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Abstract 

This paper analyses the impact of migration policy changes on the locational choices of immigrants from 

British colonies (after the Immigration Act of 1971), and immigrants from the 2004 EU accession countries 

(after 2004) using the UK Longitudinal Household Survey data from 2009 to 2017. The results reveal that 

while immigrants in a restrictive migration policy framework are more likely to make their locational 

choices based on economic opportunities and social networks, these factors may be less influential for 

immigrants in a liberalised migration policy framework. This research provides new insight which is 

somewhat contrary to perception that immigrants typically reside in areas of greater economic opportunities 

where strong social networks exist; rather, immigrants’ locational choices may be fundamentally driven by 

the migration policy framework through which they were admitted into the country. The novel empirical 

evidence provided in this paper sheds light on the potential link between migration policy, immigrants’ 

locational choices, and spatial patterns; with economic, social and policy implications.   
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1.0 Introduction 

The United Kingdom, like other OECD countries, has attracted a high number of immigrants from around 

the world over the last half-century. The liberalisation of immigration for Commonwealth citizens1 between 

1948 and 1971, and subsequent migration liberalisation for EU citizens in 1989 set the stage for a 

heterogenous UK population. Residential locational choice is one of the key issues that immigrants must 

address before they migrate, and this choice is typically a function of macro-level factors such as local and 

regional economies, demographics and socio-cultural structures; as well as more micro-level factors such as 

individual and household characteristics and social networks (Zavodny, 1999; Aslund, 2005; Tanis, 2018). 

A variation exists in the regional distribution of immigrants across UK (Vargas-Silva and Rienzo, 2018). 

However, Figure 1 shows that there is a significant concentration of immigrants in London. The Migration 

Observatory (2017) reports that 50% of UK immigrants reside in London and one-third of London residents 

are immigrants. The immigrant concentration in London may be linked to the city’s political and economic 

global relevance (Barber, 2013).  

 

[INSERT Figure 1] 

 

Literature also provides evidence that larger cities, economic hubs and immigrant clusters exert stronger 

migration pull forces (Aslund, 2005; Pew Research Centre, 2017; Tanis, 2018). It is therefore, surprising 

that immigrants from the EU-A10 (EU 2004 accession) countries2 that migrated to the UK after 2004 are 

less concentrated in London (Chart 1).  This dramatic change in the locational distribution of EU-A10 

immigrants immediately after the 2004 accession generates curiosity with regards to the potential link 

between migration policy changes, locational choices and regional distribution of immigrants. Migration 

policy has been linked to the socio-economic, socio-cultural and demographic characteristics of immigrants; 

and the locational choices of immigrants have also been linked to these factors (Aslund, 2005; Ejermo and 

Zheng, 2018). It is therefore valuable to empirically analyse migration policy systems and immigration 

waves; and the potential resultant link to immigrants’ socio-economic characteristics and locational choices.  

 

[INSERT Chart 1] 

                                                           
1 Citizens from countries which are former and present British Colonies 
2 The 10 new countries that joined the EU in 2004 are Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia 
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The impact of migration policy is indeed attracting enormous attention, with contributions to labour market, 

capital movement, trade, innovation, transportation, information technology, economic growth and 

development (See Rosso, Reinzo and Portes, 2012; Ejemo and Zheng 2018). However, there is insufficient 

robust empirical contribution to local and regional housing economics. This research is therefore a 

significant contribution to the debate on the social and economic benefits and costs associated with 

migration policy systems, particularly as it relates to housing and regional economics. Estimating the impact 

of migration policy changes on locational choices has both theoretical and practical implications: from a 

theoretical perspective, models of locational choices are the crux of spatial economics; and from a practical 

perspective, decisions regarding locational choices have implications on housing consumption patterns, 

household wealth, wellbeing, and welfare. 

In this paper, I analyse the impact of liberalised and restrictive migration policy frameworks on the short-run 

and long-run locational choices and regional distribution of immigrants by focusing on two major 

immigration waves to the UK: the EU-A10 and the Commonwealth3/Windrush. I employ a Regression 

Discontinuity Design (RDD) style approach to compare the locational choices of the immigrants that 

migrated in the two years preceding the policy implementation with the locational choices of immigrants 

that migrated two years after the policy changes occurred (covering a period from 2002 to 2005 for the EU-

A10 immigrants; and 1970 to 1973 for Commonwealth immigrants) using data available from 2009 to 2017. 

Furthermore, I use a Difference-in-Difference (DiD) approach to estimate the effect of being in the post-

policy implementation group. 

The results suggest that migration liberalisation may cause a diffusion of immigrants from the primary 

economic hub (in the short-run), particularly when the cost of living is extremely high. The results 

specifically show that EU-A10 immigrants that migrated to the UK after the 2004 accession are less likely to 

be concentrated in London, compared to those that came before 2004. The results also show that migration 

restriction may enhance the concentration of immigrants in primary economic hubs. The results particularly 

show that immigrants from Commonwealth countries that migrated after the introduction of immigration 

restrictions in 1972 generally have a higher likelihood of residing in London compared to Commonwealth 

immigrants that migrated before the restrictions in 1972.  

These results make significant contribution to the current discourse on the impact of immigration on the 

local economy- a highly debatable topic across several major regions of the world. This impact may be 

further linked to labour market dynamics, transmission of economic shocks across geographies and financial 

                                                           
3 According to The Commonwealth (2018), Commonwealth countries are Botswana, Cameroon, Gambia, Ghana, Kenya, Kingdom of eSwatini, Lesotho, Malawi, 

Mauritius, Mozambique, Namibia, Nigeria, Rwanda, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, South Africa, Uganda, United Republic of Tanzania, Zambia, Bangladesh, Brunei 
Darussalam, India, Malaysia, Pakistan, Singapore, Sri Lanka, Antigua and Barbuda, Bahamas, The Barbados, Belize, Canada, Dominica, Grenada, Guyana, 

Jamaica, Saint Lucia, St Kitts and Nevis, St Vincent and The Grenadines, Trinidad and Tobago, Cyprus, Malta, Australia, Fiji, Kiribati, Nauru, New Zealand, 

Papua New Guinea, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu and Vanuatu. 
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systems, with implications on housing demand, rents, house prices and infrastructure, and the findings are 

valuable for social cohesion and integration; as well as local and regional expenditure, planning, forecasting, 

and economic development. 

 

2.0 Migration Policy Evolution in Britain 

There are two distinct migration era in the UK: the Commonwealth/Windrush migration (1948 to 1971) and 

the EU migration (1989 to 2016).  

The first era- Commonwealth/Windrush started after the Second World War II in 1948 when Britain 

introduced a liberalized migration framework for Commonwealth immigrants (with unrestricted entry, work 

and settlement rights) to supplement the labour which was required for the massive infrastructural 

development in Britain sequel to the World War II (Abrahámová, 2007). This migration liberalisation 

created an unprecedented wave of immigrants from the British colonies in Asia, Africa and the Caribbean. 

This liberalization soon attracted negative sentiments, as immigrants from these countries increasingly 

depended on public welfare benefits and lived in deprived areas of squalor, poor housing conditions and 

high crime rates.  The negative sentiments resulted in violence and civil unrest which led to a series of 

legislations (Commonwealth Immigration Act of 1962 and 1968). According to Abrahámová (2007) the 

1968 Act was perceived as discriminatory because it created two classes of Commonwealth immigrants- 

belonging (older colonies) and non-belonging (newer colonies)4.  

However, these pieces of legislation did not succeed in reducing immigration to the levels that it was 

intended, thus, all immigration preferences for citizens of the Commonwealth were discontinued with the 

introduction of the Immigration Act of 1971 which became effective in January 1972. These restrictions 

brought an end to the Windrush immigration era.   

The second migration era is the EU migration era which was birthed by the UK’s accession to the EU5 in 

1972, and the 1989 law on free movement within the EU marked the beginning of another liberalised 

migration era in the UK. The accession of Austria, Finland and Sweden to the EU in 1995 increased the size 

of the EU to 15 countries6; however, the 2004 accession was the most remarkable mainly because of the 

significant increase in the rate of immigration from EU-A10 countries to the EU15 countries, particularly the 

UK (as evinced in Chart 2). This immigration rush was however anticipated mainly because of the high 

                                                           
4 Granting superior rights to immigrants from countries with similar migration pull/push forces such as Australia, Canada and New Zealand who were older 

colonies 
5 This was known as the European Economic Commission (ECC) at the time 
6 The EU started with Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg and the Netherlands in 1951 and expanded in 1973 to the UK, Denmark and the Republic of 

Ireland. Greece also joined the Union in 1981, while Portugal and Spain joined in 1986. 
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differences in income and standard of living between E15 and A87, and this created fears of a labour market 

over supply and social cohesion (Drinkwater et al., 2003).  

 

[INSERT Chart 2] 

 

The EU15 countries (except for the UK, Ireland and Sweden) therefore maintained immigration restrictions 

for the A8 countries for two years as a control for the negative immigration selection. With the significant 

increase in the EU-A10 immigration to the UK after 2004, the socio-economic composition of the 

immigrants became mixed, with a significant increase in the proportion of lower skilled workers (Migration 

Watch UK, 2015; Campbell, Cooper and Simmons, 2014 It is therefore appropriate to examine how this 

liberalisation policies have affected the locational choices of immigrants.   

 

3. Relevant Literature  

Immigration has attracted enormous scholarly contribution over the last half century; however, the strand of 

literature relating to migration policy has been rather thin, though now emerging. Scholars (such as 

Dustman, 1997; Ejero and Zheng, 2018; Nickell and Saleheen, 2017) provide valuable insights on the 

impact of migration policy on technology, innovation, social integration, labour market, economic growth 

and development.  This area of research is however yet to be extended to housing choices and outcomes, 

thus faces the difficulty of drawing a direct conceptual link from literature. The conceptual framework 

developed in this paper is premised on three main postulates: first, migration policy is the underlying 

mechanism for the selection of immigrants; second, migration policy changes tend to alter immigrant’s 

selection and the characteristics of immigrants; and third, the general characteristics of immigrants influence 

their locational choices (Aslund, 2005; and Ejero and Zheng, 2018).     

Migration policy may be classified as restrictive (creating or expanding the scope of immigration 

requirements) or liberalised (relaxing or removing already existing immigration restrictions) (see Sjaastad, 

1962; Bianchi, 2013; Ejero and Zheng, 2018; Partington, 2019). Liberalized migration is sometimes 

perceived as a viable tool for labour mobility, technological advancement, trade and development, and 

population and demographic balance; and sometimes criticised for creating weak border controls, labour 

over-supply, increased pressure on public facilities and amenities, negative selection of immigrants and 

                                                           
7 The A8/EU8 is the classification that excludes Malta and Cyprus (also referred to as EU A2) from the EU-A10 countries because Malta and Cyprus are perceived 

to be richer countries.  
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social inequality (see Borjas, 2001; Ejero and Zeheng, 2018; Drinkwater et al., 2003; Djajic, 1989; 

Markusen, 1983; Moses and Born Letnes, 2004; Abrahámová, 2007; Rosso Reinzo and Portes, 2012: Ejero 

and Zeheng, 2018). Generally, liberalised migration has the tendency to create a socio-economic hybrid of 

immigrants (mix of high, mid and low-socio-economic class) with varied educational qualification, skills 

and technical abilities. This implies that the life pathways of immigrants under a liberalised immigration 

system may be heterogeneous; and it is likely that this wave of immigration may be dominated by 

immigrants of lower and mid-socio-economic classes.  

Restrictive migration policies typically aim at controlling the immigration from certain nationalities by 

introducing entry requirements. It may entail expanding the scope to certain countries that were previously 

operating in a liberalized framework or imposing immigration conditions and requirements for citizens of 

countries already operating in a restrictive framework. These restrictions are usually expected to ensure 

efficient selection of immigrants with higher skills, expertise or financial endowment. Thus, economic 

immigrants under a restrictive migration policy framework must meet certain educational or technical 

standard and will usually have to earn income above a set threshold. It is therefore logical to infer that 

restrictive migration policy typically creates a wave of immigrants of high (or mid) socio-economic classes 

who are generally less likely to rely on public support.  

 

3.1 The Potential Impact of Migration Policy on Housing and Locational Choices  

Research has focused largely on the link between migration, housing and spatial effects in general. 

However, the role of migration policy impact on the housing market has not been adequately explored. Saiz 

(2003, 2007) make remarkable contributions to housing literature by linking immigration shocks to rents and 

house prices. Pavlov and Somerville (2018) also make a significant contribution to understanding 

immigration policy effects on the housing market by focusing on investment motive and foreign capital. 

However, these studies are not contextualised by the primary migration policy frameworks.  

Locational choices of individuals are theoretically linked to socio-economic factors, labour market forces, 

demographic factors, socio-cultural factors, individual taste and preferences, regional and local economies, 

housing tenure and housing market conditions (Bartel, 1989; Anas, Arnott and Small, 1998; Zavodny, 1999; 

Owusu, 1999; Aslund, 2005; Tanis, 2018). Having established in the previous sub-section that migration 

policy plays a vital role in determining the socio-economic, demographic and socio-cultural composition of 

immigrants, it is logical to infer that these policies may further influence the locational choices and regional 

distribution of immigrants.  
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In the case of the UK, different hypotheses can be tested: 

Hypothesis 1: Immigrants under a liberalized migration policy system are less likely to concentrate in 

London. This is based on the idea that the liberalized policy system succeeds in creating a wave of 

immigrants of heterogenous socio-economic classes, with majority in the lower socio-economic class. As 

established in the previous section, immigrants under a liberalised policy system should generally possess 

lower skill levels, thus a lower propensity to reside within big cities and regions where their skillset may not 

be at par. This may therefore push them to other cities and regions. Additionally, housing unaffordability is 

more likely for this cohort which may further induce a locational choice outside London.   

Hypothesis 2:  Immigrants under a restrictive migration policy framework are more likely to be concentrated 

in London. This is premised on the proposition that restrictive policy systems succeed in creating a breed of 

“high-grade immigrants” (as established in the previous sub-section) and immigrants under this system 

should be more highly skilled and employed in better paying jobs, hence choose cities and regions where 

higher skilled labour is required and higher wages are obtainable. Furthermore, housing affordability issues 

should be less of a worry for the cohort in a restrictive policy system, as they can afford the high cost of 

housing. 

Hypothesis 3: The impact of the migration policy framework on housing and locational choices may be 

more significant in the short-run and less significant in the long-run. This is premised on the proposition in 

Aslund (2005) that the locational choices of immigrants may change as they spend more years in the 

destination country.   

One of the major challenges in the approach to these propositions is that some migration policy changes are 

minor and not clear-cut which may create issues in econometric estimation. It is therefore important to 

identify major policy changes which have the potential for clear impact to be estimated. This paper therefore 

focuses on the two major migration policy changes- the 1972 Commonwealth immigration restrictions, and 

the liberalization of EU-A10 migration.   

Based on the literature review and conceptual framework developed in this section, it is logical to 

hypothesise that the immigration restrictions which were introduced in 1972 created a wave of 

Commonwealth immigrants of higher socio-economic class with a higher likelihood of residing in London. 

Conversely, the liberalisation of immigration for EU-A10 immigrants would have created a wave of EU-

A10 immigrants with lower socio-economically status and thus a lower likelihood of concentration in 

London. These hypotheses form the basis of the empirical analysis. 
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4. Data and Empirical Strategy 

The data and empirical strategy are set up to examine three primary hypotheses highlighted in section 3. 

 

4.1 Data 

The empirical analysis focuses on five regional groups: London, South East (South East region England), 

Northern England (North West, North East and Yorkshire), the Midlands (East and West Midlands) and 

Other regions (East England, South West, Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland)8, with the principal 

objective of analysing the impact of the migration policy changes on the locational choices and spatial 

patterns of immigrants.  

To estimate the potential effect of migration policy changes on the likelihood of residing in or out of 

London, there is the need to use a dataset that identifies immigrants’ country of origin and year of 

immigration. Additionally, other indicators of the socio-economic, demographic, individual, household, 

mobility and spatial factors are also vital for analysing locational choices and residential patterns (Aslund 

2005). In this paper, I use the UK Household Longitudinal Survey (UKLS) dataset which contains the 

information that are suitable for the analysis. This survey follows a sample of 40,000 UK households as a 

successor to the UK BHPS longitudinal survey. As of November 2018, this dataset contains eight waves of 

individual and household data from immigrants (and non-immigrants) in the UK spanning from 2009 to 

2017 (University of Essex, 2018)9. Various components of the dataset have been used by several scholars 

(such as Benito, 2009; Koblyakova, Hutchison and Tiwari, 2014; and Tumen and Zeydanli, 2014) to model 

individual, household and regional patterns in Britain; and Oladiran, Nanda, and Milcheva (2019) 

particularly use this dataset to model the housing tenure outcomes of UK immigrants. 

The data and empirical strategy adopted for both EU-A10 and Commonwealth migration waves are 

identical. There are however differences which are mainly associated with the control group. There are 

multiple categories of immigrants that the policy changes did not affect based on their nationality and year 

of immigration. The case of the 2004 EU accession involved a transition of the EU-A10 countries from non-

EU to EU membership, hence the potential policy impact should only be observed in the EU-A10 cohort. 

                                                           
8 Ideally, this should be an analysis of the 12 UK regions. However, five regional groups have been created because of the small sample and cell sizes in some 

regions. 
9 From wave six onward, the main study also includes an Immigrant and Ethnic Minority Boost Sample (IEMBS) which accounts for 2,500 households with at 

least one individual born outside the UK or from an ethnic minority background. This significantly increases the sample size of immigrants thus improving the 

quantity of data available for immigration-related longitudinal research. The UKLS dataset currently has 8 waves of data with 16,263 immigrants (a variable 
indicates that they were born outside the UK) who respond at least once within the 8 waves and a total of 57,991 person-years observations. The sample size 

however decreases significantly when it is trimmed down to only individuals around the key policy change, and individuals with complete information in the 

survey.   
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Specifically, the 2004 accession is not expected to have any effects on EU15 countries (because they were 

already operating under a liberalised migration system) and non-EU countries (because they remained in the 

restrictive policy framework even after the 2004 accession). Furthermore, individuals from the EU-A10 

countries that immigrated before the 2004 accession migrated under an immigration restrictive framework 

which makes it also unlikely that the liberalisation had an impact on their immigration decision. Thus, while 

it is expected that the 2004 accession led to a change in the socio-economic, socio-cultural and household 

characteristics of immigrants to the UK from the EU-A10 countries after 2004, and by extension, their 

locational choices and residential patterns, it is expected that there will be no significant variation for EU15 

immigrants before and after 2004. 

In the case of the Commonwealth wave of immigrants, defining the control group is tricky because unlike 

the case of the EU-A1010, non-Commonwealth immigrants in 1972 were operating within a restrictive 

migration policy framework, thus, the possibility that other migration policy changes (which may be 

unobserved) may have affected their migration choices. One way of defining the control group is to separate 

immigrants of “belonging” and “non-belonging” Commonwealth countries based on the proposition that the 

migration restrictions may have had minimal impact on immigrants from “belonging” Commonwealth 

countries (as discussed in Section 3). However, the sample size constraint makes it impossible to further 

delineate Commonwealth immigrant cohort. A second option is to use the non-Commonwealth group as the 

control group. This control option relies on the assumption that the Immigration Act of 1971 had no impact 

on the immigration decision of non-Commonwealth immigrants that migrated after the introduction of 

restrictions. Based on this, it is expected that the Immigration Act of 1971 led to a change in the socio-

economic, socio-cultural and household composition of immigrants from Commonwealth countries from 

1972 and afterwards, and by extension, their locational choices. It is therefore expected that there will be no 

significant variation for the non-Commonwealth immigrants before and after 1972. 

The dataset has been transformed at different levels. First, the eight waves of individual and household level 

data were separately merged to create two panel datasets of eight waves each. The individual level data were 

further matched to the households which they belong to, effectively assigning the household level 

information to the individuals within the household. Because of the unbalanced nature of the panel11 

however, I use a pooled panel data set-up for the analysis. Pooling random samples drawn from the same 

population, but at different points in time increases the precision of estimators and test statistics with more 

power (Wooldridge, 2014). I further control for the probability that error terms are unlikely to be 

uncorrelated within individuals by clustering the standard error at the individual level. 

                                                           
10 Where EU15 were already part of the EU and thus were not affected by any migration policy changes 
11 Some individuals do not take part in the interview in some years 
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Next, I transform the treatment variables. To examine the impact of the EU-A10 migration liberalisation on 

locational choices, the treatment group is made up of the EU-A10 immigrants12, while the control group 

comprises of immigrants from the EU15 countries13. Appendix A shows the sub-sets in the dataset- the EU-

A10 and EU15 immigrants; and an indicator variable showing if an individual immigrated in the two years 

preceding the liberalisation (2002 and 2003) or the two years immediately after the liberalisation (2004 and 

2005). To examine the impact of the immigration restrictions introduced in 1972, the treatment group 

comprises of Commonwealth immigrants, while the control is made up of immigrants from non-

Commonwealth countries. Appendix B shows the sub-sets in this dataset- Commonwealth and non-

Commonwealth; and an indicator showing if an individual immigrated in the two years preceding the 

restriction (1970 and 1971) or the two years immediately after (1972 and 1973).  This setup particularly 

supports the identification of the potential impact of the migration policy framework on the immigrants’ 

locational choices.  

Ideally, UK locational and spatial analysis are carried out at regional levels. Due to few observations with 

recorded regional variables however, these regions are narrowed down to five categories: London; South 

East; North West, North East and Yorkshire; East and West Midlands; and others. Apart from the “others” 

category which is a category created for the regions with low frequency distribution, the three other regional 

categories were created based on geographical proximity and economic similarity.  This set up makes it 

possible to analyse the probability that an immigrant will reside in the London in comparison to living 

outside London; as well as the probability that an immigrant will reside in London in comparison to living in 

each of the other regional groups.  

Another major challenge is the correlation of some variables relating to time and age- biological age, 

number of years spent since migration, age at immigration and the year the interview was conducted. The 

year of the interview is important because it controls for time fixed effects, while age at immigration is also 

an important factor to consider because it captures the variation in the acculturation prospects of immigrants 

(see Rubaurt 2001, 2004 for discussion on this). The biological age is also a standard factor in housing 

outcome analysis because it accounts for the lifecycle effects; while the number of years spent since 

migration is also a measure the immigrants’ migration lifecycle which plays a significant role in the 

immigrants’ housing choices (see Oladiran et al., 2019 for more discussion on this). Despite the importance 

of accounting for these variables in the analysis, their very high correlation with one another may create 

multicollinearity issues, thus making it impossible to account for each of them in a single model. I therefore 

                                                           
12 Based on the argument that Malta and Cyprus are conspicuously richer countries than the other eight accession countries, it will be insightful to further delineate 

Malta and Cyprus from the other eight countries in the primary group for further analysis. However, the inadequacy of data in terms of sample size has made this 
delineation impossible. 
13 I exclude all immigrants from countries that were not members of the EU in 2004. The is because non-EU immigrants operate under restrictive immigration 

policy systems and are thus subject to several migration policy changes which may be difficult to adequately account for.  
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adopt a “relative approach” by creating a variable that captures the time-associated effects relative to the 

traditional age of retirement in the UK which is 65 years as expressed below: 

Time left until normal retirement age = 65 - (age at immigration+years spent in the UK) 

                          = 65 - biological age 

 

This approach produces a variable that has a much lower correlation with the interview year thus enabling a 

measure of the effects of the lifecycle relative to the remaining years of economic productivity, while also 

explicitly accounting for time fixed effects. 

Because affordability is an important part of an individual’s locational choice, and housing tenure is also an 

important factor in affordability, I control for three key housing tenure choices- homeownership, private 

rental and public housing. I also carefully consider the measure of income as a determinant of household’s 

locational choices. I convert the household income using the OECD equivalised household income scale and 

further standardise the outcome. This scaling methodology enables an adjustment of the household income 

based on the economic requirement of various households which accounts for the household size and 

composition in order to measure the standard of living rather than just the actual household income (see 

Oladiran et al., 2019). Furthermore, I also account for educational attainment, gender, living with spouse, 

number of children and mobility prospects. These variables control for socio-economic, demographic, 

household and mobility effects which are key determinants of locational choices (Aslund, 2005).  

Appendices A and C provide the definition and derivation of the variables in the models along with basic 

summary statistics. I report summary statistics of the immigrants that have complete information, thus a total 

of 506 individuals have been observed over 8 waves with varying representation in different years which 

amounts to 1,182 observations for EU-A10 and EU15 immigrants14; and a total of 508 Commonwealth and 

non-Commonwealth immigrants have been observed with a total of 2,105 individuals. The correlation 

matrices are reported in the Appendix B.  

Table 1a shows the change in the percentage distribution of the characteristics of EU-A10 and EU15 

immigrants that arrived before and after the 2004 immigration liberalisation, and Table 1b provides similar 

information for Commonwealth and non-Commonwealth immigrants that migrated before and after 1972. 

 

[INSERT Table 1a] 

 

                                                           
14 This represents the number of observations that consistently contain information on all variables. 
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The descriptive evidence in Table 1a shows a significant variation in the locational choices of EU-A10 

immigrants that arrived after the migration liberalisation. It can be observed that while the pre-policy EU-

A10 immigrants are more concentrated in London, the post-policy immigrants are more spread out across 

the other regions. There are also significant differences in household income, educational attainment, gender 

composition and immigrants residing with their spouse data between the two groups. Furthermore, I observe 

very minimal variation in the time until retirement age, employment levels, number of children in the 

household, and mobility for the two groups of EU-A10 immigrants. While there are similarities in some 

attributes between the observations in EU-A10 group and the observations in EU15 groups, there are also 

notable differences. The EU15 has higher homeownership, higher educational attainment, much higher 

income levels but lower incidence of living with spouse and rather surprisingly, slightly lower incidence of 

productive employment, which may be driven by a small number of students and individuals taking on 

family care in the EU15 group (less than 100 in total). 

 

[INSERT Table 1b] 

 

The descriptive evidence in Table 1b also shows some variation in the locational choices and other 

characteristics of Commonwealth immigrants that migrated to the UK before and after 1972. The data shows 

that Commonwealth immigrants that arrived after 1971 have a slightly higher preference for residing in 

London, compared to Commonwealth immigrants that arrived before 1972. Furthermore, despite generally 

possessing lower educational levels, post-1972 Commonwealth immigrants generally have higher household 

income which may imply higher socio-economic status as hypothesised earlier. It can however be noted that 

the size of the variation in the locational choice and other attributed of Commonwealth immigrants (post and 

pre-1972) are much lower than the rate observed in the EU-A10 group which may be because immigrants 

may generally experience economic and social transformation in the long-run. The stronger variation 

observed in the EU-A10 group and the minimal variation observed in the Commonwealth group may also be 

an indication that the impact of migration policy may be stronger in the short-run but may diminish in the 

long-run.  

The descriptive evidence provides some support for the postulation that immigrants in a restrictive migration 

policy framework may be of higher socio-economic status and thus reside in London, while migration 

liberalisation may lead to an admission of immigrants of lower socio-economic status who will have a lower 

likelihood of residing in London. However, these are merely descriptive and thus do not indicate causality, 
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hence the need to empirically test the propositions.  

 

4.2 Empirical Framework and Methods 

This paper uses a quasi-experimental setting to empirically analyse the locational choices of immigrants 

under liberalised and restrictive migration policy frameworks. Two policy changes are compared: 

1) EU-A10 immigrants as the treatment group and the EU15 immigrants as the control group, with the 

policy change taking place in 2004. 

2) Commonwealth immigrants as the treatment group and non-Commonwealth immigrants as the 

control group, with the policy change taking place in 1972. 

The data does not contain information on the locational choices and other characteristics before and after the 

policy change which makes it impossible to observe where immigrants were living at the time of the policy 

change or where they first lived when they came to the UK. Therefore, I can only observe their location at 

the time of the survey is 4-7 years after the policy change for the EU10 accession and 36-39 years after the 

restrictions were introduced for Commonwealth immigrants. The setting is however effectively a regression 

discontinuity design (RDD) where clear criteria determine whether an individual immigrated before or after 

the policy change (see Lee and Lemieux, 2010 for a review of the RDD). Two approaches are adopted: 

1) A Regression Discontinuity Design (RDD) style estimation for those affected by the policy 

2) A Difference-in-Difference (DiD) style approach using a control group of immigrants 

4.2.1 Regression Discontinuity Design (RDD) 

The RDD approach enables a comparison of immigrants who entered the UK just before and after the policy 

“cut-off point”. However, the dataset only records the year of entry and not the month, hence, comparison 

can only be made with a yearly range around the cut-off point. A key fundamental of the RDD approach is 

that individuals would be similar around the cut-off point. It is further expected that the smaller the range 

form the cut-off point, the more similar the immigrants are expected to be. Based on the review and 

conceptual analysis however, the hypothesis is that the socio-economic characteristics of individuals may be 

different, though some other factors may be similar, and this is indeed confirmed in the descriptive analysis. 

First, a probability model is used to estimate the probability of an immigrant residing in London at time t, 

conditional on a set of observed characteristics  using a regression discontinuity style design 
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               (1) 

Where y represents the dependent variable (resident in London);  includes a set of control variables;  

are controls for time fixed effects; and  is the error term. POSTTREAT refers to those groups that are 

affected by the policy change and equals 1 if the immigrant entered the UK after the policy change (2004 for 

the EU accession and 1972 for the commonwealth) and 0 if they entered before. I then estimate the same 

model for the control group 

   (2) 

Based on the hypothesis, it is expected that the POSTTREAT in equation 2 for the EU-A10 will be negative 

and statistically significant- suggesting that residing in London is less likely and residing outside London is 

more likely for the EU-A10 post-policy immigrants. It is also expected that POSTCONTROL should be 

statistically insignificant because this cohort was not affected by the policy change- suggesting that there are 

no changes in the locational pattern of EU15 immigrants, whether they immigrated before or after 2004.   

For the Commonwealth immigrants, the hypothesis forms an expectation that POSTTREAT will be positive 

and statistically significant suggesting that residing in London is more likely (and residing outside London 

less likely) for the Commonwealth post-1972 immigrants. It is also expected that POSTCONTROL should be 

statistically insignificant because this policy change did not apply to them, suggesting that there should be 

no statistically significant difference in the locational choices of non-Commonwealth immigrants whether 

they migrated before or after 1972. 

4.2.2 Difference-in-differences approach 

As a robustness check, I examine two potential econometric issues: first, to examine if the RDD design is 

robust in capturing the effects by using a difference-in-differences (DiD) type approach; and second, to 

examine the differences and similarities in the locational choices captured in the pre and post policy impact 

for the treatment and control groups with the aim of ascertaining if the locational choices of the treated 

group are gradually become similar to the control group of immigrants after the policy change. Given that it 

is impossible to observe the locational choices before and after the cut-off point and also before and after 

migration, a pure difference-in-differences may be difficult. Therefore, a difference-in-differences style 

estimation is adopted: 

 (3) 
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This approach includes a control (POST) for whether the individual is in pre or post policy change, a dummy 

variable for treatment (TREAT) for whether the individual is in the treated or control group, and an 

interaction between POST and TREAT.  The idea is that POST controls for any differences pre and post the 

policy change that may have impacted locational choices (affecting all individuals), TREAT controls for any 

differences between the treated and control immigrants and the interaction term is the effect of being in the 

treatment group- post the policy change; with  as the coefficient of interest. Given that there may have 

been other changes over time that could have impacted the location choices of the immigrants, I stick to 

defining the treatment groups by using 2 and 3 years respectively either side of the policy change. With a 

difference-in-differences approach I make the assumption that there are no spill over effects, so the policy 

should not have had an indirect impact on the control group. 

I estimate equations 1, 2 and 3 using a probit, given the choice is a binary one (London/non-London), report 

average marginal effects, which shows the effect of a change in the variables on the probability of living in 

London. 

4.2.3 Other estimations 

I also examine a second outcome variable which breaks down the non-London regions into South East 

England, Northern England, Midlands and Others. Given I am concerned about smaller cell sizes I use a 

slightly different approach and utilise a categorical variable which groups the immigrants based on whether 

they are in the treatment or control group, and whether they are pre/post the policy; and I also define the 

treatment and control groups using 3 years either side of the policy change. I therefore estimate 

                (4) 

yit is one of m location choices from the set of location choices m, with m=1…M. There are 5 location 

choices as defined above including London. I have four categories with those in the control group who 

entered before the policy change ( ) as the base category; and the other categories- those who 

entered after the policy change in the control group ( , and those who entered before and after 

in the treatment group (  and ). For comparison I also estimate equation 4 using a 

binary dependent variable of London/ non-London. 

I further estimate equation 4 using a multinomial probit (MNP), since the MNP has the advantage of 

relaxing the Independence of Irrelevant Alternatives (IIA) assumption which implies that for each locational 

choice, the propensity of choosing one location over the other is not affected by the presence or absence of 

other alternatives. It allows for a general correlation structure between disturbances, though some 
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restrictions are required on the covariance matrix for identification such as scaling the variance terms to 

unity, and some other restrictions are required on the covariance terms to avoid the “curse of 

dimensionality” which refers to the number of parameters expanding with the number of regional locational 

options within the model.       

I also explore the Commonwealth group in more detail by re-estimating equation 1 for the Commonwealth 

and include a greater set of categories (than simply Commonwealth immigrants pre and post the policy 

change in 1972) 

                                                   (5)     

CWGROUP is a set of categories reflecting different groups of Commonwealth immigrants: belonging 

commonwealth (Canada, Australia and New Zealand), and non-belonging Commonwealth group which was 

further broken down to Asians, Caribbean, Africans, and other Commonwealth countries. This analysis is 

based on the claim that the 1972 restrictions were targeted at the non-Belonging Commonwealth citizen, 

hence the migration policy impact should be stronger for non-belonging Commonwealth immigrants.   

 

5.0 Results  

The first sub-section focuses on the impact of migration liberalisation (short-run); while the second segment 

focuses on the impact of migration restriction (long-run). In all the tables, the marginal effects are reported, 

and because of the repeated observations for individuals, though in an unbalanced form, the standard errors 

are clustered at the individual level. 

 

5.1 Impact of Migration Liberalisation (EU 2004 accession) 

This sub-section aims to examine hypothesis 1 (under a restrictive migration policy framework are less 

likely to be concentrated in London). The first estimation is based on equations (1) and (2) within a simple 

binary modelling framework. The probit results are reported in Table 2 with both 2 yearly and 3 yearly 

policy windows: columns 1 and 2 report the EU-A10 and the EU15 groups in the two yearly window, and 

columns 3 and 4 report the 3 yearly window. The dependent variable is London vs non-London, and both 

EU-A10 and EU15 groups are full-specification models with all controls and time-fixed effects. 
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[INSERT Table 2] 

 

The results in Table 2 show that the main research interest- the policy effect is statistically significant at 

99% significance level for the EU-A10 group (a lower probability of residing in London by 22 to 29 

percentage points). I however find that this variable is statistically insignificant for the control group (EU15 

group) suggesting that the accession had no significant impact on the group. The results also reveal that 

having a longer time until retirement and educational attainment (having at least a first degree) has positive 

relationships with the EU-A10 immigrants residing in London (although educational attainment is 

statistically insignificant). These two factors however do not matter much for EU15 immigrants. Household 

income is also strongly related to the residential locational choices of both EU-A10 and EU15 groups, with a 

significantly stronger association observed for the EU15 group (about 27 percentage points) than the EU-

A10 group (7 percentage points). Additionally, being in productive employment has a weaker relationship 

with residing in London, and this is statistically significant for EU-A10 immigrants but insignificant for 

EU1515. The results further reveal that housing tenure is significantly related to the locational choices of EU-

A10 immigrant, while gender, living with spouse, number of children and mobility are not statistically 

related to the location choices of EU-A10 immigrants. Overall, in this table, the main focus- the policy 

impact is negative for EU-A10 immigrants within the binary choice framework. 

I use the difference-in-difference type approach as a robustness based on equation (3). The raw coefficient 

of the policy impact (interaction) is reported in Panel A of Table 3 due to the difficulty of estimating the 

marginal effects of the interaction terms. The DiD interaction confirms that EU-A10 immigrants that 

migrated to the UK after 2004 are less likely to reside in London and this is also statistically significant.  

 

[INSERT Table 3] 

 

I also use binary probit models with a categorical treatment variable based on equation (4) and the results are 

presented in Panel B, Table 3. The 2 yearly window results show no statistically significant difference in the 

probability of EU-A10 post-2004 immigrants residing in London compared to EU-15 pre-2004 

immigrants16. Furthermore, the results show that the EU-A10 immigrants that arrived in the UK before the 

                                                           
15 These results are not reported in the paper but are available on request. 

16 This is statistically significant in the 3-yearly window. 
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liberalization (they migrated under a more restrictive framework) have a statistically significant higher 

probability of residing in London, further supporting the allusion that the migration restrictions may have 

made them more likely to reside in London. When I increase the policy window to three years, the effects 

are stronger. The 3 yearly policy window also shows that EU-A10 immigrants that arrived in the UK after 

2004 are less likely to reside in London compared to EU15 immigrants, and this is statistically significant. 

This suggests that the liberalization failed to equalize the residential choices of EU-A10 with the EU15 

group even after the 2004 accession positioned them in the same migration policy framework.   

I undertake a multinomial choice framework and test across the five-key regional groups for policy impact 

(based on equation 4) and the multinomial modelling specification results are reported in Panel C, Table 3. 

Overall, the effects observed for London are similar to those in the probit models. I observe that the EU-A10 

group is affected more by the policy change. However, the effects are not uniform across the other regional 

groups. The EU-A10 immigrants that migrated after the 2004 accession have a statistically significant higher 

propensity of residing in the Midlands (in the two-yearly window) and Northern England (in the three-yearly 

window). This may be attributed to the fact that the Midland regions (such as Birmingham, Coventry and 

Nottingham) and some of the Northern regions (Manchester and Liverpool) are secondary immigrant 

concentrations in the UK, and they also offer a lower cost of living advantage compared to London.  

In addition to all the analysis carried out above, I also conduct a one-yearly policy window sensitivity 

analysis and the results are generally quantitively similar17. However, the policy impact is generally 

statistically insignificant across models in the 1-yearly models. This may either be because of the small 

sample sizes. 

In summary, the descriptive analysis reveals that the concentration of EU-A10 immigrants in London 

decreased from 58% to 22% after the migration liberalisation which reflects a significant change in the 

locational choices of immigrants in the years following the 2004 accession. The empirical analysis further 

confirms that EU-A10 immigrants that migrated after 2004 are more than 22 percentage points less likely to 

reside in London compared to EU-A10 immigrant that migrated before 2004. This is despite the fact that 

London offers better economic opportunities such as better jobs, higher wages and stronger social networks 

of family and friends which theoretically should induce new immigrants. Affordability constraint may be 

one of the major drivers of this trend. Conversely, there appears to be a higher probability that post-2004 

EU-A10 immigrants will move to the Midlands and Northern England (the secondary economic hubs and 

immigrant clusters in the UK).  

 

                                                           
17 These results are available on request. It should however be noted that some of the models in the one yearly window failed to converge due to the small cell sizes 
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5.2 Impact of Migration Restriction (Immigration Act 1971) 

This sub-section aims to examine hypotheses 2 and 3 (immigrants under a restrictive migration policy 

system are more likely to concentrate in London, and the impact of the migration policy framework on 

housing and locational choices may be less significant in the long-run.  

The first estimation is based on equations (1) and (2) and the probit results are reported in Table 4. Columns 

1 and 2 report Commonwealth and non-Commonwealth results for 2 yearly policy window, while columns 3 

and 4 show the results for the 3 yearly policy window. The results in this table that the policy effect is 

positive and statistically significant for Commonwealth immigrants, albeit statistically insignificant for non-

Commonwealth immigrants. The results suggest that Commonwealth citizens that migrated to the UK after 

the introduction of the 1972 restrictions are 10 percentage points more likely to reside in London compared 

to the other UK regions in the long-run. The fact that the policy impact is statistically insignificant for non-

Commonwealth immigrants strengthens the inferences made from the results in the Commonwealth group.  

 

[INSERT Table 4] 

 

I also use the difference-in-difference type approach as a robustness for the Commonwealth group based on 

equation (3) and report the raw coefficients in Panel A, Table 5. The DiD interaction confirms that 

Commonwealth immigrants that migrated to the UK after 1971 are more likely to reside in London; 

although statistically insignificant.   

 

[INSERT Table 5] 

 

Panel B of Table 5 shows the results of the binary probit models with a categorical variable treatment based 

on equation (4). The results show that Commonwealth citizens that migrated to the UK after the 

implementation of the restriction are more likely to be concentrated in London compared to non-

Commonwealth immigrants before the restriction. The three yearly policy window results also show that 

Commonwealth immigrants that migrated to the UK before the 1972 restrictions are also more likely to 

reside in London, compared to non-Commonwealth immigrants that migrated before 1972.   
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I further undertake a multinomial choice framework and test across the five-key regional groups for policy 

impact (based on equation 4) and the multinomial modelling specification results are reported in Panel C, 

Table 5. Overall, the effects observed in London are similar those observed in the probit models. However, 

the effects are generally statistically insignificant and are not uniform across the other regional groups18. I 

however find that Commonwealth immigrants that arrived in the UK before the introduction of the 1972 

restrictions are more likely to reside in the Midlands compared to non-Commonwealth immigrants that 

arrived in the same time period (in the two-yearly window). This statistical significance is however not 

evident in the three-yearly window.   

I further undertake a re-categorisation of Commonwealth immigrants to reflect the different Commonwealth 

groups as shown in equation (5) and the results are shown in Table 6 (with post 1971 “belonging” 

Commonwealth immigrants as hold out category). 

 

[INSERT Table 6] 

 

The results show that non-belonging Commonwealth immigrants (both pre and post 1972 restrictions) have 

significantly higher probability of residing in London, compared to belonging Commonwealth immigrants. 

The results also show that there is no statistically significant difference in the locational choices of 

belonging Commonwealth immigrants before and after the introduction of restrictions. These provide 

support to the claims that the restrictions had minimal effects on the belonging Commonwealth immigrants 

and had more significant impact on the non-belonging Commonwealth immigrants.  

In summary, the results in this sub-section reveal that Commonwealth immigrants that migrated to the UK 

after the 1972 restrictions generally are more likely to be concentrated in London compared to the 

Commonwealth immigrants that arrived before the restrictions, and this impact remains consistent after 

robustness checks and sensitivity analysis. The results therefore suggest that the theoretical expectation that 

immigrants under a restrictive policy framework are more likely to be concentrated in major economic hubs 

such as London, compared to immigrants under a liberalised migration policy system. These results also 

show that the migration policy impact on housing outcomes and locational choices of immigrants remain 

significant in the long-run, although the weaker statistical significance observed for the Commonwealth 

                                                           
18 The policy impact is significant for the “other” group (which was created due to the small cell sizes of the regions); however, it is difficult to interpret this 
because this groups is a combination of different regions which have different dynamics. 
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immigrant group (compared to the EU-A10 group) may suggest that this impact may diminish in the long-

run. 

 

6.0 Summary and Conclusion 

Immigrants’ residential location choices have been attributed to the size and economic activities of cities, as 

well as the presence of immigrants’ social networks (Aslund, 2005; Tanis, 2018). This paper extends this 

further by examining the potential short-run and long-run impact of migration policy changes on 

immigrants’ locational choices. Using data from surveys which observe individual and household 

characteristics collected between 2009 to 2017, this paper controls for cofounding factors and relationship 

over time. 

Based on an extensive literature review and a carefully developed conceptual framework, I examine three 

propositions: first, the introduction of migration restriction for Commonwealth citizens in 1971 created a 

wave of immigrants with relatively higher socio-economic status, making them more likely to reside in 

London, compared to the Commonwealth immigrants before them; second, the immigration liberalisation 

for the EU-A10 immigrants in 2004 created a wave of immigrants with lower socio-economic status, making 

them less likely to reside in London, compared to the EU-A10 immigrants before them; and third, the impact 

of migration policy changes on housing outcomes and locational choices tend to diminish in the long-run.  

Using rigorous econometric techniques (Regression Discontinuity Design and Difference-in-Difference style 

approaches), the results show that indeed, the migration policy framework through which an immigrant 

migrated has a significant impact on their short-run and long-run locational choices, although, these effects 

may be stronger in the short-run both in quantitative terms and statistical significance.  

The results also show inverse effects for liberalised and restrictive migration on locational choices of 

immigrants. Specifically, the results show that EU-A10 immigrants that arrived the UK after the 2004 

migration liberalisation are less likely to concentrate in London, despite the higher economic potential and a 

closely-knit social network which London offers. Conversely, Commonwealth immigrants that migrated to 

the UK after the implementation of the 1972 immigration restrictions are more likely to be clustered in 

London, even several decades after their migration. These patterns may be due to the much higher living 

cost in London (linked to unaffordable accommodation cost) which may discourage immigrants of lower 

socio-economic status from residing in London, but which may have minimal impact on immigrants of 

higher socio-economic status.  
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These results suggest that the migration policy framework through which immigrants were admitted into the 

country may significantly influence their decision to prioritise economic opportunities, social networks and 

cost of living when making their locational choices. In other words, immigrants under a liberalised 

migration policy system may have different order of priorities from immigrants that migrated under a more 

restrictive framework (in the choice of their residential location). The result further suggest that the cost of 

living may be a primary consideration for individuals that migrated within a liberalised migration policy 

framework, while this factor may have a weaker impact on immigrants within a restrictive migration policy 

framework. 

Despite the limitations in this paper, notably the small sample size, we have been able to test the hypothesis 

using various econometric techniques, thus arriving at robust conclusions. These results provide empirical 

evidence which support the proposition that a liberalised migration policy system may strengthen migration 

pull forces (Borjas, 1987) which may particularly attract immigrants of lower socio-economic status 

(Abrahamova, 2007; Ejero and Zeheng, 2018). The research also increases insight on the potential link 

between migration policy changes, locational choices and the regional distribution of immigrants. These 

insights are particularly important in understanding the potential impact of migration policy changes and 

immigration waves on housing demand, rents, house prices, mortgage market and labour market dynamics 

in regional and metropolitan markets; as well as the impact on the public amenities and infrastructure. These 

insights can also be linked to immigrants’ household consumption patterns, wealth, wellbeing, and welfare 

with social and economic implications. Further studies are encouraged in this area, particularly with regards 

to the effects of migration policy changes on different segments of the housing market- rental, 

homeownership, access to mortgage and public housing.    
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Figure 1: The Share of the UK Immigrant Population in the UK 

 
Source: Cocco and Endley, 2014. 

 

Chart 1: Locational Pattern of EU-A10 Immigrants (2 years before and after 2004) 

 
Source: Author’s Computation; data from University of Essex, 2018. 
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Chart 2: Number of EU Immigrants to the UK 

 
Source: Authors’ Computation, using ONS 2017; Migration Observatory, 2018 data 

 

 

Table 1a: Change in the Percentage Distribution of Key Characteristics of the EU-A10 and EU15 

Immigrants (2 years before and after 2004 accession)  

 
Variable Variable name EU-A10 EU15 

  Before (%) After (%) Before (%) After (%) 

Regional location in 

The United 

Kingdom 

London  58.33 21.88 28.75 40.91 

SE England 10.00 18.75 16.25 11.82 

NE NW Yorkshire 6.67 17.19 21.25 12.73 

Midlands  10.00 13.67 6.25 10.00 

Others 15.00 28.52 27.50 24.55 

Time until 

retirement age*  

Time associated- relative to 
productive life 

31.66 32.54 33.70 35.63 

Educational 

Qualification 

(Original) 

Degree 
39.02 29.38 39.58 51.39 

Household income* Household income 0.08 0.03 0.10 0.08 

Employment Employed 75.00 79.00 61.25 57.27 

Gender Male 35.00 46.48 43.75 39.09 

Lives with spouse Yes 41.67 50.78 30.00 21.82 

Number of children 

in household  

No child 53.33 54.69 81.25 72.73 

One child  20.00 29.69 6.25 14.55 
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Two or more children 26.67 15.63 12.50 12.73 

Mobility Expects to move soon 25.86 21.00 26.03 22.34 

Tenure 

Homeownership  26.00 17.79 19.61 15.19 

Private rental 60.00 61.54 54.90 56.96 

Public housing 14.00 20.67 25.45 27.85 

Observations 
Total number of 
observations 

60 256 80 110 

   Notes: Total of 506 individuals: EU-A10 Pre-accession 60 (129 person-year); EU-A10 Post-accession 256 (699 person-year); 

EU15 Pre-accession 80 (150 person-year); EU15 Post-accession 110 (204 person-year). 
  *Mean reported 

 

 

Table 1b: Change in the Percentage Distribution of key Characteristics of Commonwealth and non-

Commonwealth Immigrants (2 years before and after 1972 restriction)  

 
Variable Variable name Commonwealth Non-Commonwealth 

  Before (%) After (%) Before (%) After (%) 

Regional location in 

The United 

Kingdom 

London  41.15 47.69 25.00 31.88 

SE England 9.38 7.18 13.46 11.59 

NE NW Yorkshire 13.02 12.82 9.62 14.49 

Midlands  22.92 15.90 7.69 5.80 

Others 13.54 16.41 44.23 36.23 

Time until 

retirement age*   

Time associated- relative to 

productive life 11.29 10.74 10.11 11.53 

Educational 

Qualification 

(Original) 

Degree 
25.00 21.03 26.92 31.88 

Household income* Household income 
0.04 0.007 0.17 0.19 

Employment Employed 
55.21 55.38 59.62 71.01 

Gender Male 49.48 51.28 40.38 44.93 

Lives with spouse Yes 68.23 77.44 50.00 50.72 

Number of children 

in household  

No child 67.71 68.72 82.69 78.26 

One child  15.63 10.77 13.46 7.25 

Two or more children 16.67 20.51 3.85 14.49 

Mobility Expects to move soon 
8.33 10.26 9.62 10.14 

Tenure 

Homeownership  79.69 80.51 69.23 63.77 

Private rental 4.69 5.64 9.62 11.59 

Public housing 15.63 13.85 21.15 24.64 

Observations 
Total number of 
observations 

195 192 69 52 

   Notes: Total of 508 individuals: Commonwealth Pre-1972: 195 (779 person-year); Commonwealth Post-1972: 192 (795 person-

year); non- Commonwealth Pre-1972: 69 (227 person-year); non- Commonwealth Post-1972: 52 (304 person-year). 
  *Mean 

reported 
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Table 2: Probit Models Showing the Policy Effects on EU-A10 and EU15 Immigrants (London vs Non-London 

in 2 yearly and 3 yearly policy windows)   
 2 yearly window 3 yearly window 

 EU-A10 EU15 EU-A10 EU15 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES London vs non-

London 

London vs non-

London 

London vs non-

London 

London vs non-

London 

Pre-Policy - - - - 

      

Post-Policy -0.217*** 0.031 -0.294*** -0.023 

  (0.048) (0.073) (0.043) (0.067) 

Observations 828 354 1,199 527 

pseudo r2 0.190 0.238 0.202 0.163 

Notes: Standard errors in Parentheses (clustered at individual level);  *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

Table 3: Difference-in-Differences and Categorical Treatment Variable Approach 

Panel A: Probit Models with Difference in Differences (London vs Non-London) 

 2 yearly window 3 yearly window 

  (1) (2) 

VARIABLES London vs non-London London vs non-London 

Post/Pre 0.125 -0.119 

  (0.292) (0.235) 

EU-A10/EU5 0.542* 0.625** 

  (0.301) (0.254) 

Interaction -1.087*** -1.120*** 
 

(0.374) (0.313) 

Observations 1,182 1,726 

pseudo r2 0.156 0.164 

 

 

Panel B: Binary Probits with Categorical Variable Treatment  

 2 yearly window 3 yearly window 

  (1) (2) 

VARIABLES London vs non-London London vs non-London 

EU15 Pre - - 

  
 

  

EU-A10 Post -0.104 -0.163*** 

  (0.070) (0.061) 

EU-A10 Pre 0.177* 0.220** 

  (0.096) (0.088) 

EU15 Post 0.037 -0.037 

  (0.086) (0.073) 

Observations 1,182 1,726 

pseudo r2 0.156 0.164 

 

Panel C: Multinomial Probits with Categorical Variable Treatment  

 2 yearly window 3 yearly window 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

VARIABLES London South 

East 

North Midlands Other London South 

East 

North Midlands Other 

EU15 Pre -  - - - - - - - - 
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EU-A10 Post -0.099 -0.007 0.043 0.116*** -0.052 -0.157*** -0.043 0.114*** 0.034 0.051 

  (0.069) (0.060) (0.062) (0.038) (0.092) [0.061] [0.057] [0.043] [0.058] [0.070] 

EU-A10 Pre 0.180* -0.065 -0.038 0.036 -0.114 0.225** -0.098 0.018 -0.087 -0.058 

  (0.096) (0.067) (0.087) (0.044) (0.114) [0.088] [0.062] [0.063] [0.059] [0.086] 

EU15 Post 0.042 -0.010 -0.050 0.081 -0.063 -0.033 -0.026 0.017 -0.023 0.065 

  (0.085) (0.077) (0.065) (0.057) (0.106) [0.073] [0.070] [0.046] [0.067] [0.082] 

Observations 1,182 1,182 1,182 1,182 1,182 1,726 1,726 1,726 1,726 1,726 

pseudo r2 - - - - - - - - - - 

Note: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, **; p<0.05, * p<0.1. All standard errors are clustered at individual level. All 

models are the same specification as Table 2 

 

Table 4: Probit Models Showing the Policy Effects on Commonwealth post- 1972 Immigrants (London 

vs Non-London in 2 yearly and 3 yearly policy window)   

 2 yearly window 3 yearly window 

 Commonwealth Non-Commonwealth Commonwealth Non-Commonwealth 

   (1) (2)  (3) (4) 

VARIABLES London vs non-

London 

London vs non-

London 

London vs non-

London 

London vs non-London 

Pre-Policy -  -  -  -  

  
  

  

Post-Policy 0.104* 0.052 0.090* 0.043 

  (0.054) (0.083) (0.047) (0.073) 

Observations 1,574 531 2,258 764 

pseudo r2 0.0884 0.226 0.0597 0.108 

Note: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, **; p<0.05, * p<0.1. All standard errors are clustered at individual level. All 

models are the same specification as Table 2 

 

Table 5: Difference-in-Differences and Categorical Treatment Variable Approach Showing the Policy 

Effects on Commonwealth post- 1972 Immigrants in 2 yearly and 3 yearly windows 

Panel A: Probit Models with Difference in Differences (London vs Non-London) 
 2 yearly window 3 yearly window 

  (1) (2) 

VARIABLES London vs non-London London vs non-London 

     

Post-Pre 0.155 0.086 

  (0.288) (0.247) 

Commonwealth/ non-Commonwealth 0.367 0.488** 

  (0.245) (0.202) 

Interaction  0.141 0.167 
 

(0.328) (0.280) 

Observations 2,105 3,022 

pseudo r2 0.0947 0.0708 
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Panel B: Categorical Variable Approach  
 2 yearly window 3 yearly window 

  (1) (2) 

VARIABLES London vs non-

London 

London vs non-

London 

Non-Commonwealth Pre - - 

     

Commonwealth Post 0.222*** 0.253*** 

  (0.075) (0.062) 

Commonwealth Pre 0.117 0.160*** 

  (0.074) (0.061) 

Non-Commonwealth Post 0.047 0.025 
 

(0.087) (0.072) 

Observations 2,105 3022 

pseudo r2 0.0947 0.0708 

 

Panel C: Multinomial Probits with Categorical Variable Treatment  
 2 yearly window 3 yearly window 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

VARIABLES London South 

East 

North Midlands Other London South 

East 

North Midlands Other 

Non-Commonwealth Pre - - - - -      

  
     

     

Commonwealth Post 0.221*** -0.072 0.019 0.042 -0.210** 0.256*** -0.073 -0.001 0.017 -0.199*** 

  [0.074] [0.057] [0.054] [0.050] [0.086] [0.062] [0.053] [0.042] [0.052] [0.068] 

Commonwealth Pre 0.117 -0.017 0.021 0.132** -

0.253*** 

0.162*** -0.035 0.022 0.064 -0.213*** 

  [0.074] [0.059] [0.054] [0.052] [0.085] [0.060] [0.053] [0.043] [0.052] [0.067] 

Non-Commonwealth 

Post 

0.044 -0.046 0.082 -0.017 -0.063 0.029 -0.030 0.068 -0.055 -0.011 

 
[0.086] [0.061] [0.071] [0.056] [0.101] [0.072] [0.061] [0.060] [0.056] [0.084] 

Observations 2,105 2,105 2,105 2,105 2,105 3,022 3,022 3,022 3,022 3,022 

pseudo r2 - - - - -      

Note: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, **; p<0.05, * p<0.1. All standard errors are clustered at individual level. All 

models are the same specification as Table 2 
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Table 6:  Binary Probit Models across the Key Commonwealth Immigrant Groups 
 2 yearly window 

  (1) 

VARIABLES London vs non-

London 

Belonging Pre - 

  

Belonging Post 0.048 
 

(0.060) 

Asian Post 0.488*** 
 

(0.065) 

Asian Pre 0.364*** 
 

(0.056) 

Caribbean Post 0.284* 
 

(0.171) 

Caribbean Pre 0.365*** 
 

(0.112) 

African Post 0.476*** 
 

(0.061) 

African Pre 0.397*** 
 

(0.077) 

Other CW Post 0.260 
 

(0.159) 

Other CW Pre 0.475** 
 

(0.188) 

Observations 1,574 

pseudo r2 0.135 

Note: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, **; p<0.05, * p<0.1. All standard errors are clustered at individual level. All 

models are the same specification as Table 2 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Summary Statistics (2004 EU-A10) 
   EU-A10 EU15 

Variable  Variable name Variable Description N* Mean SD N* Mean SD 

Regional location in 

the UK 

London/South East/North 

England/Midlands/Others 

Categorical variable: 1= if individual is resident in London; 2= if individual is 

resident in and South East England; 3= if individual is resident in North-west, 

North-east and Yorkshire; 4= if individual is resident in East and West 

Midlands; 5= if individual is resident in East England, South-west; Wales; 

Scotland; and Northern Ireland  

828 3.283 1.507 354 3.028 1.659 

London 
Binary variable: 1=if individual is resident in London; 0=if individual is not 

resident in London 
828 0.190 0.392 354 0.294 0.456 

Treatment Indicators 

EU-A10 
Binary variable: 1=ifEU-A10 and post-accession; 0=ifEU-A10 and pre-

accession 
828 0.844 0.362 - - - 

EU 15 Binary variable: 1=if EU15 and post-accession; 0=if EU15 and pre-accession - - - 354 0.576 0.495 

EU-A10 _ EU 15 
Categorical variable: 1=A10 post-accession; 2=A10 pre-accession; 3=EU15 

post-accession; 4= EU15 pre-accession 
828 1.156 0.362 354 3.423 0.495 

Time left until normal 

retirement age 
Time until retirement age = 65-age at immigration-years spent in the UK = 65-biological age 828 29.843 7.813 354 29.895 8.805 

Educational 

Qualification 
Degree Binary variable: 1=if individual has degree; 0=otherwise  828 0.353 0.478 354 0.446 0.498 

Household income 
Standardised OECD 

equivalised income 

Household income variable is converted using equivalised household OECD 

scale, and further standardised 
828 0.056 0.591 354 0.270 0.801 

Employment status Employment Binary variable: 1=if productively employed; 0= otherwise 828 0.845 0.362 354 0.706 0.456 

Gender Male Binary variable: 1=if individual is male; 0=if female 828 0.455 0.498 354 0.429 0.496 

Lives with spouse Lives with spouse Binary variable: 1=if living with spouse; 0=otherwise 828 0.600 0.490 354 0.398 0.490 

Number of children Children Categorical variable: 1=No child; 2=1 child; 3=2 or more children 828 1.861 0.813 354 1.641 0.834 

Mobility Expecting to move Binary variable: 1=if expecting to move; 0=otherwise 828 0.199 0.400 354 0.218 0.413 

Tenure 
Homeownership/ rental/public 

housing 
Categorical variable 1=if Homeownership; 2= if Rental; 3=if Public housing  828 1.947 0.674 354 1.876 0.742 

* N refers to the total number of person-year observations for each of the sub-sets.  

Source: Authors’ Computation, using University of Essex, 2018. 
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Appendix B: Summary Statistics (Commonwealth and non-Commonwealth) 

   Commonwealth Non-Commonwealth 

Variable  Variable name Variable Description N* Mean SD N* Mean SD 

Regional location in 

the UK 

London vs non-London Binary variable: 1=if individual is resident in London; 0=if individual is not 

resident in London 

1574 0.415 0.493 531 0.301 0.459 

London/North/Midland

s/ Others 

Categorical variable: 1= if individual is resident in London; 2= if individual is 

resident in and South East England; 3= if individual is resident in North-west, 

North-east and Yorkshire; 4= if individual is resident in East and West Midlands; 

5= if individual is resident in East England, South-west; Wales; Scotland; and 

Northern Ireland 

1574 2.630 1.159 531 3.152 1.719 

Treatment 

Indicators 
Commonwealth 

(CW) 

Binary variable: 1=if CW and post-accession; 0=if CW and pre-accession 
1574 0.505 0.500 - - - 

Non-Commonwealth 

(nCW) 

Binary variable: 1=if nCW and post-accession; 0=if nCW and pre-accession - - - 531 0.573 0.495 

CW_ nCW Categorical variable: 1=CW post-accession; 2=CW pre-accession; 3=nCW post-

accession; 4= nCW pre-accession 1574 1.495 0.500 531 3.428 0.495 

Time left until 

normal retirement 

age 

Time until retirement 

age 
= 65-age at immigration-years spent in the UK ≡ 65-biological age 

1574 9.522 10.716 531 8.400 10.346 

Educational 

Qualification 

Degree Binary variable: 1=if individual has degree; 0=otherwise  1574 0.250 0.433 531 0.303 0.460 

Household income Standardised OECD 

equivalised income 

Household income variable is converted using equivalised household OECD 

scale, and further standardised 

1574 0.073 0.755 531 0.139 0.723 

Employment status Employment Binary variable: 1=if productively employed; 0= otherwise 1574 0.55 0.497 531 0.608 0.489 

Gender Male Binary variable: 1=if individual is male; 0=if female 1574 0.489 0.500 531 0.448 0.498 

Lives with spouse Lives with spouse Binary variable: 1=if living with spouse; 0=otherwise 1574 0.693 0.461 531 0.490 0.500 

Number of children Children Categorical variable: 1=No child; 2=1 child; 3=2 or more children 1574 1.492 0.780 531 1.220 0.565 

Mobility Expecting to move Binary variable: 1=if expecting to move; 0=otherwise 1574 0.071 0.256 531 0.753 0.264 

Tenure Homeownership/ 

rental/public housing 

Categorical variable 1=if Homeownership; 2= if Rental; 3=if Public housing 

 

1574 1.384 0.757 531 1.55 0.816 

* N refers to the total number of observations in a pooled-cross sectional set-up for each of the sub-sets.  

Source: Authors’ Computation, using University of Essex, 2018. 
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Appendix C: Correlation Matrix (2004 EU-A10) 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 

  (1) UK regions 1.000 

  (2) London -0.762 1.000 

  (3) EU-A10 _ EU 15 -0.095 0.142 1.000 

  (4) Post/pre EU-A10 0.213 -0.277 -1.000 1.000 

  (5) Post/pre EU15 -0.024 0.006 -1.000 . 1.000 

  (6) Time until retirement age -0.101 0.044 0.096 -0.047 0.053 1.000 

  (7) Degree -0.019 0.061 -0.014 -0.084 0.170 -0.110 1.000 

  (8) Household income -0.184 0.218 0.092 -0.132 -0.016 -0.165 0.305 1.000 

  (9) Employment status 0.090 -0.071 -0.175 0.040 -0.023 -0.308 0.115 0.207 1.000 

  (10) Male -0.022 0.045 -0.024 0.124 -0.091 -0.098 -0.089 0.025 0.209 1.000 

  (11) Living with spouse 0.047 -0.007 -0.184 0.138 -0.111 -0.325 0.045 0.147 0.233 0.115 1.000 

  (12) Number of children 0.006 -0.005 -0.134 0.018 -0.017 -0.137 0.057 -0.132 -0.027 -0.028 0.399 1.000 

  (13) Expects to move -0.060 0.047 0.039 -0.073 0.014 0.123 0.010 -0.016 -0.017 -0.004 -0.110 -0.094 1.000 

  (14) Tenure 0.046 -0.093 -0.089 0.144 0.095 0.182 -0.319 -0.382 -0.133 -0.033 -0.277 -0.155 0.118 1.000 

  (15) Wave 0.002 -0.022 -0.050 0.090 -0.054 -0.204 -0.050 0.078 0.042 -0.006 0.033 0.128 -0.156 -0.012 1.000 

 

Appendix D: Correlation Matrix (Commonwealth) 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 

  (1) UK regions 1.000 

  (2) London -0.848 1.000 

  (3) CW _nCW 0.139 -0.125 1.000 
  (4) Post/pre-CW -0.032 0.080 -1.000 1.000 

  (5) Post/pre nCW -0.067 0.053 -1.000 . 1.000 

  (6) Productive life -0.039 0.028 -0.058 0.023 0.080 1.000 
  (7) Degree -0.006 0.017 0.045 -0.023 0.065 0.133 1.000 

  (8) Household income -0.015 0.013 0.042 -0.013 -0.028 0.001 0.332 1.000 

  (9) Employment status 0.027 -0.037 0.034 -0.036 0.149 0.296 0.234 0.310 1.000 
  (10) Male 0.004 -0.013 -0.042 0.027 0.013 -0.042 0.052 0.003 0.156 1.000 

  (11) Living with spouse 0.042 -0.056 -0.192 0.066 0.070 -0.060 0.077 0.120 0.125 0.129 1.000 

  (12) Number of children -0.020 0.006 -0.167 0.029 0.189 0.381 0.048 -0.116 0.145 -0.026 0.306 1.000 
  (13) Expect to move -0.025 0.022 -0.008 0.039 0.001 0.245 0.084 -0.011 0.037 0.013 -0.103 0.025 1.000 

  (14) Tenure -0.208 0.239 0.065 -0.042 0.068 0.259 -0.183 -0.291 -0.176 -0.038 -0.298 0.068 0.146 1.000 

  (15) Wave 0.026 -0.035 -0.034 0.027 -0.016 -0.125 0.021 0.118 0.051 -0.018 0.030 -0.018 -0.117 -0.056 1.000 

 

 


