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FOREWORD BY JAMES KIRKUP, SMF DIRECTOR
The title of this report is a play on the argument, made popular by US congressman Tip
O’Neill, that all politics is local. O’Neill’s point was that anyone engaged in politics and
public life should always remember that the electors on whom democracy rests
experience the issues that politicians debate and decide on primarily through their
everyday lives in their homes, workplaces, cities, towns and villages.
That point might strike some people as being so obvious that it barely needs to be made,
but in Britain’s migration debate, we think it is a perspective that has not been given
enough consideration, especially by those who see the benefits of an open approach to
immigration. The SMF is one of many organisations to consider the evidence here and
conclude that such an approach brings significant economic and social benefits to Britain
and its people.
Yet there remains a question about how to ensure that those benefits are fairly distributed
-- and fully appreciated – across the country and across the population. Too many
arguments for an open immigration stance have put too much emphasis on exploring
those benefits at the level of macroeconomics, perhaps through such concepts as fiscal
policy and productivity. Yet such concepts are, by definition, aggregates remote from the
local experience of the voters whose consent is always required for any migration
policy. Bluntly, arguing the case for immigration by talking about GDP is not an effective
way to respond to people who believe that immigration is having detrimental effects on
their local services and communities.
That is the starting point for this report, which offers a range of recommendations to
policymakers – both national and local – as well as business leaders who seek to build
and sustain public consent for an open approach to immigration and thus to retain for
Britain the benefits that immigration brings. Winning that consent has rarely been easy,
and faces obvious challenges in the current political climate. But, as earlier SMF work has
shown, the electorate is more subtle and nuanced in its views than the national political
and media narrative often suggests. We remain convinced that voters are open to
evidence-based policymaking on this issue, and this report serves to inform both
policymakers and the public about the potential for new policies and approaches to
deliver better outcomes by making the benefits of immigration less remote and more
local.
All immigration is local because migrants, just like everyone else, live their lives at a local
level. The benefits of their presence and especially their work should also be felt more at
that local level. This report shows how that can be done and we hope that policymakers
of all sorts will find it useful.
James Kirkup, SMF Director
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The prevailing wisdom is that local pressures due to immigration could be better
addressed by a larger and better publicised Controlling Migration Fund. Is this
really the case, and what might the alternatives be?

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Tensions resulting from perceived impacts of immigration at the local level in the UK have
had a profound effect on national politics over the last decade. The Migration Impact
Fund, launched, closed, then reborn as the Controlling Migration Fund (CMF), has been a
key strand of the official response. It now appears to have cross-party support. The Fund
though has not made much of a splash, and its small size and lack of publicity in particular
have been the subject of considerable criticism from all sides.
There are though a range of reasons why, tempting though it may sound, properly
addressing the local impacts of immigration in the UK are not simply a matter of beefing
up the CMF. Local impacts from immigration take many forms and cannot all realistically
be addressed by the CMF. Evidence of what, when and where those impacts are occurring
is, in any event, insufficiently clear. In addition, local concerns expressed in antiimmigration feeling may have multiple causes, relating to issues of local decline arising
from de-industrialisation or austerity policies. And they may require responses, on
housing or minimum wage enforcement, that go much broader than just immigration
policy.
Most importantly though, account needs to be taken both of the existing mechanism
through which the resource allocation system seeks to adjust local services to population
pressures, and also the question of how having a separate fund, badged specifically as
addressing the local impacts of immigration, affects the public’s perception of
immigration. Some proponents of a larger and louder CMF seem to assume the best
strategies to address immigration pressures are automatically those that will best placate
public attitudes. But that is not necessarily the case. Indeed there are reasons for thinking
that in some circumstances a standalone, heavily publicised fund specifically aimed at
international migrants’ local impacts could have the opposite effect.
But this does not mean we should just accept the status quo. It is clear that there are real
public concerns over immigration at the local level and that improvements to the funding
formulae are needed not only to ensure that they are understandable, consistent and
transparent, but also to ensure they take account, on a timely basis, of the most up to date
feedback on the prime factors that can generate extra pressures.
Through the bid-based system the CMF can provide an important bridge between the
central and the local, demonstrating the Government’s responsiveness to public concern
while allowing it to foster local responsibility and ideas and to access important evidence
and intelligence at the local level. But the CMF suffers from being misnamed,
misdescribed and misrepresented, with blurred messaging about what it realistically can,
and cannot, do. Increasing its size, and publicity in such a situation could make matters
much worse, not better.
And we should also ask whether the act of badging something as explicitly targeting
pressures caused by immigration really does help to allay immigration fears? Or does it
5

ALL IMMIGRATION IS LOCAL

instead risk confirming prejudices about immigration, by framing and feeding a media
narrative that the impacts of international migrants are exceptional, rather than asking
how much of immigrants’ impact at the local level really comes from their being a special
category – international migrants – rather than from their being part of a general category
– population?
Even for the purposes of integration programs, there is an increasing realisation that
community cohesion requires a focus on integrating all segments of society rather than
solely considering integration as an immigration issue. The CMF should be rebadged to
focus on the integration programs that in practice it majors on and as such should become
part of an expanded Integrated Communities Fund, addressing the integration of all in the
community, not just recently arrived international migrants.
Better local data is crucial. Official survey, administrative and commercial data all have a
part to play. But all have gaps, limits and sources of bias. Acknowledging and
understanding these strengths and weaknesses of the different datasets can though be
a source of power, enabling us to better link them together to get a much better picture
of the impact of immigration on both sides of the ledger. But there is also a significant
cultural challenge, a need for a broader debate around the benefits of fostering
preservation, sharing and access to data, instead of data hoarding, siloing and
destruction, in order to support key analysis and decisions that are needed for the benefit
of society.
No matter how much local data is improved though, local interaction and feedback will
always be needed in tandem. Not just to reassure local communities that their concerns
are being heard. But because it is important that feedback is received on how potential
pressure points from immigration are in fact playing out in each area. The regional
Strategic Migration Partnership structure funded by the Home Office may need significant
further enhancement if it is to be up to this task, but it could be best placed to provide the
bridge between the central and the local in this way.
We also advocate greater publicity of the financial contribution and receipts received from
immigration for a number of reasons. Not only to seek to address perceptions around
fairness and contribution to society. But also to ensure ONS’s move to publish additional
statistics on the impact of immigration is appropriately balanced, and the connections and
trade-offs inherent in the management of immigration made clearer. It is important that
ONS’s planned revamp of the immigration statistics to focus more on statistics on
immigration’s impacts should, to the extent that they are available, include statistics on
the financial contribution of immigrants and immigration as part of the officially issued
statistics. This will also allow a more balanced, and joined up, framing of migration
statistics more generally, including by the media.
Our observations on how the business community has interacted with the immigration
debate in the UK are not positive. The perception has been that business has secured for
itself the benefits of immigration without doing anything to share those benefits more
broadly. Its lobbying approach over immigration policy has been largely perceived as
narrowly self-interested and has not in fact best served business’ self-interest. Indeed it
has increasingly served to target anti-immigration ire at business itself. Yet there seems
little evidence of business changing its approach. UK business should consider the
6
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American example, where business has sought to present a more holistic case for more
open immigration policies from the broader society perspective rather than just what is
good for particular businesses or industry sectors.
Finally, we highlight a large caveat. Which is that the best strategies to address both local
pressures of immigration and public concerns resulting from them are going to need to be
tested, and discovered through trial and error. Not just in terms of substance, but also in
terms of branding and presentation. And the best strategies may differ considerably across
different localities. The most pressing need is therefore to be flexible and open minded,
and to experiment on that basis. The current state of political flux should be no excuse for
delay. The time to start is right now.
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CHAPTER 1: SMALL SCALE, BIG IMPACT
The outcome of the EU referendum showed that attitudes to immigration at the local level
could have a fundamental impact not just on immigration policy (now reflected in the
Government’s White Paper on the Future Immigration System 1), but on politics itself, at
the national level. Differential impacts of immigration in different localities, creating
division, indeed polarisation, between perceived ‘winners’ and ‘losers’, were a major
contributor to the EU referendum result. The local impact of immigration has suddenly
come under significant scrutiny. Both from the top down, the Migration Advisory
Committee (MAC) approaching the local through a national lens 2, and from the bottom up,
a whole raft of initiatives going out into the regions, seeking to understand views and
opinions on immigration at the local level in the UK 3.
With the apparent recent significant decrease in the salience of immigration 4, it might be
tempting to think local tensions over immigration are yesterday’s problem? That would
likely be a mistake. Immigration pressures on the UK are likely to rise over the coming
years. An end to EU free movement in the UK might provide little more than a breathing
space in which to better set the foundations for addressing the local challenges in the
future.
And for politicians there is also a threat if they do not do this. For an end to free movement
removes the smokescreen behind which many politicians have hidden on immigration.
“Leaving the European Union … allows us to end Free Movement … giving us the full control
we need to bring migration down to sustainable levels.” 5 Without free movement, there
will be no more excuses that the local impacts are the results of things that are out of the
control of British politicians: any immigration to the UK, and any impact it has, will “belong”
to those responsible for immigration policy. If there is increased transparency and
accountability in the immigration debate, politicians will find themselves under increased
pressure to deliver on their promises at a local as well as national level.
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CHAPTER 2: THE CONTROLLING MIGRATION FUND: A SHORT HISTORY
What (the Fund says) it does
On the face of it the Controlling Migration Fund (CMF) is specifically designed to meet the
local challenges of immigration. Originally launched by the Labour Government in 2009 as
the Migration Impacts Fund (MIF), the fund was then scrapped by the Coalition
Government before being reinstated in a slightly different guise by the Conservative
Government after the EU referendum.
The original premise of the fund was to help local communities manage the transitional
impacts of migration on the provision of public services. Importantly it was funded by
immigration itself, through a levy on non-EEA migrants’ visas. Bids were submitted by
Local Strategic Partnerships for grants for local projects that could “demonstrate that they
are directly targeted at managing pressures on public services, to the benefit of the
settled community where those pressures relate to the transitional impacts of
migration” 6. Examples of the types of projects eligible for funding were given as: the
provision of ESOL Services, local authority enforcement activities against rogue landlords,
campaigns to increase GP registration amongst migrants to avoid unnecessary use of
emergency services, and the provision of support teachers.
When the fund was reborn as the CMF in November 2016, its total budget, at £140 million
over four years, and “resident benefit” approach, matched the MIF. But its resources were
now split: £100m “to help local authorities and their communities experiencing high and
unexpected volumes of immigration to ease pressures on local services”, administered
by the MHCLG, and £40m “to direct enforcement action against people in the UK illegally
in order to reduce the pressure on local areas” 7, managed by the Home Office. And, unlike
the MIF, the CMF is only open to local authorities, not the third sector.

The Well-Aired Criticisms
The apparent political consensus behind the fund seems to have done little to endear it
to many. Some have focused on problems with how the fund is targeted and the project
biases and timelag of its bid-based system. But the main criticisms have focused on the
small size of the fund, combined with the lack of publicity around the projects it is being
spent on 8. Rather than the public experiencing “a tangible demonstration of government
commitment to address the issue” 9 and feeling the warm glow of an ‘immigration
dividend’ compensating them for local immigration pressures 10, the fund’s public impact
has been negligible. Unsurprisingly, suggestions to rectify this have focused on giving the
fund significantly more resources and publicity 11. But there are significant pauses for
thought.
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CHAPTER 3: THE CONTROLLING MIGRATION FUND: THE PAUSES FOR
THOUGHT
Firstly, local pressures on wages, housing, health, education take quite different forms,
and require very different responses, between spending on services, on integration, on
enforcement. Which, secondly, begs the question how best to identify those pressures
and impacts in the first place. Listening to individual views of the public is important. But
there is an obvious danger in resource allocation based on “how loudly the views are
expressed” 12. And accurate population data, let lone objective evidence of impact; what,
when and where to respond, is a challenge.
The MAC looked hard for data evidence of local immigration induced pressures, yet
concluded that “migrants have no or little impact on the overall employment and
unemployment outcomes of the UK-born workforce … migration is not a major determinate
of the wages of UK-born workers … There is no evidence that migration has reduced the
quality of healthcare … we find no evidence that migration has reduced parental choice in
schools or the educational attainment of UK-born children ... We also found no evidence
that migration has reduced the average level of subjective well-being in the UK.” Right
down to the LSOA level 13.
A third complexity is that, even if expressed in anti-immigration feeling 14, differential
impacts and resulting concerns across local areas, not just over wages, housing, health
and education, but impacting community cohesion itself 15, may be primarily generated by
factors other than immigration 16. These include the impacts of longer term deindustrialisation, and recent austerity policies, local area decline feeding into how
communities feel about themselves 17.
Fourthly, different communities have shown themselves to be more resilient than others
to some of these developments 18, including the threats and opportunities of
immigration 19. There can be striking differences, therefore, even between different areas
that have similar-sized populations and levels of migration 20.
Fifthly, just as conflated concerns are hard to pick apart, immigration policy alone is often
insufficient to provide a remedy. So a lack of housing stock and planning restrictions
affecting housing availability, weak minimum wage enforcement impacting wages,
underperforming schools, all need a much broader response than just through
immigration policy 21.
The final two pauses for thought are though perhaps the most important of all. The first is
the mechanism through which the resource allocation system seeks to adjust local
services to population pressures. And the second is the question of how having a separate
fund, badged specifically as addressing the local impacts of immigration, affects the
public’s perception of immigrants and how immigration is being managed.
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CHAPTER 4: POPULATION PRESSURES AND PUBLIC ATTITUDES
It seems uncontroversial to suggest that communities with a higher level of immigration
should receive extra funding to compensate 22. But in the rush to propose a bigger and
louder migration specific fund, “none of the proposals appears to have examined the
existing resource allocation mechanisms to explain why … there is a real financial problem
that should be addressed by a new funding stream” 23. For the budget for many public
services, including schools, GPs and hospitals, is allocated locally by formulae largely
based on ‘weighted capitation’, ie the funding adjusts to reflect additional population
flows 24. Indeed in justifying scrapping the MIF in 2010 the Government pointed to the local
resource allocation role of this core government spending as obviating the need for such
a fund.25
Six years later though, after the immigration issue had upended the UK political system,
the Government obviously felt that although that might still be the technically correct
answer (the paltry resources dedicated to the new CMF rather confirming this), something
more was needed to be seen to be done to demonstrate how seriously the Government
was taking immigration’s local impacts. Indeed the clear subtext behind the CMF, and
suggestions for a more heavily resourced and publicised version of it, is that it can mollify,
maybe even change, antagonistic public attitudes to immigration.
This assumes that immigration is a major contributor to unease and anger at the local
level, rather than just an articulation of unease and anger at something else. But also that,
even if it is, giving publicity to greater resources being devoted locally to addressing
specific impacts and specifically badging this as related to immigration, will address this
unease and anger.
Yet triangulating the evidence of local impacts of immigration, the local perception of
those impacts, and local public attitudes towards immigration is not so simple. The best
strategies to address immigration pressures on the one hand, and to address public
attitudes on the other, are not necessarily aligned, so how should relieving pressures and
addressing attitudes best be balanced and prioritised?
Nor are public attitudes monolithic. Take integration spending on English language
support for immigrants. Those who give primacy to cultural concerns and immigrant
assimilation 26 may be supportive of this. But those economically concerned that
immigrants are taking their jobs or undercutting their wages may have the opposite
reaction. On the flipside, if you take the view of some commentators that deep seated
cultural factors are the best explanation for local level animosity towards immigration,
rather than perceptions of its impact on local prosperity or public services, then directing
financial resources to a wide range of projects at the local level to combat the latter is
unlikely to have much impact on attitudes 27.
Indeed, in terms of public attitudes, could the impact of a standalone, heavily publicised
fund specifically aimed at immigrants’ local impacts in fact be actively counterproductive?
Some evidence from other policy areas suggests that compensatory spending at the local
level may engender the opposite reaction 28. If those concerned about immigration see
money being spent to counter the local service impacts of immigration in their area, might
11
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this validate their perception that immigration has indeed been insufficiently uncontrolled
and is causing costs and impact to services in their community? Might this risk
undermining community cohesion rather than supporting it, indeed reinforcing a
perception that international migrants are to blame for the shortcomings and decline of
public services 29?
Another argument is that economic perceptions are actually important, even in the areas
most concerned about immigration, but that in influencing local people’s perceptions
media narratives are no more trusted than ‘expert statistics’. Rather it is local level
narratives; personal experiences and anecdotes, from friends, family and acquaintances,
that are most effective in forming and changing opinion. 30
Which all gives significant pause for thought when considering what impact a larger, more
publicised, CMF, might have. Or indeed whether it might have any additional impact at
all? Assumptions of how specific policy initiatives aimed at local immigration impacts may
change public attitudes at the least seem sufficiently uncertain that it would seem illadvised to found policy decisions on them.
So does this mean we should just do nothing, relying on existing core funding allocation
mechanisms?
No. Firstly, technical approaches should not ignore the need to give sufficient comfort to
the public. Second, publicity of ‘immigration dividend’ spending targeted at local
pressures might have better public attitude outcomes than suggested above, particularly
if framed differently 31? Third, there are serious questions to be asked about whether the
existing funding formulae really work so well? Are they understandable, consistent and
transparent? Do they react in a timely enough fashion to sudden population changes? And
are there not some aspects in which international migrants are in fact different in terms
of their potential impacts: what about the challenges of their lower English language
skills, their younger population potentially making greater use of maternity services, etc?
And even if the resources allocation works perfectly, that may address the main service
pressures, but what about other concerns such as integration and impact on wages/
employment?
The MAC concluded that “it is unclear if the extra fiscal contribution of migrants is carried
through into funding of public services.” The MAC did all they could to try to understand
the flow through of resources to the local level, but found the system “very complicated”,
disjointed between different services, and concluded that issues with the availability and
timeliness of data meant that the resources did not always follow population increases at
the local level on a timely basis.32
So where does this all leave us?
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CHAPTER 5: THE CONTROLLING MIGRATION
EXCEPTIONALISM OF INTERNATIONAL MIGRANTS

FUND

AND

THE

What we like about the CMF
The motivation behind the CMF is laudable; to demonstrate the Government’s
responsiveness to public concerns over immigration, and to provide reassurance that the
local impacts are being responded to. And so is the acknowledgement, through the bidbased system, that the decisions on what is most needed should come from the local level,
be connected to local communities, and that through this process the Government can
access local evidence, experience, knowledge and intelligence to “gain a greater
understanding of how migration affects communities, places and services” 33.
What works best in managing the local impacts of immigration should not be pre-judged.
Research, innovation and experimentation is key, both in terms of the strategies that work
best, but also the data that is most meaningful and useful in managing local perceptions
and concerns, and also how to package and present actions, or to justify lack of action, in
a way that may best address those perceptions and concerns.
There is also evidence that projects funded by the MIF/CMF have played an important role
in helping local areas to better evaluate and understand migrants’ experiences in their
own region 34 and the different capabilities across their region to meet the challenges of
immigration 35.

What we are not so keen on
Signaling priorities is all well and good, but what priorities is the CMF signaling? Blurred
messaging flows through the official communications on the main ‘local service impact’
portion of the Fund. Is it about alleviating impact on local services and amenities or about
assisting integration?
A recent Government press release on the Fund starts:
“Councils across England will receive a share of a further £19 million to help ease
pressures on local services resulting from recent migration ... Local authorities have
developed plans to ease local pressures on housing, education and health services arising
from recent migration providing benefits to the whole community.” 36
But the Press Release then goes on to detail nothing at all about easing pressures of these
sorts. Perhaps that is because local authorities do not even control many of these key
services 37.
The CMF’s stated aim is “directed at achieving benefits for established resident
communities” 38. But is that how it is perceived? Much of what the CMF focuses on is the
alleviation of pressures on migrants themselves: action versus rogue landlords, helping
refugees into work, supporting victims of modern slavery, assisting migrants with their
English language skills, supporting refugee families into permanent housing, care for
unaccompanied asylum seeking children. 39 Is there not therefore a risk that when it comes
to reassuring a concerned local population:
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•
•
•

creating a fund that implies that there is a causal connection between immigration
and pressures on local services and amenities,
but then not using the fund to address those pressures,
but, rather, largely focusing the Fund on issues which could be perceived as mainly
benefiting the newly arrived immigrants,

might be a counterproductive strategy, particularly for a fund whose name suggests that
it is controlling migration? And might this look like saying one thing and doing another,
further undermining trust and fuelling anger at the local level, rather than rebuilding it?
Might this be why some local authorities are loathe to publicise their activities funded by
the CMF? And why other authorities have decided not to tap the CMF at all?
This ties into how the CMF fits in to the overall mechanism for responding to population
change at the local level. Taking the CMF name at face value, the public could be forgiven
for believing that the CMF represents the sum total of what is being done to respond to
the local impacts of migration. Whereas in reality the CMF represents just a slither of that
response. But it is only if you read behind the headlines that the CMF’s very supplemental
nature becomes clear. Publicity for the CMF could arguably be best first directed in making
this clear. That for the services that the public are most concerned about at the local level,
health services and schools, there are mainstream funding mechanisms, designed to be
responsive to population increases, which the CMF is not intended to duplicate 40.
The CMF has laudable aims. It funds important projects. It provides a crucial bridge
between the central and the local. A focus on promoting integration helps communities
not just to mitigate the costs, but also to maximise the benefits, of immigration41. The CMF
has a real opportunity to leverage ideas at the local level to find out what works, what
does not, and understand different capacities and capabilities. But by design the CMF is
constrained as to which local impacts it can make a difference on. And we should not
badge it, describe it so as to give the impression it is something it is not. Increasing its
size, and publicity in such a situation could make matters much worse, not better.
And we should ask, does badging something as explicitly targeting pressures caused by
immigration help to allay fears? Or does it instead risk confirming prejudices about
immigration? Does it help cohesion or, rather, reinforce division? How might the reactions
differ if it were branded differently, more in alignment with what it actually does target in
practice: integration impact? community cohesion?

Are international migrants exceptional?
The CMF inherently badges the impact of international migrants as exceptional. The ONS
is currently also proposing to head further down this path, moving away from focusing on
immigration just in terms of population change towards an approach focusing more on
immigrants’ impact on services, consumption of benefits 42. Like the CMF itself, this may
be an understandable response to the perceived need to be seen to do something
specific about immigration. But this framing of the exceptional impacts of immigration
itself has impacts, further feeding a media narrative to this effect.
But how much of international migrants’ impact really comes from the fact that they are
international migrants, rather than just people? Unlike the CMF approach, the core
14
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funding allocation mechanisms for health and education at the local level tend to view
them as simply people, as extra population, not having exceptional impacts or requiring
exceptional mitigating actions. Adopting this approach frames international migrants’
impact in a much more neutral context; more people move to your neighbourhood,
whether from Burnley or Bratislava, your services and amenities need to be resourced
accordingly. But you do not need the CMF for that. And it would be counterproductive to
pretend that you do.
There are a number of different angles to this. Firstly, even in an area such as language
skills, while “some immigrants impose additional costs compared with … some natives,
that statement is not true of all immigrants. And some natives also impose additional costs
in the same way”. Nor is there evidence that immigrant children who speak English as an
additional language (EAL) adversely impact the education of the native speakers
alongside them. Secondly, more generally there are changes though “that could be made
to the funding formulae that would make allocations work better for both immigrants and
natives”. Thirdly, some international migrants’ behaviour can though impact how they (do
not) get taken into account by the formulae, and therefore potentially distort resource
planning in that way; an example would be if significant numbers of international migrants
do not register with their local GP in advance of needing their services 43. And fourthly,
some international migrants may be exceptional in other ways, for instance in terms of the
employment, or housing, conditions they will bear, which can have impacts outside of
service pressures.
Indeed, if the baseline for funding allocations is that immigrants are just people for the
purposes of managing their impact on services at the local level, evidence should be proactively sought out to challenge this assumption, and that may show international
migrants having a differential impact. Circumstances such as that in Corby, where the the
2003 ‘Catalyst Corby’ plan meant that the population growth it saw as a whole was
expected, but the international migrant portion of it was not, could make a useful case
study to analyse further in this regard 44.
With regard to realistic potential for improvement, the MAC note that MHCLG funding
formulae are currently under review, to modernise and simplify the local authority funding
allocation process from 2020. 45 There are some migrant-related areas where such a
review could profitably focus: a better marker for poor English than EAL, adjustments to
maternity funding to reflect differential use of maternity services due to different fertility
rates amongst different female populations.46
These considerations also highlight some important ways in which international migrants’
behaviour can impact the funding. Deprivation is factored into the schools’ funding
formulae based on the numbers claiming free school meals. So immigrants with no
recourse to public funds or who fail to navigate the bureaucracy to successfully claim their
entitlement may result in underfunded schools. 47
Another challenge is that “the ability of local authorities to plan and deliver services
effectively is hampered by a high amount of churn.” 48 Particularly in schools, where annual
resourcing is based on the yearly school census and those moving intra-year will therefore
not be taken into account in the resourcing. This is quite separate from the “class
15
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disruption and difficulties in tracking the educational progress of children” who move
schools intra-year. Another is that NHS funding formulae is based on the total population
registered with GPs. But some evidence suggests that EEA work migrants in particular are
less likely to register prior to becoming ill, meaning that if they do at that stage then make
use of the system, the system may not be properly prepared for them. 49
A more proactive approach to resourcing might seem a better approach, but is it realistic?
The APPG on Social Integration highlights the Canadian example, with local government
supported to enact strategic infrastructural improvements and positive cultural diversity
initiatives in advance of immigration. 50 But the UK is not Canada. The UK does not have
the luxury of running an almost entirely pre-planned immigration regime, through official
resettlement schemes, able to select which immigrants it takes, when and where. While
the UK has recently increased its resettlement numbers, which allows it to attach funding,
for instance for secondary education, to those who are resettled 51, only a tiny proportion
of the UK’s immigration is ever likely to come through such schemes.
It may seem less controversial to view international migrants as exceptional for the
purposes of integration programs. But in terms of both impact and potential responses
this is also less clearcut than might be imagined. A key report argues “new immigration
has no significant impact on local neighbourhood cohesion [and] it would be wise for
policymakers to focus on deprivation rather than migration in setting policy on cohesion
and integration.” 52 And in terms of solutions there has been a shift to a more holistic
approach, a focus on integrating all segments of society rather than considering
integration as just an immigration issue. 53 Increasingly the third sector is building this into
its programming; for instance the Migrants Resource Centre makes half of its available
workshops’ spaces – from computer courses to job search support to health clinics –
available to native English speakers in the local population.
The recently established ‘Integrated Communities Innovation Fund’ (ICIF) seeks to
support “strong integrated communities where people – whatever their background –
live, work, learn and socialise together” 54. The ICIF “complements the CMF by inviting
organisations across the country to come forward with innovative ideas to encourage
integration”. But the first challenge identified by the ICIF is ‘Level and pace of migration’,
and the ICIF Prospectus suggests that the two Funds should be taken together to
“improve our understanding of the impacts of migration … as well as what works to build
integrated communities” 55.
Another of the ICIF’s stated key challenges is ‘Lack of English language proficiency’,
which of course the CMF also majors on. The ICIF highlights the “English language support
through a new Integrated Communities English Language (ICEL) programme and the next
phase of the CMF [as the reason that the ICIF] will not fund [direct] ESOL provision [but]
innovative proposals that involve English language support as a secondary outcome are
eligible for funding.” 56 The ICEL 57 is targeted at longer standing parts of the migrant
community, particularly Bangladeshi and Pakistani women, not in work, who have been in
the UK over a year.
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Are these multiple funding silos warranted? And might the learning from them be better
adapted, and adopted if it flowed through a single resource aimed at integration and
community cohesion. The APPG on Social Integration has proposed an Integration Impact
Fund which would absorb the CMF, “in part to avoid the duplication of labour within
government, but also to provide a less politically charged name for a funding stream which
should exist, first and foremost, to strengthen communities.” 58

Recommendations:
1. For the purposes of the allocation of resources by local area, the starting point for
policymakers and public bodies should be that immigrants are counted as ordinary
people and not treated as a different category.
2. The section of the Controlling Migration Fund that is overseen by MHCLG should,
together with ICIF, ICELP and other integration programs become part of an
expanded Integrated Communities Fund. This fund would aim to address the
integration of all within the community, not only recently-arrived immigrants. This
Fund should continue to allocate money on a bid basis, but the pool of eligible
bidders should be expanded to include third-sector bodies.
3. The local funding formulae across all relevant services should be expeditiously
reviewed in the light of the criticisms of the MAC regarding transparency,
understandability, consistency and responsiveness.
4. This review should also specifically take into account evidence of the ways in
which international migrants’ behaviour might currently be resulting in an underor over-funding of some services or bodies. For example, do international
migrants’ exhibit lower rates of GP registration ahead of actually seeking
treatment, which may then result in under-funding of GP services.
5. In the first instance, this funding review should consider options to change migrant
behavior that affects resource allocation and services. For example, new publicity
campaigns to encourage new arrivals to register with a GP.
6. Where such behavioural interventions cannot be shown to be effective, funding
formulae should be amended to direct more resources in line with the best
estimate of the consequences of migrants’ behavior. For example, if international
migrants’ exhibit lower rates of GP registration ahead of actually seeking
treatment, then funding formulae for GP services in those areas should be adjusted
to reflect this and assess other ways to best proxy immigrants’ likely use of these
services.
7. Enhanced Strategic Migration Partnerships (or any other vehicle that can best
deliver the required expert local review and feedback) should be provided with
information to be able to understand and assess the working of the local funding
allocation formulae. This must be sufficient for them to be able to compare the
outcomes with their own evidence and experiences from the local level. They
should be able to formally question and challenge those outcomes as part of an
annual review process.
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8. The ONS’ move to highlight the impacts of international migrants should be
presented in a balanced context, acknowledging also the impact at the local level
of internal migrants’ movements. In line with treating migrants as ordinary people,
the ONS should, where possible, report the movements of non-UK nationals at the
same time as reporting movements in the domestic population.
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CHAPTER 6: A DATA RESET
Better, Combined Data Required; but Understand its Drawbacks and Limits
Localities are themselves calling for better, more timely, local data 59. The APPG on Social
Integration has suggested a government commission “to investigate how data collection
opportunities and population projections could be utilized more effectively.” 60 If we are
going to spend money on the impact of immigration most effectively, we must look for the
objective data that can provide the quickest and most reliable trigger for whether to spend
and, if so, on what, when and where.
A registration regime for migrants 61 or ID cards for all 62, if in place, could in the future bring
significant data benefits. As things currently stand, however, there are three key sources
of data. Each has its benefits, but also its drawbacks and limits.
1. Official Survey Data
Surveys are key for measuring changes over time, particularly in attitudes and outcomes.
“Some of the integration outcomes of interest to the government can realistically only be
measured via survey data collection” 63. But in the UK the decennial time lag between
censuses, the questionmark over the continued political commitment to traditional
surveys 64, concerns about declining response rates and self-selection bias in the
characteristics of those who do respond 65, are leading to consideration of other data
types.
Not least because the UK has recently experienced significant migration flows in a short
space of time. A majority of Romanians and Bulgarians living here arrived after 2011, the
last Census. Thus local Census demographic information on migrant numbers and
characteristics can quickly become outdated. And shrouded in guesswork. Between
Census years, ONS’s estimates of non-UK born local authority populations, based on the
Annual Population Survey, can have large confidence intervals. The YE June 2018 estimate
for Hastings of 12,000 came with a confidence interval of ±7,000; in Boston, the 21,000
estimate came with a confidence interval of ±10,000. Further demographic information
about immigrants is not available for most local authorities between Census years
because of sample size constraints.
Some of these limitations could be addressed by developing administrative data for
statistical use.
2. Official Administrative Data
The ONS aim to “begin to put administrative data at the core of evidence on migration in
2019” 66 requires leveraging the Digital Economy Act to allow data to be shared between
different government departments. The potential for understanding migration patterns
and integration outcomes through administrative datasets comes from the “sample size,
which enables breakdowns to smaller levels of geography”.
Unlocking the data is the first hurdle. “In principle, HMRC and DWP data could be
developed to provide regular statistics at the local level on non-UK nationals’
employment, self-employment earnings and benefits receipt, including by year of arrival.
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Administrative data on other non-working groups may be available from NHS records.”
This could provide “an understanding of the local-area population of particular subgroups
such as refugees, family migrants, or people who initially arrived as students … [and also]
provide data on mobility patterns of migrants and other residents within and between
local authorities”, which is regularly requested by those planning local responses but not
currently available. 67
It is welcome that the Government has at least acknowledged that “we will consider how
best to facilitate the sharing of relevant data held by the Government on the operation of
immigration policies and wider economic data, which will help to inform the MAC’s
deliberations” 68. But the greatest potential lies in being able to link key data – such as
HMRC and DWP data with Home Office immigration status data – and then share the result.
And to share more broadly than just with the MAC, but also with other interested parties
and researchers who can carry out their own analysis on the data in the interests of society
better managing the challenges of immigration at the local level.
As for what is currently available, some have argued a migration fund “should be quasiautomatic … based on timely data on the scale of migration (using, for example, National
Insurance numbers and GP registrations).” 69 There has been an increasing use of both
overseas national NINos and GP registrations as a proxy for migration flows at the local
level 70. But both also have drawbacks, the GP registrations as described in the previous
section, and the NINos as they represent the first registration for working (not all)
migrants in an area, and do not necessarily reflect exactly where the migrant is actually
working.
The focus on flows in is understandable. But, as much migration is transient, knowing
if/when people move on is very important for understanding local pressures 71. And here
the data is largely lacking. Disclosed overseas national NINo information does not provide
any information about onward movement, nor even which NINos are still active in an area.
Similarly GP registrations will only reflect onward movement if a new registration is made.
And there are some things that official administrative data will never tell you. Which is
where commercial data could be useful.
3. Commercial Data
Given the increasing share of information that is now collected by commercial
organisations through a myriad of interactions with individuals, in the UK the ESRC
Consumer Data Research Centre, among others, has invested significant time and
intellectual effort building a consumer data research infrastructure with the potential to
make a meaningful contribution to understanding population movements. 72 Some local
authorities are beginning to look in this direction to meet their data needs 73.
Indeed, given its focus on individuals’ activity and interactions, commercial data could
have important applications for longer term analysis, to better understand integration
progress, as well as documenting more fundamental changes in neighbourhood ethnic
composition, and population churn 74, but also for immediate “nowcasting, or prediction of
the present”. Commercial data also has the ability to drill down into local areas where
other forms of data collection such as surveys can be hampered by very small sample
sizes 75.
20

SOCIAL MARKET FOUNDATION

But commercial data is not a panacea for all data ills. And indeed has significant
challenges of its own. Unlike surveys, carefully constructed based on the basis of
scientific sampling, or administrative data, designed to ensure full coverage of the
population of interest, consumer data is simply the ‘exhaust’ of commercial transactions,
an uncontrolled by-product laden with inherent bias 76. But in understanding and
accepting this, this data may then actually be less prone to inadvertent misuse than
survey data, which is assumed to be representative but where declining response rates
and self-selection bias amongst those responding can make it significantly less so.
4. Bringing it All Together
It is by acknowledging and understanding the gaps, the limits and the sources and
operation of bias in different types of datasets, that we can become more confident in
harnessing their power. Indeed by comparing different types of data, particularly where
one is known to be biased, we can begin to better understand systematic patterns in the
bias that can then be leveraged to improve the usefulness of both types of data 77. Our
mixed data economy provides a significant opportunity if we can enhance access to, and
link up and combine different data sources, “to triangulate rich, salient and timely
consumer data with more conventional census, administrative data and social survey
sources” 78. But therein lies a big cultural challenge.

Cultural Shift from Siloing to Sharing Data, to Unlock Benefit for All
A significant shift in mindset is required: in government, in business, in society. Which
intersects with fundamental questions as to who should own and control data. If the data
debate is purely framed as one of data ownership, competitive advantage and commercial
exploitation versus consumer protection, it ignores the claim on behalf of the broader
public good to the benefits of the data being accessible and usable as a valuable resource
for guiding society’s decision making and allocation of resources.
Of course, ethical and legal considerations of disclosure control, anonymisation and
privacy must be addressed 79. But a moderated data commons, where sufficiently
anonymised data can be accessed and analysed for the purposes of better managing
migration at the local level, should be possible without damaging the interests of business
or consumers. The Facebook ‘Adverts Manager’ platform is an example of a mine of data,
in effect a continually updated census, that is already so accessible 80.
But that is not generally where we currently are. Those looking to expand the available
data for the benefit of society have thus far been largely dependent on the goodwill and
‘data philanthropy’ of those organisations willing to share data. While there are research
carve-outs in both the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) and the Digital
Economy Act, many consumer-facing organisations are now so sensitised to the risks of
inadvertent data misuse and disclosure that it is data destruction that is prioritised. Data
past a certain age is automatically deleted, akin to “burning any book with last year’s
date” 81.
The Government should therefore lead a broader debate around use of data for the
common good, to make the case in support of a cultural shift to fostering preservation,
sharing and access to data, instead of data hoarding, siloing and destruction, in order to
support key analysis and decisions for the benefit of society. The Government should also
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lead by example. Instead even the MAC, despite being specifically commissioned by the
Home Office, were not given access to all existing official data they wanted access to in
order to seek to understand the impacts of immigration.
The role of business here should also be explored. The Government should consider the
ways in which the sort of “big data” held by companies such as Facebook might be used
to help generate a more accurate picture of local population levels, composition and
movements. Access to Facebook Adverts Manager is one thing, but much of the key data
is still only available inside Facebook even if, on occasion, results of analysis based on this
are disseminated publicly. 82
In an ideal world, companies that are publicly committed to better corporate citizenship
and the public good would actively seek to support public bodies in developing better
policy here. But potential incentives to co-operation should be explored, including via the
tax system. Policy-makers could also consider the use of their public platforms to
encourage holders of big data to demonstrate their commitment to the public good by
sharing that data on a secure, anonymised and aggregated basis.

Recommendations:
9. The Government should recognize the importance of survey data in seeking to
track local issues around immigration over time. In particular the Government
should commit to continue, but also enhance, questions in key surveys that can
better measure integration outcomes particularly through ascertaining
immigrants’ own experience of more subjective key integration aspects, including
their assessment of their language proficiency, their use of their qualifications and
evaluation of quality of work, and the educational outcomes of any children.
10. The Cabinet Office should lead a review of how the Digital Economy Act can be
used to share official administrative data on immigrants’ impact, not just on
services but also on wages and housing, between different government
departments and public bodies.
11. Administrative data on the impacts of migration should be made more easily
available for independent researchers to bring about a better-informed and
evidence-based public debate on the issue.
12. The review should also consider how commercial data could be used to deliver
better and more responsive policies around migration and its impact. Companies
holding large volumes of aggregated data (for example, Facebook) should be
encouraged to securely share anonymized data on local populations and
movements. Incentives for co-operation could include tax breaks or other financial
incentives for companies.

22

SOCIAL MARKET FOUNDATION

CHAPTER 7: LISTENING TO THE LOCAL
Better data at the local level could make localities not only feel empowered, but potentially
also puncture the current fixation on national measures such as the net migration target.
But a purely data driven approach could also be misrepresented as a further centralising
project, leaving localities even more alienated. No matter how much local data is improved
therefore, this should always be combined with local interaction and feedback. “Key to the
success of a migration impacts fund is reassuring local communities that their concerns
have been heard, and returning a sense of control” 83 which can “serve to disrupt the sense
that population change is foisted on communities by a distant metropolitan elite” 84.
It is more than just a matter of managing perceptions though. Despite its drawbacks, it is
important to remember that the MHCLG rationale for having a bid-based CMF is that the
circumstances of places varies and local pressures cannot be easily predicted, but also
because it helps to build contacts and understanding of what is happening at the local
level. This is particularly important in terms of integration where “the interplay of
demographics; patterns of migration, physical geography; industrial history and local
economy in each place make for a unique set of challenges.” 85
But there is also a case for more feedback up from the local level on how migration
pressures and interactions with public services are actually experienced, including,
importantly, by the migrants themselves 86. But those at the forefront of service delivery
may be reluctant, wary of any action that could be construed as their being used as an
instrument of enforcement. And in any event this needs to be done very carefully to ensure
that such information can be trusted, calibrated, compared and actioned across different
regions in a way that does not risk exacerbating feelings of unfairness and inequalities
between them.
Could an enhanced form of the existing regional Strategic Migration Partnerships, funded
by the Home Office, potentially play the key control and co-ordinating role in this respect?
While they may vary in their current level of resourcing, scale, ambition and coverage
across regions, as well as currently tending to focus more on certain aspects of the
immigration regime, their role could be enhanced and expanded. SMPs have the potential
at least to bridge the divide between the central and the local in a way that is sufficiently
rooted in their regions to give “a sense of control and accountability closer to home”87.
This function will be challenging. It will require local authorities themselves to have more
open discussions around the impacts they are experiencing and how to address these.
Whoever performs it will ideally need to have an overview of all potential pressure points
from migration in their area, so as to delineate and prioritise between them, and drive the
quite different responses required.
Each locality will have its own mix. Corby is a good example. As the 2003 ‘Catalyst Corby’
plan meant that the ensuing population growth was not unexpected, even if the
international migrant portion of that was not anticipated, perceived pressure on local
services might be expected to be less a factor here than in other areas. And indeed the
local feedback suggests quite different concerns. In particular whether the benefits of
immigration being captured by local employers are being more widely shared, with the
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international migrants’ level of English, and whether or not the international migrants are
net contributors in terms of tax paid versus benefits claimed. 88
This should remind us to be wary of a one size fits all approach and preconceptions about
what are the main issues to be addressed in mitigating local concerns about immigration
in any particular area. Only by drilling down can concerns be delineated and responses
appropriately targeted. For instance, if housing is the problem is it the lack of housing, or
rather the perceived anti-social problems of multiple occupancy housing tenants spilling
out into the street? If the latter then action against ‘rogue landlords’ and landlord licensing
schemes may be the best approach.

Recommendations:
13. The Strategic Migration Partnerships structure should be further enhanced and
expanded as the forum best placed to have an understanding and overview of the
local impacts and challenges of the different aspects of immigration policy. As
such it could complement, but also potentially challenge, the data, in being able
to gather and calibrate local evidence and feedback in particular on the local
service, wage and housing impacts of immigration.
14. This aspect of the SMPs’ role should form part of an annual review in which the
SMPs report to Parliament on their views of the local impacts of immigration, in
particular in the context of their experience of the performance of the local funding
formulae and other data used to seek to manage these.
15. Local authorities should be specifically involved in the consideration of the
development of new survey questions designed to capture local experiences of
immigration, including integration outcomes, and also of those types of
administrative and commercial data which might be most helpful for identifying
and managing immigration impacts at the local level.
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CHAPTER 8: THE OTHER SIDE OF THE LEDGER
It may seem somewhat hypocritical to advocate for greater publicity of the financial
contribution and receipts received from immigration when we have cautioned whether
publicity of this sort has any impact and, if it does, whether that impact is necessarily in
the direction intended. But we believe it is potentially important for four reasons.
Firstly, because the clear message from conversations across the UK on the local impacts
of immigration has been that public acceptance of immigration policy is closely connected
to perceptions of fairness and contribution to society 89.
Secondly, to balance ONS’s move to publish statistics on the impact of immigration on
public services and access to public welfare 90. ONS’s quarterly statistics releases have
become a staple of the media reporting on immigration, and ONS’s revamping of its
approach is likely to increase media reporting on these aspects of immigration’s impact
once ONS begins reporting on them for the first time. Having statistics on the financial
receipts from immigration also presented will act as an important counterbalance, both to
the new impact statistics being reported, but also to the headline net migration number.
But it is not just about seeking to provide a balanced backdrop to the media narrative. If
coupled with these other statistics, statistics of immigrants’ financial contribution should
also make clearer the connections and trade-offs inherent in the management of
immigration; so for instance data showing that net immigration had reduced would be
presented alongside data showing that financial receipts from immigrants had also
reduced.
Receipts from immigration can be divided into:
1. Direct fees paid by, or relating to, immigrants including:
a. Fees paid by immigrants to enter the country: visa and NHS surcharge
b. Fees paid by sponsoring employers: immigration skills charge
c. Fees paid by immigrants once here because of their status: including
upfront NHS charge
d. Fees paid by immigrants once here to change their immigration status,
apply for permanent residence, naturalisation, of themselves or child etc.
2. Direct taxes/NI paid by immigrants
3. Penalties, including fines paid by carriers, employers, landlords, in breach of
immigration laws
4. Indirect contribution
a. Taxes paid by those employed by immigrants
b. Taxes raised on consumer spending by immigrants
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Thirdly, like the initial funding mechanism of the MIF, it is important that the financial
contribution of immigration is viewed as being available to meet the impacts of
immigration at the local level. 91 Currently this is not the case. Instead, much of it is
earmarked for the core funding of the Borders, Immigration and Citizenship system 92. But,
if nothing else, it would not seem advisable to make the budget for the control of our
borders dependent on how much money we raise from immigrants.
Fourthly is the importance of highlighting the indirect contribution of immigration. In the
US this has been a major focus of the ‘New American Economy’ project. Not least because
it is this indirect contribution which may actually be the most tangible to the public. At the
level of each district of each state, the NAE website interactively presents statistics on
the amount of immigrant spending power, number of immigrant entrepreneurs and
number of people employed by immigrant owned businesses, all showing how the
economic activities of immigrants interact with, and can benefit, locals 93.

Recommendations:
16. Statistics on the financial contribution of immigrants should form a core part of
ONS’s plans for immigration statistics to better address the impacts that
immigrants have. They should be reported at the same time, on the same
frequency, and alongside, statistics on the other impacts that ONS are reporting
on. This will allow a more balanced, and joined up, framing of migration statistics
more generally, including by the media.
17. Currently lack of publicly available data, including from HMRC, precludes the
presentation of data in the UK on the financial contributions of immigrants to local
areas of the type provided by the New American Economy in the US. HMRC should
make this data available to allow a fuller, more balanced presentation of the
impacts of immigration.
18. It is important that the financial contributions of immigration are seen to be
available to be spent on the local impacts of immigration. The aim of making the
central UK border and immigration control system self-funding from receipts
should be scrapped.
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CHAPTER 9: THE BUSINESS APPROACH: TUNNEL VISION?
Business should ask itself some tough questions about its performance in allowing the
immigration policy developments the UK has witnessed over the past decade. Against
what should have been a benignly supportive pro-market political backdrop, most sectors
of the business community have proven unable to positively influence a succession of
immigration policy developments – from the decision to hold the EU referendum, the
outcome of the EU referendum, the introduction of the Tier 2 cap, and of the net migration
target, arguably all the way through to the MAC’s Final Report on EEA Migration and the
Government’s large scale acceptance of this in its White Paper on the future immigration
system – that have all come to threaten the more open immigration policy from which
business in general has significantly benefited.
Rather than business using this sorry catalogue as a cue to rethink how it can best more
broadly build public consent for the immigration regime that works best for it, if anything
its tactics seem to have narrowed further, the debate on work immigration becoming ever
increasingly sectorally focused, different business sectors arguing for their own cause
and continued access to the EU labour supply they want. This may be understandable, but
it can be perceived as business being self-serving, uninterested in training and employing
local people. A clear hint of frustration that the business community’s assertions seemed
so narrowly self-interested ran through the MAC’s Interim Report, 94.
Contrast this with the approach in the US, where business plays a core role in the
Welcoming America 95 programs, and the ‘New American Economy’ organization. The
latter, chaired by an alliance of business leaders, including Rupert Murdoch, and ‘metro
mayors’, including Michael Bloomberg, is designed to make a much more holistic case for
open immigration policies, presented not from the narrower perspective of what business
wants, but from the perspective of what “helps grow the economy and creates jobs for all
Americans” 96.
On one hand the approach of business in the UK might be viewed as simply a matter of
poor tactics. Perhaps too timid to engage on important societal issues 97? Or perhaps CSR
departments have been overly narrowly focused on refugees? Or multinationals have
been uncoordinated in applying their more proactive US approach in the UK? But, for
whatever reason, any reading of the conversations with the public across the country on
immigration 98 suggest a more fundamental failing on the part of the business community;
that in not being seen to have engaged at all at the local level on the impacts of the
immigration that business is seen to have primarily benefited from, the business
community has itself come to be regarded by much of the public at the local level as a
significant driver of the immigration “problem”. Time and time again in the records of
those conversations one hears animosity directed primarily not at immigrants, but at
business -- at property developers, at landlords, who are viewed as having benefited from
immigration at the expense not just of long term residents, but also, on occasions, of the
immigrants themselves.
Two examples. First, minimum wage compliance. Based on ONS data, the UK Director of
Labour Market Enforcement says that “it is estimated that 342,000 jobs were paid below
the National Living Wage in 2017 … [and] around a fifth of all low-paid jobs for those aged
25+ are paid below the NLW” 99. Despite this, or perhaps because of this, evidence
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suggests that many employers in the UK are hardly living in fear of enforcement
measures 100. Nor does this take into account the impact on wages of low-paid selfemployment 101.
Other countries take a different approach. “The problem and the concern around
migration and free movement has been driven by the exploitation and undercutting that
has been allowed to take place … Free movement is not regarded with the same concern
[in Sweden, Belgium and Germany] as it is here, because they have these proactive and
positive measures around providing increased protection for workers’ rights” 102. In
Switzerland the wages and labour conditions inspection regime connects with companies
accounting for 10% of employment every year, and, along with other initiatives such as
joint liability for sub-contractors in the food industry and construction sectors, seems to
have had a significant impact on addressing the public’s perception of worker
immigration 103. The UK Director of Labour Market Enforcement has recommended a
system of joint responsibility for the sub-contracting chain before deciding whether to go
as far as to institute joint legal liability 104 of the type used in Switzerland. This seems
sensible and business could actively signal its acceptance of this.
In the UK, most current enforcement activity remains dependent on tip-offs 105. Companies
accounting for only 0.2% of employment receive an inspection every year 106. This plays
into lower skilled local residents’ fear of undercutting and unemployment, as a result of
immigrants being more willing to take jobs paid below the threshold. All played out against
the backdrop that Government seems quietly supportive of business profiting from this. A
ministerial statement explaining the UK’s reluctance to opt-in to the EU Employer
Sanctions Directive cited an unwillingness to adopt the obligation on employers to pay for
the work that undocumented migrants had already done if they had been paid under the
national minimum wage107.
Second, integration. As “the workplace is the main place where integration happens” 108,
there is a feeling at local level that those who benefit from immigration should take some
responsibility for integration 109. The Government itself has encouraged business to
consider business’ “wider role in promoting integration to help build strong, integrated
communities, promoting the English language skills of employees, and encouraging
mixed environments” 110, so it would not seem to be in business’ interest to ignore this. Or
even worse, be seen to be acting against it, for instance by running ‘language shifts’ –
the practice of having work teams segregated by linguistic group 111. The evidence from
the National Conversation shows that little does more to upset local residents, and it is
not clear that the immigrants themselves benefit. The impression given, compounded
where the business is a large multinational that is not seen as rooted in the local
community, is that the broader potential benefits of immigration and integration are
sacrificed for short term business advantage at the expense of local wellbeing.
It is understandable that in fighting its corner in the Brexit debate, the business lobby
should be focused on influencing upwards among policymakers and influencers. But it
would be a grave error for business to ignore the animosity that often appears to be
evident towards it from the wider local population. Even from the narrowest selfinterested perspective, volunteering to give up a little could potentially save having to
give up a whole lot more. And business needs to reflect on the broader perspective; that
pressures in local communities across the country, including but not exclusively from
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immigration, have left many ordinary people feeling diametrically at odds with business’
interests. And, instead of simply accepting this, business could first acknowledge this
poor state of affairs, and then proactively seek to address it.
Take the application (or not) of the immigration skills charge to EEA migrants post-Brexit.
As a potential extra cost going forward, business has unsurprisingly set itself against
this 112. But it might want to reflect that payments such as the ISC may also embed an
opportunity. In effect it is a contribution which business are making as a result of
immigration which could be better connected to those do not see themselves as having
gained from immigration. A similar potential is inherent in the APPG on Social Integration’s
proposal that “an Integration Impact Fund could be paid for, in part, by a new Integration
Levy on employers operating within those sectors of the economy which are particularly
dependent on immigrant labour” 113. If business is likely to face at least some of these
costs, might it be better advised to engage a little more positively on this, perhaps
focusing instead on realising potential public engagement and perception benefits at the
local level from doing this, which could help it win the greater public consent it is currently
lacking.

Recommendations:
19. Business should more proactively and publicly engage on integration matters at
the local level. This should start in its own operations, by business publicly
acknowledging the importance of the workplace in integration, and taking this
into account when considering its business practices, such as ‘language shifts’.
20. Business should also consider the extent to which its interests could be best
served, and better aligned with those of the local community, by going beyond the
simple confines of its own operations. Companies that employ migrants should
consider providing a space and time for language tuition at work, or sponsoring
time spent by staff on integration initiatives in the local community. Policymakers
should consider what financial incentives might be made available to firms doing
so, perhaps in the form of tax relief on direct costs for such programmes 114.
21. The UK’s poor record on minimum wage compliance should be addressed through
a better resourced, more active and intrusive labour inspection regime.
Consideration should be given to whether increased penalties, potentially linked
to annual turnover or some other metric which makes the risk of these penalties
less likely to be discounted, might be more impactful in achieving better
outcomes.
22. Business leaders and metro mayors in the UK should seek to emulate the ‘New
American Economy’ approach championed by US business leaders including
Michael Bloomberg and Rupert Murdoch. Leading UK businesses that benefit from
immigration should seek to form alliances that can present the benefits of
immigration in a less narrowly sectoral and self-interested, more user-friendly and
holistic, manner.
23. Business should be pushing for the collection and public release of official
datasets of the type that are available in the US and used by the New American
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Economy data analysis, that can show both the direct and indirect benefits that
immigrants bring to the resident population.
24. For its part business should consider what anonymised data it could make
available which could be useful for the purposes of analysing and managing the
impacts of immigration at the local level. We note that the members of the New
American Economy “coalition” include Mark Zuckerberg of Facebook.115
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CHAPTER 10: EXPERIMENTATION VERSUS ASSUMPTION
There is one large caveat to all of this, which leads to perhaps the most important
recommendation of all. Which is that the best strategies to address both local pressures
of immigration, and public concerns resulting from them, are going to need to be tested,
and discovered through trial and error. The most pressing need is therefore to experiment
“in a spirit of humility rather than conviction” 116.
What works best at the local level should not be pre-judged. We need to better understand
why, and how, immigration impacts differently across different communities 117. We need
to pilot different approaches to find the strategies that work, and the data and local
feedback that is most meaningful. This includes:
•

How to best assess the different impacts on public attitudes of different strategies,
and the different ways those strategies can be packaged and presented?

•

To what extent does badging funds/programs/projects as specifically targeted
at/addressing immigration reduce local concerns over immigration or increase
them? Reduce division or increase it?

•

What are the different consequences of quietly, scientifically trying to address an
impact versus more publically doing so?

•

If we choose publicity, how does the public reaction vary depending on whether
we brand the response as immigration control, or integrated communities, or
community cohesion, or a changing society, or population adjustment?

•

How do we calibrate and prioritise resources between addressing services impacts
versus integration versus enforcement?

•

For integration projects, are these better received locally if seen to be targeted at
international migrants, or if they are seen to be addressed and presented as
accessible to the local population more broadly?

•

When might highlighting an ‘immigration dividend’, or the proceeds of immigration,
change perceptions, and when just entrench them?

The spirit of the ICIF may be closest to what we need: “experimentation in the design of
new approaches … test innovative approaches so we can build understanding of what
works … helping to improve our collective understanding … To date, evidence about what
works systematically to boost integration has been patchy, of variable quality and not
easily accessible to the people who need it. To gather and disseminate evidence of what
works, we are taking a number of steps. These include supporting five new Integration
Areas … to work with us to gather new and better evidence and share lessons widely …
We will be encouraging better knowledge exchange, so that any new evidence will be
accessible and available to practitioners, policy makers and communities” 118
Our approach will need to be adaptable to the new circumstances as the UK institutes a
new immigration policy post-Brexit. Indeed we should interrogate the proposed approach
in the light of the proposed policy developments 119. But also the proposed approach can
provide important perspectives from which to assess these developments.
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So, for instance:
•

Will the embracing of more temporary immigration routes, with restrictions on
bringing dependents, mean less local pressure on services, but also an even
harder to track short-term workforce that raises serious questions from an
integration perspective?

•

If EEA workers now become subject to visa fees and the ISC how much will
immigration receipts rise further?

•

If an end to free movement at the lower skilled end is in effect replaced by the
combination of short term circular migration and a rise in irregular overstayers, how
will the data deal with this?

•

Might such a combination adversely affect the overall tax take, the ability to make
accurate local funding allocations, and the perceptions of the public?

•

Might commercial data come even more into the spotlight as the best way of trying
to track the data footprint of irregulars who steer clear of official systems?

All of these questions and more remain to be answered. Most importantly though,
uncertainties about the political and policy landscape should be no excuse for delay. There
is much important work to be done here.
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