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Immigration and Trust in Politics in Britain

Abstract

Levels of opposition to immigration in Britain haxesmained high since the 1960s, and
yet the implications of such opposition are oftelaar. We argue that concerns about
immigration may have indirect effects on the fuoing of the British government via
their effects on trust in politics. Using the paged post-election panel component of the
2005 British Election Study, supplemented by the38 European Election Study, we
illustrate that after controlling for a wide rangieother predictors of trust in politics,
concerns about the impact of immigration, alondhiite perception that government has
not handled the issue of immigration effectiveigndicantly affect trust in the British

parliament, British politicians, and the Britishlige.



Since the arrival of thEmpireWindrushfrom Jamaica in 1948, immigrants and
immigration have become contentious parts of thisBrpolitical landscape, and in the
1960s, David Butler and Donald Stokes noted thatigmation had a ‘high potential’ to
affect British election$.In the decades that followed tidindrushs arrival, British
opposition to further immigration to the countryshzeen high. For instance, in the
1960s, roughly 85 per cent of British citizens thlt too many immigrants had been let
into the country. In the 1990s, approximately 65 per cent in Britaiought that
immigrants abused the system of social benefitslaaidschools suffered where there
were more immigrantSsMore recently, the 2003 British Social Attitudesn&y
indicated that 75 per cent of respondents weravour of increased immigration
restrictions’

Although the issue of immigration has not, in fatdminated elections in Britain,
every so often British politicians bring the issa® the political limelight at election
time. For instance, Conservative candidate Petéfit®{Smethwick, Birmingham)
introduced the issue into the 1964 election cammpaigd it was again raised by Enoch
Powell in 1968. Riots in Notting Hill, Lewisham, peord, Brixton, Liverpool,
Birmingham, Manchester, and Leeds kept the issuaé®agenda in the mid-1970s and
early 1980s, and new immigration and asylum seesirag again became of public

concern in the 1990s and the start of th& @éntury, as first asylum seekers from war-

! David Butler and Donald StokeBplitical Change in Britain: The Evolution of Elecal Choice

(London: Macmillan, 1974, edition), pp. 303-5.

2 Butler and Stoke$olitical Change in Britainp. 303.

3 Eurobarometer 47 Images of Switzerland, Education throughout lifagciBm, and Patterns of Family
Planning and Work Status}arch-April 1997.

* Lauren McLaren and Mark Johnson, ‘The Rising Toflénti-lmmigrant Sentiment in Britain ’, in Alison
Park et al, edBritish Social Attitudes 21st report 20Qdondon: Sage Publications, 2004), p. 172.



torn regions and then economic immigrants from po&uropean Union member states
made their way to the UK after the 2004 EU enlargeim

Despite the periodic predominance of issues of aackimmigration on the
British public agenda, identifying specific conseqoes of concern about these issues for
the functioning of British politics is less thamasghtforward. In particular, it is difficult
to argue that concern about race or immigrationhaaisany large-scale effect on
electoral outcomes or any effect on the UK parsteay as a whole. In the highly
charged atmosphere of the mid-1960s, for instaBeder and Stokes concluded that—
despite the above-mentioned potential to affedteles—immigration, in fact, had no
discernable effect on the general election outcamé&864 or 1966. Immigratiomay
have had some impact on voting in the 1970 elettiod in early 1978, in the run-up to
the election the following year, Margaret Thatchppeared to bring the issue onto the
electoral agenda with her televised pronouncentettpeople can feel rather swamped’
by immigration® It was not until the 2005 election, however, thahainstream party
leader sought to win votes on the basis of concabosit immigration, and while this
may have had some effect on voting behavidhe overall impact on the election

outcome is likely to have been relatively margthBbr the most part, it appears that

® Butler and Stoke$olitical Change in Britainpp. 306-308.

® David Butler and Dennis KavanagFhe British General Election of 197Rondon: Macmillan, 1980), p.
28.
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Elections’,Electoral Studies?27 (2008), 460-76, p. 472.

8Andrew Geddes and Jonathan Tor@etain Decides: The UK General Election 20(Basingstoke:
Palgrave, 2005); Dennis Kavanagh and David Butlee British general election of 20QBasingstoke:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2005).



other issues—for instance, the economy or foremityp—and perceptions of party
leaders generally dominate British electidns.

This situation is in stark contrast to many Eurepparty systems, in which
concerns about immigration find outlets in parsash as th&ront Nationalin France,
the Party for Freedom in the Netherlands (andén202 and 2003 electiorisjst Pim
Fortuyn), or the Freedom Party in Austria and the moreeexé Freedom Party
breakaway party, the Alliance for the Future of #ias In countries such as these,
immigration-related concerns gain some expressidhe ‘legitimate’ political
institutions by achieving representation in thesgiiutions. The UK political system, in
contrast, provides very few institutional outlats the expression of concern about
immigration. Although the BNP and UKIP attempt tract votes on the basis of such
sentiment, most voters in the UK will not vote &ther of these parties in general
elections, presumably because voters realize meftthese parties has any realistic
chance of winning enough votes to win even a sipgliamentary constituency, much
less enough seats to take part in government.

In addition, while mainstream centre-right pariie®ther parts of Europe have
provided an additional outlet for anti-immigratisentiment by co-opting the platform
and rhetoric of the far-right (as is the case mkcally in France, for instance), in the UK
the two dominant political parties have often haldilar policy positions on
immigration, making it difficult for citizens to ¥e on this particular issue. Specifically,
both parties have traditionally claimed to wanstem the flow of migration to the UK

while simultaneously supporting policies to protéaise already in the UK from

° Harold Clarke, David Sanders, Marianne StewartRaal Whiteley, ‘Taking the Bloom off New
Labour’'s Rose: Party Choice and Voter Turnout iita8r, 2005’,Journal of Elections, Public Opinion and
Parties,16 (2006), 3-36.



discrimination'® Thus, distinguishing between the two parties @nigsue of
immigration may pose some difficulty for Britishtizens. Perhaps more important is that
both parties appear to be more-or-less dividedhendsue of immigration, with Labour
officials such as David Blunkett previously speakiairly negatively about immigration
and immigrants; on the one hand, and Conservative party memberessing unease
over the introduction of immigration or race intarty rhetoric, on the othéf.As
mentioned above, even when the issue is specificaioduced by the Conservative
Party in an election—as in 2005—it appears thagotlariables, such as leadership
gualities and performance on policies other thamignation, are likely to be more
important in explaining vote choicé$This paper suggests that while immigration-
related worries may have little impact on electonaicomes in Britain, they may still

affect the British political system by reducingdtrin British politicians and political

19 Randall HanserGitizenship and Immigration in Post-war Britain: &nstitutional Origins of a
Multicultural Nation (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000); Christidoppke)mmigration and the
Nation-State: The United States, Germany and (Beitin (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999).
Although the Labour Party in the 1997-2005 peapgeared to be far more favourable to
increased immigration, the fall-out from the uneotpely large-scale migration from Central and Easte
Europe after the 2004 enlargement of the EU seerhave propelled the creation of more restrictive
immigration legislation, using a points-based syste discourage low-skilled migration to the UKégse
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/uk_politics/7269790.sthttp://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/uk_politics/7904393.stm
or http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/uk_politics/7951721.sath accessed 14 July 2009). It is not entirdébac
that immigration policies of Conservative governtsemould be that different from those of the Labour
government (See, for instandetp://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/uk_politics/7677962.sancessed 14 July 2009).
Y For instance, in 2002, then Home Secretary Blursedgested that immigrants speak English in their
own homes, advised Asians to stop making arrangedamges in their home countries and make them
within the UK instead and compared Muslim forcedmages with practices of medieval England ($ke
Times 16 September 2002, p. 1g, 1 June 2002, p. 2el@addnuary 2002, p. 8f).
2. 0n the cross-time positions of political partiesimmigration and race see Joppkemigration and the
Nation-State James Hampshir€itizenship and Belonging: Immigration and the Bcdi of Demographic
Governance in Postwar BritaifHoundsmills: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005); Kathld&aul,Whitewashing
Britain: Race and Citizenship in the Postwar Etdaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1997); lire tmost
recent election (2005), Conservative leader MiclBmbhard appeared to attempt to distance himself and
his party somewhat from this issue—despite incamog it as an important part of the party’s platie—
by arguing that immigration was only one of itsefivnportant issues, and some moderates in the
Conservative party were ‘annoyed’ at the prominegigen to immigration by some of the Conservative
candidates (see Kavanagh and Buflée British General Election of 200B. 76).
13 Geddes and TongByritain Decides: The UK General Election 200&vanagh and Butlefhe British
General Election of 200%Clarke, Sanders, Stewart and Whiteley, ‘TakirgyBioom off New Labour’s
Rose’.




institutions. We now turn to an explanation for whis is likely to be the case, an
explanation which revolves around the constructibBritish national identity and the
relationship between immigration and immigratiotigoto British identity. After
discussing this relationship and the hypothesizathection between identity,
immigration, and political trust, the paper uses 2005 British Election Study (pre- and
post-election), supplemented with the 2002-3 Ewsiof®ocial Survey, to examine the

relationship between concern about immigration oidical trust.

The Construction and Nature of British National Identity **

Most international relations scholars would arduag tnodern states—patrticularly
modern European states—were built upon notionsarfesl identity and values. Some
scholars believe that the creation of common idgnéisulted from modern advances in
transportation and printing, both of which arelfaimportant for the creation of a
common language, which is, in turn, important for articulation of common values
across a large territory.Others believe there may have also been an aattiempt on
the part of state leaders to construct such artitgiefi Still others contend that common
identity across large territories originates fropranordial human need for connection,
and that modernization produced a transpositiamotibns of family (and particularly

super-family) onto others living within state téoriy.'” Many of these hypotheses imply

14 Note that the analysis in this paper includes @rigat Britain (i.e., it excludes Northern Irelanaid so
the geographical and cultural entity being discdds®re is Great Britain rather than the United Idiomp
(see footnote 51).

15 Benedict Andersorimagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin 8pdead of Nationalism
(London: Verso Books, 1991).

1% Ernest GellnenNations and NationalisrtOxford: Blackwell, 1983); Eric J. HobsbawMations and
Nationalism Since 1780: Programme, Myth, Redl@gmbridge University Press, 1992).

" pierre van den Berghe, ‘Race and Ethnicity: A Sbiclogical PerspectiveEthnic and Racial Studieg
(1978), 401-11.



a considerable amount of artificiality in the constion of national identities. Anthony
Smith, however, contends that while the creatiothefmodern nation-state was made
possible by economic and bureaucratic modernizaéiod particularly one key
component of modernization—mass education—he asteads that ‘the presence of a
coreethniearound which strong states could be built’” madectteation of nations
possible*® That is, such states have been built around steartestal heritage and
norms>®

In the early configurations of English identity afetn later British identiy
there were fairly clear divisions between those whuisioned the latter as being

connected to acceptance of the fundamental preapparliamentary or Crown-in-

18 Anthony D. SmithNational Identity(Reno: University of Nevada Press, 1991), p. 61.

19 Smith argues that the construction of British oradil identity has its roots in the early post-Nonma
Conquest era when there was considerable intermgarand elite mobility between the Normans and
upper-stratum Saxons, along with an increasingtyraeéized state bureaucracy and the centralizincefo
of Catholicism. By the fourteenth century, at leastongst elites, language had fused and crystdliite
Chaucerian English and according to Smith a commyth of British descent had been outlined by the
end of the twelfth century (SmitNational Identity. Smith does not contend that British nationahiitg
had formed on a mass-level at this stage but dos®ied that these events served as the basis @h whi
elites and masses would develop national iderifig creation of a system of public education and
improvements in transport and communication adfosserritory thus created conditions in which an
already developing elite identity also spread ®riasses. Greenfeld highlights the importanceeof th
English Bible in spreading English identity to timasses (see (Liah Greenfdihtionalism: Five Roads to
Modernity(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1993), 2, 54, 69, 86), while Colley indicates
thatBritish identity was developed after the union with Saadlén 1707, with the wars with France
between 1773 and 1815 helping to unify the islagadrest the French Catholic ‘Other’. The Industrial
Revolution and British Empire are also argued teehizeen key to the construction of British iden(gge
Linda Colley,Britons: Forging the Nation, 1707-183Znd ed, (New Haven, Conn. and London: Yale
University Press, 1994)). The Industrial Revolatand British Empire are also argued to have begrid
the construction of British identity.

2 This is not to say that other identities were telited by these ongoing processes. Colley, foaics,
contends that British identity was overlaid ont@tsh, Welsh, and local English identities. Rolsbgoes
one step further and argues that while these kErwélregional identities were not eliminated, thees
some degree of blending between English, Scottistt Welsh which made the creation of a stable natio
state possible; that is, without some degree afdifey such stability would be unlikefy.Along with the
wars discussed by Colley, it is contended thatresitms of the franchise and national unity in threas
War (and presumably World War Two) helped to caonfat least some degree of cohesion in Britain Keith
Robbins, ‘The Imperial and Multinational Polity: @fScene from the Centre’, 1832-1922’, in Alexander
Grant and Keith J. Stringer, edsniting the Kingdom? The Making of British Histdtyondon and New
York: Routledge, 1995), pp. 244-254; also Keith Biab, Nineteenth-Century Britain: Integration and
Diversity (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988).



parliament sovereignty and those who believed Sritilentity to be built upon notions of
human dignity that implied popular sovereignty.lddst in terms of actual policy, the
latter appeared to eventually win the day, as ittiechise was extended, first to the
majority of male citizens with the Representatiéthe People Act of 1884 and
eventually to most men and women with the Reprasientof the People Act of 1918,
and the power of the Crown was gradually reducHte expansion of national identity
beyond the elite level (see footnote 19) thus ddettto some extent with increased
democratization of Britain. The state, in this agpiton, therefore existed for the purpose
of expression of interests by free and equal ¢iszand for the purpose of policymaking
on the basis of these intereSt&his eventually led to the making of policies thahed

to increase the social welfare, particularly to ioye health care, of citizens. Connecting
this to immigration, it is clear that in the modd@ntish (welfare) state, it is crucial to
stipulate who has access to policymaking decisamusto the benefits that are produced

from such policies, such as health care, a pointiich we return belo?

21 GreenfeldNationalism pp. 31-32; David Marquand, ‘How united is the rodUnited Kingdom?', in
Alexander Grant and Keith J. Stringer, edsjting the Kingdom? The Making of British Histqtyondon
and New York: Routledge, 1995), pp. 287-8; Robbifise Imperial and Multinational Polity’, pp. 251-2
221t must be noted that the apparent increase irshVahd Scottish identity and growing demands from
Scotland for separation after World War Two havéedanto question the degree to which ‘Britishriess
has ‘stuck’, but such demands may have been cagth&ztextraordinary dissatisfaction and unease with
Thatcherite policies in particular and the pricgadivery of North Sea oil, and the clamouring fgrasation
appears to have been reduced in the post-Thatchéaldhough the SNP continues to promise a
referendum on membership of the UK). While pubfpndon polls on separatism in Scotland are very
dependent on question wording, it appears thatjaritygof Scots would prefer to stay in the UK lwith
greater devolved powers for Scotland (see, foamst, ‘How SNP could win and lose at the same time’
The Times20 April 2007; ‘Do the Scots support independ@c&hannel 4. 18 January 2007,
http://www.channel4.com/news/articles/politics/datie _politics/factcheck+do+the+scots+support+indep
endence/251043ittp://thescotsman.scotsman.com/politics/Pressorpanties--t0.5415942.jraccessed 7
July 2009). Supporting evidence from the Britidadion Study of 2005 indicates that only 32 pertad
respondents living in Scotland claimed to idenéi§yScottish only, with other respondents acknowiterlg
some degree of British identity; in Wales this figis only 16 per cent. (Note that 14.4 per cent of
England’s respondents claimed to be English ndtdBr) Thus the majority of people living in Britai
today appear to claim some degree of common Biiitishtity.




Scholars since KoKfhave generally accepted a distinction betweeric’cand
‘ethnic’ nationalism and have shown that theseroftem two different components of
identity. There is also acceptance of Kohn'’s argurtigat different countries are based
on one or the other of the two types of identitigith Western Europe and the USA
considered to fit the civic model and Central amgtErn Europe fitting an ethnic

model?*

Some of these ideas have been supported by resmaitizenship policy,
which has confirmed the existence of different ni®dé citizenship based on different
understandings of identity. According to these apphes, the British case would clearly
fit into the civic model of national identity, imphg that nationalism is based on
attachment to political practices, and values asttbns of a community of equal, rights-
bearing citizens, rather than an ethnic model, hictvidentity is based on descent,
culture, language and custorfrs.

Recent research has questioned the extent to whitatns can, in fact, be
distinguished along these two dimensions and castérmat most nations are likely to
emphasize both componeftdndeed, Schulman’s analysis of the 1995 Internatio
Social Survey Project clearly indicates that Bhittstizens emphasize civic, cultural, and

ethnic components when considering British idenfityat is, the vast majority

emphasize spending most of one’s life in the cquieing born in the country, and

2 Hans KohnThe Idea of nationalism: A Study in its Origins @atkgroundNew York:

Macmillan, 1944); Hans Kohtrophets and Peoples: Studies in Nineteenth Cematipnalism(New
York: Macmillan, 1946). Hans KohiThe Twentieth Century: A Mid-way Account of the téfasworld
(New York: Macmillan 1949).

% See Stephen Schulman, ‘Challenging the Civic/Ethnd West/East Dichotomies in the Study of
Nationalism’,Comparative Political Studie35 (2002): 554-85.

%5 Smith,National Identity p. 12; Michael IgnatieffBlood and Belonging: Journeys into the New
Nationalism(New York: Farrar, Straus, Giroux, 1993), pp. 6-9.

% Schulman, ‘Challenging the Civic/Ethnic and WeaEDichotomies’ ; Taras Kuzio, The myth of the
civic state: a critical survey of Hans Kohn's framoek for understanding nationalisnEthnic and Racial
Studie25 (2002): 20-39.
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respect for political institutions and practicest the majority also emphasize cultural
elements such as speaking English, the need farritigs to share the country’s customs
and traditions, and the majority also clearly rejee idea that racial and ethnic groups
should be able to maintain their distinct customd taditions.

In addition, citizenship policy itself in Britairrgvides some clues about the
importance of descent, culture, language and cisstortine construction of British
identity. Traditionally the main difficulty in recwiling nationality and citizenship in
Britain has revolved around the former British ErapOn the one hand, Britishness had
been conceived as a sort-of cosmopolitan identdityet spread to other parts of the globe;
on the other, faced with migration from these otteatts of the globe, it became
guestionable as to how far the construct of Bnitess could be stretched. As outlined by
many other$/ until the early 1980s official immigration polidy Britain attempted to
maintain this cosmopolitan veneer while the executf immigration policy aimed at
restricting migration from the New Commonwealtle (i countries other than Canada,
Australia and New Zealand), and later these distins were more clearly outlined in
legislation. In 1971, for instance, a new categdripatrial’ was created, and the
Immigration Act of that year stipulated that citighip would be restricted to those fitting
into this category. In fact, the category includedy those born in Britain or with a
British-born or naturalized parent or grandparémpractice, this meant that non-white
citizens of the New Commonwealth lost the righétder Britain while the

predominantly white descendents of the Old Commaittivenaintained the right of

2" David Cesarani, ‘The Changing Character of Cititeép and Nationality in Britain’, in David Cesarani
and Mary Fullbrook, ed<Gitizenship, Nationality and Migration in Eurogkeondon and New York:
Routledge, 1996); Hampshir€jtizenship and BelongindPaul, Whitewashing BritainChristian Joppke,
‘Asylum and State Sovereignty: A Comparison of theted States, Germany, and Britai@pmparative
Political Studies30 (1997), 259-98; JoppKenmigration and the Nation-State.
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entry and citizenship in the U¥ As argued by Christian Joppke, ‘Forced to defitew
belongs, British immigration policy resorted tothiand ancestry, thus introducing an
ethnic marker that had so far been absent frondefiaition of Britishness®’

Although the ethnic marker has been removed frdiperiship and immigration
policy in modern-day Britain, citizenship laws séimphasize an understanding of British
values, culture and politics, as well as knowledfjthe predominant language, Engli&h.
Moreover, it is clear that non-minority Britishiziéns are uneasy with the country’s new
country-of-immigration status. For instance, asualssed above, the 2003 British Social
Attitudes Survey indicated that 75 per cent werlavour of increased immigration
restrictions, a rise of almost 10 per cent sinc@5f4 Perhaps more revealing is that the
majority in that same survey believed thatv#s impossible for those not sharing
Britain’s customs and traditions to become fullyti8h and expressed concern about the
loyalty and commitment of one of Britain’s main rRGhristian minorities, Muslim&?
Although a clear majority (72 per cent) were unwdlstipulate that one must béite to

be British, the emphasis @ulture and heritagevas still quite strond’

Immigration, Identity and Political Trust

% Cesarani, ‘The Changing Character of Citizenship idationality in Britain’, p. 66. See also Hampshi
Citizenship and BelongindPaul, Whitewashing Britainsee also Christian Joppke, ‘Asylum and State
Sovereignty’, pp. 259-98; JoppKea)migration and the Nation-State.

2 Joppke)mmigration and the Nation-Statp. 105.

%0 Home Office Life in the United Kingdom: A Journey to Citizensfif SO Information and Publishing
Solutions, 2007).

31 McLaren and Johnson, ‘The Rising Tide of Anti-Ingmeint Sentiment in Britain ’, p. 172.

32 Lauren McLaren and Mark Johnson, ‘Resources, Gouflict, and Symbols: Explaining Anti-
Immigration Hostility in Britain’,Political Studies55 (2007), 709-732, pp. 720-21.

33 Cesarani contends that the increased use of sotibcustoms and culture to distinguish certairugso
of new immigrants is a form of ‘new racism’ (Cesardhe Changing Character of Citizenship and
Nationality in Britain’, p. 69).
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Research on social identities has long pointetiécconclusion that identities—even
artificially constructed laboratory-based idenstieare meaningful to individuals,
because they contribute positively to self-esteathself-image and because they help to
provide clarity in a complex, confusing worltiThe inference is therefore that long-
established identities like national identities even more relevant and powerful, no
matter how artificial they may appear to the owgathserver. Immigrants pose clear
threats to these identities by bringing with thezaraingly different values and ways of
life®*; they may also be perceived to threaten the ecimn@sources of fellow
countrymen and womefi.Particularly in countries like Britain in whichetmain myths

of identity have not tended to include the mythbeing accepting of migrants (compared
to the myths of identity in the United States, ifstance), it may be unclear to many
British citizens as to how to reconstruct identdyncorporate newcomers. Newcomers
who may be perceived as holding extremely diffexahies from those of Britons—
Muslim migrants vis-a-vis a predominantly seculaitdn, for instance—may be
particularly difficult to reconcile with existingational identities. In short, the concepts of

nationhood and citizenship draw dividing lines betw ‘us’ and ‘them’ and foster fear of

34 Henri Tajfel, ‘Experiments in Intergroup Discrinaition’, Scientific American223 (1970), 96-102;
John C. Turner, ‘Towards a Cognitive Redefinitidritee Social Group’, in Henri Tajfel (edocial
Identity and Intergroup Relation€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982)15p40; John C.
Turner, ‘Social Categorization and the Self-ConcépBocial Cognitive Theory of Group Behavior’,
Advances in Group Processe$1®85), pp. 77-122; John C. Turner, Michael A. gogenelope J. Oakes,
Stephen D. Reicher, and Margaret S. Wetherell, Rediscovering the Social Group: A Self-
Categorization TheoryOxford: Blackwell, 1987); John C. Turner, Pen&ldp Oakes, S. Alexander
Haslam, and Craig M. McGarty, ‘Self and Collecti@agnition and Social Contex®ersonality and
Social Psychology Bulletjr20 (1994), pp. 454-63.

3% pPaul M. Sniderman, Louk Hagendoorn and MarkusrPwedisposing Factors and Situational Triggers:
Exclusionary Reactions to Immigrant MinoritieAmerican Political Science Revig@8(2004), 35-49.

% Sniderman, Hagendoorn and Prior. ‘Predisposingdfsand Situational Triggers’; Lincoln Quillian,
‘Prejudice as a Response to Perceived Group THreatlation Composition and Anti-Immigrant and
Racial Prejudice in EuropeAmerican Sociological Review0(1995), 586-611.
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those with whom we do not share common identityirByducing difference migration
conflicts with the unifying agenda required by natiood®”

The difficulty of coming to terms with new migranin turn, has potential
implications for the British political system. Ratal systems are thought to be prone to
failure if individuals in the system are not ‘sgféntly oriented toward one another’ and
willing to support the existence of a group of induals who can negotiate and settle
differences®® Some research into social capital has already ¢ortiee conclusion that
immigration and multiculturalisrmaycreate problems for the former of these conditions
(i.e., orientation toward one another), althougiiist be noted that the evidence is
somewhat mixed® Immigration may also create problems for the tattee., the
willingness to support the existence of a groumdividuals who can engage in
policymaking—and reduce willingness to supportitigitutions through which these
groups of elites govern. This is because feelirfigBsunity are not likely to apply solely
to feelings of citizens for one another but are éilsly to stretch to feelings about the

elites in this community as well. Indeed, evideimzicates that individuals tend to be

37 Jef Huysmans, ‘Migrants as a Security Problem:geas of ‘Securitizing’ Societal Issues’, in Robert
Miles and Dietrich Thranhardt (ed$)iigration and European Integration: The Dynamicdruflusion and
Exclusion(London: Pinter, 1995), p. 60.

3 David Easton, ‘An Approach to the Analysis of Fotil Systems’, World Politics, 9( 1957), 383-40, p
391; see also Dankwart A. Rustow, ‘Transitions tnidcracy: Toward a Dynamic Model’, Comparative
Politics, 2 (1970), 337-363; David Miller (2000%alargues for the desirability of national identity
helping to create a more just society (see DavideMi‘Multiculturalism and the Welfare State:
Theoretical Reflections’, in Keith Banting and WHliymlicka, eds, Multiculturalism and the Welfareat:
Recognition and Redistribution in Contemporary Deraoies [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006]).
39 Christopher J. Anderson and Aida PaskeviciutewHthnic and linguistic heterogeneity influence the
prospects for civil society: A comparative studycidifzenship behavior'Journal of Politics 68 (2006),
783-802; Alberto F. Alesina, and Eliana La Ferr&dPayticipation in Heterogeneous Communities’,
Quarterly Journal of Economic4.15 (2000), 847-904; Dora L. Costa and MattheWdhn, ‘Civic
Engagement in Heterogeneous Communitiéstrspectives on Politicd (2003), 103-112%ut seeDietlind
Stolle, Stuart Soroka and Richard Johnston, ‘WheadDiversity Erode Trust? Neighborhood Diversity,
Interpersonal Trust and the Mediating Effect ofi8bimteractions’ Political Studies56(2008), 57-75;
Natalia Letki, ‘Does Diversity Erode Social CohesldSocial Capital and Race in British
Neighbourhoods’Political Studies56(2008), 99-126; Marc Hooghe, Tim Reeskens lib&6tolle, Ann
Trappers, ‘Ethnic Diversity and Generalized TrdstCross-National Multilevel StudyComparative
Political Studies42 (2009), 198-223.
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increasingly less favourable toward using the instins of the state to reduce poverty
and provide welfaras a result of perceptions of cultural differenbe$ween groups who
access these servic®sMoreover, the British political system and itsinas of political
equality are argued to have been layered ontoxistirgy cultural connection’s;a
perceived weakening of these cultural connecti@taibse of immigration is also likely
to subsequently weaken attachment to this polisgatem.

In short, it is clear that immigration creates vadeead concern about political
and social community and about social identitfegloreover, under pre-mass-
immigration conceptualizations of national identitye institutions through which elites
governed the national polity were designed to gowerd adjudicate between members of
thenational community. When individuals perceive that immigyathas threatened that
community the institutions that govern them arellfko be called into question. That is,
those most attuned to the effects of immigratiorth@nnational community may question
the extent to which national political institutioesist to represent a national citizenry.
Moreover, it is likely that individuals specificglblame their political elites and
institutions for allowing large-scale migrationthre first place and thus hold these elites

and institutions in contempt as a result. While sahthe prior research discussed above

“Martin Gilens,Why Americans Hate Welfare: Race, Media, and tHii&of Anti-Poverty Policy
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1999); Jaht@syarimana, James, Macartan Humphreys, Daniel
N. Posner and Jeremy M Weinstein, ‘Why Does Etmiv@rsity Undermine Public Goods Provision?’,
American Political Science Reviel@1(2007): 709-25.

1 Smith,National Identity p. 12.

*2 Sniderman, Hagendoorn and Prior. ‘Predisposingofsand Situational Triggers’; Lauren McLaren and
Mark Johnson, ‘Resources, Group Conflict, and Symldxplaining Anti-lmmigration Hostility in

Britain’; Gallya Lahav]mmigration and Politics in the New Europe: Reinven Border¢Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2004); Elisabeth atsh, ‘Threatened by Diversity:Why Restrictive
Asylum and Immigration Policies Appeal to Westerrdpeans’Journal of Elections Public Opinion and
Parties,15 (2005), 21-46; Rachel Gibson, The Growth ofiAmimigrant Parties in Western Europe
(Lewiston NY: Mellen Press, 2002) ; Joel S. FetRemhlic Attitudes toward Immigration in the United
States, France and Germa(@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000);imas J. Espenshade,T. J.
and Charles Calhoun, ‘An Analysis of Public Opintoward Undocumented ImmigratiofPppulation
Research and Policy Reviet? (1993), 189-224.
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hints at the connection between immigration andgqarons of political systems, there is
not yet an investigation of this relationship. Eralysis here takes a first step in filling
this gap.

We examine three micro-level propositions regardivggrelationship between
immigration and trust in politics. First, we expétat concern about the impact of
immigration on the national community, including ttulture and economy of that
community, will be related to distrust in politiddore specifically, such concern is
expected to reduce both trust in the institutiohgavernment and the people who run the
institutions. Thus, as argued above, to the exbtattnational community is perceived as
being under threat from immigration, the legitimadyhe institutions which were
designed to govern this community are also likelppe called into question. Even more
directly, those who blame government for mishargitime immigration issue are likely to
be distrustful, again, of the institutions and #¢tiees running them. That is, one of the
main functions of government in modern states grttect the national territory and
community. Those who believe government has failg@tiis task are therefore likely to
conclude that the institutions and politicians goveg the country cannot be trusted to
carry out even this most basic function. Moreowes expect that this effect will be even
stronger for those with a heightened concern attuimpact of immigration on the

national community. The specific propositions weeistigate are as follows.

Hypothesis 1  Those expressing most concern about the impaotmigration on the

national community will be least trusting of patiins and political

institutions.
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Hypothesis 2  Those who believe the government has done a pbafjbandling
immigration will be least trusting of politiciang@ political

institutions.

Hypothesis 3  The relationship between concern about immigragiot perceptions
of government handling of immigration will be ingetive: those who
are most concerned about immigration and belieggtivernment has
handled the immigration issue poorly will be thadetrusting of

politicians and political institution&.

We now turn to the 2005 British Election Study synand the 2002-3 European

Social Survey to investigate these propositions.

Analysis 1: The 2005 British Election Study

According to Miller and Listhaug, political trust
reflects evaluations of whether or not politicalrensities and institutions are
performing in accordance with normative expectatibeld by the public.

Citizen expectations of how government should dearalude, among other

*31n some contexts it might be appropriate to algdd incorporate indicators of numbers of immigsn
however, in the British case we assume that pemepabout immigration are generally determinedemor
by national-level phenomena such as overall (nat)devels of migration to Britain and national need
presentation of immigration and immigrants. Thutedgéng local differences in the relationship betwe
concern about immigration and political trust el to be difficult. In addition, we are not alite
incorporate information about contact with immigsamwhich has a powerful mediating effect on
perceptions of immigrants and immigration (see,rfigstance, Thomas Pettigrew, ‘Intergroup Contact
Theory’, Annual Review of Psycholog$ (1998): 65-85), into our analysis of the 20@E5B
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criteria, that it be fair, equitable, honest, effit, and responsive to society’s

needs. In brief, an expression of trust in goveminjer synonymously

political confidence and support) is a summary judgt that the system is

responsive and will do what is right even in theaire of constant

scrutiny™*
We are interested here in trust in the politicategn as a whole and thus examine trust in
multiple components of this system. In particuleg, examine trust in one of the key
elected political institutions in Britain, the ratial parliament. We also explore the
predictors of trust in an unelected institutiore tfolice. Finally, we include an
examination of the predictors of trust in politics®

Prior research on political trust points to a widiege of potential explanations

for individual-level differences in levels of patial trust. Echoing the major 1980s and
1990s electoral studies’ refrains of ‘It's the Eoory, Stupid’ and drawing on Easton’s
model of the political system in which (perceived}puts of the system are likely to
produce long-term effects on perceptions of théesysas a whole, many researchers
have pointed to the role of economics in explairdifferences in individual-level and
aggregate-level perceptions of political institnBoThus an economy that is performing
poorly or perceptions that the national economgr@’s own personal economic

circumstances are declining (or are likely to degjihave all been argued to affect

4 Arthur H. Miller, and Ola Listhaug, ‘Political Rtées and Confidence in Government: A Comparison of
Norway, Sweden and the United Stat&sitish Journal of Political Scienc29 (1990): 357-86, p. 358.

*> The choice of targets for our analysis of trust distrust is limited by question availability. Agll be
seen below, we incorporate the panel componemteo2®05 British Election Study, and trust in the
parliament, police, and politicians are all meadireboth the pre- and post-election survey, wreher
indicators of trust in politics and political instiions appear to only be measured in the postietec
survey. However, we do not believe this is a mtjogat to the validity of the findings, as perceps of
government institutions besides those included asgestrongly intercorrelated.
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attitudes to political institution& Perceptions of the functioning of political instibns
are also important: if governments are perceivdaetéair and open, if politicians can be
held accountable, and if individuals perceive gawgnts to be performing well along
various policy dimensions, individuals are morelikto trust!’ Thus, levels of trust in
politics are likely to be connected to the mannewrhich institutions function and
whether citizens perceive governments to be peifamwell. More recently, scholars

have linked distrust in politics to social capiiakluding voluntary and other informal

participatory networks and interpersonal trush@ligh at the individual-level, the

“® Harold D. Clarke, Nitish Dutt, and Allan Kornbefghe Political Economy of Attitudes towards Polity
and Society in Western European Democracikgirnal of Politics 55 (1993), 998-1021; Kenneth
Newton, ‘Political Support: Social Capital, Civib8ety and Political and Economic Performance’,
Political Studiesb4 (2006), 846-864; Christopher J. Anderson, ahdsGne A. Guillory, ‘Political
Institutions and Satisfaction with Democracy: A €seNational Analysis of Consensus and Majoritarian
Systems’ American Political Science Revig@l (1997), 66—81; Thomas R. Cusack, ‘The Shaping
Popular Satisfaction with Government and RegimédP@aance in GermanyBritish Journal of Political
Science29 (1999), 641-72; Allan Kornberg and Harold Darke, Citizens and Community: Political
Support in a Representative Democréfambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992); I(dthaug,

‘The Dynamics of Trust in Politicians’, in Hans-Beée Klingemann and Dieter Fuchs, e@gjzens and the
State(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995), pp. 261-8t pp. 288—94; Ola Listhaug and Matti Wiberg,
‘Confidence in Political and Private Institutionsi,Hans-Dieter Klingemann and Dieter Fuchs, eds,
Citizens and the Sta{®xford: Oxford University Press, 1995), pp. 29823at 316—-20; Brad Lockerbie,
‘Economic Dissatisfaction and Political AlienationWestern EuropeBritish European Journal of
Political Science23 (1993), 281-93; Frederick D. Weil, ‘The Souraad Structure of Legitimation in
Western Democracies: A Consolidated Model Testéld Wime-Series Data in Six Countries since World
War II', American Sociological Review4 (1989), 682—706; Jack Citrin and Donald PHBien,
‘Presidential Leadership and the Resurgence oft TnuSovernment’British Journal of Political Science,
16 (1986), 431-53; Arthur H. Miller, ‘Is Confiden&ebounding?’Public Opinion,6 (1983), 16-20;
Virginia A. Chanley, Thomas J. Rudolph, and WendyRdhn, ‘The Origins and Consequences of Public
Trust in Government: A Time Series AnalysByblic Opinion Quarterly64 (2000), 240-56;
HetheringtonWhy Trust MattersWilliam Mishler and Richard Rose, ‘Trust, Disttand Skepticism:
Popular Evaluations of Civil and Political Institais in Post-Communist Societie§qurnal of Politics 59
(1997), 418-51; Gregory B. Markus, ‘The Impact ef$dnal and National Economic Conditions on the
Presidential Vote: A Pooled Cross-Sectional Anatygimerican Journal of Political Sciencg2 (1988),
137-154.

" Miller and Listhaug ‘Political Parties and Confite in Government’; Arthur H. Miller and Ola
Listhaug, ‘Political Performance and Institutiofalst’, in Pippa Norris, edCritical Citizens: Global
Support for Democratic Governan@xford: Oxford University Press, 1999) pp. 204-1&il, ‘The
Sources and Structure of Legitimation in WestermbDeracies’; M. Stephen Weatherford, ‘Measuring
Political Legitimacy’,American Political Science Revie8§ (1992), 149-66; Geoffrey Evans and Stephen
Whitefield, ‘The Politics and Economics of Demoaaommitment: Support for Democracy in Transition
Societies’ British Journal of Political Scienc&5 (1995), 485-514; Mischler and Rose, ‘TrustiDist

and Skepticism’; William Mischler and Richard Ro8&hat are the Origins of Political Trust? Testing
Institutional and Cultural Theories in Post-ComnstifSocieties’Comparative Political StudieS4

(2001), 30-62; Kenneth Newton, ‘Political Supp&ticial Capital, Civil Society and Political and
Economic PerformanceRolitical Studies54 (2006), 846-864.
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connection between interpersonal trust and politraat is still unclear: research from
the U.S. indicates a reciprocal relationship, resefrom Central and Eastern Europe
points to the conclusion that trust in institutionay, in fact, produce higher levels of
interpersonal trust, and early research from Weadteirope finds no connection between
interpersonal and political trust at the micro-letfavhile more recent analysis from
European democracies indicates a relatively stretagionship between these variabies.
Analyses also point to the effects of being eladtbosers’—i.e., voting for a party that
fails to get into government—and indicate that teseay lose some degree of
confidence in the political systethThe analysis below incorporates these explanations
This paper makes strong claims about the impaichwfigration on trust in
British politics. Because of the strong claims lgemade, our primary aim in the analysis
is to make the tests of our propositions as diffiaa possible so that any evidence found
in support of these propositions will be robust. ¥#&& our general proposition about the
impact of perceptions of immigration by using assrgectional survey, the British
Election Study of 2005, which includes a short paonenponent. We take advantage of

the panel component of the 2005 BES in order tp reduce the likelihood of (a)

“8 John Brehm and Wendy Rahn, ‘Individual-Level Evide for the Causes and Consequences of Social
Capital’, American Journal of Political Sciencél (1997), 999-1023; William Mishler and Richd&dse,
‘What Are the Political Consequences of Trust?:&sflof Cultural and Institutional Theories in Ra&si
Comparative Political Studie88 (2005), 1050-78; Kenneth Newton, ‘Social aoditieal Trust in
Established Democracies’, in Pippa Norris, @dtical Citizens: Global Support for Democratic
GovernancgOxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), pp. 168-8

%9 Sonja Zmerli and Ken Newton, ‘Social Trust anditattes Toward DemocracyPublic Opinion
Quarterly 72(2008): 706-24.

%0 Anderson and Guillory ‘Political Institutions aSatisfaction with Democracy’; Christopher J. Anders
and Andrew J. LoTempio, ‘Winning, losing and pali trust in America’British Journal of Political
Science 32 (2002), 335-51; Harold D. Clarke, and AllanrKloerg, ‘Do National Elections Affect
Perceptions of MP Responsiveness: A Note on thadian Case’l_egislative Studies Quarterl{7
(1992), 183-204; Harold D. Clarke and Alan C. Acagtlational Elections and Political Attitudes: The
Case of Political EfficacyBritish Journal of Political Sciencel9 (1989), 551-62; Paul F. Whiteley and
Patrick Seyd, ‘The Dynamics of Party Activism intBm: A Spiral of Demobilization?British Journal of
Political Science28 (1998), 113-37.
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spurious findings and (b) potential endogeneitybfgms. First, we incorporate a lagged
dependent variable—that is, the respondent’s lefvpblitical trust at-1, which is
measured in the BES pre-election survey conduatesdden February and April 2065.
This variable should help to reduce omitted vagdhbs, providing a control for any
predictors of political trust that are not conteallfor via other independent variables.
Second, our indicators of concern about the impairhmigration and perceptions of
government handling of immigration will be measuattd1 while all other controls
(perception of government handling of other pobegas, economic perceptions, etc.)
will be contemporaneous. With the incorporatiormdfgged dependent variable and
lagged expressions of concern about immigrationpandeptions of government
handling of immigration, any significant relatiomglthat is found is highly likely to run
in the hypothesized direction rather than the ewéthat is, concern about immigration
predicts political trust rather than the reverse).

We begin by estimating the simple model of:

Political Trust; = o + B1Political Trust.; + 2Concern about Immigration +
BsPerception of Government Handling of Immigratier+ 4 Concern about
Immigration..; * Perception of Government Handling of Immigratign+ g

(Equation 1)

That is, political trust as measured in the posttbn study will be predicted by political

trust in the pre-election survey, concern about ignation, perceptions of government

*L Interviews were conducted face-to-face in EnglaNdles, and Scotland; see Mark Johnson, Katarina
Thomson and Shaun Scholes,

British Election Study 2005 Technical Report Magfl97, P2448/P2474/P2517; available at
http://www.essex.ac.uk/bes/2005/Survey%20Documieesés20technical%20report%20plus%20internet
%202007.pdfaccessed 28 July 2009; note that the pre-eleBtitish weight has been applied (see pp. 20-
22 of the report).
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handling of immigration, and the interaction betwdee latter two. We have

incorporated two separate indicators of concerutthe impact of immigration—one of
these measures concern about the effect of imnograh culture and the other measures
concern about impact of immigration on natives'sgbAppendix A provides the

guestion wording for these variables and TableoViges the estimates of coefficients

for Equation 1.

[Table 1 about here]

Model 1 tests Hypotheses 1 and 2 and the resulisate that concern about the impact
of immigration on culture and perceptions of goveent handling of immigration both
have independent effects on trust in parliamenttarsd in politicians. Concern about the
impact of immigration on the jobs of natives apgdarhave no statistically significant
effect on political trust, as measured by trugtamliament, trust in politicians, or trust in
the police. Given that our argument about the ieahip between immigration-related
worries and political trust revolved around noti@ishared national culture, it is perhaps
unsurprising that it is such concerns that havemgact on political trust. What about the
size of the statistically significant effects, tigh® In the case of trust in parliament,
concern about the effect of immigration on cultappears to produce a maximum effect
of 0.60 on our 11-point scale of political trushile the maximum effect of perceptions
of government handling of immigration is 0.80. Thilie overall impact of the two

immigration variables combined (i.e., a shift fréing least to most concerned about

*2\We are limited to these two items by questionlability in the BES; however, the two items do aapt
the main threats thought to be posed by immigratiamely cultural and economic threat (e.g., Smider,
Hagendoorn and Prior, ‘Predisposing Factors andainal Triggers’).
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immigration and from feeling the government hasdhash immigration very badly to
feeling that government has handled it very weldpices a decline of approximately 1.4
on our 11-point indicator of trust in parliamenhelcombined effect of these variables on
trust in politicians is slightly weaker, at 1.2. Wehthis effect may not appear to be
overwhelming, it is worth bearing in mind that teiect is produced after controlling for
a lagged version of the dependent variable andyusiagged rather than
contemporaneous indicator of the independent viarfatote that concern about
immigration does not appear to have a direct lieé@ct on trust in the police, but
perception of government handling of immigratioresldvave a small effect on the latter.

Model 2 of Table 1 tests the interactive effecHgpothesis 3 and the results
provide support for this hypothesis. Again, thesefffis only present for concern about the
impact of immigration on culture, not jobs. Moreoythe interactive effect is
statistically significant for all three indicatoo$ political trust. We reuvisit this
relationship below.

In order to help further ensure robustness, werobfdr the wide range of
variables found to be related to political trusprmevious literature which were outlined
briefly above: retrospective and prospective peakand national economic evaluations,
evaluations of government performance across skpeliay areas (crime, health service,
terrorism, the economy, and taxation), social edfibterpersonal trust and participation

in voluntary organisations), and loser versus elattinner status. Following the work

%3 The overall effect of the two variables withountols for trust at t-1 are even more powerful. For
instance, a shift from being least to most conadatmut immigration and from believing that goveemin
has handled immigration well to believing that gowveent has handled immigration poorly has an oleral
effect of 2.85 on the 11-point scale of trust imlipanent, an effect of 2.32 on trust in politiciaasd 1.76

on trust in the police.
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of Anderson* and Rohrschneid® we also incorporate controls for education, age,
gender, and incont@.In addition, we control for another potential wémfloser effect,
membership in an ethnic minority group, which kgly to have an impact on trust in
politics and political institutions (and should@lse controlled for because it is likely to
affect the relationship between attitudes towardhignation and political trust). We
introduce an additional control for left-right splfacement as an indicator of general
ideological predisposition, as this is likely to dmnnected to both attitudes toward
immigration and distrust of national political itstions, with those identifying with the
far-right being most hostile toward immigration a@od/ard national political institutions.
Dummy variables are also included for Scotland \Afades. Note that all of these
variables are measuredntemporaneoushand thus our lagged independent variables
will be competing against contemporaneous measAgzsn, this is done to help ensure
a high level of robustness if the immigration-goét trust relationship finds empirical
support. In addition, the 2005 election took plata time of heightened concern about
Britain’s involvement in Iraq and so we control fipproval of involvement in the waf.
In addition, as outlined above, the model incorfesa@ lagged dependent variable—that

is, self-reported level of trust in each of ourethinstitutions in the pre-election survey.

% Anderson and Guillory, ‘Political Institutions aStisfaction with Democracy’; Anderson and
LoTempio, ‘Winning, Losing and Political Trust innderica’; Anderson and Paskeviciute. ‘How Ethnic
and Linguistic Heterogeneity Influence the Prospéat Civil Society’; Christopher J. Anderson and
Yuliya V. Tverdova, ‘Winners, Losers, and Attitud@sout Government in Contemporary Democracies’,
International Political Science Revie@?2 (2001), 321-338; Christopher J. Anderson aunlily# V.
Tverdova, ‘Corruption, Political Allegiances, andtifudes toward Government in Contemporary
Democracies’American Journal of Political Sciencé7 (2003), 91-1009.

%5 Rohrschneider, ‘Institutional Quality and Perceps of Representation in Advanced Industrial
Democracies’.

%% Job category had very little effect and has bemwitted from the analysis.

" Note that the BES contains an indicator of peioeptof government handling of Iraq in the pre-étet
questionnaire, but when added to the regressimwbitlis statistically insignificant.
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Measures of all variables are provided in Apperfdiand the equation we estimate is as

follows:

Political Trust; = o + B1Political Trust.; + B,Concern about Immigration +
BsPerception of Government Handling of Immigratier+ f, Concern about
Immigration.; * Perception of Government Handling of Immigratignt+ ps Sociotropic
retrospective economic evaluatiqnis fg Sociotropic prospective economic evaluations
+ B7 Pocketbook retrospective economic evaluationgs Pocketbook prospective
economic evaluationst BgoPerception of Government Handling of Cripie
BioPerception of Government Handling of Health Servie@,;Perception of
Government Handling of Terrorisp B12Perception of Government Handling of
Economy: + BisPerception of Government Handling of TaxatignBisnterpersonal
Trust; + BisParticipation in Voluntary Activities+ BigVoted Conservativet B;7Voted
LibDem+ BigVoted Green+ BigVoted UKIP:+ ByoVoted BNP; + B2;Voted SNPR, +
B2oVoted PlaidCymry + BosVoted OtherParty+ B,4 DidNotVote+ ppsEducation +
B2sAge: + Po7Female + Bagincome;+ PogEthnic Minority + Bso Left-right self-
placement+ Bs;Scotland + Bz Wales;+ BsslragApproval+ g

(Equation 2)

Table 2 provides the coefficients for this equatiammd these generally confirm
the findings from the simple models in Table 1. flisaconcern about the impact of
immigration on culture, perceptions of governmeamdiing of immigration, and the
interaction between these variables all appeae tstdtistically significant predictors of
political trust, as measured by trust in parliamémnist in politicians and trust in the
police. Figure 1 provides a graphical represematicthe relationship between
immigration concerns, perception of government liagdf immigration, and political

trust®® The relationship between attitudes to the impaahmigration on culture and

%8 Actual potential values of concern about immigmtand perceptions of government handling of
immigration have been inserted into the equatiofdadel 2 of Table 1 while the values of other shtes
are as follows. Political trust has been set toliich is the midpoint of the scale; all of the icatiors of
econ perceptions have been set to 3 (stayed the) sparceptions of government handling of non-
immigration policies have been set to their ceptiimt of 3; interpersonal trust has been set tmitfpoint
of 5; voluntary participation has been set to itdpoint of 2.5; all loser dummies are set to 0 aadhe
results represent a Labour voter; education dumareslso set to 0, with the results representinge for
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perception of government handling of immigratiomaaghly similar across the three
indicators of the dependent variable and is inptteelicted direction. Namely, those who
express negative views about the impact of immigran Britain’s culturendbelieve

that the government has handled the immigratiareigairly badly tend to be the least
trusting of parliament, politicians, and the pojiaad the effect appears to be fairly
substantial, again, particularly given theggedindicators of these independent variables
are used here and that the analysis also contoladged level of political trust. For
those who believe immigrants have contributed éoctbuntry’s culture, perceptions of

government handling of immigration appear to héte leffect on trust in politics

[Table 2 and Figure 1 about here]

Immigration-related concerns are, of course, netahly strong predictors of
political trust. Perceptions of government handligther issues such as the economy,
as well as being an electoral loser, also predittigal trust. However, the immigration
variables are amongst the strongest predictorpjtéasot being measured
contemporaneously. These findings support the @itipos raised above: that worries
about the impact of immigration on national cultarel blaming the government for
allowing increased immigration combine to creaggaup of citizens who are distrustful
of their politicians and political institutions. Eber implications of these findings will be

discussed in the conclusion.

individuals with qualifications below universityel; age is set to 50, which is the mean and meafidinis
variable; gender is set to 0, which is the catedorynales; household income set to 7, the midpminthe
income scale; ethnic minority set to 0 (thus theatipn represents non-minorities); left-right self-
placement is set to 5; approval of involvementratlhas been set to 2.5; the Scotland and Walagrgou
dummies are set to 0, thus the equation represespendents living in England.
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Analysis 2: The 2002-3 European Social Survey

Because the above analyses were conducted onallgtzted immediately before and
after an election, and particularly after an etacin which immigration was one of the
issues emphasized by the main opposition (the Coatbee Party), it is possible that the
results are unusual. We thus believe it cruciattempt to verify the results in differing
circumstances. The 2002-3 European Social Surveycivasen for these purposes. The
ESS was conducted shortly prior to the start ofutlq@opular war in Iraq (the final set of
interviews was conducted in February 2003, andrdeeWar began 20 March 2003) and
outside of the context of a general election. Boivey does not contain the wide array
of questions on perceptions of government handiirgpecific policies, including
perceptions of government handling of immigratiorasylum, nor the entire range of
guestions about economic perceptions includedar2@05 BES. However, it does
include variables that can be used as proxiescmn@mic perceptions and satisfaction
with government handling of policy in general. loatiors of these variables are provided
in Appendix 2.

In the ESS, the survey items pertaining to tmgialitics that best correspond to
the BES pre-election indicators are trust in thigomal parliament, trust in politicians,
and trust in the legal system. Unfortunately, nestions were asked pertaining to
perceptions of government handling of immigratiomsylum and so Hypotheses 2 and 3
cannot be investigated. Instead, we provide a grapéalysis of the relationship between
concern about the impact of immigration on thearel community and political trust,

controlling for interpersonal trust, voluntary peipation, satisfaction with the way
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democracy works in the country, the electoral Ieftct, perceptions of the national
economy, perceptions of one’s personal economiatsiin, age, education, income,
gender, minority status, and left-right self-plaegrm

Table 3 presents the models for political trughia British portion of the ESS
sample. Although there are no measures of pereceptibgovernment handling of
various policy areas, we have incorporated a cbfdrgeneral satisfaction with the way
democracy is working in the country, which—not sigipgly—has a relatively large
impact on trust in the British parliament (demograatisfaction ranges from 0 to 10).
Even in the presence of this and the other powedntrols, the coefficients for concern
about immigration also achieve statistical sigmifice, with a maximum impact of 1.4 in
the case of trust in parliament (the variable rarfgem O to 10 in the ESS data set), 1.2
in the case of trust in politicians, and 0.70 fast in the legal systefi.Thus, the ESS
results provide further confirmation of a connectiretween concern about the impact of
immigration and political trust. We now turn to tbenclusion to discuss the implications

of these findings.

[Table 3 about here]

Conclusion

%9 The maximum effect of perceptions that immigramsermine national culture on trust in parliament i
0.70 while the maximum impact of perceptions thamnigrants are bad for the economy is also 0.70a for
combined total of 1.40 (with political trust andrpeptions of immigrants both measured on a 0-1@xca
Note that we do not include the statistically imsfigant coefficient of 0.03 in our computationtbe effect
of perceptions of immigrants’ contribution to cukton trust in the legal system. Note also thagiltbors
have conducted similar analyses using the BES #afd set, which measures ‘respect’ for various
institutions and politicians rather than trust. Thsults are remarkably similar to those for th&E&ta set,
with concern about immigration having a similaresizmpact on respect for parliament, politiciamg] the
courts as those reported here for the ESS datarsgyses available from the authors).
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While concern about immigration has had clear ¢éffea the political landscape of
Europe via the changing nature of European pastesys, this paper contends that the
effects of such sentiment in Britain are more suhbtid are likely to operate via general
feelings about the political system. Successiveodsrof immigration have been met
with policies that highlight the degree of discomfwith being a country of immigration
on the part of policymakers and ordinary citizéPigor research points to the conclusion
that such discomfort is rarely related to perseetfiinterest’ and instead stems from
concern about the effect of immigration on thearal community and the threats that
immigrants are perceived to pose to this commumgluding those related to identity
and economic resources. This study indicates tieht soncerns may not be
inconsequential in Britain but may instead lead tweakening of ties between the
governed and the governors by seemingly undermithi@gery basis on which such
connections were originally built—the common seofsghared myths, history, and
culture. The potential consequences of reducedigallirust are considerable because

trust is crucial to effective policymakirfgcompliance with government regulatiéhs

€9 Sniderman, Hagendoorn and Prior. ‘Predisposingofsand Situational Triggers’; Quillian, ‘Prejudic
as a Response to Perceived Group Threat’; McLarmdnlahnson, ‘Resources, Group Conflict, and
Symbols’.

®1 Mishler and Rose ‘Trust, Distrust and Skepticispp, 418-19; see also Luke Keele, ‘Social Capital a
the Dynamics of Trust in Governmem&merican Journal of Political Scienc81(2007), 241-54; Bernard
Barber,The Logic and Limits of TrugNew Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 198&leri
Braithwaite and Margaret Levi, ed&ust and GovernancgdNew York: Russell Sage, 1998); John T.
Scholz and Mark Lubell, ‘Trust and Taxpaying: Tegtthe Heuristic Approach to Collective Action’,
American Journal of Political Sciencé2 (1998), 398—-417; John T. Scholz, and Neil &nfDuty, Fear,
and Tax Compliance: The Heuristic Basis of CitizepdBehavior’,American Journal of Political Science
39 (1995), 490-512; Chanley, Rudolph and Rahn, ‘Dhgins and Consequences of Public Trust in
Government'.

%2 See Margaret Levi and Laura Stoker, ‘Politicastrand trustworthinessAnnual Review of Political
Science3 (2000), 475-507, p. 491; Tom Tyler, ‘Obeying ttaw in America: Procedural Justice and the
Sense of Fairnesdssues of Democragyé (2001), 16-21; Braithwaite and LeVirust and Governange
Marc J. Hetherington, ‘The Political Relevance ofifical Trust’, American Political Science Revig@2
(1998), 791-808; John T. Scholz, ‘Trust, Taxes @ochpliance’, in Valerie Braithwaite and Margaret
Levi, eds,Trust and GovernancgNew York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1998), pp-186; Scholz and
Lubell, ‘Trust and Taxpaying'.

29



and engagement in civically moral behaviddiPolitical trust is also thought to be
crucial to the representative relationship that &ethe heart of most democratic
regimes>*

While the most immediate response to the argumeahfindings presented here
may be the simple one of ‘closing the gates’, smsblution would not solve the problem
raised by this paper. Whether British citizens liker not, Britain has become a country
of immigration and closing the gates would havempact on the millions of immigrants
and their families who are already in the countrgt aonsider it to be their home. Thus,
perhaps an alternative solution is to revisit thiestruction of British identity, using the
analyses of historians briefly highlighted abovéhwhe aim of more clearly establishing
what British identity comprises and where the cogatmillions of foreigners fit within
this construct. At the very least, it must be retpgd that immigration may be having
long-term, unanticipated consequences for the fomicty of the political system, which

seem to require more open debate and discussion.

%3 Natalia Letki, ‘Investigating the Roots of Civicdvhlity: Trust, Social Capital, and Institutional
Performance’Political Behavior 28 (2006), 305-325.

% william T. Bianco,Trust: Representatives and Constitugitan Arbor: University of Michigan Press,
1994) ; Mishler and Rose, ‘Trust, Distrust and Sisgm’ and ‘What are the Origins of Political Tt@%
Braithwaite and LeviJrust and Governance
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Appendix A: Measurement of Variables in Analysis 1
Note that all BES 2005 Post-Election question wayds available at

http://www.essex.ac.uk/bes/2005/Documents/BES05%&Rve%20CAPI%20questio

nnaire.pdf accessed 29 May 2009. The pre-election questiaissavailable at

http://www.essex.ac.uk/bes/2005/Documents/PreCARBIIgdf also accessed 29 May

2009.

Dependent Variable: Trust Politicians and Politicallnstitutions (post-election
guestionnaire)

Now, thinking about British political institutiorikke Parliament, please use the 0 to 10
scale to indicate how much trust you have for edche following, where 0 means no
trust and 10 means a great deal of trust.

And, how much do you trust the Parliament at Wessteir? [bq20b]

And how much do you trust British politicians geaigr? [bg20c]

And how much do you trust the Police? [bq20d]

Dependent Variable: Trust Politicians and Politicallnstitutions +.; (pre-election
guestionnaire)

Now, thinking about British political institutiorike Parliament, please use the 0 to 10
scale to indicate how much trust you have for eddhe following, where 0 means no
trust and 10 means a great deal of trust.

Firstly, how much do you trust the Parliament atsthfenster? [aql5a]

And how much do you trust British politicians geaie? [aql15b]
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And how much do you trust the Police? [aq15c]

Concern about the impact of immigration on the natbonal community ¢, (pre-

election questionnaire)

Please indicate whether you agree or disagreeeaith of the following statements:
Immigrants make Britain more open to new ideasauitires. (Please take your answers
from this card.) 1 Strongly agree; 2 Agree; 3 Naithgree nor disagree; 4 Disagree; 5
Strongly disagree [ag45Db]

Immigrants take jobs away from people who were loritain. (Please take your
answers from this card.) 1 Strongly agree; 2 AgBelgither agree nor disagree; 4

Disagree; 5 Strongly disagree [ag45g]

The coding of the second item was reversed, anldesbigh value of 5 represents the

strongest concern about the impact of immigratarbbth items.

Perception of Government Handling of Immigration:.1 (pre-election questionnaire)
How well do you think the present government hawdlead each of the following issues?
The number of asylum-seekers coming to BritainetyMvell; 2 Fairly well; 3 Neither

well nor badly; 4 Fairly badly; 5 Very badly. [ad4c

It must be noted that perceptions of governmentllvagn of the immigration issue is

measured here with an indicator of perceptionsoeEgiment handling adsylum-

seekersThis item has been chosen because it is theawaljyable indicator of
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perceptions of government handling of an immigratielated issue in the BES data set.
Although there are clear legal distinctions to Edmbetween ‘immigrants’ and ‘asylum
seekers’, in the case of Britain—as pointed ouddypke—there appears to be ‘a zealous
and instant equation of asylum seeking with imntigra, ®® with British asylum policy
being structurally conflated with immigration canitf® Moreover, analyses of survey
data indicate that the vast majority of citizenshaf UK prefer that economic immigrants
and asylum seekers be treated identically. Foairts, in a Eurobarometer poll from
Spring 2000 (EB 53), over 70 per cent of Britisep@ndents would suggest identical
treatment for people coming from Muslim countriesl &astern Europe seeking work as
they would for asylum seeketsThis is true even when the question about asytum i

posed in terms of individuals fleeing from seriatgrnal conflict (e.g. civil war).

Economic Evaluations (post-election questionnaire)

Now a few questions about economic conditions.

[Retrospective pocketbook evaluations] How does the financial situation of your
household now compare with what it was 12 montle® 4§lease take your answers from
this card.) 1 Got a lot worse; 2 Got a little wor8e&Stayed the same; 4 Got a little better;
5 Got a lot better [bq23]

[Retrospective sociotropic evaluations]| How do you think the general economic situation
in this country has changed over the last 12 m@tR&ase take your answers from this
card.) 1 Got a lot worse; 2 Got a little worse;t8y8d the same; 4 Got a little better; 5

Got a lot better [bg24]

% Joppke, ‘Asylum and State Sovereignty’, p. 264.
% Joppke, ‘Asylum and State Sovereignty’, p. 285.
7 Poll available for online analysis laitp://zacat.gesis.org/webview/index jgcessed 20 July 2009.
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[Prospective pocketbook evaluations] How do you think the financial situation of your
household will change over the next 12 months?a@d@¢ake your answers from this
card.) 1 Get a lot worse; 2 Get a little worset@yShe same; 4 Get a little better; 5 Get a
lot better [bg25]

[Prospective sociotropic evaluations] How do you think the general economic situation
in this country will develop over the next 12 masRi{Please take your answers from this
card.) 1 Get a lot worse; 2 Get a little worset@yShe same; 4 Get a little better; 5 Get a

lot better [bg26]

Perceived Political Performance (Government Perforrance on Various Policy
Dimensions) (post-election questionnaire)

How well do you think the present government hasdled each of the following issues?
Crime in Britain [bg3a]

The National Health Service [bg3c]

The risk of terrorism in Britain [bg3d]

The economy in general [bg3e]

The level of taxation [bg3f]

Each of these questions is asked in turn, withaedents given the following response

options: 1 Very well; 2 Fairly well; 3 Neither welbr badly; 4 Fairly badly; 5 Very

badly.

Social Capital: Interpersonal trust (post-electionquestionnaire)
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On balance, would you say that most people cartfuiséed or that most people can be
trusted? Please use the 0 to 10 scale to indicatewew. (Please take your answers
from this card.) 0 Most people can't be trusted. M3t people can be trusted [bg56]

Do you think that most people you come into contdth would try to take advantage of
you if they got the chance or would they try toféie? Please use the 0 to 10 scale again,
where 0 means would try to take advantage and Ehsneould try to be fair.

(Please take your answers from this card.) O Titpke advantagel10 Try to be fair

[bg57]

These two items were added together and summateelssdivided by 2 to create a 0 to

10 scale, with 10 representing the highest levéhteipersonal trust.

The correlation (Pearson’s r) between these twosteras 0.61 and Cronbach’s alpha

was 0.75.

Social Capital: Participation in Voluntary Activiti es (post-election questionnaire)

Again, over the past few years, how active havehgen in a voluntary organisation,

like a local community association, a charity, @parts club? 1 Very active; 2

Somewhat active; 3 A little active; 4 Not at altige/Not involved [bg52]

Note that the coding of this item has been reversed

Electoral Winning and Losing (post-election questionaire)
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Dummy variables were created for those who claitodthve voted for each of the
following parties in the 2005 general election: €envative Party, Liberal Democrat
Party, Scottish National Party, Plaid Cymru, Greanty, United Kingdom Independence
Party, British National Party, or any other paagyjummy variable was also created for
those who did note vote. Thus, the comparison cayeg those who were the ‘winners’

(i.e., voted for the Labour Party).

Approval of Britain’s Involvement in Iraqg (post-election questionnaire)
Please tell me whether you strongly approve, apgroisapprove, or strongly disapprove
of Britain's involvement in Iraq.1 Strongly appro2eApprove; 3 Disapprove; 4 Strongly

disapprove [bg42] (coding reversed).

Education (post-election questionnaire)

Do you have any educational or work-related quadifons? 1 Yes; 2 No [bg82a]

IF ‘'yes’ at [bq82a] Taking your answers from tha&d, which is the highest qualification
you have? Please just give me the number next idAbstgraduate degree; 2 First
degree; 3 University/polytechnik diploma; 4 Teachqualification; 5 Nursing
qualification; 6 HNC/HND, City&Guilds level 4, NV@VQ 4/5; 7 A level and equiv; 8
Scottish Higher and equiv; 9 ONC/OND, City&Guilewel 3, NVQ/SVQ 3; 10 GCSE
A*-C, CSE grade 1, O level grade A-C; 11 Scottisin8ard grades, Ordinary bands; 12
GCSE D-G, CSE grades 2-5, O level D-E; 13 City&@silevel 2, NVQ/SVQ 2 and

equiv; 14 City&Guilds level 1, NVQ/SVQ 1 and equi Clerical and commercial
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gualifications; 16 Recognized trade apprenticeshipyouth training certificate, skill

seekers; 18 Other technical, professional or higbefification (WRITE IN)

Two dummy variables were created from this paiguéstions. One dummy variable
represented those who claimed to have no qualiicain the first item; the second
dummy variable represented those who claim to bhgyestgraduate or undergraduate
degree (codes 1 or 2 in the second item). Thuserthited educational category is

qualifications below degree level.

Age (post-election questionnaire)
Now, a few questions about yourself and your bamlgd. What was your age last

birthday? [bq77]

Gender (post-election questionnaire)
INTERVIEWER TO OBSERVE AND RECORD: GENDER OF RESPDENT

1 Male; 2 Female [bq76]

This variable recoded such that female=1 and male=0

Income (post-election questionnaire)

Which of the letters on this card represents tked tnocome of your household from all

sources before tax - including benefits, savingsmdn? Please just tell me the letter.

(CARDJ419)1Q;2T;30;4K;5L;6B;72Z;8MF;10J;11D; 12 H; 13 P [bq84]
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The showcard looks as follows:

Weekly income from all sources before Annual income from all sources before
tax tax

Less than £96 Q Less than £5,000
£97 - £192 T £5,001 - £10,000
£193 - £288 8] £10,001 - £15,000
£289 - £384 K £15,001 - £20,000
£385 - £480 L £20,001 - £25,000
£481 - £577 B £25,001 - £30,000
£578 - £673 Z £30,001 - £35,000
£674 - £769 M £35,001 - £40,000
£770 - £865 F £40,001 - £45,000
£866 - £961 I £45,001 - £50,000
£962 - £1,153 D £50,001 - £60,000
£1,154 - £1,346 H £60,001 - £70,000
£1,347 or more P £70,001 or more

(BES post-election questionnaire from

http://www.essex.ac.uk/bes/2005/Documents/BES05%&Rve%20CAPI%20questio

nnaire.pdf accessed 29 May 2009, p. 88.)

Ethnic Minority Status (post-election questionnaire

To which of these groups do you consider you be2dhyVhite British; 2 Any other
white background (WRITE IN); 3 White and Black Gdrean; 4 White and Black
African; 5 White and Asian; 6 Any other mixed baakgnd (WRITE IN); 7 Indian; 8
Pakistani; 9 Bangladeshi; 10 Any other Asian backgd (WRITE IN); 11 Black
Caribbean; 12 Black African; 13 Any other Black bgiound (WRITE IN); 14 Chinese;

15 Other ethnic group (WRITE IN). [bq108]

Categories 1 and 2 were recoded to a value of hkither categories were given a

code of 0.
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Left-right self-placement (post-election questionniae)

In politics, people sometimes talk about parties politicians as being on the left or

right. Using the 0 to 10 scale on this card, whkesend marked 0 means left and the end
marked 10 means right, where would you place ydiupsethis scale?

(Please take your answers from this card.) 0 lefine; 2 two; 3 three; 4 four; 5 five; 6

six; 7 seven,; 8 eight; 9 nine; 10 Right [bq39a]

Appendix B: Measurement of Variables in Analysis 2
Note that all ESS 2002-3 question wording is avddat

http://www.europeansocialsurvey.orgtcessed 25 August 2008.

Distrust in political institutions

CARD 11: Using this card, please tell me on a sodi@ 10 how much you personally
trust each of the institutions | read out. 0 meamsdo not trust an institution at all, and
10 means you have complete trust. Firstly...READ Qtbluntry]’'s parliament? the

politicians? the legal system?

Concern about the impact of immigration on the natonal community
D27 CARD 29 Would you say it is generally bad ooddor [country]'s economy that
people come to live here from other countries? d8lemse this card. Bad for the economy

(0), Good for the economy (10).
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D28 CARD 30 And, using this card, would you sayt {leauntry]'s cultural life is
generally undermined or enriched by people comirg/e here from other countries?

Cultural life undermined (0), Cultural life enrich€10).

The coding of each of these items was reversed.

Economic Evaluations

[Sociotropic evaluations]B30 STILL CARD 13: On the whole how satisfied amiy
with the present state of the economy in [countBfj# use this card. Extremely
Dissatisfied (0), Extremely satisfied (10).

[Pocketbook evaluations]F31 CARD 57 Which of the descriptions on this camdhes
closest to how you feel about your household’'simemowadays? Living comfortably
on present income(1) Coping on present income(&Jikg it difficult on present

income(3) Finding it very difficult on present imoe(4).

Perceived Political Performance
B32 STILL CARD 13 On the whole, how satisfied amwith the way democracy

works in [country]? Extremely Dissatisfied (0), Eethely satisfied (10).

Social Capital: Interpersonal trust

A8 CARD 3: Using this card, generally speaking, \dogou say that most people can be

trusted, or that you can’t be too careful in degalvith people? Please tell me on a score
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of 0 to 10, where 0 means you can’t be too cafidl 10 means that most people can be
trusted.

A9 CARD 4: Using this card, do you think that mpebple would try to take advantage
of you if they got the chance, or would they trybtfair? Most people would try to take
advantage of me (0) Most people would try to be(fEd).

Pearson’s r for the two items is 0.58. The itemeavo®mbined into a single index, with

values ranging from O to 10.

Social Capital: Participation in Voluntary Activiti es
E1-12 a) CARD 43 For each of the voluntary orgaiosa | will now mention, please
use this card to tell me whether any of these ghaygply to you now or in the last 12

months, and, if so, which.

Respondents who claimed to participate in any efdtganizations listed (or in one not
listed) were given a code of 1; those who do ndi@pate in any activities were given a

code of 0.

Electoral Winning and Losing

Dummy variables were created for respondents waiondo have voted for the
Conservatives, Liberal Democrats, regional partesyho refused or claimed they did
not know which party they voted for; the comparisategory is the ‘winners’, or Labour

voters.

41



Other Controls

Education: F6 CARD 53 What is the highest levedddfication you have achieved? (0=
Not completed primary education; 1= Primary ortfgtage of basic; 2= Lower secondary
or second stage of basic; 3=Upper secondary; 4=feesnhdary, non-tertiary; 5=First
stage of tertiary; 6=Second stage of tertiary).

Age: F3 In what year were you born?

Gender: coded by interviewer.

Income: F30 CARD 56 Using this card, if you addtlmp income from all sources,

which letter describes your household's total nevine? If you don't know the exact
figure, please give an estimate. Use the parteot#rd that you know best: weekly,
monthly or annual income.

Ethnic minority status: C24 Do you belong to a nityoethnic group in [country]? (O if
no, 1 if yes)

Left-right self-placement: B28 CARD 12: In polgipeople sometimes talk of “left” and
“right”. Using this card, where would you place yseif on this scale, where 0 means the
left and 10 means the right? As with the BES, vaisable was dummied so as to

incorporate the refusals and ‘don’t know’ responses
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Table 1. Political Trust and Attitudes to Immigration, BES Results (Simple Model)

Model 1 Model 2

b SE p b SE p
Trust Parliament
(Constant) 440 0.19 0.000| 3.12 0.45 0.000
Trust parliament ; 0.45 0.01 0.000| 045 0.01 0.000
Concern about impact of immigration on
culture -0.15 0.04 0.000 | 0.68 0.18 0.000
Concern about impact of immigration on jobs ..
1 0.01 0.03 0.781| -0.24 0.15 0.122
Government handling of immigration ¢, -0.20 0.04 0.000 0.11 0.11 0.321
Concern about culture*govt handling of
immigration .1 -- -0.19 0.04 0.000
Concern about jobs*govt handling of
immigration -- 0.06 0.04 0.110
Adjusted R2 0.34 0.35
SEE 1.66 1.65
Trust Politicians
(Constant) 3.78 0.17 0.000| 2.26 0.42 0.000
Trust politicians 1 0.47 0.01 0.000| 0.46 0.01 0.000
Concern about impact of immigration on
culture -0.10 0.03 0.003| 0.55 0.17 0.001
Concern about impact of immigration on jobs .
1 -0.02 0.03 0.479| -0.02 0.14 0.905
Government handling of immigration ., -0.17 0.04 0.000| 0.20 0.10 0.053
Concern about culture*govt handling of
immigration ., -- -0.15 0.04 0.000
Concern about jobs*govt handling of
immigration ., -- 0.00 0.03 0.938
Adjusted R2 0.34 0.34
SEE 1.55 1.54
Trust Police
(Constant) 3.15 0.18 0.000| 1.51 0.42 0.000
Trust police 0.62 0.01 0.000| 0.61 0.01 0.000
Concern about impact of immigration on
culture ¢, -0.06 0.03 0.095| 0.46 0.17 0.008
Concern about impact of immigration on jobs .
1 -0.02 0.03 0.630| 0.17 0.15 0.251
Government handling of immigration .4 -0.14 0.04 0.000| 0.27 0.10 o0.010
Concern about culture*govt handling of
immigration ., -- -0.12 0.04 0.002
Concern about jobs*govt handling of
immigration .y -- -0.04 0.03 0.183
Adjusted R2 0.43 0.43
SEE 1.57 1.57

Note: coefficients are unstandardized OLS coefficients; see the text of the paper and Appendix A for the
description of the variables and question wording; N=2545.
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Table 2. Political Trust Political Trust and Attitu des to Immigration, BES Results

(Full Model)
Parliament Paoliticians Police
b SE p SE p SE p
(Constant) 2.86 0.57 0.000 1.98 0.54 0.000 1.22 0.56 0.028
Trust 4 0.33 0.01 0.000 0.37 0.02 0.000 0.54 0.01 0.000
Immigration attitudes
Concern about impact of immigration
on culture 0.63 0.17 0.000 0.47 0.16 0.004 0.41 0.17 0.014
Concern about impact of immigration
on jobs -0.26 0.14 0.073 -0.09 0.14 0.497 0.12 0.14 0.427
Government handling of immigration
1 0.20 0.10 0.054 0.23 0.10 0.019 0.32 0.10 0.002
Concern about culture*govt handling
of immigration -0.17 0.04 0.000 -0.13 0.04 0.001 -0.10 0.04 0.007
Concern about jobs*govt handling of
immigration ; 0.07 0.03 0.030 0.02 0.03 0.564 -0.03 0.03 0.423
Economic Perspectives
Sociotropic retrospective 0.07 0.05 0.115 0.04 0.04 0.321 0.03 0.05 0.552
Sociotropic prospective 0.08 0.05 0.086 0.12 0.04 0.006 0.13 0.04 0.005
Pocketbook retrospective 0.00 0.04 0.996 0.07 0.04 0.053 0.02 0.04 0.550
Pocketbook prospective 0.00 0.05 0.957 -0.14 0.04 0.001 -0.08 0.04 0.061
Perceived Government handling of:
Crime -0.05 0.04 0.145 -0.10 0.03 0.003 -0.14  0.04 0.000
Health Service -0.09 0.04 0.015 -0.15 0.03 0.000 -0.10 0.03 0.006
Terrorism -0.16 0.03 0.000 -0.06 0.03 0.076 -0.12  0.03 0.001
Economy -0.26 0.04 0.000 -0.08 0.04 0.073 0.02 0.04 0.640
Taxation -0.11 0.04 0.002 -0.11 0.04 0.002 -0.09 0.04 0.015
Social Capital
Interpersonal trust 0.10 0.02 0.000 0.09 0.02 0.000 0.15 0.02 0.000
Participation in voluntary activities 0.00 0.03 0.907 -0.04 0.03 0.147 0.00 0.03 0.968
Electoral losers: Voted...
Conservative -0.36 0.10 0.000 -0.25 0.10 o0.011 -0.21  0.10 0.039
Liberal Democrats -0.10 0.10 0.333 -0.01 0.10 0.942 -0.07 0.10 0.472
Green -0.31 0.49 0.532 -1.10 0.47 0.019 -0.84 0.48 0.079
UKIP -0.35 0.26 0.177 -0.27 0.25 0.273 -0.27 0.25 0.289
BNP -0.63 0.63 0.316 -0.31 0.60 0.606 -0.98 0.62 0.113
SNP -0.02 0.30 0.936 0.30 0.29 0.296 -0.29 0.29 0.317
Plaid Cymru -1.12 0.46 0.016 -0.38 0.44 0.392 -0.68 0.45 0.131
Other party -0.98 0.44 0.025 0.06 0.41 0.888 0.30 0.42 0.477
Did not vote -0.35 0.09 0.000 -0.25 0.09 0.004 -0.29 0.09 0.001
Other controls
Education
No qualifications 0.05 0.08 0.509 0.11 0.08 0.144 0.05 0.08 0.535
University degree 0.22 0.09 0.017 0.29 0.09 0.001 0.14 0.09 0.136
Age 0.01 0.00 0.005 0.00 0.00 0.078 0.00 0.00 0.828
Female 0.07 0.06 0.292 0.14 0.06 0.019 0.09 0.06 0.148
Household income
Level 2 0.30 0.21 0.148 0.44 0.20 0.027 0.10 0.21 0.634
Level 3 0.07 0.21 0.729 0.17 0.20 0.389 0.02 0.20 0.940
Level 4 0.26 0.21 0.216 0.32 0.20 0.107 0.13 0.21 0.521

44




Level 5

Level 6

Level 7

Level 8

Level 9

Level 10

Level 11

Level 12

Level 13
Income—refused
Ethnic minority
Left-right self-placement
Wales

Scotland

Approve of Britain’s involvement in
Iraq

Adjusted R squared
SEE

0.42
0.25
0.20
0.40
0.11
0.34
0.17
0.19
0.15
0.23
0.25
0.05
0.00
-0.21

0.20
0.45
1.52

0.22
0.22
0.23
0.23
0.23
0.23
0.24
0.27
0.24
0.21
0.13
0.02
0.15
0.12

0.04

0.053
0.245
0.363
0.077
0.623
0.138
0.477
0.481
0.538
0.281
0.051
0.014
0.977
0.081

0.000

0.30
0.14
0.14
0.42
-0.22
0.40
0.26
-0.07
0.09
0.22
0.06
0.13
0.04
-0.16

0.18
0.42
1.45

0.20
0.21
0.21
0.21
0.22
0.22
0.23
0.25
0.22
0.20
0.12
0.02
0.14
0.12

0.04

0.139
0.495
0.517
0.052
0.310
0.069
0.258
0.789
0.682
0.277
0.654
0.000
0.749
0.157

0.000

0.07
-0.10
0.04
0.46
-0.07
0.02
-0.27
-0.13
0.17
0.03
-0.30
0.09
-0.24
-0.11

0.04
0.49
1.49

0.21
0.21
0.22
0.22
0.22
0.23
0.23
0.26
0.23
0.20
0.13
0.02
0.14
0.12

0.04

0.742
0.632
0.839
0.035
0.741
0.942
0.248
0.615
0.463
0.865
0.020
0.000
0.097
0.369

0.278

Note: coefficients are unstandardized OLS coefficients; see the text of the paper and Appendix A for the
description of the variables and question wording; N=2545.
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Table 3. Political Trust Political Trust and Attit udes to Immigration, ESS Results

Parliament Politicians Legal system

b SE p b SE p b SE p
(Constant) 3.27 0.64 0.000 1.65 0.62 0.008 276 0.71 0.000
Immigration attitudes
Country's cultural life
undermined or enriched
by immigrants -0.07 0.02 0.003| -0.05 0.02 0.033| -0.03 0.03 0.242
Immigration bad or
good for country's
economy -0.07 0.02 0.005| -0.07 0.03 0.003| -0.07 0.03 0.016
Economic
Perspectives
Satisfied with present
state of economy in
country 0.16 0.02 0.000 0.18 0.02 0.000 0.13 0.03 0.000
Difficult to live on
present income -0.08 0.76 0.220| -0.06 0.07 0.357| -0.45 0.87 0.055
Perceptions of
government
performance
Satisfied with the way
democracy works in the
country 0.36 0.02 0.000 0.30 0.02 0.000 0.33 0.03 0.000
Social Capital
Trust other people 0.18 0.03 0.000 0.20 0.03 0.000 0.98 0.03 0.000
Participation in
voluntary activities 0.15 0.09 0.095 0.10 0.09 274 0.07 0.10 0.508
Electoral losers:
Voted...
Conservative -0.52 0.14 0.000| -0.34 0.14 0.012 0.17 0.16 0.270
Liberal Democrats -0.63 0.16 0.000| -0.47 0.15 0.002 0.23 0.17 0.180
Regional Party -0.76 0.24 0.002| -043 0.23 0.066| -0.40 0.27 0.133
Other Party -0.28 0.39 0476 | -0.30 0.38 0.435 0.76 0.44 0.083
Did not vote -0.65 0.12 0.000| -0.43 0.12 0.001| -0.04 0.13 0.758
Refused to answer -0.28 0.28 0.321| -0.37 0.27 0.174 0.07 0.32 0.824
Don't know -0.94 043 0.031| -0.82 041 0.046| -0.17 0.47 0.719
Other controls
Education 0.03 0.04 0441 | -0.07 0.04 0.073 0.01 0.04 0.740
Age -0.01 0.00 0.027 | -0.01 0.00 0.001| -0.01 0.00 0.000
Female -0.17 0.09 0.062 0.30 0.09 0.001 0.09 0.10 0.363
Household Income
Level 2 -0.60 0.62 0.334 0.40 0.59 0.495 0.06 0.68 0.929
Level 3 -0.55 0.56 0.325 0.08 055 0.887| -0.15 0.63 0.815
Level 4 -0.74 052 0.151 0.04 050 0.933| -0.15 0.57 0.795
Level 5 -0.95 052 0.071| -0.04 051 0.942| -0.21 0.58 0.722
Level 6 -0.64 052 0.221 0.26 0.51 0.612 0.11 0.58 0.854
Level 7 -0.81 0.53 0.127 0.00 052 0.994| -0.41 0.59 0.490
Level 8 -0.79 0.53 0.138 0.12 0.52 0.812 0.11 059 0.853
Level 9 -0.97 052 0.063| -0.13 051 0.803| -0.12 0.58 0.835
Level 10 -0.92 054 0.086| -0.16 052 0.764]| -0.20 0.60 0.733
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Level 11

Level 12

Refused

Don't know

Ethnic minority
Left-right self-placement
Wales

Scotland

Adj R2

SEE

-0.84
-0.44
-0.30
-0.62
-0.30

0.03
-0.07
-0.05

0.58
0.58
0.54
0.54
0.19
0.03
0.18
0.16
0.35
1.87

0.147
0.448
0.577
0.249
0.115
0.366
0.679
0.766

-0.02
0.20
0.19
0.33

-0.19
0.02

-0.09

-0.20

0.56
0.56
0.53
0.52
0.18
0.03
0.17
0.16
0.31
1.82

0.967
0.726
0.720
0.526
0.295
0.416
0.619
0.191

0.16
0.15
-0.03
0.01
0.05
0.07
-0.36
-0.15

0.64
0.64
0.60
0.60
0.21
0.03
0.20
0.18
0.25
2.08

0.800
0.817
0.962
0.990
0.811
0.030
0.067
0.413

Note: coefficients are unstandardized OLS coefficients; see the text of the paper and Appendix B for the
description of the variables and question wording; N=1844.
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Figure 1. Immigration and Political Trust, Interactive Effects
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Figure 1c.

Note: figures were created by substituting highdime, and low values for the immigration variables
while holding all non-dichotomous variables at threeans. All dichotomous variables (e.g., gender,
region, and minority status) were set to O.
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