-ethnic density
exceeded 40% so although the relationship between ethnic density and outcomes
appears to be linear within the range of these data, we cannot speak about the nature
of the relationship at higher levels of density. If there is a threshold at which ethnic
density begins to have a notably stronger effect, then it will be missed in this study.
However, the Citizenship Survey reflects the residential patterning of ethnic minori-
ties in the UK and this limitation is not a result of the survey sampling strategy.
This highlights the danger in translating findings from other countries where ethnic
densities extend beyond the range seen in the UK.

Conclusions and Implications

For Indian respondents, higher ethnic density is associated with lower likelihood
of fearing and expecting racism and this holds across the three measures of ethnic
density considered here. Findings were less consistent for other ethnic minorities,
possibly because of low statistical power although there was an indication that
Caribbeans who perceived higher ethnic density in their area were more likely to
fear racist or religious attack.

Social cohesion is greater in areas of higher ethnic density for all ethnic minori-
ties on all three ethnic density measures, with the exception of Caribbeans. The
relationship to social cohesion seems to be stronger for overall ethnic minority den-
sity than for co-ethnic density. This is contrary to our original hypothesis and could
indicate that greater ethnic mix in the area promotes greater tolerance and appre-
ciation of diverse ethnic identities and cultures. Alternatively, it may represent the
residential choices of people who are more tolerant moving into more mixed areas.
In contrast, several studies undertaken in the US appear to indicate that indices
related to ethnic density are negatively correlated with markers of social cohesion. In
a Chicago-based study, Sampson et al. (1997) found a negative correlation between
neighbourhood immigrant concentration (derived from percent Latino and percent
foreign born persons) and collective efficacy, captured by ten items, five of which
capture social cohesion (four of them included in the Citizenship Survey and used
here) and five of which capture informal social control. Despite some overlap in the
measures used, it is not possible to directly compare our findings since the Chicago
study included an additional construct of informal social control and our measure of
social cohesion included additional items capturing tolerance and respect between
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ethnic groups. Putnam (2007) studied a different exposure, namely ethnic homo-
geneity, and found it to be positively correlated with trust in neighbours which is
one of the elements making up the social cohesion scale studied here. Although the
exposure of interest there was not ethnic density per se, ethnic homogeneity was
measured using the Herfindahl index and is positively correlated with ethnic den-
sity. Similarly, Costa and Kahn (2003) found greater ethnic diversity to be associated
with lower levels of trust.

It is worth noting that we have investigated the relationship between ethnic den-
sity and perceived social cohesion for ethnic minority groups separately whereas
most previous studies have not conducted a stratified analysis. Our study does not
include analysis of the impact of ethnic density on social cohesion for white resi-
dents. These intriguing differences in findings relating to ethnic density and social
cohesion could be explained by differences in the measures used or the analytic
approach taken or they could indicate real differences in the relationship between
ethnic density and social cohesion in the UK compared with predominantly US-
based studies. For example, a UK study by Pennant (2005) found no significant
association between ethnic diversity and trust in employers, the police, the courts,
or councils, nor in volunteering or civic participation (although she did find an asso-
ciation between ethnic diversity and generalised trust). However, US literature does
suggest a positive relationship between exposure to social networks that cut across
diverse political views and political tolerance (Mutz, 2002). Therefore although not
directly speaking to tolerance of ethnic diversity, this provides some support for the
intergroup contact hypothesis (Allport, 1954) in the US context. The determinants
of tolerance, trust, social capital and social cohesion are multifactorial including the
national and local context as well as socio-cultural norms within the majority and
minority ethnic groups.

The finding that the association between ethnic density and outcomes varies
across ethnic groups confirms Yuan’s (2008) findings. She demonstrated a positive
association between co-ethnic density and social support and positive well-being
for Blacks, but not for Hispanics, in Illinois. However, co-ethnic density was asso-
ciated with less anger amongst Hispanics (but not Blacks) and she proposed that
co-ethnic density offers different benefits according to the different cultural and
social resources of each ethnic group. Marschall and Stolle (2004) also questionned
the appropriateness of a general model which assumes the development of trust
takes place in the same way for all ethnic groups in all contexts. Their Detroit study
showed that neighbourhood ethnic diversity was associated with greater generalised
trust for Blacks, but that socioeconomic factors were the predominant neighbour-
hood level contributor to generalised trust for Whites. Clearly the development of
trust and other elements of social cohesion might differ according to the experi-
ence of being in a minority or majority ethnic group, but possibly also in a more
fine-grained way between ethnic minority groups.

There was a suggestion that perceived ethnic density was associated with lower
social cohesion for Caribbeans. This finding, and the indication that perceived eth-
nic density was associated with greater fear of racist attack amongst Caribbeans,
suggest that the impact of ethnic density on outomes for this ethnic group could be
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qualitatively different than outcomes for other ethnic minority groups. Further work
might explore the characteristics of the areas in which Caribbeans reside, such as the
employment situation, industrial history, urbanicity, urbanisation and crime, result-
ing in diffrent kinds of race relations with white residents. It might also explore
the overlap of ethnic and religious density and the role of religious affiliation in
explaining differential effects of ethnic density across ethnic minority groups.

There may also be differences in the meaning of ethnic identity for Caribbeans
relating, for example, to the historical treatment and perception of this group. Over
time, the negative stereotyping of Blacks (Apena, 2007; Freeth, 1985; Greenwald
et al., 2003) may infiltrate peoples’ psyche and materialize into real-life settings.
These negative stereotypes about Blacks may have strong implications for self per-
ception (Speight, 2007). We are unable to explore the relevance of variations in the
meaning of ethnic identity for differences in the ethnic density effect across ethnic
minority groups further given the current data but it may be an idea worth pursuing
in future research.

We found no support for the possibility that ethnic density promotes civic
engagement. This could be due to limitations in the measures, as discused previ-
ously. Extant literature is divided and Anderson and Paskeviciute (2006) discuss
why a higher proportion of ethnic minority residents might be positively related to
some forms of citizenship behaviour whilst being negatively related to some other
forms. This is confirmed by empirical studies showing, for example, that people in
more racially mixed communities are less likely to participate in social and civic
activities (Alesina and La Ferrara, 2000 Costa and Kahn, 2003) and others showing
increased political participation in more ethnically dense areas (LaVeist, 1993).

Our starting premise was that associations between ethnic density and the out-
comes of interest may vary across the ethnic groups considered. The stratification
of analyses by ethnic group clearly reduces the statistical power to detect effects
because of small numbers but has allowed us to identify possible differences
between Caribbeans and other groups which are worthy of further investigation.
We contend that an approach which assumes that different ethnic minority groups
can be combined is often not appropriate and should be avoided where possible.

Our findings illustrate that there are some social benefits for ethnic minorities
living in more ethnically dense areas, despite these areas being more materially
deprived. Official reports show that racism and worry about racism are not uncom-
mon among ethnic minorities in the UK. Residential choices are complex, but if
fear of racism is one of the contributing factors then we need to continue to tackle
racism and worry about racism in order to enable ethnic minorities greater choice
about where they live.

It is interesting to note that levels of social cohesion seem to increase with
increasing ethnic density. More detailed understanding about the nature of social
cohesion and its formation and preservation amongst ethnic minorities in areas of
high ethnic concentration may inform more general work on the promotion of cohe-
sive communities. This will require detailed consideration of the types and quality
of social contact, within and between ethnic and other socio-demographic groups,
using longitudinal methods which capture processes and changes over time.
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Chapter 12
Ethnic Variation in Crime-Related Experiences:
A Statistical Comparison of Asian and Black
Responses on the British Crime Survey
2001–2007

Paula Kautt

Introduction

Given current public and policy interest in immigration and the emergence of new
minority identities in the United Kingdom, a public perception exists that Black and
Minority Ethnicities (BMEs) have substantively different experiences of victimisa-
tion, fear of crime and the criminal justice system than their non-ethnic minority
counterparts (Webster, 2007). Prominent examples such as recurring ethnic riots in
the past 50 years or the police handling of the Stephen Lawrence case accentuate
and reinforce this view. Such riots in Britain have often been triggered by heavy-
handed police interventions coupled with longstanding tensions between the police
and minority communities (Keith, 1993; Whitfield, 2007). Likewise, the London
Metropolitan Police (Met) assumption that the 1993 racially-motivated murder of
young black student, Stephen Lawrence, was drug-related cascaded into a series of
significant procedural and evidential errors which resulted in the crime remaining
unsolved to this day. Such events demonstrate the discriminatory treatment ethnic
minorities can receive from the criminal justice system in England and Wales.

With such history, it is not surprising that ethnic minorities are less likely to report
criminal victimisation to the police than the white majority (Avakame et al., 1999).
Although it is common knowledge that not all crimes are brought to their attention,
the rate of informing police is significantly lower amongst ethnic minorities. Since
1982, the British Crime Survey (BCS) has attempted to capture this ‘dark figure’ of
unreported crime by asking participants about the victimisation experiences (Hough
et al., 2007). In addition, it solicits information regarding their fear of crime and per-
ceptions of the criminal justice system. These characteristics make BCS data ideal
for assessing differences in criminological experiences and perceptions between the
different ethnic groups of England and Wales.

As such, it may be surprising to learn that BCS data have only rarely been used to
investigate the possible connections between ethnic minority status, victimisation,

P. Kautt (B)
UCL Jill Dando Institute of Crime Science, University College London, London, WC1E 7HN, UK
e-mail: p.kautt@ucl.ac.uk

251J. Stillwell, M. van Ham (eds.), Ethnicity and Integration, Understanding Population
Trends and Processes 3, DOI 10.1007/978-90-481-9103-1_12,
C© Springer Science+Business Media B.V. 2010



252 P. Kautt

fear of crime and perceptions of the criminal justice system. Given the availability
of very recent BCS data, it is perhaps even more astonishing that existing research
based on the BCS largely relies on older (pre-2001) data. This chapter gives a brief
overview of research that uses recent (2001–2007) BCS data to examine not only
how these outcomes vary across ethnicities but also whether the factors predict-
ing those outcomes also fluctuate between BME groups. It aims to discern whether
assuming that the influential factors apply equally to ethnic minorities is valid or
instead misrepresents the relevant issues, possibly exacerbating pre-existing ten-
sions. The findings suggest that the common practice of treating ‘White’ as the
‘normal’ status and the many distinct BME groups as interchangeable can distort
results, leading to erroneous conclusions (Garland et al., 2006). This becomes par-
ticularly problematic when such results are used to inform or formulate criminal
justice policy.

Background and Literature

Differential treatment of BME groups has been well-documented in several areas of
social policy, including the criminal justice system (e.g. Hood, 1992; Paul, 1997).
Research consistently shows that BME group members experience higher victim-
isation rates than ‘White British’ (Grant et al., 2006; Mason, 1995) and that these
levels vary significantly between minority ethnicities (Clancy et al., 2001; Osborn
and Tseloni, 1998; Trickett et al., 1995). At the same time, factors related to vic-
timisation predict fear of crime (Hough, 1995) and regions with larger minority
populations report higher levels of fear (Kershaw and Tseloni, 2005). Likewise,
public opinion of the police and their ability to control crime directly influences
fear of crime, linking it to perceived criminal justice system performance (Jackson,
2004; Tseloni, 2007). Such assessments of the criminal justice system vary chroni-
cally between ethnicities (Allen et al., 2006), some contend because of differences in
the treatment received by Whites, Asians and Afro-Caribbeans (Bhui, 2009; Bucke,
1997; FitzGerald, 1998; Mason, 1995).

Existing BCS-based victimisation research largely focuses on the effect of indi-
vidual or household characteristics over crime-related outcomes (Hope et al., 2001;
Osborn and Tseloni, 1998; Osborn, Ellingworth et al., 1996); Trickett et al., 1992;
Tseloni and Pease, 1998, 2005; Tseloni et al., 2002). Such studies identify several
factors highly correlated with respondent ethnicity that influence risk of victimisa-
tion (Clancy et al., 2001; Osborn and Tseloni, 1998; Trickett et al., 1995). These
include: single-parent status, living in the inner city, type of residence (such as ter-
raced or semi-detached), employment status, respondent age, income, education and
previous victimisation (as well as offence type). Such results strongly indicate that
respondent ethnicity indirectly influences the likelihood of criminal victimisation at
both the household and the individual level. Other BCS studies identify area-level
factors correlated with area ethnic composition that influence victimisation rates
such as: area economic status, residential stability, area levels of family disruption,
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urbanisation, strength of community ties and most notably ethnic heterogeneity
(Lowenkamp et al., 2003; Markowitz et al., 2001; Sampson and Groves, 1989).

Recent research incorporates both sets of factors into statistical analyses by using
multilevel modelling techniques to simultaneously account for these distinct lev-
els of influence (Tseloni, 2006). The subsequent results effectively demonstrate
not only that factors associated with ethnicity wield significant influence over
victimisation but also that the impact of these factors varies by area.

Victimisation, in turn, increases fear of crime (Tseloni, 2007). Although studies
show that such fear generally overestimates the likelihood of victimisation (Ditton
and Chadee, 2006; Farrall and Gadd, 2004), strong connections exist between the
two (Gabriel and Greve, 2003; Hale, 1996; Hollway and Jefferson, 1997). Most
factors predicting victimisation also predict fear of crime (Clancy et al., 2001).
Likewise, the constellation of factors influencing fear levels varies both by crime
type and area (Hough, 1995). For example, greater BME populations are associated
with greater reported fear of crime (Kershaw and Tseloni, 2005).

Finally, perceived control over crime also influences fear of crime, directly link-
ing fear levels to criminal justice system performance (Jackson, 2004). However,
respondent perceptions of the criminal justice system are rarely assessed via mul-
tivariate techniques. The two existing BCS studies yield disparate results. For
example, one not only finds that BMEs have different perceptions of criminal jus-
tice agencies as compared to Whites (Clancy et al., 2001) but that factors associated
with ethnicity (e.g. having been stopped or searched by the police, reporting a crime,
residing in a neighbourhood with high levels of incivilities and being employed)
also impact these assessments. Yet, the other (Jansson, 2006) finds no such effects.
Clearly, further work is needed to excavate the relationship between ethnicity and
perceptions of the criminal justice system.

That most multivariate BCS studies rely on data from before 2001, further accen-
tuates this need for additional research. Specifically, subsequent events and policies
(9/11, Criminal Justice Act 2003, 7/7) are likely to influence criminological per-
ceptions and experiences, perhaps in different ways between the ethnicities, making
reliance on older data problematic at best. The larger research project, only partially
reported here, remedies the above shortcomings by employing the most recent BCS
data available (2001–2007) as well as multivariate and multilevel analyses to sta-
tistically compare BME respondents in selected experiences of victimization, fear
of crime and perceptions of the criminal justice system (hereafter CJS). Beyond
this, it expands upon the geographic variation uncovered by previous research
(Tseloni, 2006) by using more refined measures (the 43 Criminal Justice Areas
(CJAs) as opposed to the 12 regions) to represent geographic area in multilevel
analyses.

The key questions examined are:

• What theoretically relevant factors significantly predict BCS respon-
dent/household reported victimisation, fear of crime or perceptions of the
CJS?

• To what extent do these factors vary with the ethnicity of the respondent?
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• How does the effect strength (magnitude) of significant factors change signifi-
cantly from one ethnic group to another?

• To what extent does the direction of effect for significant predictors vary by
respondent ethnicity?

• How do the assessed outcomes vary by the CJA within which the respondent is
situated?

• To what extent does CJA affect any of the previously uncovered ethnic differ-
ences?

These questions are based not only on research evidence but also on two key
theoretical assumptions. First, ethnic experience is more individualised and context-
dependent than empirical research generally takes into account (e.g. with simple
White/non-White dichotomies or ethnicity ‘dummy’ variables). Commentators
strongly maintain that any research attempting to assess the impact of ethnicity must
embrace and incorporate different minority perspectives to better discern the role of
ethnicity (‘Whiteness’, ‘Blackness’, ‘Asianess’, or some ‘otherness’) in explaining
offendings, victimization and criminal justice practices (Phillips and Bowling, 2003,
p. 271). Their arguments firmly establish a need to separately analyse the experi-
ences of each BME group, not only from the indigenous White majority, but also
from each other.

Second, victimisation, fear of crime and perceptions of the CJS are inextricably
tied not only to one another but also to culture, locale and ethnicity. Specifically, in
relation to locale and views of crime . . .public attitudes toward crime express and
gather meaning within a context of judgements, beliefs and values regarding law
and order and the social make-up of one’s community and society (Jackson, 2004,
p. 948). Moreover, this is directly tied to culture and ethnicity since incivility may
also symbolize the presence of a variety of sub-cultural groups whose behaviour is
seen as different or foreign, with differing values, norms and behaviour (Jackson,
2004, p. 948). Thus, location is directly related to both perceptions and experi-
ences of the CJS as well as the impact that ethnicity may have over them. This
demonstrates a clear need to take factors from both the individual and the area into
account in any investigations of ethnic differences in criminological experiences and
perceptions.

Data and Methods

The current analyses are quantitative, relying on data from the 2001–2007 BCS
sweeps to provide individual-level information as well as from the 2001 Census to
furnish CJA-level data. Both multivariate and multilevel techniques are deployed
via a multistage strategy. Specifically, traditional ‘pooled’ analyses (all ethnicities
analysed together with only ‘dummy’ indicators to differentiate by ethnicity) are
followed by separate analyses for each ethnic group. Then, where possible, both
pooled and ethnicity-specific multilevel models assess whether the CJA and its
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characteristics impact any uncovered ethnic effects. This strategy enables not only
an assessment of the direct effects of ethnicity but also permits the gauging of its
indirect effects and how those might vary by location.

Capturing Ethnicity

The BCS employs the same criteria as the 2001 Census to capture respondent ethnic-
ity. As such, only Whites can be simply British (e.g. the White-British category). For
Black or Asian respondents, an additional ethnicity is always attached (e.g. Black or
British-Black Caribbean; Asian or British-Asian Indian). Thus, no non-White eth-
nicity can be simply ‘British’, even though this categorisation may actually apply
in reality (Paul, 1997). This anomaly, however, is analytically useful. It enables
the current research to legitimately partition the data into subsets at two ethnic
tiers. The first tier, ‘general ethnicity’, is composed of larger groups differentiated
mainly by the traditional racial groupings (e.g. White, Black, Asian and Other). The
second tier, ‘specific ethnicity’, differentiates further between all persons falling
within a given general ethnicity category. For example, under the general ethnicity
category ‘Asian’ exist the sub-groups Indian, Pakistani, Bangladeshi and Chinese
that can subsequently be compared to each other to assess any variation within
the Asian general ethnic group. Figure 12.1 illustrates this breakdown as well as
provides the overall frequency distribution for each ethnic group1 – both general

Ethnically pooled
256,231

White: 224,796 Black: 10,894 Asian: 16,523 Other: 4,018

Carbbean: 5,970 Indian: 7,043

African: 4,500 Pakistani: 4,080

Other: 424 Bangladeshi: 1,417 

Chinese: 1,253

Other: 2,730

Fig. 12.1 Nested ethnicities and total ethnicity frequencies in 2001–2007 BCS sweeps

1The current research does not examine the available White ethnicities. Notably, the BCS does not
capture White ethnicities beyond British, Irish and Other. For Other, the only options are English,
Scottish and Welsh. Different White ethnicities (e.g. Polish) are not captured. Given the influx of
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and specific. This chapter is predominantly concerned with comparisons by general
ethnicity (see below).

Notably, the BCS captures ‘Other’ ethnic categories at both the General and
Specific levels. However, because the number and proportion of different ethnic-
ities comprising these groups is unknown, there is no meaningful way to discuss
them. Thus, this research omits the general Other category from General Ethnicity
analyses as well as the Black-Other and Asian-Other categories from the Specific
Ethnicity analyses. Similarly, several Mixed ethnicity categories are present in the
data (Mixed White and Black Caribbean, Mixed White and Black African, Mixed
White and Asian and Mixed with any other mixed background). Unfortunately, due
to small numbers, Mixed cases cannot be analysed independently. Rather, based
on the supposition that such respondents will likely appear to be a member of
the specifically-named BME group to a third party (e.g. offender, police), they are
merged (where applicable2) into that ethnic group for analysis. This is done, in part,
to address problems with sample size.

Sample Size Issues

Figure 12.1 shows that most BCS respondents are ethnically White. BMEs comprise
approximately 10% of the sample, roughly commensurate with their representation
in the overall population of England and Wales. Thus, although each year of BCS
data includes roughly 1,000 cases per CJA, it is necessary to pool the data across
the 2001–2007 sweeps in order to maximise the number of BME cases available for
analysis.3

Unfortunately, as Fig. 12.2 illustrates, BME respondents are unevenly distributed
between CJAs. This raises analytical concerns. An overall sample size of 3,500
has long been considered sufficient for multilevel analysis (Mok, 1995). However,
although the current data easily meet this basic requirement for most ethnicities,
additional conditions must also be met. Here, because respondents are nested within
CJAs, one must not only consider the total number of respondents but also both the
number of groups (CJAs) and the number of persons per group (respondents per
CJA). Specifically, for interval-level outcomes, there must be 30 groups (CJAs) with

other White ethnicities after the European Union loosened immigration restrictions, this lack of
diversity is problematic.
2Whilst the Black Mixed groups can be employed at both ethnicity levels, the Asian Mixed group
can only be used in the general ethnicity analyses because there is no specific ethnicity information
appended. Moreover, for the reasons articulated above regarding Other ethnic categories, the Other
Mixed group cannot be used in any analyses.
3Notably, the decision to pool by year necessitates that an indicator of the ‘year of interview’ be
included in the analyses. Moreover, such pooling also means that only those indicators available for
all years (2001–2007) can be used. This precludes inclusion of some theoretically salient factors
(e.g. respondent religion) that were captured only in later sweeps.
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Asian
Indian:
2,335

Asian
Pakistani:

737

Asian
Bangladeshi:

551

Asian
Chinese:

348

England & Wales:
264,265  

Asian
respondents:

5,039

London CJA: 27,083 Cumbria CJA: 5,043

Black
respondents:

5,628

Asian
respondents:

32

Black
respondents:

13

Black
African:
2,700

Asian
Caribbean:

2,736

Asian
Indian:

6

Asian
Pakistani:

2

Asian
Bangladeshi:

2

Asian
Chinese:

16

Black
African:

4

Asian
Caribbean:

7

Fig. 12.2 Frequency comparison by ethnicity for London and Cumbria criminal justice areas
(Specific ethnicity counts exclude the Other category)

30 cases (respondents) per group to assess contextual effects via multilevel analy-
sis (Maas and Hox, 2005). Even more stringent, when dealing with dichotomous
and ordinal outcomes, the prescribed minimums are 50 groups (CJAs) with 50 cases
(respondents) per group (Hedeker, 2008; Moineddin et al., 2007). If these conditions
are not met, standard errors will be significantly underestimated and the coefficients
biased.

Also unfortunate, cross-tabulations by ethnicity and CJA reveal that several CJAs
have insufficient numbers for ethnicity-specific multilevel analyses. For interval-
level variables, only the general ethnicity categories (e.g. Asian and Black) meet
the 30/30 requirement. Even worse, for dichotomous and ordinal outcomes, only
the White and Asian general ethnicity groups meet the minimums articulated
above. This problem is further exacerbated by the fact that some key outcomes
are captured for only a fraction of respondents. For example, questions concern-
ing perceptions of the CJS are asked of only a quarter of respondents. This further
reduces the number of CJAs with sufficient numbers to support ethnicity-specific
multilevel analyses. Moreover, due to 2001 changes to the BCS, data from pre-
vious sweeps cannot be used to augment the BME sample. As a result, insufficient
sample size renders many multilevel statistical comparisons impossible with the cur-
rent data. In such instances, only the single-level, individual-based analyses can be
compared.
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Outcome (Dependent) Variables

Three separate outcomes are analysed in this chapter. Victimisation, is captured by
prevalence, whether or not one has been victimised. ‘Fear of Crime’ is denoted by
a 10 point ordinal scale capturing respondents’ assessment of ‘What effect does
fear of crime have over your quality of life?’ (1 equalling ‘no effect’; 10 indicating
‘total effect’). Finally, ‘Perceptions of the Criminal Justice System’ is represented
by a yes/no question regarding whether ‘too lenient sentencing’ is ‘a major cause of
crime in Britain today’.

Analyses

Because the above outcomes vary in form, it is important to note that different
statistical techniques are required to model them (see ‘findings’ below for fur-
ther specifics). Prior to constructing the multilevel models, single-level pooled and
ethnicity-specific models were run for each outcome, with their results forming
the basis for subsequent multilevel analyses.4 Importantly, with multilevel analy-
ses, protocol dictates the deletion of non-significant variables from the final model
(unless they are key theoretical factors – see Raudenbush and Bryk, 2002). To do
otherwise risks serious bias in the estimators. As such, the different ethnic multi-
level models are often not identical; some have fewer independent variables than
others. However, due to insufficient sample size, very few comparative multilevel
models could be run, meaning that only single-level models could be compared.
Fortuitously, the single-level models have no protocol requirements of deleting
insignificant variables and are identical across the different ethnicities (thereby
enabling them to be directly compared). To discern whether these single-level
effects differ significantly between the different ethnic groups, a Z-test for equal-
ity of coefficients (Allison, 1999; Clogg et al., 1995; Paternoster et al., 1998) is
employed.

Importantly, these statistical models can only show a statistical association
between the measured outcome and any particular influence or factor; they do
not imply causation. In addition, given the sheer number of models examined in
the original project (over 50), only a selection of outcomes are discussed here.
Specifically, pooled model results are reported, followed by comparisons between
the Asian and Black respondents’ results. The other results are described in more
detail elsewhere (see for example Kautt and Tankebe, 2010).

4Unless otherwise specified, the multilevel error terms are fixed, the independent variables un-
centred and the outcome variables continuous (Raudenbush and Bryk, 2002).
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Control (Independent) Variables

Several control variables are common across the different outcomes. These are bro-
ken into four categories: respondent, ‘routine activities’5 (Cohen and Felson, 1979),
area and household. Apart from BME status, respondent features include: age, sex,
marital status, professional occupation, health, paid work, educational qualifications
as well as number of years lived in the area and at the current address. The rou-
tine activities factors are: the number pub visits per week; number club visits per
week; and the number of hours spent away from home daily. Area conditions (cap-
tured via ordinal Likert-type indicators) include problems with: public drunkenness;
noisy neighbours; teens loitering; litter; vandalism; skin colour attacks; drug prob-
lems; as well as a composite index of interviewer-perceived area conditions. Finally,
household characteristics include: rented accommodation; inner city location; type
of residence (e.g. flat, terraced housing); child present; adult male present; single
adult household; as well as a composite security measures index.

Depending upon the outcome under examination, some additional factors are
included in the explanatory model. For example, past victimisation and contact with
the CJS (e.g. being arrested by the police, having been a defendant in criminal court)
are included as explanatory factors in statistical models of fear of crime and per-
ceptions of the CJS respectively. However, in the simplified results tables, only
those control factors that are significant for at least one of the two ethnic groups
are reported.

Findings

Victimisation Prevalence

This outcome measures whether or not the respondent has been the victim of a
crime in the past 12 months. Because it is dichotomous (binary), the multilevel
analyses employ the Bernoulli specification and the single-level statistical tool
is logistic regression (logit). The CJA variance term (σ2 = 0.042) is significant
(p < 0.001) in the fully unconditional, ethnically-pooled multilevel model, indi-
cating that the likelihood of victimisation varies significantly by CJA. The pooled
multilevel model shows no differences in victimisation likelihood between Black
and White respondents but Asians are 40% less likely to be victimised than Whites.
However, the ethnic composition of the CJA affects these results. As BME presence
in the CJA population increases, the likelihood of victimisation decreases for Black
respondents but increases for Asian respondents. Moreover, the Asian-specific mul-
tilevel model indicates that Pakistanis are more likely but Chinese are less likely to

5Routine Activities refers to the activities that an individual engages in on a regular basis (such
as going to work, shopping, et cetera). Routine activities theory posits that it is via these regular
activities that victims and offenders converge, enabling crime to occur.
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be victimised than Indians, with the precise amount varying by CJA. Specifically,
Pakistani respondents range from being 14–34% more likely than Indian respon-
dents to be victimised depending upon the CJA in which they reside. Unfortunately,
due to insufficient cases per CJA, single-level logistic regression analyses are the
only way to compare the likelihood of victimisation for the remaining ethnicities.

As presented in Table 12.1, the simplified results show a number of differences
between the Asian and Black general ethnicities in the factors associated with gen-
eral criminal victimisation. Being female is associated with decreased likelihood of
victimisation for Black but not Asian respondents. In contrast, having paid work as
well as perceiving drug or noisy neighbour problems is associated with increased
victimisation for Asian but not Black respondents. Likewise, taking more security
precautions and perceiving local area problems with litter reduce the chances of

Table 12.1 Logit analysis of general victimisation prevalence by respondent general ethnicity

Simplified Logistic Regression Results

Black Asian Z-test result

Security index NS – Effect A only
Age respondent + + ND
Female respondent – NS Effect B only
Child present + + Larger effect B
Fear home dark + + Larger effect B
Teens problem + + Larger effect A
Litter problem NS – Effect A only
Vandalism problem + + ND
Skin colour att. + + ND
Drug problem NS + Effect A only
Noise problem NS + Effect A only
Pub visits + + ND
Club visits + + ND
Health – – ND
Paid work NS + Effect A only
Education quals + + Larger effect B
Inner city househ’ld – – ND
Married NS – Effect A only
Cohabiting NS + Effect A only
H. prof. occupation NS + Effect A only
Hours away + + ND
2002 – NS Effect B only
2003 NS NS
2004 NS – Effect A only
2005 NS – Effect A only
2006 NS – Effect A only
2007 NS – Effect A only
N 8,807 13,615
Variance explained 12.0% 14.5%

+ = increases victimisation odds; – = decreases victimisation odds; NS = No significant effect.
B = Black; A = Asian; ND =No difference.
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criminal victimisation for Asian respondents with no effect for Black respondents.
Finally, marital status and being in a higher professional occupation are associated
with victimisation for Asian respondents only.

Other factors, whilst significant for both groups, have different effect sizes
between them. The presence of a child in the household, fear of being home
alone after dark and having higher educational qualifications all increase victimi-
sation odds more for Black than Asian respondents. At the same time, perceiving
a local problem with teens hanging about is associated with greater likelihood of
victimisation for Asians than Black respondents.

Beyond this, some factors have virtually identical effects across the two ethnic
groups. For example, the worse the health of the respondent, the lower the odds of
victimisation, regardless of ethnicity. Likewise, increases in the number of pub and
club visits per month are equally associated with an increased chance of victimisa-
tion. The same is true for the number of hours spent away from home. However, as
the foregoing shows, this comparability is not the norm for the factors influencing
the likelihood of victimisation.

Fear of Crime – Impact on Quality of Life

This outcome is measured on a 10-point ordered scale, necessitating the employ-
ment of ordinal models. The fully unconditional, multilevel ordinal model indicates
that the CJA level (σ2 = 0.074) is significant (p < 0.001), meaning that how fear
of crime affects respondents’ quality of life changes from one CJA to the next. The
ethnically-pooled multilevel model indicates that fear of crime adversely affects
the quality of life more for Black and Asian respondents than White respondents.
Unfortunately, this outcome is only captured for roughly 10% of respondents,
forcing these analyses to rely on a much smaller sample (30,641 cases) than the
victimisation analyses. In total, there are only 477 Black and 789 Asian respondents
in this sub-sample, making it impossible to conduct independent multilevel models
by general ethnicity.

That being said, comparison of the simplified, general ethnicity single-level ordi-
nal logistic regression (employing the negative log-log link function) results shown
in Table 12.2 indicate that the predictor effects vary significantly across all 10
outcome increments for Black respondents but only the last three for Asian respon-
dents. Because each increment is essentially compared to the likelihood of the
previous ones in ordinal logit, insignificant predictors must be eliminated from the
final model or else risk biased estimates (Hildebrand et al., 1977). This produces
non-identical models between ethnicities and precludes the use of the previously
employed Z-test.

However, given the comparative nature of these analyses, such differences remain
theoretically important. For example, having been a victim in the past 12 months,
having an adult male present in the household, being afraid to be home alone after
dark and perceiving a drug or noisy neighbour problem were associated with lower
impact of fear of crime on Asian respondents’ quality of life but had no influence for
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Table 12.2 General ethnic comparison of ordered logit results for how quality of life is affected
by fear of crime

Black
estimate

Asian
estimate

Threshold (Quality of life)
1 = No effect NS NS
2 + NS
3 + NS
4 + NS
5 + NS
6 + NS
7 + +
8 + +
9 + +

Independent variables
Victim in timeframe? –
Female respondent –
Male adult in household –
Afraid to be home alone after dark? –

Years in area Less than one NS
Between 1 and 2 +
Between 2 and 5 NS
Between 5 and 10 NS
Between 10 and 20 NS

Years at address Less than one – +
Between 1 and 2 – +
Between 2 and 5 – NS
Between 5 and 10 NS +
Between 10 and 20 NS +

Drug users 1 Not a problem at all –
2 Not a big problem –
3 Fairly big problem –

Drunken behaviour 1 Not a problem at all NS NS
2 Not a big problem NS +
3 Fairly big problem NS NS

Noisy neighbours 1 Not a problem at all –
2 Not a big problem –
3 Fairly big problem –

Monthly pub visits None +
Between 1 and 3 times

(Less than once a week)
+

Between 4 and 8 times
(Once to twice a week)

+

Between 9 and 12 times (About 3
times a week)

+

Monthly club visits None NS
Between 1 and 3 times

(Less than once a week)
NS

Between 4 and 8 times
(Once to twice a week)

NS

Between 9 and 12 times (About 3
times a week)

+
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Table 12.2 (continued)

Black
estimate

Asian
estimate

General health 1 Very bad +
2 Bad NS
3 Fair NS
4 Good +

Daily hours spent
away from home

None NS NS
Under 1 – NS
1 but under 3 NS NS
3 but under 5 NS NS
5 but under 7 NS +

Worried about
break-in

1 Not at all worried – –
2 Not very worried – –
3 Neutral or N/A +
4 Fairly worried NS NS

Worried about being
mugged

1 Not at all worried –
2 Not very worried NS
3 Neutral or N/A
4 Fairly worried NS

Confidence in CJS 1 Not at all confident NS +
2 Not very confident + +
3 Don’t know NS NS
4 Fairly confident NS +

Police performance 1 Very poor NS
2 Poor +
3 Fair NS
4 Good NS

Variance explained 16% 27%

Link function: negative log–log; NS = No significant effect; ‘+ = positive effect; – = negative
effect; blank spaces indicate that the factor was not included in the final model.

Black respondents. Likewise, both very good and bad health increases the impact
fear of crime has over Asian respondents’ quality of life whilst low confidence in
the CJS increases it for Black respondents. Perhaps most interesting, the more fre-
quently Black respondents visit a pub during the month, the more likely fear of crime
is to have a large impact on their quality of life. In contrast, visiting nightclubs nine
or more times a month is associated with significantly increased impact of fear of
crime on Asian respondents’ quality of life. Intriguingly, pub visits have no effect
for Asian respondents whilst club visits have no impact for Black respondents.

At the same time, some factors are significant for both groups but have different
effects. Notably, living at the current address for less than 5 years is related to lower
impact of fear of crime of Black respondents’ quality of life but increases the impact
for Asian respondents. These diverse results suggest that the mechanism of what
causes fear levels to affect quality of life differs substantially across these ethnicities
and is more complex than can be unravelled here. They demonstrate the problems
inherent in assuming that the mechanisms of how fear of crime impacts quality of
life are identical across different ethnicities.
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Perceptions of the Criminal Justice System

These analyses utilise the subset of cases (176,156) that contain responses to ques-
tions concerning whether respondents view the leniency of the courts as a major
cause of crime in Britain. As this variable is dichotomous, the multilevel analyses
employ the Bernoulli specification and the single-level are logistic regression (logit).
Unfortunately, because there are not enough CJAs with sufficient BME cases to per-
mit independent multilevel analysis, only the ethnically pooled multilevel analysis
can be conducted and the remaining comparisons are made via single-level analyses.

The fully unconditional multilevel model indicates that the variance component
for the CJA level (σ2 = 0.018) is significant (p < 0.001) in explaining whether
respondents felt that too lenient sentencing by the courts was a major cause of crime
in England and Wales. Moving to the full ethnically pooled model, the likelihood of
a ‘yes’ is lower for Asian and Black respondents than White, with the degree vary-
ing moderately by CJA. Moreover, as the non-White population of a CJA increases,
so too does Asian respondents’ likelihood of saying ‘yes’.

Table 12.3 provides the simplified results of the single-level Asian and Black
respondent models, revealing a number of differences. Perhaps the most striking

Table 12.3 Simplified ethnic logit comparison of the ‘Too lenient sentences’ cause of crime

Black Asian Z test

Respondent is female + – Opposite
effect

Children present in the household? NS + Effect A only
Time lived in area NS + Effect A only
Teens hanging about problem? NS + Effect A only
Noisy neighbour problem – NS Effect B only
Pub visits in last month NS + Effect A only
Any paid work in last week? + + ND
Educational qualifications? + + ND
Accommodation is a flat – NS Effect B only
Respondent is married + NS Effect B only
More than one adult in household + NS Effect B only
Confident the CJS respects

accused rights?
NS + Effect A only

Confident the CJS is effective in
bringing people to justice?

– – ND

Confident that the CJS meets the
needs of crime victims?

– NS Effect B only

Confident that the CJS deals with
cases promptly/efficiently?

+ NS Effect B only

CJS effective in reducing crime? NS – Effect A only
CJS effective in dealing with

young offenders?
– – ND

How good a job are the police
doing?

+ NS Effect B only

Variance Explained 10.5% 13.6%

– = decreases odds; + = increases odds; NS = not significant; ND = no difference.
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result is that Asian females are less likely than Asian males to perceive lenient sen-
tences to be a cause of crime whilst Black females are more likely than Black males
to have this view. In addition, a number of factors increase the likelihood of this
perception for Asian but not Black respondents. These include: the presence of chil-
dren in the household; the length of time lived in the area; a perceived problem with
teens hanging about; confidence that the CJS respects the rights of the accused; and
the number of pub visits in the past month. In contrast, for Black respondents, being
married, having more than one adult in the household, being confident that the CJS
deals with cases efficiently and believing that the police are doing a good job all are
associated with believing that lenient sentencing is a major cause of crime in Britain
today. These factors, however, have no impact for Asian respondents.

Notably, only four factors have the same influence for both Asian and Black
respondents: paid work; educational qualifications; confidence that the CJS is effec-
tive in bringing offenders to justice; and belief that the CJS is effective in dealing
with young offenders. Such results again make clear that distinct constellations of
factors influence the crime-related perceptions of different ethnic groups.

Conclusions

The research described here empirically shows the presence of several significant
differences between Asian and Black respondents in their BCS-reported perceptions
and experiences of the CJS. The findings demonstrate that the relevant factors wield
different influence over those responses between the ethnic groups. Such findings
effectively show the dangers of assuming White British is the ‘normal’ perspective
(Garland et al., 2006) as well as of treating the minority groups as interchangeable,
particularly when making policy decisions.

Thus, these quantitative results confirm previous theoretical expectations and
qualitative findings (Gilroy, 2002; Paul, 1997; Phillips and Bowling, 2003; Rutter
and Tienda, 2005), suggesting that perhaps cultural factors alongside those relating
to being an ethnic minority in Britain today play a significant role in respondents’
crime-related experiences and assessments. As such, what works for White British
may not work for Black or Asian British. In other words, if such ethnic differ-
ences are not taken into account, strategies effective with the largely homogenous,
dominant majority could either have no impact or make the situation worse (and
possibly alienating) for ethnic minorities.

Importantly, the current results also show that ethnicity-based differences are not
universal; they vary by location and environment. Thus, it would seem crucial that
the ethnic composition and overall context of communities be taken into considera-
tion before a strategy is deployed. Based on the current findings, a ‘national rollout’
of any intervention designed to improve, for example, community perceptions could
be ill-advised.

The current research also has implications for the quantitative methods employed
to examine ethnic variation in CJS outcomes. As shown above, the commonly used
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ethnically-pooled approach masks the differences uncovered by ethnically inde-
pendent analyses. Thus, separate analyses for each ethnic group are preferable
for assessing whether there are differences between the ethnicities on any given
outcome. Unfortunately, as this research has also shown, low counts of BME respon-
dents can make such analyses impossible with BCS data, rendering the pooled
approach the only viable option. Similarly, although multilevel and contextual anal-
yses are useful for assessing whether social milieu affects how ethnicity influences
salient criminal justice outcomes, the utility of this technique for assessing ethnic
differences via BCS data is limited by low numbers of BME respondents or when
the BME populations are spread unevenly across geographic units (CJAs).

Still, despite the limitations and work that remains to be done, this complex
study highlights the importance of thinking about the different ethnic groups as
distinct and independent rather than as mere deviations from the White norm. As
this research shows, ethnicity wields important independent effects that vary both
by location and with the influence of other factors. Acknowledging and incorpo-
rating such distinctions into both policy and research is crucial to advancing our
knowledge on the relationship between ethnicity and criminological experiences.
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Chapter 13
Exploring the Links Between Population
Heterogeneity and Perceptions of Social
Cohesion in England

Joanna Taylor, Liz Twigg and John Mohan

Introduction

There are extensive debates about the measurement and extent of ethnic
heterogeneity and segregation, which have formed the basis of much research in
the UPTAP programme and elsewhere. However, the focus of this chapter is on
debates about the consequences of heterogeneity specifically, whether or not ethnic
heterogeneity has an identifiable effect on social cohesion at the neighbourhood
scale. We are therefore concerned with investigating neighbourhood heterogeneity
as an area influence or area effect on such outcomes. There is a long tradition of
research on this topic. This can be traced back at least as far as the work by Shaw
and McKay in Chicago (1942); they, and their modern successors Sampson and
Raudenbush (1999), argued that low levels of social cohesion were found in urban
neighbourhoods characterised by low socio-economic status, a high degree of
population turnover, and ethnic heterogeneity. These features contributed to a
decline in informal social control and thus to various indicators of social disor-
ganisation. Sampson et al. (1999) have extended this tradition of analysis with their
work on the beneficial effects of community-level ‘collective efficacy’ on a range of
outcomes such as child development.

Our interest in this question was also sparked by more immediate concerns and
debates. Firstly, enquiries into the causes of disorder in some urban centres in
northern England drew attention to the combination of socio-economic disadvan-
tage and ethnic heterogeneity in the affected communities (Amin, 2002; Cantle,
2001). This prompted a wider debate about whether or not the UK was ‘sleep-
walking to segregation’ (Phillips, 2005); see also Commission on Integration and
Cohesion, 2007; Finney and Simpson, 2009). Secondly, the political commentator
David Goodhart (2004) argued that immigration to the UK posed a threat to the
welfare state because the indigenous population was unwilling to share resources
with newcomers. Goodhart’s contentions prompted former Home Secretary David
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Blunkett to observe that this is an important argument and it is important that we
examine it (Blunkett, 2004), p. 4). In one sense, this is an argument about the sus-
tainability of the welfare state at the national level. However, we are interested in
whether it is plausible at a more local scale: we are interested in whether perceived
social tensions are heightened in locations characterised by ethnic heterogeneity.
Thirdly, Robert Putnam (2007) has suggested that inhabitants of heterogeneous
places are, in the short term, more inclined to do what he terms ‘hunkering down’;
that is, retreat into a private world rather than interact with their neighbours.

What these arguments have in common is a concern with the impact of hetero-
geneity on a range of socio-economic outcomes. This is a subject on which previous
findings do not point unequivocally in one direction (Sturgis et al., 2010). Much
work concentrates on trust (Nannestad, 2008); several US-based studies have found
negative associations at the state level between heterogeneity and the provision
of public goods and between levels of trust and ethnic diversity (Alesina and La
Ferrara, 2000; Hero, 1998), 2003). Of course, these are large spatial units. Putnam
(2007) investigated the relationships between heterogeneity and trust for a sample
of communities which varied greatly in size. He claimed that once allowance had
been made for socio-economic circumstances, there remained evidence of a negative
effect of heterogeneity on trust. However, his critics pointed to several weaknesses
in his argument. Dawkins (2008) argued that the substantive significance and impact
of heterogeneity demonstrated by his study were trivially small and did not justify
the importance he attached to it. Other findings have been at best equivocal. Coffe
and Geys (2006) used the number of political parties competing in Flemish munic-
ipal elections as an index of community heterogeneity and a composite index of
social capital and concluded that there was a negative relationship with social cap-
ital, but did not attribute this directly to ethnic-cultural differences (see also Coffe,
2009). Guest et al. (2008) argued, on the basis of their survey-based work in Seattle,
that the effect of heterogeneity on harmony was at best a minor one. Heterogeneity
had a slight effect on responses to questions about desire to leave the community
and on whether respondents would miss their neighbourhood, but these effects were
small compared to those of the individual and area characteristics, and were medi-
ated via residential stability and population turnover, echoing the earlier conclusions
of Shaw and McKay.

Other studies are more positive about the impacts of ethnic heterogeneity, such
as Anderson and Paskeviciute (2006) who argue that greater ethnic heterogeneity
should aid in recruiting members of voluntary associations, not least because – as
previously suggested by Weisbrod (1988) – the formation of such associations is
more likely in heterogeneous societies since individual ethnic groups cannot com-
mand majority support, and are therefore likely to develop voluntary provision of
various kinds. However, this might not translate into wider social benefits, if the
organisations established were largely inward-looking and devoted to the interests
of the ethnic groups in question, a matter which was not explored by these authors.

British work on the impact of heterogeneity has produced limited or contradic-
tory findings. For example, Page et al. (2004) report reduced levels of satisfaction
with local public services in areas of ethnic diversity, but their analysis was based
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largely on correlations. Ford (2004) found limited evidence in the British Social
Attitudes study for an association between diversity and level of support for the wel-
fare state once allowance was made for individual and area characteristics. Pennant
(2005) investigated the relationship between the diversity of an area, in terms of
socio-economic status and ethnicity, and levels of generalised trust as reported in
the Citizenship Survey. Whilst she found no statistically significant relationship
between diversity and trust in a range of institutions, nor between diversity and
either civic participation or formal volunteering, there was a suggestion that an
increase in ethnic diversity is associated with a reduction in the probability that peo-
ple will trust others within that area. Letki (2008) also used the Citizenship Survey
but found that once allowance was made for local socio-economic conditions, eth-
nic diversity was not associated with an erosion of social capital. Laurence and
Heath (2008) argue that diverse areas generally are more cohesive but the nature
of the relationship depends on the ethnic mix in an area. Fieldhouse and Cutts
(2008) contend that diversity is not damaging to participation (expressed in terms
of voter turnout) even amongst majority populations, and is associated with higher
participation among minority populations.

We sought to add to these findings by examining the relationship between ethnic
heterogeneity and various outcome measures captured by the British Crime Survey.
In particular, following the arguments of sociologists such as Shaw and McKay
(1942), we hypothesise that if heterogeneity has negative outcomes then these would
be evident in heightened perceptions of antisocial behaviour in neighbourhoods, to
the extent that these can be taken as an index of disorder. We also explore whether
heterogeneity is related to perceptions of the levels of collective efficacy in neigh-
bourhoods. This concept refers to expectations about whether or not the residents
of one’s neighbourhood can either be trusted or can be relied upon to intervene in
response to minor neighbourhood problems. We are particularly interested in assess-
ing the relative importance of heterogeneity as an area effect on these outcomes in
comparison to other important contextual influences, such as the socio-economic
make-up of a neighbourhood or the level of population stability. We investigate
these questions using a large-scale social survey, the British Crime Survey (BCS),
to which small area census data have been linked. This allows us to conduct a much
more fine-grained analysis of the relationship between heterogeneity and social
cohesion than previously possible with this data.

We begin the chapter by outlining the data source that we use, i.e. the BCS.
We then explain how indicators of perceptions of anti-social behaviour (ASB) and
collective efficacy, our dependent variables, were constructed. We also discuss the
selection and construction of independent variables including measures of ethnic
heterogeneity before moving on to describe the modelling strategy adopted. The
BCS is a large-scale clustered survey which lends itself to multilevel modelling, a
technique which is also appropriate to the simultaneous investigation of individual
and area effects. After describing our analytical methods and presenting the results,
the concluding section of the chapter explores the broader implications of these find-
ings alongside the study’s limitations and ways in which our work may be developed
in the future.
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Data Sources

Our principal source is the 2006/07 sweep of the British Crime Survey (BCS), a
victimisation survey in which adults (aged 16 or above) living in private households
are asked about their experiences of and views on crime and criminal justice issues.
Data were collected between April 2006 and March 2007 by the British Market
Research Bureau (BMRB) on behalf of the Home Office. Although the BCS cov-
ers England and Wales, some of our key independent variables were not available
for Wales and therefore our analysis and results are based on England only with a
resultant sample size of 43,115 individual respondents.1 Full technical details on the
survey’s design can be found at Bolling et al. (2007).

Our other main sources of data are the 2001 UK Census (Office for National
Statistics, 2004a), the 2007 Indices of Deprivation (Department for Communities
and Local Government, 2007) and the cross-government rural and urban area classi-
fication indicator (The Countryside Agency, Department for Environment Food and
Rural Affairs, Office of the Deputy Prime Minister & Office for National Statistics
and Welsh Assembly Government, 2004). This project is amongst the first to utilise
the Home Office’s trial of attaching UK 2001 Census area codes to the BCS dataset,
allowing us to link in area level characteristics derived from the Census and other
datasets for the local areas within which the BCS respondents are located.

Dependent Variables: Perceptions of Anti-social Behaviour
and Collective Efficacy

Our first dependent variable is perceptions of anti-social behaviour. The BCS asks
a series of questions which explore respondents’ perceptions of several different
types of anti-social behaviour (ASB). Respondents are asked whether any of the
following are a problem in the area: ‘noisy neighbours or loud parties’; ‘teenagers
hanging around on the streets’; ‘rubbish or litter lying around’; ‘vandalism, graf-
fiti and other deliberate damage to property or vehicles’; ‘people using or dealing
drugs’; ‘people being drunk or rowdy in public places’; and ‘abandoned or burnt
out cars’. The respondent is asked whether they feel that the issue in question is a
‘very big problem,’ or a ‘fairly big problem’, compared to ‘not a very big problem’
or ‘not a problem at all’.

We followed the scoring rationale adopted by previous studies such as Kershaw
and Tseloni (2005) and Upson (2006), whereby the responses were scaled from
three (‘a very big problem’) to zero (‘not a problem at all’). The scores were then
summed across these seven issues to generate an indicator of the combined level of
ASB, resulting in a composite score which ranged from zero to 21. Exploratory work

1Some of our independent variables are derived from the 2007 English Indices of Deprivation
(Noble et al., 2008). The Welsh index is not constructed in the same way as the English version
and therefore the two indices cannot be used together.
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using principal components analysis (Bartholomew and Knott, 1999) suggest that it
is fair to consider these scores as unidimensional, i.e. measuring the same underly-
ing concept, and that each question should carry a similar weighting. Furthermore,
we checked the reliability of this scale using Cronbach’s α (Cronbach, 1951) which
is an additional test to ensure that the scale is consistently reflecting the construct
that it is measuring; with an index of 0.84 we can conclude that the scale is reliable
(Field, 2005). We then dichotomised this variable, so those scoring 11 or above,
which represents those scoring more than one standard deviation above the mean,
were classed as perceiving ‘high’ levels of ASB. This cut-off point is also consistent
with the approach taken by the Home Office for its Statutory Performance Indicator
(Nicholas et al., 2007), apart from the way in which missing data are dealt with.
A small number (5%) of respondents were missing from the scale – the majority
because they answered ‘don’t know’ to the ‘people using or dealing in drugs’ ques-
tion. Rather than ignore all those respondents who failed to answer one (or more)
of the ASB questions, we used their available responses (where there was certainty)
to assign them to one side of the dichotomy. This process reduced the number of
respondents excluded from our modelling to just 444, or slightly over 1%, and led
to 17% of adults in England being classified as having high levels of perceived ASB.

For our second measure of perceptions of the local area explored in this
research – namely collective efficacy – we took Sampson et al.’s (1997) definition as
our starting point. They defined collective efficacy as social cohesion among neigh-
bours combined with their willingness to intervene on behalf of the common good
and measured it by combining two Likert scales measuring ‘informal social control’
and ‘social cohesion and trust’ (Sampson et al., 1997, p. 918).

Due to the fact that very similar questions to those used by Sampson et al. were
asked in the 2006/07 sweep of the BCS, we were also able to construct scales for
these two dimensions of collective efficacy. For our measure of ‘informal social con-
trol’, respondents were asked for their views on the probability that people in their
neighbourhood would: ‘do something about a group of local children who were
playing truant from school and hanging around on a street corner’; ‘do something
about children who were spray-painting graffiti on a local building’; ‘do something
about a fight near their home and someone was being beaten up or threatened’;
‘tell off a child who was being rude to an adult’; and ‘participate if they were
asked by a local organisation to help solve a community problem’. Individuals could
choose between the responses of ‘very likely’ (scoring zero), ‘likely’ (scoring one),
‘unlikely’ (scoring two) or ‘very unlikely’ (scoring three). We checked the reliabil-
ity of this scale using Cronbach’s α (Cronbach, 1951); with an index of 0.78 we can
conclude that it is reliable (Field, 2005).

Our Likert scale for ‘social cohesion and trust’ also consisted of five ques-
tions scoring from zero for the most positive response through to three for the
most negative response. The BCS asked respondents how much they agreed or
disagreed with each of these statements about their local area: ‘people are will-
ing to help their neighbours’ (previously researched by Letki, 2008 and Livingston
et al., 2008); ‘theirs is a close knit community’ (Livingston et al., 2008); ‘people
do not share the same values’ (Livingston et al., 2008); ‘different backgrounds
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get on well together’ (Laurence and Heath, 2008) and ‘how many people in the
neighbourhood can be trusted’ (also analysed by Letki, 2008; Livingston et al.,
2008; Pennant, 2005; Putnam, 2007; Sturgis et al., 2010). Once again, reliability
analysis showed that these questions or factors could be meaningfully combined
(Cronbach’s α of 0.79).

Both scales – social cohesion and trust (SC&T) and informal social control
(ISC) – range from zero to 15 with the higher the score the lower the levels of
SC&T and ISC. The mean score for SC&T is 5.1 with a standard deviation of 2.6,
and the corresponding values for ISC are slightly larger at 5.9 and 3.2, respectively.

A fundamental departure from Sampson et al. (1997) is that we report the find-
ings from these two dimensions of collective efficacy separately. Our rationale for
this was both technical and substantive. First, although the combined scale achieved
an acceptable Cronbach’s α score, principal component analysis suggested a two
dimensional solution. The two dimensions grouped the questions into those mea-
suring (i) SC&T and (ii) ISC. How we modelled these two separate dimensions of
collective efficacy simultaneously is covered in depth later in this chapter. Second,
we were also interested in revealing potential differences in the relationship between
each of our independent variables and these two dimensions of collective efficacy.

Independent Variables

As regards independent variables, we were primarily interested in the covariates
of the adverse social consequences outlined earlier at the area level. However, we
also included a broad range of individual and household level characteristics in the
models to take account of the socio-demographic make-up of an area’s residents.
All the individual and household level variables included in the models had been
found in previous research to be correlated with perceptions of one’s local area
(Laurence and Heath, 2008; Letki, 2008; Livingston et al., 2008; Millie et al., 2005;
Moley, 2008; Putnam, 2007; Sampson et al., 1997; Sturgis et al., 2010). These were:
gender, age, ethnicity, marital status, educational attainment, health status, socio-
economic classification, household income, accommodation type, tenure and length
of time at current address. Alongside these usual socio-demographic variables, the
BCS collects information on the respondent’s experiences of crime in the last 12
months or so.

Neighbourhood covariates in which we were interested were primarily those
concerned with ethnic heterogeneity or homogeneity and levels of deprivation.
Other area variables previously related to negative perceptions of the local area,
namely population turnover, settlement size, levels of crime and proportional size
of the teenage population (aged 10–19), were also included. Because this project
is amongst the first to utilise the Home Office’s trial of attaching UK 2001 Census
codes to the BCS dataset, we could link BCS results to the 2001 Census and other
data in order to calculate these measures at a small-area scale. Although the codes
were available for Lower Super Output Areas (LSOA), we decided to aggregate
these to the larger geography of Middle Super Output Areas (MSOA) to use in the
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delineation of neighbourhood or local area.2 The reasons for choosing MSOAs are
threefold. First, at least in urban areas, they are similar in size to the definition of
‘local area’ used in the wording of the ASB questions in which ‘local area’ is defined
as a 15 min walk from the respondent’s home. Second, the choice is consistent with
similar research on the BCS fear of crime questions (Brunton-Smith, 2007), and
finally, there is insufficient clustering at the LSOA level to employ multilevel mod-
elling techniques (see Maas and Hox, 2005). The average number of respondents
per LSOA3 is 5.4 (standard deviation of 3.5 and range from 1 to 29). Moreover,
there are 2,559 (out of 12,049) LSOAs that contain only one individual and so, for
these observations, individual and area effects cannot be separated.

Before describing the modelling process it is important to define how each of our
area level independent variables is measured. Taking ethnic heterogeneity first, there
is extensive debate – what Peach (2009) characterises as ‘index wars’ – about the
nature of segregation and heterogeneity, and which aspects of them are captured by
specific measures. We were not primarily concerned with measurement of the pres-
ence, absence, growth or distribution of a particular ethnic group and so we do not
use – as do some other studies, such as Kershaw and Tseloni (2005) or McCulloch
(2003) – a measure of the proportion of residents of a particular ethnic background
as an index of heterogeneity. Instead, we emphasised the degree to which different
ethnic groups are mixed, in residential terms, with other groups, our supposition
being that the more heterogeneous the area, the more difficult it might prove for
residents to generate a sense of shared norms. For these purposes, the index we have
chosen – the Theil index (Theil and Finizza, 1971) – is widely regarded as being
appropriate. It is extensively used in the calculation of indices of segregation and
isolation in the literature on social geography and demography. It is usually stan-
dardised so that the value for each sub-regional unit, e.g. wards within a city, for
which it is calculated is compared with the index for the region as a whole. For
our purposes we are simply interested in the degree of heterogeneity at the local
level, and not in how it compares with a regional or national average. Therefore we
have used the Theil entropy score (Massey and Denton, 1988) which is computed
according to the following formula:

Ei =
∑r

r=1
(πri) ln

[
1

πri

]
(13.1)

where i stands for a neighbourhood area and r stands for the following ethnic groups
(i) white, (ii) mixed, (iii) Asian or Asian British, (iv) Black or Black British, and

2LSOAs relate to UK Census geography and have a minimum population of 1,000 and a mean
of 1,500. They are built from groups of smaller census output areas (OAs) and constrained by
the boundaries of the Standard Table wards used for 2001 Census outputs. Typically four to six
OAs are aggregated to form LSOAs. In contrast, MSOAs have a minimum population of 5,000
and mean of 7,200. They are built from groups of LSOAs constrained by the 2003 local authority
boundaries used for 2001 Census outputs (Office for National Statistics, 2008b).
3Based on the entire 43,115 2006/07 BCS England sample.
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(v) Chinese or Other. Term πri represents the proportion of group r in area i as
measured by the 2001 Census (Office for National Statistics, 2004a). The higher the
Theil score, the more diversity there is in an area. The maximum level of entropy
is given by the natural log of the number of groups used in the calculations – in
this case ln(5) or 1.6 – and the maximum score occurs when all groups have equal
representation in a geographical area (Iceland et al., 2002).

Although the Theil entropy score tells us about the ethnic diversity of areas, it
does not tell us about their ethnic make-up. For example, an area with an almost
exclusively White population would have the same score as an area with almost
entirely Asian residents. To be able to model for these differences, a typology based
on the ethnic mix of a MSOA was created using cluster analysis which aims to
allocate individuals, or in this case MSOAs, to a set of mutually exclusive, exhaus-
tive groups such that individuals in the same group or cluster are similar. For more
information on cluster analysis, see Chatfield and Collins (1980). Complete linkage
(an agglomerative hierarchical technique) suggested a seven cluster solution
(Fig. 13.1).

These two measures of ethnic mixing (Theil and the cluster analysis) are describ-
ing different dimensions of heterogeneity but are highly collinear and for this reason
are tested separately (Spearman’s r = 0.506, p = <0.000). The Theil score can
be regarded as a ‘pure’ measure of heterogeneity whereas the cluster groups tell
us more about the degree to which a particular group is dominant in a specific
locality. If there is any evidence that heterogeneity per se influences perceptions of
one’s locality, then we would expect perceptions to worsen with higher Theil scores
reflecting higher levels of diversity, irrespective of the nature of that diversity. In

Fig. 13.1 Seven cluster solution for MSOAs
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contrast, if there is a relationship between individual ethnicity and the majority or
dominant ethnicity in an area, we would expect more negative perceptions of a per-
son’s local area for those living in areas with the characteristics of clusters 3, 5,
and 6 (where the dominant ethnicity proportion is just over or below half of the total
neighbourhood population).

Data from the 2007 Indices of Deprivation (IMD 2007) were also attached to
our working dataset (Department for Communities and Local Government, 2007).
These data are only available at the LSOA level, therefore weighted population aver-
ages were calculated to aggregate the data up to MSOAs. The overall IMD combines
seven domains, chosen to cover a range of economic, social and housing issues. We
isolated the crime domain which represents the rate of recorded crime for four major
volume crime types (burglary, theft, criminal damage and violence). In the case of
perceptions of ASB this was used separately as a proxy for local crime levels in
MSOAs.4 On the other hand, for the collective efficacy models the crime domain
was excluded completely. The rationale for this was that in contemporary work
on heterogeneity and disorder, much of which is actually conducted in Chicago,
collective efficacy is seen as a mediator to crime and disorder (for a review, see
Kubrin and Weitzer, 2003). Accordingly, we did not want to include crime as a
potential explanatory variable in our model. The IMD was then re-calculated based
on the other six domains only.5

Apart from the measures of ethnic heterogeneity and deprivation outlined above,
three further area level variables were included in all the models, namely population
turnover, percentage of young people and settlement size. The level of popula-
tion turnover (in other words, a measure of the number of people moving into,
out of, or within an area during a 1 year period) was quantified using the for-
mula adopted by Livingston et al. (2008).6 Natural logarithmic transformations
were applied to the Census measures of both turnover and Theil to improve their
skewness and kurtosis.7 All the continuous area variables were also standardised

4At present, police recorded crime figures are not available for all Super Output Areas nor can the
BCS produce accurate estimates for such small geographical localities (Walker et al., 2009).
5A further complication was that one of the remaining six domains – the living environment
domain – consists of two sub-domains which focus on deprivation within the ‘indoors’ and the
‘outdoors’ living environment (Noble et al., 2008). High levels of ASB beyond the home naturally
adversely affect the quality of the local outdoor living environment. Because of the circular rela-
tionship between our dependent variable and this potential independent variable, we decided to
exclude this sub-domain from our measure of deprivation for the ASB models.
6There are some issues with this measure of turnover. The Office for National Statistics does not
produce 2001 Census migration statistics for super output areas (Office for National Statistics,
2008a). Therefore migration counts were aggregated from output area level (Office for National
Statistics, 2004b). Consequently ‘movers’ are defined as those moving in, out or within the OA
as opposed to the MSOA. However, despite this scale mismatch, the turnover figure does give an
indication of the amount of movement in the vicinity of the respondent’s address.
7This approach is consistent with other relevant papers such as Sampson and Raudenbush (2004)
who transformed the violent crime rate and Tseloni (2007) who performed power or logarithmic
transformations which best improved skewness and kurtosis on the area characteristics from the
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(with mean = 0 and standard deviation = 1). The percentage of people aged 10–19
years was derived from the 2001 Census and our measure of settlement size was
the cross-government rural and urban area classification which divides the MSOAs
into three types; ‘urban’ (defined as urban settlements with a population greater than
10,000), ‘small town and fringe’ and ‘village, hamlet and isolated dwellings’ (The
Countryside Agency, Department for Environment Food and Rural Affairs, Office
of the Deputy Prime Minister & Office for National Statistics and Welsh Assembly
Government, 2004). Before moving on to describe the methods used in this anal-
ysis it is useful to summarise the research questions that are being explored. In
essence, we are investigating whether there is a significant, independent effect for
neighbourhood ethnic heterogeneity (as measured via the Theil entropy score and
the cluster analysis) on perceptions of ASB and collective efficacy, after controlling
for important individual, household and other area level variables. Moreover, we are
specifically interested in the relative importance of such heterogeneity compared to
contextual levels of urban development, deprivation, population turnover, and teen
populations. We also investigate the possibility that heterogeneity mediates the rela-
tionship between our outcome measures (ASB and collective efficacy) and these
additional contextual measures.

Methods

To investigate the research questions set out above, we employed multilevel mod-
elling (Goldstein, 2003; Snijders and Bosker, 1999). Such techniques have been
applied to the BCS (Brunton-Smith, 2007; Tseloni, 2006), though not in the analysis
of perceptions of ASB or collective efficacy. Multilevel methods are advantageous
for two reasons. First the BCS data uses a multi-stage, stratified design which results
in a clustered sample and in this instance we have three levels – individuals (n =
43,115), nested within MSOAs (n = 4,002), which in turn are nested within 38
Police Force Areas.8,9 A failure to recognise clustering at this and other levels will
result in the underestimation of standard errors and increase the risk of committing
a Type I error. With multilevel approaches, standard errors are adjusted accordingly,
thus reducing such risk. Second, we are interested in modelling geographical and
individual characteristics simultaneously. Multilevel methods distinguish between
the variation associated with individuals and the variation relating to higher spatial
levels, thus avoiding incorrect inferences based on ecological or atomistic fallacies.

1991 Census. Other continuous area variables were not transformed as they already followed a
normal distribution.
8 Based on the entire 2006/07 BCS England sample.
9 Whilst we do not include any covariates in our models that relate to PFAs, we retain them in the
hierarchy to reflect the design of the survey which is stratified by PFA with unequal probability of
selection between PFAs.
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All the models were initially estimated using iterative generalised least squares
(IGLS) based on a first order marginal quasi-likelihood (MQL) approximation using
the software package MLwiN (Rasbash et al., 2009).10 The ASB models had a
binary response variable and the model coefficients were checked for stability using
Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) simulation – a Bayesian estimation method
again conducted in MLwiN (Browne, 2004).11 On the other hand, the collective
efficacy models – namely social cohesion and trust and informal social control –
were both continuous dependent variables modelled simultaneously using a tech-
nique known as multivariate multilevel modelling (i.e. a multilevel model with more
than one outcome variable) (Snijders and Bosker, 1999). By extending the multilevel
framework to a multivariate model it becomes possible to assess the degree to which
the two dimensions of collective efficacy are connected. Because the BCS collects
information on each dimension, we can create a multilevel structure in which level
one includes the two response or dependent variables, one for social cohesion and
trust and one for informal social control. Level 1 is nested within individuals at
level two which in turn is nested within areas (MSOAs at level three and Police
Force Areas at level four).

This modelling strategy provides a number of advantages over using separate
multilevel models for one or more of the dimensions individually. Firstly, as already
suggested, the relative influence of any one independent variable can be assessed
simultaneously for each dimension of collective efficacy (Twigg et al., 2000).
Further, the tests of specific effects for single independent variables are more pow-
erful, with the improvement being visible in the form of smaller standard errors
(Snijders and Bosker, 1999). Second, the approach allows for joint statistical sig-
nificance testing of the same explanatory variable on more than one dependent
variable (Tseloni, 2007). Whilst varying effects for any one explanatory or indepen-
dent variable could be obtained from separate models, the statistical significance of
any differences can only be gauged when the models are run simultaneously (Twigg
et al., 2000).

For both the ASB and the collective efficacy outcomes, two sets of multi-
level models were developed. First, the neighbourhood Theil entropy score was
added to a base model that contained all pertinent individual, household and areal
level variables. In the second model, Theil was removed and the cluster anal-
ysis information was added. This allowed us to determine whether there was
a significant, independent effect for each of these measures of neighbourhood
heterogeneity.

10 In all the models presented in Table 13.1 we allowed random intercepts but not random slopes.
11 The default prior distributions applied in MLwiN are ‘flat’ or ‘diffuse’ for all the parameters (for
details see Browne, 2004). Information on the conditional posterior distributions can also be found
in Browne (2004). The MCMC models were each run through 100,000 iterations (with a burn in
period of 5,000 iterations). The Raftery-Lewis diagnostic (Raftery and Lewis, 1992) confirmed that
this Markov chain length was sufficiently long (Browne, 2004).



280 J. Taylor et al.

Ta
bl

e
13

.1
A

re
a

le
ve

li
nfl

ue
nc

es
on

pe
rc

ep
tio

ns
of

th
e

lo
ca

la
re

a

Pe
rc

ep
tio

ns
of

an
ti-

so
ci

al
be

ha
vi

ou
r

Pe
rc

ep
tio

ns
of

so
ci

al
co

he
si

on
an

d
tr

us
t

Pe
rc

ep
tio

ns
of

in
fo

rm
al

so
ci

al
co

nt
ro

l

β
SE

(β
)

E
xp

(β
)

β
SE

(β
)

β
SE

(β
)

O
bs

er
ve

d
cr

im
e

le
ve

ls
0.

25
0.

03
1.

29
a

N
A

N
A

N
A

N
A

R
ur

al
an

d
ur

ba
n

ar
ea

cl
as

si
fic

at
io

n
(b

as
e

=
gr

ea
te

r
th

an
10

,0
00

)
To

w
n

an
d

fr
in

ge
0.

07
0.

07
1.

07
−0

.4
3

0.
10

a
−0

.4
3

0.
13

a

V
ill

ag
e,

ha
m

le
t&

is
ol

at
ed

dw
el

lin
gs

−
0.

69
0.

09
0.

50
a

−0
.9

1
0.

10
b

−1
.3

0
0.

13
b

Te
en

ag
er

s
(%

ag
ed

10
–1

9)
0.

08
0.

02
1.

08
a

0.
08

0.
03

a
0.

06
0.

04
ln

(P
op

ul
at

io
n

tu
rn

ov
er

)
0.

02
0.

02
1.

02
0.

08
0.

03
a

0.
04

0.
04

L
ev

el
of

de
pr

iv
at

io
n

0.
25

0.
03

1.
28

a
0.

36
0.

03
a

0.
35

0.
04

a

E
th

ni
c

he
te

ro
ge

ne
ity

ln
(T

he
il)

−
0.

02
0.

03
0.

98
0.

15
0.

04
a

0.
22

0.
06

a

N
A

in
di

ca
te

s
th

e
in

de
pe

nd
en

tv
ar

ia
bl

e
w

as
no

ti
nc

lu
de

d
in

th
e

m
od

el
.

A
ll

m
od

el
s

al
so

ta
ke

in
to

ac
co

un
tp

er
tin

en
ti

nd
iv

id
ua

la
nd

ho
us

eh
ol

d
le

ve
li

nd
ep

en
de

nt
va

ri
ab

le
s.

a In
di

ca
te

s
st

at
is

tic
al

ly
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

re
su

lt
at

th
e

5%
le

ve
l.

b
In

di
ca

te
s

a
st

at
is

tic
al

ly
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

ly
di

ff
er

en
tr

es
ul

tb
et

w
ee

n
SC

&
T

an
d

IS
C

.
So

ur
ce

:A
ut

ho
rs

’
ca

lc
ul

at
io

ns
ba

se
d

on
th

e
20

06
/0

7
B

ri
tis

h
C

ri
m

e
Su

rv
ey

.



13 Exploring the Links Between Population Heterogeneity and Perceptions 281

Results

For reasons of brevity and because our focus centres on assessing the impact of
neighbourhood heterogeneity on perceptions of ASB and collective efficacy, we do
not include the results for individual and household level variables in Table 13.1.
It should be noted however that the area level results shown in the table have been
adjusted for these socio-demographic characteristics of the respondents within the
neighbourhood. Information on the influence of individual and household level fac-
tors on perceptions of ASB and collective efficacy can be found at Taylor et al.
(2010) and Twigg et al. (2010) respectively.

In line with other research (Laurence and Heath, 2008; Pennant, 2005; Putnam,
2007), living in a less built-up area was strongly associated with higher levels of
collective efficacy but we can also note that the effect of living in a rural area was
significantly stronger statistically in relation to informal social control (ISC) than
for social cohesion and trust (SC&T). Residence in villages, hamlets or isolated
dwellings (i.e. rural locations) also significantly reduces the odds of having high
levels of perceived anti-social behaviour (ASB) compared with those living in urban
settlements (with a population greater than 10,000). However, unlike in the case of
collective efficacy, there appears to be no significant effect for those living in ‘town
and fringe’ areas.

There was also a relatively strong effect for the proportion of young people in
the area whereby higher levels of 10–19 year-olds increase the odds of perceiving
high levels of ASB. We also found that the proportion of residents in a neighbour-
hood aged 10–19 years had a detrimental, albeit much weaker, effect on SC&T.
Levels of population turnover also had a small negative effect on SC&T. This find-
ing highlights the advantage of treating the two dimensions of collective efficacy
separately. Sampson et al. (1997), for example, found a statistically significant rela-
tionship between residential stability and collective efficacy but here we show more
specifically that the association in this instance is due to the social cohesion and
trust dimension only. Once all other area and individual factors have been accounted
for, population turnover does not influence levels of informal social control in a
neighbourhood. Further, population turnover did not have an independent effect on
perceptions of ASB.

As expected, based on the findings of Sampson and Raudenbush (2004), the
results indicate that observed crime levels increase an individual’s propensity to
perceive high levels of ASB (regardless of whether they themselves have been a
recent victim of crime).

At the neighbourhood level, when personal background characteristics were con-
trolled for, deprivation (as measured here by the 2007 Indices of Deprivation)
was strongly negatively associated with both dimensions of collective efficacy, a
finding which is consistent with all other research in this field. Area deprivation also
increases the odds of perceiving high levels of ASB, thus supporting the results of
Wood (2004) (based on the BCS) and Ipsos MORI (2007) (based on the Best Value
Performance Indicator Surveys). This finding is also consistent with the arguments
of Shaw and McKay (1942) and these are key observations that we revisit later.
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Most pertinent to this chapter is the contested relationship between ethnic het-
erogeneity and potential adverse social consequences. Do our models support an
argument that high levels of ethnic heterogeneity lead to negative perceptions of
one’s local area? Table 13.1 indicates that ethnic heterogeneity (as measured by the
Theil entropy score) is associated with reduced levels of both dimensions of collec-
tive efficacy. It should be noted though that the standardised regression coefficients
are substantially smaller than those for deprivation.

On the other hand, with respect to perceptions of levels of anti-social behaviour
we do not find significant results. The level of ethnic heterogeneity, as measured by
the Theil entropy score, was not important in explaining high levels of perceived
ASB. When Theil was substituted in the models with the ethnic cluster typol-
ogy, none of the clusters were found to be significant (results not given here). In
other words which ethnic group is dominant in a neighbourhood does not affect
perceptions of the local area on the part of its residents.

We now return to the crucial relationship outlined earlier between deprivation
and diversity. The results presented above indicate that both deprivation and ethnic
diversity have a statistically significant negative effect on the two dimensions of
collective efficacy. However, a statistically significant finding does not necessarily
imply a substantively important one (Cohen, 1994). Having controlled for pertinent
individual and area level variables, the Theil entropy score only explains 1% of
the MSOA level variation for social cohesion and trust and does not explain any
of the MSOA level variation in the case of informal social control. This is not an
impressive effect when compared with the influence of the level of deprivation in the
local area which explains substantially more variation – 19% in the case of SC&T
and 7% for ISC.

Further, the creation of an interaction term between diversity and deprivation
suggests that the effect of ethnic diversity on levels of social cohesion and trust is
dependent on the level of deprivation in an area. The coefficient (of the interaction
term between deprivation and ethnic diversity) is significant (β = –0.09(0.03)) but
in the opposite direction to our a priori expectation – as deprivation increases, the
negative relationship between diversity and SC&T diminishes. This is unexpected if
we adhere to a conflict theory, since we would expect perceptions of negative effects
to be greatest in deprived areas where there was greatest competition for resources.
However, the result is consistent with Sturgis et al. (2010) who found the same
relationship to hold when researching trust, and Laurence and Heath (2008, p. 41)
who found that areas with both high levels of disadvantage and high ethnic diver-
sity record higher average cohesion scores than highly disadvantaged White areas,
leading them to conclude it is deprivation that undermines cohesion, not diversity.

Although looking for causal pathways with a cross-sectional survey is inherently
problematic, we employ a further modelling strategy to try and unpick whether
it is diversity or deprivation that drives negative perceptions of one’s neighbour-
hood by focusing on any possible mediating effect of ethnic heterogeneity. Here
we employ the modelling strategy explained in detail in Raudenbush and Sampson
(1999) which involves looking at the total effect of deprivation in a model that does
not contain a measure of heterogeneity. When the Theil entropy score is introduced,
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the resultant coefficients represent the direct effects, and the indirect effects can
be derived by subtracting the direct effects away from the total effects. The coef-
ficients for deprivation (0.36, 0.35 and 0.25 for SC&T, ISC and ASB respectively)
remain unchanged in models with and without the Theil index, suggesting that eth-
nic heterogeneity does not mediate the relationship between either of the dimensions
of collective efficacy or anti-social behaviour and neighbourhood deprivation. In
other words, pure ethnic heterogeneity does not influence the observed significant
associations between deprivation and negative perceptions of the local area.

Conclusions

The broad conclusions of our work can be simply stated: using these outcome mea-
sures of social cohesion, and at this geographical scale, we find very little evidence
in support of the proposition that, after allowing for socio-economic characteris-
tics of both individuals and areas, there is an independent effect – whether positive
or negative – of heterogeneity on people’s perceptions of the degree of disorder
(measured by perceived levels of ASB) and cohesion (measured by indicators of
collective efficacy) in their neighbourhoods. This is generally consistent both with
earlier sociological findings from the USA, with the more recent work of Sampson
et al. and contemporary British findings cited in our review of the relationship
between deprivation and diversity. In particular, along with the findings of Sturgis
et al. (2010), our work provides a strong challenge to Putnam’s views about the
negative impacts of heterogeneity and the contention that it causes groups to ‘hun-
ker down’. Because our measure of ethnic heterogeneity does not capture effects of
recent immigration from the EU, our work may not be regarded as a strict test of
the so-called ‘Goodhart hypothesis’, but our findings do not suggest (as Goodhart
implies) that we intrinsically distrust those who are different from ourselves.

There are three possible limitations of this work which we cannot resolve with
existing data sources. The first is the question of causality: segregation may repre-
sent a response to social tensions rather than perceptions of social tensions being
a response to segregation. This is inevitable with cross-sectional data although the
census data antedates our survey data by several years. The second is that we do
not have objective measures of local levels of antisocial behaviour and collective
efficacy, since there are no measures of these which are gathered – or are pub-
licly available – independently. Thirdly, MSOAs may, or may not, represent good
approximations to the communities within which people live, but these are the only
small-area spatial units with which we are able to work at the present time. There
are, consequently, several ways in which this work might be developed which would
improve our understanding. One would be to add small area socio-economic data
to previous versions of the British Crime Survey, so that we can explore whether
the relationships we have identified are consistent over time. A second would be
to explore whether ‘bespoke neighbourhoods’ could be created around the residen-
tial locations of survey respondents, in the manner developed by Johnston et al.
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(2004), but this would have to be done under conditions of strict confidentiality
to protect anonymity of respondents. A third would be linkage of other appropri-
ate datasets such as those relating to the distribution of voluntary and community
organisations, which may have a mediating effect on relationships between socio-
economic conditions and perceptions of community. A final improvement would
be to develop, in a British context, an equivalent of the ‘systematic social observa-
tion’ of neighbourhood dynamics practiced by the Project on Human Development
in Chicago Neighbourhoods (Sampson et al., 1997), which captures a much wider
range of neighbourhood conditions and which has followed individuals over many
years.

Reflecting on wider debates, we would argue that the findings of this work offer
only one perspective on the relationship between heterogeneity and social cohesion.
We agree with Perry (2008, p. 64) that there is a need for a more complex local
perspective on these matters, and we endorse the Hudson et al. (2007, p. 113) argu-
ment that an overemphasis on residential segregation leads to the exclusion of the
complex dynamics of separation/interaction in highly diverse neighbourhoods.

More in-depth local investigations would therefore be required to tease out these
dynamics. Nevertheless, our broad conclusion is in line with that of Sturgis et al.
(2010) and Laurence and Heath (2008) namely that the question should be better
phrased as ‘deprivation, not diversity’; put another way, there is much stronger evi-
dence that perceived social tensions are a response to socioeconomic disadvantage
than they are a function of the degree to which neighbourhoods are, or are not,
ethnically heterogeneous.
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Chapter 14
Ethnic Group Populations: The Components
for Projection, Demographic Rates and Trends

Paul Norman, Philip Rees, Pia Wohland and Peter Boden

Introduction

A population projection provides an indication of the age-sex structure of future
populations. Providing projections with an ethnic group dimension can inform the
planning of the provision of relevant goods and services, such as appropriate hous-
ing and language support, and can help set targets for take-up of equal opportunities.
Projections by ethnic group can also inform policy debates on international migra-
tion and diversity. These types of need led Haskey (2002, p. viii) to conclude that
for a wide range of purposes, projections of the population by ethnic group are a
necessary element in the armoury of available national demographic data, rather
than a discretionary ‘optional extra’. Even if outputs are not needed by ethnic
group, Simpson (1997) believes that the inclusion of an ethnic group dimension
will improve the precision of total population forecasts when population sub-groups
are changing in different ways. In terms of demographic behaviour, for different
ethnic groups, this is likely to be the case (Penn, 2000).

A range of methods exist through which to project a population (see Booth, 2006;
Wilson and Rees, 2005 for reviews). The most common approach is the cohort-
component method in which age-specific fertility, mortality and migration rates are
applied to an area’s base population to estimate the population at a future time point.
Rees (2002) outlines the conventional cohort-component method used for the cur-
rent UK national projections and shows how the model can be extended to provide
projections by separate ethnic groups. For subnational areas, this reveals the need for
robust estimates of ethnic group specific fertility and mortality rates and for migra-
tion rates between subnational areas and different countries. Further developments
proposed by Rees (2002) allow groups to evolve as people of different ethnicities
form households and have mixed origin children and for ethnicity to change from
that assigned to children by their parents to an adult’s self-identification (Simpson
and Akinwale, 2007).
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This chapter reports on a range of innovative data usages and methods to estimate
ethnic-group specific demographic rates within the UK for input to a projection of
the UK’s ethnic group populations. A difficulty to be overcome is that few data
sources exist which directly inform about geographically referenced demographic
behaviour by ethnic group. We begin by defining the ethnic group categorisations
of the population by age and sex used in the study. We then work through each
demographic component and outline how rates and recent trends of each have been
estimated by ethnic group and the geography of interest. Finally, we describe how
scenarios might be applied to explore alternative future populations.

In this research the coverage of the projections is the whole of the UK and the
geography is the local government system for which data from the 2001 Census
were disseminated. We use local authorities (LAs) in England and Wales, together
with Scotland and Northern Ireland as single zones because of their small non-White
ethnic minority populations. Projections are made on an annual basis up to 2051. To
match the age-time plan of the model, data inputs are required with single year of
age detail although, in some instances, this will be interpolated from grouped age
information.

Ethnic Group Populations

A base population provides the start point for a projection and this is often the pre-
vious census. The age-sex structure of this base population is the result of previous
demographic processes and in itself, is highly predictive of the future population.
Population age structures vary considerably by ethnic group (Dunnell, 2008). The
ethnic group categories utilised here are the 16 groups used for the dissemination
of the 2001 Census. Table 14.1 lists these for England. Slightly different ethnic

Table 14.1 2001 Census ethnic groups, England

Broad grouping Detailed group

White White – British
White – Irish
White Other – White

Mixed Mixed – White and Black Caribbean
Mixed – White and Black African
Mixed – White and Asian
Mixed – Other Mixed

Asian or Asian British Asian or Asian British – Indian
Asian or Asian British – Pakistani
Asian or Asian British – Bangladeshi
Asian or Asian British – Other Asian

Black or Black British Black or Black British – Black Caribbean
Black or Black British – Black African
Black or Black British – Other Black

Chinese or Other Ethnic Group Chinese or Other Ethnic Group – Chinese
Chinese or Other Ethnic Group – Other Ethnic Group

Source: 2001 Census, England.
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categorisations were used in the UK’s other countries. Note that the 1991 Census,
the first in the UK to ask all respondent’s about their ethnicity, used different groups
from those in 2001 and that these groups are not necessarily comparable over time
(Simpson, 2002). The applicability of ethnic classifications is the subject of a wide
and ongoing debate (Ahmad, 1999) with the groups used in these projections per-
haps becoming less applicable over time. We use the detailed groups in the right
hand column of Table 14.1 rather than the broad groupings in the left hand column,
because we observe considerable heterogeneity within broad groupings. In particu-
lar, we retain the Mixed groups because they have been the most rapidly expanding
in the recent past, although most analyses of trends between 1991 and 2001 assigned
these Mixed groups back to their parent groups (e.g. Rees and Butt, 2004).

Demographic Components

Fertility

A cohort-component model uses age-specific fertility rates (ASFRs) applied to the
population of women of child-bearing age to estimate the number of births in the
next time period of the projection. Overall fertility level is summarised using a total
fertility rate (TFR). Calculating a time-series of ASFRs and TFRs from the 1980s to
2006 has been achieved here for all women using vital statistics on births and official
mid-year estimates as denominators with all data allocated to the LA geography by
the national statistics agencies (see Tromans et al., 2008 for trends in England and
Wales). Figure 14.1 illustrates ASFRs in Bradford and in Leeds, both of which are
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multicultural, university LAs but evidently have rather different fertility trends since
1981. In both, the curves move down and to the right as fertility gradually falls over
time and as women in general ‘postpone’ births to have children somewhat later
in their childbearing years. Leeds overall has lower fertility than Bradford with the
latter having a somewhat ‘younger’ ASFR profile. Both LAs experienced a rise in
fertility between 2001 and 2006, which has continued to 2008.

The need in this research is to estimate ASFRs and fertility trends by ethnic
group. Here a variety of population and sample data sources are used to estimate
rates since the necessary ethnic group information is not necessarily available by
time-point, data source and geography. Table 14.2 summarises the sources used here
and outlines the relevant geographical and demographic detail which each provides.
TFRs by ethnic group and LA are estimated from 1991 and 2001 Census data using
child to woman ratios (CWRs) which are assumed to emulate family size by ethnic
group (Sporton and White, 2002). Annual trends in national level ASFRs by ethnic
group are derived from the Labour Force Survey (LFS) by modelling the probability
of a woman having a child based on her age and ethnicity.

Using CWRs in Bradford and Leeds, ethnic-specific TFRs have been estimated
with examples illustrated in Fig. 14.2. Higher fertility rates are shown for Pakistani
and Bangladeshi women. Rates for Indian women are closer to the White group
TFRs, particularly in Leeds. The local ASFRs for all women (Fig. 14.3) have been
adjusted for overall level using these TFRs by ethnic group and for shape of curve
using the LFS-derived national estimate of each group’s ASFR. In 2001 in Bradford,
the Bangladeshi group have high fertility with the peak age of giving birth for
women in their early 20s. The Pakistani curve is similar and a little lower. Whilst the
TFR for Indian women is just a little lower than for the Pakistani group, the curve is
somewhat older, resembling that of the White ethnic group. In Leeds, fertility levels
for all groups are lower than in Bradford and the ASFR curves much flatter with the
peak ages of fertility for women in their late 20s and early 30s

For each year from the early 1980s to 2006, fertility trends for all women have
been identified for each LA and by ethnic group at national level using the LFS. The
UK’s Census provides indicators of changes in family size by ethnic group between
1991 and 2001. In combination, these sources have underpinned the calculation of
ASFRs and trends for all LAs across the UK by ethnic group, as appropriate to each
country. These rates can be applied in the projection model to estimate births in
the next time period. The trends can be used to inform scenarios of future fertility
directions.

Mixing

One important decision to be taken when projecting ethnic group populations is
the extent to which groups interact. In some projections by country of birth or
nationality, foreign born or foreign nationality groups contribute native born chil-
dren or children of host country nationality, although this depends on the nationality
law in place (Coleman, 2006). In other projections, the racial groups remain
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independent (US Bureau of the Census, 2008). In one unusual ethnic population pro-
jection model, the offspring of mixed parentage are assigned to the ethnic group of
the populations of both parents (Statistics New Zealand, 2008b). The consequence
of this approach is that the sum of ethnic group populations exceeds the national all
group projections.

Here we adopt a different approach. Ethnic groups are projected independently
with one exception: births to mothers in each ethnic group are distributed across
all ethnic groups using ethnic mixing probabilities that a mother of one ethnic
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group has a child of her own or another ethnic group (Table 14.3). These proba-
bilities are computed from commissioned Table CO431 from the 2001 Census of
England, which cross-classifies children under one in households by the ethnicity
of their mother and that assigned by their parent(s) in the census return. Ethnic
groups thus both ‘receive’ new recruits born to mothers of other ethnicities and
‘send’ children into other ethnic groups. The main process behind these flows is
marriage or partnership between men and women of different ethnicities together
with decisions by parents about the ethnicity assigned to their offspring on the
census form.

Table 14.3 reports the statistics from the mother’s viewpoint and shows the eth-
nic membership of the infant by mother’s ethnicity. So, for example, only 25.4%
of children of White Irish mothers are assigned White Irish ethnicity. The majority
(64.3%) are given White British ethnicity, indicating that White Irish mothers have
husbands or partners who are White British. The sending percentages, in the form of
probabilities summing to 1 rather than 100, are used to assign the ethnicity of a new-
born within the projection model. We use mixing matrices for each Government
Office Region in England for the constituent LAs. Since we have no alternative
evidence, we assume that the England sending probabilities will serve for Wales,
Scotland and Northern Ireland and will check the impact of this in alternative
projection models.

What effect will this process of ethnic mixing have on the future population of
the ethnic groups? In Table 14.3 we have computed the percentage net gain or loss
to an ethnic group as the ratio of the number of children under one in an ethnic
group to the number of children under one of mothers of that ethnicity. The statis-
tics indicate a very rapid mixing process: the mixed groups have gains of 150–250%.
Small losses are experienced by the Asian groups; larger losses are experienced by
the Chinese group, Other Ethnic group and the White Irish group. Other White and
Other Black groups experience gains as well. Over two generations of projection
(2001–2051), the mixing process is likely to result in substantial shifts in the ethnic
composition of the population towards the Mixed groups a result of the mixing pro-
cess. There will, of course, be compensating effects as a result of fertility, mortality
and migration differentials.

Mortality

Mortality is a vital component for projecting populations, particularly at older ages.
Figure 14.4 shows spatial variations of life expectancy across the UK: character-
istically life expectancy in the South is higher compared to the North, and within
those regions, rural areas usually experience higher life expectancy than urban areas
(Brown and Rees, 2006).

Figure 14.5 illustrates the time series of mean life expectancies at birth from 1991
to 2007 for men and women by deprivation quintiles (Townsend, 1987) weighted by
population. The least deprived quintile is illustrated by black lines and symbols
and the most deprived socioeconomic quintile is represented by grey lines and
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Under 77.3
77.3–78.6
78.6–79.5
Over 79.5

Fig. 14.4 Life expectancy in
the UK for all persons, 2001
(Source: Authors’
calculations based on vital
statistics and population data
from ONS, GROS and
NISRA)

symbols. This reveals important details about UK life expectancies: the continu-
ous and considerable increase in life expectancy over recent decades for both men
and women. Women, as in most countries, experience higher life expectancy, but
men are recently starting to catch up. We also see how life expectancy is related
to deprivation, the more deprived, the lower the life expectancy. This effect is
more pronounced in men than in women, with the difference in life expectancy
between the two socioeconomic groups much larger than the difference between
sexes. Despite overall increases in life expectancy, the gap between socioeconomic
groups slightly widened from 1991 to 2007.

If there are different life expectancies by sex and by geographical area, we might
expect variations between ethnic groups. Previous UK population projections by
ethnic group only used all-person mortality rates (Coleman and Scherbov, 2005;
Coleman, 2006; Rees and Parsons, 2006, 2009; Rees, 2006, 2008), even though
data from other countries suggest differences in ethnic group mortality. For example,
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Fig. 14.5 Life expectancy for men (♂) and women (♀), 1991–2007. Note: Black represents the
least deprived group according to the Townsend (1987) index and grey the most deprived group
(Source: Authors’ calculations based on vital statistics, census and population data from ONS,
GROS and NISRA)

in 2003, White men in the US had a period life expectancy at birth of 75.3 years,
while for Black men life expectancy was 68.9 years (NCHS, 2007). In New Zealand,
during 2005–2007, Māori life expectancy at birth was 8.2 years lower than for non-
Māori persons (Statistics New Zealand, 2008a).

In the UK, mortality data by ethnic groups are not readily available since a per-
son’s ethnic group or race is not registered when they die. Even though a place of
birth has been noted on English death certificates since 1969, this only indicates
mortality for first generation immigrants and is potentially biased, for example,
by White British born in India before independence. A direct source for ethnic
group mortality is the ONS Longitudinal Study (LS) but this only represents 1%
of the England and Wales population and has considerable loss to follow-up of
LS members, up to 30% at older ages (Harding and Balarajan, 2002). The LS is
not a reliable enough mortality source for ethnic groups and cannot provide local
mortality information.

Various studies using panel or longitudinal data find that self-reported health is
a strong predictor for subsequent mortality, for total populations as well as sub-
groups (e.g. Burström and Fredlund, 2001; Heistaro et al., 2001; Helweg et al.,
2003; McGee et al., 1999). Thus, with no adequate ethnic mortality data available,
we use a proxy measure for which data existed by UK LA level and ethnic group:
answers to the 2001 Census question, ‘Do you have any long-term illness, health
problem or disability which limits your daily activities or the work you can do?’

To estimate mortality by ethnic group, we use a suite of census, official mid-
year population estimates and vital statistics data to estimate ethnic group life
expectancy. As outlined in Fig. 14.6, first we calculated standardised illness ratios
(SIRs) for each LA by sex with data from the 2001 Census. We also calcu-
lated standardised mortality ratios (SMRs) for all local areas and both sexes from
mid-year population estimates and vital statistics mortality data. Next, we use these
ratios to define all-person SMRs as a function of all person SIRs. This all-person
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All group
standardised
illness ratios

(SIR)

All person
standardised

mortality ratios
(SMR)

All group
regression

SMR = f(SIR)

Standardised
illness ratios
by ethnicity

(SIR)

Standardised
mortality ratios

by ethnicity
(SMR)

Life tables &
survivorship

probabilities by
ethnicity

Fig. 14.6 Method to estimate life tables and survivorship probabilities from self reported illness,
combining 2001 Census data with mid-year estimates and vital statistics

function is then applied to each ethnic group’s local area SIR to calculate an ethnic
group-specific SMR. These ethnic group SMRs are used to adjust upwards or down-
wards age-sex specific mortality rates (ASMRs) for each local area. These ASMRs
are fed into life tables to derive survivorship probabilities for our projection model.
During this procedure, we found men reporting less illness than women but expe-
riencing higher mortality. We also found different SIR/SMR relationships for the
UK’s constituent countries.

Thus, we estimated life expectancies and survivorship probabilities for all ethnic
groups defined in the UK 2001 Census for each local authority, by single year of
age and sex. Below we present examples of life expectancies at birth in England.
Table 14.4 shows a gender combined rank for each ethnic group in life expectancy
at birth, together with the population weighted mean life expectancy for men and

Table 14.4 Ranks of life expectancy at birth (e0) in England, for the total population of each
ethnic group and mean life expectancies at birth for men and women of each group, 2001

Mean e0

Total rank Ethnic group Women Men

1 Chinese 82.1 78.1
2 Other White 81.3 76.9
3 Other Ethnic 81.5 76.2

All groups 80.5 76.0
4 Black African 80.4 76.1
5 White British 80.5 75.9
6 White-Irish 80.3 74.9
7 White-Asian 80.0 75.1
8 Indian 79.3 75.5
9 Other Asian 79.5 75.2

10 Other Mixed 79.9 74.6
11 White-Black African 79.5 74.2
12 Black Caribbean 79.1 74.4
13 White-Black Caribbean 78.7 73.4
14 Other Black 78.5 73.4
15 Bangladeshi 77.7 72.7
16 Pakistani 77.3 73.1

Source: Rees et al. (2009)
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women of each ethnic group. Three groups are ranked above the national average,
with the Chinese group on top, men and women both having the highest mean life
expectancies. Within the White group, we estimate the White Irish group to occupy
the lowest rank. This ranking is due to the rather low life expectancy for Irish men,
whereas life expectancy of Irish women is expected to be close to that of White
British women. The lowest life expectancies are for the Bangladeshi and Pakistani
groups which have the poorest labour market positions (Simpson et al., 2006). That
the Other Asian and the Indian groups occupy moderate ranks shows the impor-
tance of having well-defined subgroups. We also find a strong contrast in the Black
group, where the Black African group is one rank below the total population, in
contrast to the Black Caribbean group which occupies rank 12. The Black African
estimate is reasonable considering the so-called healthy migrant effect (Fennelly,
2005) whereby persons moving countries are advantaged in various ways (com-
pared with their origin and/or their destination populations) including good health
which thereby enables their move. The Black African group is a much younger –
and therefore healthier – migrant community compared with the Black Caribbean
group which is longer established in the UK.

We are cautious about the origins of the differences between the group estimates,
though preliminary analyses suggest the most important socioeconomic influence is
the level of higher education attainment in the group (Rees and Wohland, 2008). The
healthy migrant effect is also likely to be important. Migration selects for individuals
who are healthy because they have the resources and energy to move and because
immigration rules prevent people with long term limiting illness from entry to a
destination country. At older ages migration may be associated with the transition
to various grades of disability, when older persons move to locations where health
care or family support is better. This probably only affects the White British group
(return to the UK to benefit from NHS care) and the Black Caribbean group (older
cohorts have retired back to the West Indies).

Spatial distributions of life expectancy for women from example ethnic groups
(one from each racial group) are given in Fig. 14.7. The dark shade on the maps
denotes areas in the 25% highest life expectancies (81.2–85.9 years), the light shade
denotes the 25% lowest local areas (73.8–78.9 years) and the mid-shade the 50%
between these. We find pronounced differences between the ethnic groups. Most
extreme differences are found between the Chinese women with most areas in the
top 25% distribution and the Pakistani women with the largest numbers of areas
in the bottom 25%. Most groups also reflect the North-South gradient mentioned
above. Note that the Mixed group, Black and White Africans, has more areas in the
bottom of the distribution compared to either of the separate ethnic groups, White
British or Black African. A full account of methods and results is provided in Rees
et al. (2009).

To establish recent trends, before ethnic mortalities are introduced into the popu-
lation projection, they are updated to 2007. Since there is no comprehensive source
of local ethnic illness data beyond the 2001 Census, we will update ethnic mortal-
ity in line with the mortalities for all groups. We analyse life expectancy trends
in the total populations, by following deprivation or other group characteristics
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a) White British b) Mixed White and
Black African

c) Pakistani

d) Black African e) Chinese and Other

Women life expectancy at birth
Under 78.92
78.92–81.25
Over 81.25

Fig. 14.7 Spatial distribution of female life expectancy at birth for five example ethnic groups,
England, 2001
(Source: Authors’ calculations based on vital statistics, census and population data from ONS,
GROS and NISRA)

through time to analyse the extent of convergence or divergence in society (as in
Fig. 14.5). Finally, we will combine results from the ethnic mortality estimates
and the all-group trends to create various future scenarios to inform our projection
model.

Sub-national Migration

To project the populations of 16 ethnic groups for 352 local authorities in England
and three countries filling out the United Kingdom we need robust estimates of inter-
nal migration, which is a very important component of population change. Data on
migration by ethnic group are collected in two sources: the decennial census and the
annual Labour Force Survey and its successors, the Annual Population Survey and
the Integrated Household Survey. The annual household surveys have been used to
understand the structure of UK migration by ethnic groups by Raymer and Giulietti
(2008, 2009) and Raymer et al. (2008), while Stillwell et al. (2008) have used infor-
mation from the 2001 Census Small Area Microdata. Hussain and Stillwell (2008)
and Stillwell and Hussain (2008) have analysed the spatial structure of inter-district
migration using 2001 Census commissioned tables. However, the data sets used
by these authors did not match the input requirements of our projection model –
16 detailed ethnic groups as well as a LA spatial scale (in England). Fortunately,
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a commissioned table was available from the 2001 Census (table CO528) which
reports the inter-district flows in England by 16 ethnic groups. Inspection of the
CO528 table indicated that further disaggregation by age and sex would generate
very small numbers and therefore unreliable ethnic-age-sex specific migration rates.
The decision was taken to focus analysis on table CO528 and to add age and sex as
independent variables, using a national age-sex profile of migration from the 2001
Census.

The original intention was to use this information, an origin-destination-ethnic
(ODE) array of migration flows between LAs in England (plus Wales, Scotland and
Northern Ireland as single zones) with age-sex (AS) variables to generate multi-
regional probabilities: in log-linear modelling terms an ODE+AS model. Further
investigation revealed that most flows were either zero or small numbers (1, 2) which
had been subject to disclosure control procedure (turning them into 0 or 3). Adopting
advice in Wilson and Bell (2004, p. 157) that the POOL, BR and BR+N models
were argued to provide forecasting frameworks with a balance between conceptual
purity and practicality, we adopted a reduced model, the bi-regional (BR) cohort-
component model.

The structure of the bi-regional model can be summarised as follows. Each
region’s population is projected in a two-region system consisting of that region
and the rest of the country. The model projects flows from the region of interest
to the rest of the country and from the rest of the country to the region of interest
as products of out-migration probabilities multiplied by the population at risk in the
respective origin region. It thus captures the essential advantage of the multiregional
model over the single-region model (with net migration or gross flows), namely that
the migration flows respond, ceteris paribus, to the changing size of origin popu-
lations. The model was found by Wilson and Bell (2004) to give projection results
close to the outcomes of a multiregional model applied to the states and territories
of Australia. A couple of adjustments are needed to the model to ensure consistency
of the projected flows. The total of outflows from the regions may differ from the
total of inflows (outflows from the rest of the country). In each time interval, these
totals are reconciled by adjusting the inflows to agree with the total of outflows. The
second adjustment is to compute the total country populations as the sum of all the
regional populations for use in the next time interval.

Because we employ census migration data between LAs, there is an opportunity
to separate the processes of survival from those of migration. Migration data from
the 2001 census is generated from a question on location 1 year ago, asked (by
definition) of those who have survived the year. So from these data we can com-
pute the probabilities of re-location given survival within the country covered by
the census. We can compute survival probabilities using life tables from local and
national mortality data (described above) and thereby estimate the probability of
emigration given survival. The advantage of computing the component probabilities
in this way is that it ensures that they are all well behaved, being non-negative and
not exceeding unity. So the flows of internal migrants in each period-cohort, sex and
ethnic group are modelled using equations set out in Table 14.5.

The projection begins with Equation (14.1) in which the start population is multi-
plied by a survivorship probability derived from the local area life table (see above).
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Table 14.5 Equations used to estimate the out-migration probabilities for local areas

Variable Constituent variables
Equation
numbers

Total survivors = Survivorship probability × Start
population of origin

(14.1)

Emigrant survivors = Square root (survivorship probability) ×
Emigration flow

(14.2)

Survivors within country = Total survivors – Emigrant survivors (14.3)
Out-migrant survivors = Probability of out-migration given

survival within country × Survivors
within country

(14.4)

Surviving stayers = Census population – Total surviving
in-migrants – Surviving immigrants

(14.5)

Total surviving in-migrants = Total migrants – Intra-zone migrant –
Surviving immigrants

(14.6)

Total survivors within the UK = Surviving stayers + Total surviving
out-migrants within the UK

(14.7)

Total surviving out-migrants
within the UK

= Total migrants within UK (with given
origin) – Intra-zone migrants

(14.8)

Total probability of
out-migration given survival
within the UK

= Total surviving out-migrants within the
UK/Total survivors within the UK

(14.9)

Total survivors in rest of UK = Sum of total survivors within UK in each
zone – Total survivors within UK

(14.10)

Total probability of
out-migration from the rest of
UK given survival in UK

= Total surviving in-migrant to zone/total
survivors in rest of UK

(14.11)

Then in Equation (14.2) the model inputs the estimate of emigration from the local
area and computes the number of emigrant survivors using the square root of the
survivorship probability to reflect the shorter exposure to mortality in the UK of
persons who emigrate. We then subtract emigrant survivors from total survivors to
yield the survivors within the country (Equation 14.3). The number of out-migrant
survivors (people who migrate and survive between local areas within the coun-
try) is projected by multiplying the total survivors within the country computed in
Equation (14.1) by the probability of out-migration given survival within the coun-
try in Equation (14.4). These probabilities are estimated by converting the inter-area
internal migration matrix from the census into a population accounting matrix. The
way this is done is best explained through an example shown in Table 14.6.

Table 14.6 contains the matrix of flows for one ethnic group, Indians, showing
three of the 355 origins/destinations. The top left sub-table shows the flows from ori-
gins (rows) to destinations (columns). These derive from the census commissioned
table but have been adjusted upwards by re-distributing the persons reporting ‘No
usual address 1 year ago’ (NUA) using the reported migrants flows as weights
(including intra-area migrants). This is a vital adjustment as NUA migrants make
up 8% in the case of the Indian ethnic group. The diagonal terms in the matrix
contain the intra-zone migrants (persons with a different address 1 year before the
census which was in the same zone as that they lived at the time of the census).
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They are replaced for probability calculations by the surviving stayers within a zone
(within zone migrants and non-migrants). This term is not provided in the census
tables but can be computed as a residual by subtracting from the census popula-
tion the total of internal in-migrants plus the international immigrants (‘Address
outside the UK 1 year ago’). This is Equation (14.5) in Table 14.5. Total surviving
in-migrants to a local area can be computed as a sum of the flows from all other
areas or through subtracting intra-zone migrants and surviving immigrants from
total migrants (Equation 14.6 in Table 14.5).

Consider the migration flows into the first zone, City of London plus
Westminster. There are a total of 1,772 in-migrants, 405 intra-zone migrants and
495 surviving immigrants, so that the total surviving in-migrants are 872. Subtract
from the census population of 5,830 there 872 surviving in-migrants and the 495
surviving immigrants and the result is 4,463 surviving stayers. This population term
is essential for the computation of the total of survivors within the UK, who are
located in the middle top panel of the table. They are computed as the sum of sur-
viving stayers within the local area plus total surviving out-migrants within the UK
(Equation 14.7 in Table 14.5). Total surviving out-migrants within the UK are total
migrants within UK (with given origin) less intra-zone migrants (Equation 14.8 in
Table 14.5). For the City of London plus Westminster, the total migrants are 1,015
and the intra-zone migrants 405, leaving 610 total surviving out-migrants within the
UK. Add this number to the surviving stayers and we get 5,073 total survivors within
the UK. We are now in a position to compute the migration probabilities needed in
the projection model.

The total probability of out-migration given survival within the UK is computed
as the total surviving out-migrants within the UK divided by total survivors within
the UK (Equation 14.9 in Table 14.5). In the case of the City of London plus
Westminster, this probability for the Indian group is 610/5,073 = 0.120226 or 12%
for the Indian group in this London borough. The out-migration probabilities are
higher for London boroughs than elsewhere because they are small parts of a much
larger metropolitan housing and jobs market.

The rightmost panel in Table 14.6 reports the computation of the out-migration
probabilities from the rest of the UK (the UK minus the zone of interest), which
requires the computation of the total survivors in the rest of the UK. These are
calculated as the sum of total survivors within UK in each zone less total survivors
within UK (Equation 14.10 in Table 14.5). The total probability of out-migration
from the rest of UK given survival in UK is computed as total surviving in-migrant
to zone divided by total survivors in rest of UK (Equation 14.11 in Table 14.5). For
the City of London plus Westminster, this probability is 872/990,070 or 0.00088.

Full versions of Table 14.6 have been developed for all 16 ethnic groups and all
355 zones in our analysis. Previous work used only broad ethnic groupings (Stillwell
et al., 2008). The out-migration probabilities for ethnic groups in Leeds are plot-
ted in Fig. 14.8. Figure 14.8a plots the probabilities of out-migration from Leeds.
Compared with the White British, the Other White, all of the Mixed Groups, the
Indian, Black African, Chinese and Other Ethnic Group all exhibit higher probabili-
ties whereas the White Irish, White and Black Caribbean, Pakistani and Bangladeshi
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and Other Black groups have lower probabilities. Thus, within four of the five
broader groupings, there are detailed groups with low and with high migration prob-
abilities. The picture is broadly similar in terms of highs and lows for out-migration
from the rest of the UK (in-migration to Leeds), shown in Fig. 14.8b. We will carry
out a more detailed analysis of all groups across all zones in the future and compare
the findings with previous analyses cited earlier.

The final piece in the jigsaw of internal migration estimation is to add age-sex
detail. Here we converted single year of age profiles for men and women for UK
migrants as a whole into ratios of the profile means. These ratios were then multi-
plied by the mean probabilities generated in the analysis illustrated in Table 14.6.
This estimate assumes independence of the OD pattern of migration from the AS
pattern. As a first approximation this is satisfactory but further analysis comparing
with broad age migration data for seven ethnic groups (Stillwell et al., 2008) will be
appropriate.

International Migration

International migration is a significant driver of population change in the UK and
as such is a crucial component in a subnational projection model. The methods
available to estimate its true impact on local areas are constrained, however, by
inadequate systems of measurement and data capture since there is no single data
collection instrument for the measurement of international migration. There are
various alternative sources which provide intelligence about the movement of pop-
ulation into and out of the UK (Rees et al., 2009). These sources include census,
survey, administrative and ‘composite’ datasets with each having its limitations
depending upon the question asked, purpose of data collection and the population
covered (for more details see Rees and Boden, 2006; Green et al., 2008).

The UK’s official source of data on immigration and emigration is the Total
International Migration (TIM) statistics (ONS, 2008b). The TIM statistics are pri-
marily based on the International Passenger Survey’s question on each migrant’s
‘intentions’ to stay or leave the UK. For immigration estimation the Labour Force
Survey (LFS) is part of the subnational calibration process with 2001 Census data
used for the proportional allocation of flows to local authority areas. Emigration
estimation cannot be informed by the LFS or Census so incorporates a ‘migration
propensity’ model to estimate the distribution of flows from each local authority. At
ONS, an ongoing programme of improvement to international migration statistics
includes an evaluation of the explicit use of administrative statistics (ONS, 2009;
Rees et al., 2009). The results of this work are subject to consultation during 2009
with any methodological revisions to be implemented in 2010 with the release of
2008 mid-year estimates.

Here a ‘New Migrant Databank’ (NMD) originally recommended to the Greater
London Authority to measure international migration at a local level (Rees and
Boden, 2006) has been developed to produce a repository of UK-wide migration
statistics from national to local authority level (Boden and Rees, 2010). The NMD
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aims to provide a single source of migration statistics for each LA and to facili-
tate the development of alternative migration estimation methods. Using the NMD
repository in parallel with the ONS improvement programme, we have developed
a number of alternative methods for subnational estimation incorporating intelli-
gence from administrative datasets. An alternative methodology for distributing
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immigration flows has been derived combining TIM statistics at a national level
with subnational statistics from three administrative sources: National Insurance
Number (NINo) registrations by migrant workers, the registration of international
migrants with a local GP and Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA) data on
international students (Boden and Rees, 2010). The methodology uses flow ‘propor-
tions’ to distribute national TIM totals to subnational areas and results in a different
distribution of immigration flows to that recorded in official statistics (Fig. 14.9).

Figure 14.10 illustrates a time-series of immigration flows from different sources
for Leeds and Bradford. The official TIM statistics demonstrate the rise in the level
of long-term migration following expansion of the EU in 2004. The registration
of international migrants with GPs also increased steadily over the time period in
both Leeds and Bradford. NINo registrations reveal the impact of the Accession
migrants post-2004 but also that non-Accession registrations have remained fairly
constant since 2001.

Given the challenge of accurately estimating international migration at all spatial
scales, the robust calculation of an ethnic group dimension to migration flows is
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even more difficult to derive. The 2001 Census provides the only direct source of
data on ethnic flows and only for immigration. The ethnic profile of immigration
in 2001 can be applied to flow totals for later years to produce an updated ethnic
profile. As a better alternative, which captures the new migrant streams post 2001,
the Department for Work and Pension’s NINo registration statistics have been used
here to derive ethnic profiles for immigration to each local authority area. Based
on a commissioned 2001 Census table (C0880) linking ethnic group and country
of origin, this has allocated an ethnic group to each NINo registration using each
registrant’s country of origin. Combining these sources has produced an aggregation
of NINo registrations by ethnic group for each local authority (Fig. 14.11).

There are some shortcomings here since, for example, NINo statistics are asso-
ciated with migrants whose length of stay is indeterminate and do not account for
White-British migrants who do not require NINo registration. However, the derived
ethnic profiles provide a comparison with census profiles and have been used to
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inform the estimation of updated ethnic migration profiles for local areas which
better reflect the changing patterns that have been evident since 2001 and particu-
larly since EU-expansion in 2004. The projection model can be used to explore the
impact of different scenarios relating to immigration and emigration.

Conclusions

The chapter has outlined how the ingredients have been assembled for input to an
ambitious model for projecting the populations of the UK’s ethnic group popula-
tions at a detailed spatial scale (LAs in England with Wales, Scotland and Northern
Ireland). The new projection model for the UK population has the following inno-
vative features: (i) it is an integrated model of the whole UK, (ii) it is a bottom-up
model that uses local areas within England, (iii) it uses sixteen sub-populations
(ethnic groups), (iv) it uses new estimates of ethnic fertility, ethnic mortality,
international migration and internal migration for ethnic groups, (v) it uses a mix-
ing matrix to assign the ethnicity of the newborn, thus capturing the ethnic mixing
process, (vi) it is specified in single year of age detail and (vii) extends the age dis-
tribution to a final age of 100+. To solve the challenges that such a model poses,
we have employed a bi-regional model that captures the essential dependency of
in-migration to an area on out-migration from other areas. We also use a new model
structure based on making migration probabilities conditional on survival. The sur-
vival and migration processes in the model are thus de-coupled and the computations
for each time step in the projection need be executed only once. This structure guar-
antees that both survival and migration probabilities are non-negative and means
iteration is not needed.

The first experimental results have been generated using a benchmark set of
inputs estimates for 2001 and assumed to be constant thereafter (Rees and Wohland,
2009). In these projections, the UK population rises to a peak of 62.4 millions in
2030 and then falls to 60.9 millions in 2051. Note that the 2006 based national
population projections (NPP) anticipate much higher growth to 77.2 millions in
2051 based on higher fertility, lower mortality and higher immigration trends since
2001 and much higher assumptions into the future. In our projections, four ethnic
groups experience decline before 2051: the White British population from 2011, the
White Irish population from 2001, the Other White population from 2031 and the
Black Caribbean population from 2041. All other groups show substantial growth
(Table 14.7): the Mixed and the Chinese triple in size, the Asian groups (except
Indians) double in population. The Other groups double their populations. These
experimental projections anticipate a substantial shift in the ethnic composition of
the UK population, as shown in Table 14.7. For example, the White British share of
the population shrinks from 87 to 77% by 2051 and the non-White share increases
from 8 to 19%.

From these first, experimental projections, we will develop a suite of projections
that demonstrate how the ethnic and spatial variations in dynamics play out over
the first half of the twenty-first century to 2051. Table 14.8 sets out the agenda for
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Table 14.7 Projected ethnic shares of the UK population for an experimental benchmark
projection, 2001–2051

Ethnic Group 2001 2031 2051 Percentage change 2001–2051

White 87.1 80.9 77.0 –9
White & Black Caribbean 0.4 1.0 1.4 +242
White & Black African 0.1 0.3 0.5 +249
White & Asian 0.3 0.8 1.2 +271
Other Mixed 0.3 0.6 0.9 +255
Asian 4.0 6.7 8.6 +120
Black 2.0 3.2 3.8 +98
Chinese or Other 0.8 1.9 2.5 +214

Total 100 100 100 +3

Not White British 12.9 19.1 23.0 +83
Not White 8.0 14.6 18.9 +144
Mixed & Other Groups 4.6 7.7 9.5 +111

Source: Authors’ computations.

this work. We will align the component trends in 2001–2007 to published all group
estimates. We will develop future trends based on 2001–2007 changes taking into
account new NPP assumptions for the 2008 round. We will explore the sensitivity
of future projections to different assumptions and to particular event scenarios such
as convergence of vital rates across ethnic groups. Finally, we will develop a set of

Table 14.8 An agenda for ethnic projections of UK local area populations

Projection set name Description Purpose

Benchmark Uses 2001 data and applies
constant component rates
and probabilities

To prove the validity of the
projection model and component
estimates

Aligned Updates the benchmark data to
2007 using the latest
demographic data

To align the projections with
National Statistics estimates and
projections

Trend Develops trends in the key
drivers for each component
using best knowledge

To develop the most likely future
trajectory for all populations

Sensitivity Tests out the sensitivity of
projections to different
assumptions

To determine the most important
assumptions made in the
projections

Impact Develops set of ‘what if’
scenarios linked to public
policy

To evaluate the impact of particular
events/trends and policy changes

Convergence Develops scenarios in which
ethnic and spatial differences
reduce

To assess what it will take to
achieve less inequality

Variant Develops high and low variants
of the trend projection

To set some upper and lower
bounds on future populations
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variant projections to give the user some sense of the uncertainty of the projections.
Full probabilistic analysis of uncertainty must, however, await a new project.
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