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O1.Introduction

The movement of people has been a favorite research topic for sociologists,
economists and political scientists for long. That is because people moving to different
locations bring change with them, and changeis associated with both opportunities and
conflict. Migration is a hot topic on both sides of the Atlantic Ocean, and in
Industrialized countries in general. The United States is now experiencing its largest
wave of migration since the beginning of the twentieth century, and Europe, long a
sending region of migrants, in the last few decades has become a receiving region.

Migration, in all its forms, both internal and international, has a deep effect on the
receiving place. It would be hard to imagine New York city, for example, without its
ethnic neighborhoods, and the same would apply to London. European cities have long
known the phenomenon of internal migration 1 One needs only remember the flows of
workers moving from less industrialized parts of Euro pean countries to industrial hubs
such as the OmigrazioneO from the South of Italy to the industrial North East, especially
Milan. International migration, however, is a relatively new phenomenon for European
countries. The first wave involved a movement of workers from less developed countries
such as ltaly to nations that needed additional workers for post-WWII reconstruction
such as Germany.

That wave of migration involved also extra-European workers such as Turks, who
went to Germany with the status of Oguest workersO, which did not grant them a path to
citizenship that other intra -EU migrants acquired with the evolution of the European

Union legal framework. The UK, in the meantime, was receiving relatively steady
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migration flows from the former coloni es, turning London and some of its surrounding
cities into multi -ethnic cities that resemble US metropolis much more than all other
European urban centers.

Once the post WWII migration flows dried, though, Europe knew a period of
relative immobility until the nineties, when international migration picked up again.
This time, though, the most substantial flows came from outside the European Union
member states. The relative equalization of prosperity amongst EU member states and
their low birth rate conjure d to stifle movement of people, even though the legal
framework of the European Union actually made intra -EU relocation similar to
mobility. Another acceleration to the movement of people in the European Union came
with the double enlargement of 2004 and 2007. Eastern European countries that lived
under the influence of the USSR until 1990 entered the Union, and with their admission
came a new wave of migrants into the older members. Some countries decided to put a
moratorium on the free inflow of new -member citizens, whereas other countries granted
them full EU rights since day one of the enlargement. The UK, for instance, adopted the
latter policy for the 2004 enlargement new members, but it defaulted to the former for
the new round of 2007, responding to the popular pressure against such a large inflow.

The political attention that topic of immigration is receiving in the last few years in
Europe is the main reason behind this paper. This research does not want to explain the
flows of migration or the reasons for mobility, but rather shed light on the influence that
the movement of people has on citizensO perception of the place they live in. This

research project basically originates from Max FrischOs notorious observation about

lAI am going to use the terms Ointernal migration® and C)mgbilityf) interchangeably, as opposed to
OmigrationO, which | am going to use with the meaning of Oint@tional migration.
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migration: Owe wanted workers and we got peopleO (The Boston Globe, April 19, 2006).
This simple, albeit simplistic observation relates to the fact that migrants are much

more than labor, and therefore we have to investigate the change that they provoke in
the place where they mo\e.

This paperOs research questions are thus the following: does immigration (both
internal and international) influence citizensO perception of the municipality they live
in? Do all immigrant groups have the same effect on that perception? More precisely:do
European immigrants make the same difference as extraEuropean immigrants?

The geographic scope of this research is the United Kingdon, specifically England
and Wales (because of data availability) for two reasons: a) the UK has been a receiving
country of migration longer than other European countries and b) the UK Government
conducts a very detailed and statistically solid periodic survey of citizensO satisfaction
with municipalities (Local Authorities, in British bureaucratic speech), called Best Val ue
Performance Indicators (BVPI) survey. The time frame of this paper is 2001, therefore
all the data that plug into my model come from that year, which is also the year of the
last Census in the UK.

My paper is structured as follows: the next section will review the academic
literature on mobility, migration, social capital and trust, since this paper straddles
many sub-fields in political science. The third section will explain my research design,
with a description of my data sources, the BVPI surveysand the UK Census data. The
fourth section will show my analysis of the data and section number 5 will explain the
findings of my research. The sixth section of this paper will draw some conclusion from
my findings and will set the stage for future research, especially in the light of new

migratory flows that are coming from the new members of the European Union.
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02.Literature Review

The effects of the movement of people on governments trace a long time back.
Since Charles Tiebout spelled his formal theay of mobility (Tiebout 1956), the debate
started in the United States about mobility and expanded to Europe and to international
migration. Simply put, TieboutOs theory is that Ocitizens vote with their feetO and will
move to the municipality that best match their preferences in terms of the tax/public
services bundle that it offers them. TieboutOs theory yields several implications, which
have been tested and explored extensively, though not in a definitive manner, in the
literature (for a comprehensive r eview of the empirical testing of Tiebout mobility
implications, see Dowding et al. 1994). In this setting, what matters the most to us are
the following implications a) citizens tend to sort along economic preferences and b)
governmental fragmentation is conducive to competition across municipalities and
therefore to better matching of citizensO preferences. At the end of the day, tieboustyle
sorting should lead to more homogeneous municipalities. Smaller and more
homogeneous municipalities should in tur n be more conducive to participation
compared to huge, bureaucracybloated, large-area municipalities (Ogargantual).

A part of the US political science and urban studies scholars responded vigorously
to TieboutOs theory, which is one of the founding cornestones of the Public Choice
strand in Economics and Political Science. Those scholars rejected the tenets of the
economic-based theory of mobility and argued that citizens tend to sort themselves
according to wealth and race (in the US). That kind of sorting tends to reinforce social
inequality and stratification and governmental arrangements tend to intensify these

outcomes (see Hill 1974, Ostrom 1983, Lyons & Lowery 1989; in the European setting,
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see Oberti 2004, 2005). Those scholars dubbed their approach as the Social
Stratification / Government Inequality thesis (SSGI).

What interests us are some of the implications of the SSGI thesis: since
governmental fragmentation tends to favor segregation, consolidation of local
governments should help avoid sud a perverse outcome. Another one is the refusal that
citizens may be better served and therefore more satisfied in fragmented metro areas
because of the more ample array of choices to select. SSGI scholars argue that
consolidated areas are better able toserve the need of citizens while avoiding the pitfalls
of social segregation and stratification (Kelleher & Lowery 2002). Lastly, SSGI scholars
maintain that TieboutOs implications about participation do not hold: Kelleher & Lowery
(2004) found out that Oldg is livelyO holds better than Osmall is beautiful® when it comes to
encourage political participation. Their empirical testing of participation in local
elections in the US showed that highly consolidated areas are more conducive to
political participati on, even when compared to the closest condition to the Tiebout
formal model. One of the unstated implications of their research is that diversity should
be more conducive to participation than homogeneity.

| have highlighted the positions of the theories above on homogeneity because of
the importance that they yield to issues of migration. Simply put, TieboutOs perspective
would imply that migration reduces the homogeneity of a municipality and therefore
should disjoint citizensO preferences from the placehey live in. Thus, municipalities that
show higher migration rate should also show lower citizensO satisfaction and, possibly,
political participation. The opposite should happen if the SSGI perspective holds true:
more diversity should lead to higher satisfaction with the municipality and higher

participation.
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To summarize the Tiebout - bound propositions (Osmall is beautiful®):
 Hla: more homogeneous municipalities will show a higher degree of citizensO
satisfaction than less homogeneous ones;
 H2a: smaller municipalities will show a higher degree of citizensO satisfaction
than bigger ones.

In opposition to the above, SSGI- bound propositions (Olarge is livelyO) would
maintain that:

* H1b: less homogeneous municipalities will show a higher degree of citiznsO
satisfaction than more homogeneous ones;

* H2b: larger municipalities will show a higher degree of citizensO satisfaction
than smaller ones.

The literature on immigration, diversity and its effects on trust and social capital
seems to lean toward the ngative effects of diversity. In his recent work, Putnam (2007)
argues that

In the short run [E] immigration and ethnic diversity tend to reduce social
solidarity and social capital. New evidence from the US suggests that in ethnically
diverse neighbourhoods residents of all races tend to Ohunker dowr{@utnam 2007)

Putnam starts from the micro -level by noting that empirical findings on
workgroups in the USA and Europe highlighted how groupsO internal heterogeneity is
associated with lower cohesion, lower sdisfaction, and higher turnover (see Jackson et
al. 1991, Cohen & Bailey 1997; Keller 2001; Webber & Donahue 2001). Similarly,
country -level analyses of heterogeneity revealed how it tends to be associated with lower
social trust (Newton & Delhey 2005; And erson & Paskeviciute 2006). More interesting

for this research though, is the fact that many studies across local areas in in the United
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States, Australia, Sweden, Canada and Britain, associated greater ethnic diversity with
lower social trust and in some instances, lower investments in public goods (Poterba
1997; Alesina et al. 1999; Alesina & La Ferrara 2000, 2002; Costa & Kahn 2004).

Almost all of those studies present mixed findings. For example, Alesina and La
Ferrara (2000) highlight that heterogenei ty have detrimental effects for participation in
the communityOs life, but they also point out that religious beliefs and ethnic origins do
not significantly affect trust. This research has a slightly different focus than the
measurement of trust or/and so cial capital inside a specific community. | want to find
out if those problematic findings translate into citizensO perception of their municipality.
| concur that a reduction of trust and participation is problematic on many levels, but it
might be that i s doesnOt translate into a more tangible outcome, or that it doesnOt focus
citizensO discontent toward institutions.

This research thus wants to provide another piece of evidence in assessing the
impact in the composition of municipalities, and | chose UK Os municipalities as the
testing ground for my research. The UK stands out as an important test for its long
history of migration on the receiving side. Also, UKOs government provides a direct
measurement of citizensO satisfaction with the municipality they live in through the Best
Value Performance Indicators (BVPI survey). This survey, as weOll see in the next
section, has the advantage of providing a standardized report of citizensO view of their
municipality, in various fields, ranging from general sati sfaction to specific public
services.

Before | explain the structure of my analysis though, it is necessary to formalize my

hypotheses about the effects of migration and diversity on citizensO satisfaction with



MPSA 2008 Lapo Salucci

their municipality. With an eye on the findin gs of the literature on social capital and
immigration and diversity, | state the following hypotheses:
* H3: municipalities with higher percentages of migrants will show lower
degrees of citizensO satisfaction;
* H4: the more different the migrants from the r eceiving countryOs population,
the larger the effect on citizensO satisfaction.
* H5: the higher the change (in the sense of inflow of movers) of the population
in a municipality, the more negative the effect on citizensO satisfaction.
The next section will provide a description of my research design and of the data
that | have used to answer my research questions, which comes from the UK census and

the BVPI survey.

03.Research Design

Testing my hypotheses about citizensO satisfaction with the municipalitythey live
in would usually require some proxy measures. One obvious proxy for satisfaction would
be some measure of The UK stands out from other countries because the Government
actually asks citizens how satisfied they are with their municipality, which are called
OLocal AuthoritiesO, in UK bureaucratic lingo. BVPI indicators will provide the dependent
variables for this research. Here follows a more detailed description of what the
indicators are and how UK local governments collect that data.

Best Value Performance Indicators (BVPIs) are part of the framework that the UK
Government has set up in order to monitor the performance of local authorities when it
comes to providing services for their citizens. The general framework was introduced in

1997. With the Local Government Act of 1999 the UK Government required local
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authorities to seek continuous improvement of such services. The BVPI survey is
designed to monitor service improvement with regard to efficiency, effectiveness and
economy of service. Accading to the Statutory Instruments Statutory Instrument 2000
No. 896 The Local Government (Best Value) Performance Indicators Order 2000 and
its revised version of 2005, which updated the frameworks for Best Value practices, the
Government specifies that local authorities (and other best value authorities) collect and
report on Oa number of Best Value Performance Indicators (BVPIs) that explicitly reflect
usersO perception of a range of services provided.O

The UK Government issued a centralized guidancefor the BVPI survey, setting the
timing of the Survey and the methodology guidelines to which local authorities have to
comply with. Even though the central Government sets specific guidelines for the
methodology of the survey, local authorities are left free to decide how they want to
administer the survey, whether through an external specialized contractor or by
performing the survey themselves. In order to assure comparability of the data coming
from local authorities of different sizes, however, the UK Government guidelines are
quite strict 4. | report here a summary of the general guidance document(s).

The UK GovernmentOs guidance documents report that the timing requirement is
to undertake a survey every three years. Surveys have been undertaken in 200@1, in
2003/04, and 2006/07. Also, OAuthorities may choose to undertake the survey during

the interim years but must still undertake the survey in the year of the established

? http://www.opsi.gov.uk/si/si2000/20000896.htm.

: BVPI Benefits Survey 2006/2007, Research Report for the London Borough of Brent, Ipsos
MORI, http://www.elep.org.uk/downloads/general_guidance.pdf.

) Audit Commission Guide on Sampling:, http://www.audit -
commission.gov.uk/products/guidance/497C9886 -FC5B-4E37-AFD3-
FD468CEE4DF3/piguid4.pdf .

10



MPSA 2008 Lapo Salucci

triennial time frame 50 As far as survey method, all authorities were proscribec postal
method except for the Libraries survey. Local authorities were provided with
guestionnaire templates and were prohibited from using anything else than that for the
BVPI. This is essential in order to assure direct comparability of data across Loca
Authorities. Slight changes to the wording were allowed with the caveat that (it was]
crucial that the results of the questions are comparable - so that you can see how you
are doing in terms of citizen satisfaction to service delivery compared to other
authorities. This means that the meaning of the questions must be the same.O

WhatOs more, in order to prevent Oanswer feedingO to the respondents, the
guidelines clearly stated that QRemember that the purpose of the questionnaire is to
survey residents about their views. To do this effectively the survey needs to make
clear what they are being asked about, but it must not provide detailed information
about the services provided.6OTo reinforce that statement and prevent local authorities
from giving citiz ens more information than they already had, the guidelines declared
that Qf you feel that residents are not sufficiently informed about the services provided
that is something that should be addressed by the authorityOs communications strategy
and not as part of the BVPI surveys.’OLocal authorities were allowed to add their own
guestions to the approved BVPI pool, but were strongly encouraged to use prepackaged
ones from a Oquestion bankO.

Since the data come from local authorities that differ dramatical ly in terms of

population, the Audit Commission issued specific sampling guidelines designed to

° . Best Value Performance Indicators for 2006/2007 OGuidance for undertaking the Best Value
SurveysO, http://www.elep.org.uk/downloads/general_guid ance.pdf.

® Ibid.
" Ibid.

11
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ensure comparability. Where a random sample was required, that came from the Post
Office small users address file, and provided to local authorities via the Bes Value
Survey web site. The achieved sample size of the General Survey had to be no smaller
than 1,100, in order to achieve a confidence interval of +/- 3%. This requirement applies
to all BVPI indicators used in my analysis.

As we see from its descriptian, the BVPI survey looks like a remarkably reliable
instrument to survey citizens about the topic of this research. For my analysis, | used
three BVPI indicators as dependent variables in different specifications of the model.
Those indicators measure, reectively, general satisfaction, satisfaction with
cleanliness, and satisfaction with opportunities for participation. Here follows a detailed
description of the variables that | use in my analysis. Unless otherwise reported, all
variables report data at the Local Authority (municipality) level.

Dependent variables:

! BVPI2000 -01 General Satisfaction with Local Authority: this variable
measures the general satisfaction of citizens with their Local Authority; more precisely,
the BVPI score reports the Operentage of respondents that very or fairly satisfied with
the service provided by their Local AuthorityC8. This indicator reports 352 observations
from local authorities, with mean of 64.68, minimum score of 25 and maximum of 92.

! BVPI2000 -01 General Satsfaction with Cleanliness of Streets or
Relevant Land: this variable measure local authoritiesO populationOs satisfaction with the
cleanliness of their municipality. The score reports the Opercentage of respondents that

are very or fairly satisfied with th e cleanliness of streets or relevant landO. Since this

® For a full description of the BVPI indicators, refer to the UK GovernmentOs BVPIwebsite:
http://www.bvpi.gov.uk/pages/Index.asp

12
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variable gives us a measure of the general perception of the communityOs degradation,
following the intuition behind Kelling and WilsonOs Obroken windowsO hypothesis, if
immigration and/or lack of homo geneity is related to citizensO perception of the state of
their community, then it should negatively influence this variable. This variable gives us
351 observations with a mean of 63.02, a minimum score of 24 and a maximum of 88.

! BVPI2000 -01 Tenants Stisfaction with Opportunities for Participation:
BVPI data for opportunities for participation organized by Local Authority. The score
reports the Opercentage of tenants sampled who are very or fairly satisfied with their
opportunities for participationO. Using this BVPI indicator as a dependent variable
should gives us an indication on the effect of diversity on participation as explored by
Alesina and LaFerrara (2002). That should also shed further light, in the UK setting, of
how connected the general sitisfaction with a municipality is with more socio -politically
oriented indicators such as this one. A preliminary analysis of the correlation with the
other BVPI indicators that | use reveals that the correlation scores of this indicator are
.318 with general BVPI satisfaction and .382 with satisfaction with cleanliness.
Unfortunately this variable gives us only 256 observations due to missing data. The
missing data, however, is not geographically concentrated, so we should not expect bias
coming from geographic patterns. The indicator shows a mean of 58.58, a minimum
score of 16 and a maximum of 95.

Independent variables

! Share of foreigners from the EU. This variable gives us the percentage of

foreign-born residents that come from EU countries. Since the census dates back to

2001, the citizens of Eastern European countries that joined the EU in 2004 and in

13
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2007 are not included in the count 9. If Britons perceive old-member EU citizens as not
much different from themselves, then this variable should either have no statistically
relevant and/or should be positively related to BVPI scores.

! Share of foreigners from extra-EU countries. This variable reports the
percentage of foreign-born residents that come countries outside the European Union.
Britons should identify extra -EU foreigners should be seen as Omore differentO, with, of
course, the exception of citizens from Anglo-Saxon countries such as the US, Australia
and New Zealand. The inclusion of such foreigners should dilute the effect of the
variable on BVPI satisfaction scores, which we would expect to be negative.

! Ethnicity: percen tage of Indian, Pakistani, Bangladeshi. This index sums
the percentage of each ethnic group. The grouping rationale is the ethnicityOs
appearance, which can seem consistent across the three nationality to an external
observer not belonging to any of thoseethnic groups. We would expect this variable to
have a negative influence on BVPI indicators.

! Ethnicity: percentage of blacks of all descents. This index sums up the
percentage of ethnic groups identified as black, which in the UK census are identified
according to provenience as Caribbean, African, or other black. The grouping rationale
is the same as for Indian, Pakistani and Bangladeshi. Expectations are the same too.

! In-movers from the UK: percentage of people that moved to the current

address in the last year before the census, coming from somewhere else in the UK. We

° One of the future challenges for research m this subject will be to assess the impact of the
inflow of Eastern European EU citizens in the UK, for which it would be probably necessary to
distinguish between old-member and new-member EU citizens. That could give us a
measurement of how OdifferentOK citizens perceive the latter to be.

14
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would expect this variable to have a negative effect on BVPI satisfaction if citizens are
resistant to change.

! In-movers from outside of the UK: percentage of people that moved to
the current address in the last year before the census, coming from somewhere outside
of the country. This variable should have a sharper negative effect than the one above.

! In-migrants, non-white: this variable singles out foreign in -moverst0
that came from outside of the UK and who do not belong to white or white British ethnic
groups. Since this indicators highlight the Omost differentO group of all, we would expect
it to have a negative influence on BVPI scores.

Controls

! Median housing prices, to address the cost of living of the municipality,
and also a proxy for property taxes. This variable, also address the fact that migrants
usually cannot affords high-paying neighborhoods or boroughs. More expensive
neighborhoods should in theory show higher levels of satisfaction.

! Median week pay, to maintain a measurement of income. Similarly to
the variable above, median week pay helps account for the social stratification of the
municipality/borough.

! Crimes against persons (rate per 1000 people) and crimes against
property (rate per 1000 people). These two variables are obviously the most edent
signal to citizens that there is something wrong with their city. Violent crimes against

persons are the most visible and receive the most attention by the media. Crimes against

10 . . . : : o :

The two previous variables count only people who moved in, without taking their citizenship
into consideration. They are, of course strongly correlated with, respectively, citizens and
foreigners, but they do not match them.

15
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property are less striking, but as the Obroken windowO thesis reminds uare a sign of
urban decay.

! Consolidation: Local Authority share of the County population 1% This
variable wants to address the Tiebout implication that when given the opportunity
citizens should sort themselves in optimal size municipalities and the SSGI counter-
hypothesis.

The next section will show the results of the regression analysis on our three

BVPI indicators of satisfaction.

For my analysis | have used standard OLS regression with clustering on Local
Authorities (and therefore robust standard errors). | have used simil ar specifications for
each of my models. What vary are of course the three dependent variables and the
independent variables. Controls remain the same for each specification. The models
with BVPI satisfaction with Local Authorities as dependent variable yi elded 304
observations. That figure went down to 303 observations for satisfaction with
cleanliness and to 216 for satisfaction with opportunities for participation, for the
reasons explained above. The following sections show the data analysis broken dowivy
dependent variable: BVPI scores on general satisfaction with Local Authority, with
cleanliness and with opportunities for participation. The results are shown in table 1 to

4 (in three versions for each dependent variable: a, b, c).

11 . . .. . . . .
The County in the UK is the administrative level immediately over the Local Authority

16
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4.1. Satisfacti on with Local Authority

My first model shows the influence of foreigners from the EU or outside the EU.
The share of EU foreigners variable shows a positive sign but it is statistically
insignificant. Extra -EU foreigners show the expected sign and it are gatistically
significant at the 99% level. Interestingly, wages show a negative sign, but have no
statistical relevance at all. Both crimes against persons and crimes against property
show the expected signs but only the latter is statistically relevant, & the 95% level. The
consolidation level shows a sign that is consistent with the homogeneity hypothesis but
it is far from being statistically significant. [SEE TABLE 1a]

In the second specification | have substituted the two categories of foreigners with
the composite indexes of ethnicity, one for the sum of the percentage of Indian,
Pakistani and Bangladeshi and one for blacks of all descents. Both indexes show the
expected negative sign and are statistically significant, with the former at the 90% level
and the latter at the 99% level. The coefficient of the index for black is three times larger
than the one for Indian, Pakistani and Bangladeshi. House prices show the expected
sign and it is statistically relevant at the 95% level but its coefficient is really small. Both
crimes against persons and crimes against property have the expected negative sign but
only the latter is statistically relevant (t -score of-2.77). The consolidation level variable
is again statistically insignificant. [SEE TABLE 2a]

The third specification uses in-movers from the UK nor in -movers from outside of
the country as main independent variables. Neither has a statistically significant impact
on BVPI satisfaction with local authorities. Both crime controls are statistically re levant

and show the expected negative sign. [SEE TABLE 3a]

17
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The last specification of the general BVPI satisfaction models shows that he effect
of non-white in -migrants (percentage on the total population) is, surprisingly, positive
and statistically relevant at the 95% level (t-score of 2.26). In this specification, it is
interesting to notice that crimes against persons become statistically relevant at the 95%

level while maintaining the expected negative sign. [SEE TABLE 4a]

4.2 Satisfaction with Cleanl iness

In the first model the presence of foreigners from the EU is associated with higher
satisfaction with cleanliness. The variable is statistically relevant at the 95% level with a
t-score of 1.96. ExtraEU foreigners maintain the same negative sign andit is
statistically relevant at the 99.9% level. Interesting to notice that wages are negatively
related to satisfaction with cleanliness. The income variable is statistically relevant at
the 95% level and has ascore of-2.38. [SEE TABLE 1b]

The model with the composite ethnicity indexes as main independent
variablesvgives similar results to the one with general BVPI satisfaction. Both indexes
have a negative sign and are statistically significant, with the Indian, Pakistani and
Bangladeshi one at the %% level, and a tscore of-2.20 and the blacks of all descents
one at the 99% level, with a tscore of-3.21. Here we notice that crimes against persons
shows a positive sign and is statistically significant at the 95% level (tscore of 2.10). It is
not clear here why more crimes against person should be associated with higher scores
on satisfaction with cleanliness. It is possible that crimes against person have a
particular pattern that makes them higher (or more highly reported) where there are

less crimes against property (or where those are less reported). In fact, crimes against

18
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property shows the expected negative sign and it is statistically significant at the 99.9%
level (t-score of-6.96). [SEE TABLE 2b]

In-movers, from our analysis, do not seem D have any relevant effect on BVPI
satisfaction with cleanliness. Both variables show positive sign but are not even close to
statistical significance. In this specification wages goes against our expectations, with a
negative sign and a tscore of-3.22 (significance at the 99% level). [SEE TABLE 3b]

Non-white in-migrants, similarly to what happened for general BVPI satisfaction,
have a positive and statistically significant effect on satisfaction with cleanliness. The
variable has a tscore of 2.44 and itis statistically significant at the 95% level. Again,
wages show a negative sign, as it did before, and the variable is significant at the 99%
level, with a t-score of-2.57. The other controls show the expected signs, with housing

prices and crimes aganst property statistically relevant. [SEE TABLE 4b]

4.3 Satisfaction with Opportunities for Participation

As | reported above, when we examine the BVPI scores of satisfaction with
opportunities for participation, we are left with 216 observation, due to missing data in
the BVPI indicator. That could definitely have an effect on my findings. The missing
data, however, is not geographically concentrated, and therefore should not give an area
bias to my analysis. [SEE TABLE 1c]

The first model explores the effects of foreigners (from the EU or outside the EU).
In this specification, both variables show the expected sign (positive for EU foreigners
and negative for extra-EU foreigners), but neither is statistically significant. In the

second model, which includes the two ethnicity indexes, there is no statistically

19
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significant effect of either index on the BVPI scores for satisfaction with opportunities
for participation. Both variables show the expected negative signs, but they are far from
being significant, with t-scores of-1.46 for the Indian, Pakistani and Bangladeshi index
and of -1.46 for the blacks of all descents index. [SEE TABLE 2c]

The third model tells us that in -movers from the UK have a statistically significant
and positive effect on citizens(erception of their opportunities for participation. In -
movers from outside the UK show the expected negative sign but the variable is far from
statistical significant. Interestingly, in this specification, higher wages have a negative
effect (the variable is significant at the 99.9% level and had a tscore of-4.02). [SEE
TABLE 3c]

Lastly, singling out non -white in -migrants has no statistically significant effect: the
variable shows a negative sign but it is not even close to being significant, with a {score
of -1.09. The income variable keeps the same positive sign of the previous specification

and it is still statistically relevant, with t a t -score of-4.00. [SEE TABLE 4c]

05.Findings

Since it is hard to have a clear idea of what regression results man in practice, |
have extracted the predicted values of our three dependent variables: BVPI scores on
Local Authority, opportunities for participation, and cleanliness.

To extract predicted values, | have held the covariates constant at their means and
| let just the main independent variable drive the result. | have kept the model in a
minimal configuration, with only the controls that consistently showed as statistically
significant in a series of specifications. Notwithstanding the minimal configuration , the

models that | have used to extract predicted values of the dependent variables have

20
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achieved a Rsquared that ranged from .20 to .40. | have excluded level of consolidation
because it did not turn out statistically significant in any specification o f the previously
mentioned regressions. The variables included in this part of the analysis as controls
are thus the following:

* Median housing prices;

* Median weekly pay;

* Crimes against persons (rate per 1000 people) and

* Crimes against property (rate per 1000 people).

As observed before, EU foreigners do not have an influence on any of the
three BVPI scores that we considered. | therefore turned my attention to the influence of
people born outside of EU countries. | remind the reader that the 2001 UK census
preceded the 2004 EU enlargement, therefore foreigners from Eastern European
countries are not included in that subset of the population. Extra -EU foreign population
has a negative effect on BVPI scores on local authorities. For each increase iane point
percentage of the independent variable, BVPI scores decrease by .62. Common sense
would have us think that cosmopolitan municipalities like London, which have been a
magnet for immigration for a very long time, would have a mitigating effect on o ther less
diverse (or only recently so) municipalities. The results of my analysis, however, go
against that intuitive conclusion. It turns out that excluding inner and outer London
from actually mitigates the results. The influence extra-EU foreign born is still negative
(even though the variableOs statistical relevance drops from the 99% level to the 95%
level), but the negative drop in BVPI score for each one point increase in the
independent variable is almost halved: now .338 instead of .62. The resuts are shown

in figure 1.
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[FIGURE #1 ABOUT HERE]

| then turned to analyze the effect of ethnicity on predicted BVPI scores on
satisfaction with Local Authorities. First | used the sum percentage of Indian, Pakistani
and Bangladeshi per local authority asindependent variable to influence BVPI scores.
Then | used the sum percentage of all blacks, both of African and of Caribbean descent.
The results show, again, a negative influence of ethnic diversity on predicted BVPI
scores. Satisfaction with local authorities decreases by .32 points for each one point
percentage increase in Indian, Pakistani and Bangladeshi. It looks like the long-standing
South Asian immigration hasnOt been fully absorbed into the nativesO perception. We can
only speculate about it without dynamic data in this analysis, but it might very well be
an effect of the recent increase in Bangladeshi population. It is also interesting to notice
that the results hold statistical significance when we exclude London, with only an
infinitesimal cha nge in the coefficient. If we use a composite index of the three BVPI
scores, the still negative coefficient goes down to-.26, but of course the total number of
cases goes down to 255 because of the smaller sample of the indicator of Osatisfaction
with op portunities for participationO. Figure 2 shows the results; the lines are on the
same scale, so that they can be effectively compared, and the variables show their actual
ranges.

[FIGURE #2 ABOUT HERE]

The predictive model with the sum of blacks of all descents gave the most striking
results. The independent variableOs coefficient was statistically relevant at the 99.9%
level and ,-.849. That is almost a .85 decrease in BVPI score for each point increase in
black ethnicity. The difference between all blacks and Indian, Pakistani and Bangladeshi

is enormous, as reported in figure 3. In that figure the X axis stops at 25% circa, which is
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the maximum value for black ethnicity. This is another indication of the effects of

diversity on citizensO satisfaction, g&cts that look consistent with PutnamOs

observations and the literature on trust and participation in general. LetOs not forget that
we do have a direct measurement of citizensO perception of participation, so weOll have to
wait for that for a more precis e assessment. What this shows us, though, that the black
population in the UK has a very negative effect on the perception of local authorities.

[FIGURE #3 ABOUT HERE]

The next piece of the puzzle somewhat balances the findings above. | have this
time explored the effects of the percentage of norwhite in -migrants (out of the total
population of the municipality) on the BVPI scores on citizensO satisfaction with local
authorities. From the preceding findings, | would have imagined that the ethnicity
pattern would have translated consistently to non-white in -migrants. This assumption
couldnOt have been more wrong. The dependent variable had a 2.81 positive effect on
BVPI scores for each point increase in its value. The independent variableOs range, as to
be expected, is quite limited: from .68 to 3.81; nonetheless, the variable is statistically
relevant at the 95% level. This result seems to suggest that change (and evident change,
for that matters), is not by itself responsible for the deterioration of citi zensO perception
of their municipality. Analyzing the effect of non -white in -migrants is a way of focusing
on a double change: a change in the population in general and a change in its looks. It
turns out that Britons do not seem to mind that kind of chang e when it comes to judging
their municipality. Figure 4 shows those results 12 On a side note, if we consider the

(larger) percentage of in-movers (people who were not living in the municipality at least

12 . . .
Please note that the figure shows only the real range of the independent variable, from
.67 to 3.8 circa, so it is not visually comparable to the figures alove.
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one year prior the 2001 census), they have no statiically significant effect, whether
they came from inside the UK or not.

[FIGURE #4 ABOUT HERE]

The analysis of the predicted values of BVPI scores on satisfaction with local
authorities have yielded somewhat surprising results, partially for the directio n and
partially for the magnitude of the effects of diversity. | now turn to the analysis of the
predicted values of BVPI scores on satisfaction with opportunities for participation.
Before | proceed it is necessary to notice that in this case we lose somebservations,
with the count down to 255, because of the more limited geographic coverage of that
specific BVPI indicator in 2001. We would expect these results to fall in line with the
ones that we have above. Again, common sense does not help us much he First of all,
none of the independent variables that we isolated proved to be statistically relevant
with the exception of in-movers coming from other places in the UK. On each of the
following variables the direction of the relationship turned as exp ected, but the variable
did not even approach statistical significance: the sum of percentages of all blacks, the
sum of percentages of Indian, Pakistani and Bangladeshi, the percentage of EU
foreigners, the percentage of nonwhite in -migrants. The percentage of extraEU
foreigners came close to statistical significance (tscore of-1.83), with a negative sign
(coefficient of -.312). This might be due to the reduced sample, but it would be unwise to
jump to conclusions. Demographic change though seems to hae a positive effect on
opportunities for participation: the inflow of people coming from other UK
municipalities increases the BVPI score, with a 1.28 increase for each point percentage

increase of in-movers. Change in population seems therefore to have gositive effect on
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the Opolitical vibrancyO of the municipality. Figure 5 shows this finding, with the
inclusion of 95% confidence intervals around the predicted values line.

[FIGURE #5 ABOUT HERE]

What is also interesting about the analysis of the BVPIscores on opportunities for
participation is that UK citizens seem very much able to distinguish amongst different
features of the municipality they live in. There is no Olump disgruntlement®. This should
give us confidence about the ability of the BVPI suvey to actually measure what it wants
to. It should also tell us that citizens should be able to assess that kind of satisfaction
under the light of further change. It should be interesting to see, in fact, how these
results hold when it is time to assessthe impact of the new waves of migration that hit
the UK after the EU enlargement of 2004.

Further confirmation of the observations above comes from the analysis of the
predicted values of BVPI scores on satisfaction with the cleanliness of local authoity.
The patterns are indeed very similar to general satisfaction with local authorities
(unsurprisingly so, since the two indicatorsO measure of correlation is .74). Higher
presence of Indian, Pakistani and Bangladeshi is associated with lower BVPI scoresand
the same applies, in a sharper fashion, to blacks of all descents. The presence of
foreigners from outside the EU had the same effect. All of the above independent
variables were statistically significant at the 99% level. The presence of foreignersdrom
the EU had no statistically relevant effect, as in the case of the BVPI satisfaction with
local authorities. It is noticeable that this time increases in both in -movers from inside
the UK and from outside the UK drive satisfaction with cleanliness up, with the latter

having a stronger effect.
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In sum, my analysis lends support to hypothesis H1a, since the presence of non
white ehnic groups lowers general BVPI satisfaction with local authorities. This finding
is important, and it also carries some water to PutnamOs thesis about the problematic
effects of diversity. Also, H3 and H4 finds support in my analysis, given the negative
influence of ethnicity on satisfaction pictured in figure 1. where non -EU foreigners have
a negative effect on BVPI satisfaction However, if we consider the positive influence of
non-white in -movers coming from outside of the UK, that moderates the support for
both those hypotheses and definitely rejects H5.

My findings on the satisfaction with opportunities for participation mak e the
picture look even less diversity-averse, especially if we consider the highest relevance of
such indicator for politics. On one side, British citizens appear able to distinguish
different sides of the performance of their municipalities. That could m ean that
increases in diversity and/or immigration need not have an automatic negative effect
on political participation. On the other side, we ought to be careful in measuring such

effects with the proper indicators.

06.Conclusions

My analysis brings some apparently conflicting considerations for the UK setting.
First of all, ethnic diversity matters when it comes to assess citizensO satisfaction with
the performances of their municipality. PutnamOs thesis has found some support here.
The first part of my findings fall in line with the literature on social capital and trust and
with the implications of Tiebout -bound analysis.The second part of my research makes
the picture more complex and more interesting. When we focus on participation,

migration and h eterogeneity do not have a relevant effect on citizensO satisfaction, and,
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in one case (when they are indeed combined), they have a positive effect. This reminds
us, if we ever needed such a reminder, that the issue of heterogeneity is multifaceted,
and hard to reduce to a single explanation. This research, in fact, shows some the many
faces of the politics of migration in the urban setting. There are some caveats though,
which we should keep in mind.

The first caveat is also a methodological note. It isimpossible, given the data |
have used, to assess the evolution of those trends. With the release of the new 2011
census, we will be able to see my findings in a dynamic fashion. BVPI indicators have
evolved into a very comprehensive array of measurementsof perception of the
performances of local authorities on the delivery of public services. This statistical
improvement, coupled with the post-EU enlargement inflow of migrants will shed new
light on the influences of diversity and migration on citizensOperception of their
municipality. Also, given the standardization of the BVPI survey, we will be able to see
the dynamic change in the finding that | report here. To expand this research using
time-series data would be a tremendous way to assess the evolian of the attitudes that
| have found.

The analysis of the effects of the inflow of EU citizens coming from Eastern
European new member countries will also be a new piece of the puzzle in the literature
on the socio/political influences of migration and mobility. The UK will still be a
privileged setting for such an inquiry because the UK government let the new 2004 EU
member states citizens enjoy full EU citizen privileges since day one of the enlargement,
without enforcing any moratorium like almost all other EU older members. That
allowed for a large flow of intra-EU foreigners that caused quite a bit of political

apprehension in the UK. As a reaction to that, the UK government adopted a
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moratorium for the free flow of citizens toward Romania and Bulgar ia, which joined the
EU in 2007. Thus the situation in the UK lends itself very well for future inquiry on this
subject.

The second caveat is that the picture of the effects on perceived opportunities for
participation shows the same direction of the trust and participation literature but the
results are not statistically relevant. That suggests that citizens are well able to identify
what they are satisfied and dissatisfied about and apparently, what they deem to be the
cause of that satisfaction or dissatsfaction. This consideration leads us to a second
methodological note. We should try to find indicators that actually measure what we
want to evaluate. We need very reliable ways to measure the effects of heterogeneity
before we jump to conclusions in a way or another. Conversely, Political science and the
social sciences in general are proceeding very cautiously on this topic, but people are

moving fast. We need to catch up fast too.
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Tables and Figures

Dependent variable: BVPI satisfaction with Local Authority

Table 1a.
N=304, Prob > F = 0.0000, R -squared = 0.3591

Coefficient  Std. Error t P>t
EU Foreigners .7130186 .8153865 0.87 0.383
Extra-EU Foreigners -.6778421 .1781487 -3.80 0.000
Median weekly pay -.0033147 .0124565 -0.27 0.790
House prices .0000559 .0000184 3.03 0.003
Crimes ag. Persons -.0940771 .1025283 -0.92 0.360
Crimes ag. Property -.0814134 .0357451 -2.28 0.023
Consolidation -.5011315 7.442942 -0.07 0.946
constant 68.13637 4.288103 15.89 0.000

Table 2a
N=304, Prob > F = 0.0000, R -squared = 0.3639

Coefficient Std. Error t P>t
Ethnicity: Indian, Pakistani, Bangladeshi | -.2359087 1229585 -1.92 0.056
Ethnicity: all blacks -.7899738 1973981 -4.00 0.000
Median weekly pay -.0020389 .0121271 -0.17 0.867
House prices .0000368 .000015 2.46 0.015
Crimes ag. Persons -.0628713 .0646776 -0.97 0.332
Crimes ag. Property -.0968584 .0349219 -2.77 0.006
Consolidation 1.338769 7.370866 0.18 0.856
constant 68.81481 3.961452 17.37 0.000
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Table 3a
N=304, Prob > F = 0.0000, R -squared = 0.2949

Coefficient  Std. Error t P>t
In-movers from the UK -.4703597 4781957 -0.98 0.326
In-movers from outside of the UK 1.48272 1.220738 1.21 0.225
Median weekly pay -.0103865 .0122017 -0.85 0.395
House prices .0000309 .0000186 1.66 0.098
Crimes ag. Persons -.3311678 .1186002 -2.79 0.006
Crimes ag. Property -.0939112 .0484185 -1.94 0.053
Consolidation 3.825028 7.643308 0.50 0.617
constant 74.43804 4,722059 15.76  0.000
Table g4a
N=304, Prob > F = 0.0000, R -squared = 0.3047

Coefficient  Std. Error t P>t

In-migrants, non-white 2.806418 1.240908 2.26 0.024
Median weekly pay -.0035252 .0123386 -0.29 0.775
House prices .0000335 .0000161 2.09 0.038
Crimes ag. Persons -.2825915 .118118 -2.39 0.017
Crimes ag. Property -.0676055 .0434199 -1.56 0.121
Consolidation 4.226466 7.552733 0.56 0.576
constant 63.98339 5.300199 12.07 0.000

Dependent variable: BVPI satisfaction with cleanliness of Local Authority

Table 1b
N=303, Prob > F = 0.0000, R -squared = 0.4473

Coefficient  Std. Error t P>t
EU Foreigners 1.582948 .8064316 1.96 0.051
Extra-EU Foreigners -.6782303 1949664 -3.48 0.001
Median weekly pay -.0286122 .0119984 -2.38 0.018
House prices .0000538 .000017 3.15 0.002
Crimes ag. Persons .0937156 1013081 0.93 0.356
Crimes ag. Property -.2562199 .0380657 -6.73 0.000
Consolidation -.6800729 7.72426 -0.09 0.930
constant 80.19594 4.369547 18.35  0.000
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Table 2b
N=303, Prob > F = 0.0000, R-squared = 0.4455

Coefficient  Std. Error t P>t
g;l:;ilfz;{:i‘dian’ Pakistani, 2909361 132434  -220  0.029
Ethnicity: all blacks -.7109297 .2205457 -3.22 0.001
Median weekly pay -.0271211 .0111996 -2.42 0.016
House prices .000049 .0000 132 3.71 0.000
Crimes ag. Persons 1444435 .0687997 2.10 0.037
Crimes ag. Property -.2673583 .0383954 -6.96 0.000
Consolidation 2.037903 7.615509 0.27 0.789
constant 79.97817 3.893753 20.54 0.000
Table 3b
N=303, Prob > F = 0.0000, R -squared = 0.4008

Coefficient  Std. Error t P>t
In-movers from the UK .6763369 5138777 1.32 0.189
In-movers from outside of the UK 1.134132 1.350208 0.84 0.402
Median weekly pay -.034331 .01067 -3.22 0.001
House prices .0000253 .000017 1.49 0.136
Crimes ag. Persons -.1500188 1210799 -1.24 0.216
Crimes ag. Property -.2450187 .0502702 -4.87 0.000
Consolidation 3.983907 8.058226 0.49 0.621
constant 81.36933 4,553588 17.87 0.000
Table 4b
N=303, Prob > F = 0.0000, R -squared = 0.4010
Coefficient  Std. Error t P>t

In-migrants, non-white 2.862938 1.173902 2.44 0.015
Median weekly pay -.0285565 .0110954 -2.57 0.011
House prices .000046 .0000145 3.18 0.002
Crimes ag. Persons -.0606667 .1134583 -0.53 0.593
Crimes ag. Property -.2432684 .0453841 -5.36 0.000
Consolidation 5.027064 7.974635 0.63 0.529
constant 75.03514 5.055454 14.84 0.000
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Dependent variable: BVPI satisfaction opportunities for participation

Table 1c¢
N=216, F = 0.0000, R-squared = 0.3029

Coefficient  Std. Error t P>t
EU Foreigners 1.639229 1.206118 1.36 0.176
Extra-EU Foreigners -.3378133 .1898984 -1.78 0.077
Median weekly pay -.066554 .0179942 -3.70  0.000
House prices .0000596 .0000304 1.96 0.051
Crimes ag. Persons -.0416378 .1102864 -0.38 0.706
Crimes ag. Property -.2506754 .0611694 -4.10 0.000
Consolidation 9736416 11.92299 0.08 0.935
constant 87.77162 6.170408 14.22 0.000
Table 2¢
N=216, F = 0.0000, R-squared = 0.3011
Coefficient  Std. Error t P>t
g;l:;il‘itli;ﬁi‘dian’ Pakistani, -.2314303 1581132  -1.46  0.145
Ethnicity: all blacks -.3035002 .2405624 -1.26 0.208
Median weekly pay -.0650144 .01857 -3.50 0.001
House prices .0000729 .0000269 2.71 0.007
Crimes ag. Persons .0101175 .0927513 0.11 0.913
Crimes ag. Property -.2484785 .0612843 -4.05 0.000
Consolidation 2.538267 11.9121 0.21 0.831
constant 86.41733 5.911872 14.62 0.000
Table 3¢
N=216, F = 0.0000, R-squared = 0.3022
Coefficient  Std. Error t P>t
In-movers from the UK 1.530737 .6864298 2.23 0.027
In-movers from outside of the UK -1.173884 1.447579 -0.81 0.418
Median weekly pay -.0726895 .0180899 -4.02 0.000
House prices .0000591 .0000292 2.03 0.044
Crimes ag. Persons -.1414833 .0998271 -1.42 0.158
Crimes ag. Property -.219177 .0657243 -3.33 0.001
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Consolidation 4.573799 11.65815 0.39 0.695
constant 83.04473 6.517395 12.74  0.000
Table 4¢
N=216, F = 0.0000, R-squared = 0.2905

Coefficient  Std. Error t P>t
In-migrants, non-white -1.915794 1.758184 -1.09 0.277
Median weekly pay -.0779955 .0195147 -4.00 0.000
House prices .0000805 .0000275 2.93 0.004
Crimes ag. Persons -.1336677 .0940927 -1.42 0.157
Crimes ag. Property -.2578427 .0653814 -3.94 0.000
Consolidation 5.31727 11.60869 0.46 0.647
constant 93.94033 8.055119 11.66 0.000

Figure 1: Satisfaction with Local Authority with and without London. Extra-EU
Foreigners
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Figure 2: Satisfaction with Local Authority: Indian, Pakistani & Bangladeshi
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Figure 3: Satisfaction with Local Authority: Indian, Pakistani & Bangladeshi vs.
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Figure 4: Satisfaction with Local Authority: in-migrants, non-white
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Figure 5: Satisfaction with opportunities for participation
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