
 

Roundtable 1 Report: 6 July 2012 

 
 

Present:  

 

 LSE London: Christine Whitehead, Tony Travers, Kath Scanlon, Melissa Fernandez 

 External:  Colin Stanbridge, David Metcalf, Dick Sorabji, Alan Manning 

 Apologies: Andrew Collinge 

 

Whose welfare? 

 

Everyone agreed that the project needed a clear framework. David suggested that it would be 

crucial to ask whose welfare we are considering: that of existing Londoners, long-term migrants, or 

recent migrants? The focus will be different depending on the answer. More generally, it raises the 

fundamental question—to which the group returned on several occasions--of who ‘Londoners’ are 

and how they could be defined.  For example, are they those adults who are eligible to vote?  

 

SMEs 

 

Colin raised the issue of the effect of the current visa regime on small and medium enterprises.  

SMEs are having problems exporting and acting as sponsors not just for their own workers, but also 

for spouses and dependents. LCCI research shows the process of being approved as a visa sponsor 

taking up to six months--and SMEs cannot afford to wait that long. The politics and mechanisms of 

getting visas for trade missions to come into the UK can also be expensive and culturally 

insensitive. If we are going to think about the bureaucracy involved, we need to make a distinction 

between how it is experienced by sponsors versus by those applying for work permits. 

 

Colin said the LCCI was considering a scheme in which it would act as guarantor for sponsors in 

order to speed up the visa process.  Although the LCCI could not directly enforce visa conditions, 

the reputational risk for sponsors if their employees were known to contravene them should help 

ensure that they did not. 

 

Labour market/employment issues 

 

We discussed the extent to which immigrants are substituting for local workers versus 

complementing them.  Participants thought the project should try to address the following 

questions:  

 Do skilled migrant workers create positive externalities, thereby raising the productivity 

levels of the existing labour force?  

 If migrants do generate positive externalities, who benefits from this increased productivity: 

migrants? Locals? 

 What is migrants’ effect on government taxation and expenditure?   

 Are any benefits evenly distributed, or is national government getting the benefit, while 

lower income residents and local government lose/suffer because of higher costs, congestion 

and downward pressure on wages? 



 Are there large numbers of existing Londoners who wouldn’t get a job even if immigration 

were low?  

 And relatedly, do migrants generate a multiplier effect that leads to more job opportunities, 

even if many of these new jobs are taken by migrants themselves? 

 

The issue of perception is important.  How does a person in Clapham who doesn’t use the services 

of highly skilled migrants (e.g. opera singers) perceive migration? The benefits generated by 

additional jobs and greater GDP may seem disconnected from the local population’s individual 

lives. Distribution is key: it seems that benefits are dispersed while costs are visible and more 

concentrated. 

 

Distinction between migration from EU and non-EU countries 

 

In general, skilled workers coming in to fill employment/skills gaps (who are complementary to the 

local labour force) are more often from non-EU countries, while less skilled workers from the EU 

may be reducing wages and leaving low-skilled Londoners worse off.  Workers from A8 are 

particularly an issue here, although MAC’s opinion is that there is little displacement and 

downward effect on wages. It was suggested that displacement could be examined through case 

studies, in particular of sectors like IT. 

 

Government 

 

The different levels of government have very different views about which issues are important. 

Dick S. said that at a London political level, getting resident Londoners into job market was more 

important than competition. Alan M. noted that one of the political questions most often raised is 

what comes first: immigration or jobs?  

 

Tony T. pointed out that one of the most marked trends in political discussions of the last years is 

the issue of ‘need versus entitlement’ with the former being the historical justification, and the latter 

seen as the current attitude of migrants.   

 

Because of the particular way the UK local government finance system operates, individual local 

authorities with high migrant populations (and associated high expenditures) may not receive any 

additional money to cover their costs—and thus perceive migrants as fiscally undesirable.  T.T 

contrasted the situation in for example New York City, which has strong taxation powers and 

receives significant income from migrants. 

 

Impact of change of rules 

 

Rules have changed who is coming in and it will be important to see how the changes have affected 

different sectors. In particular, fewer numbers of higher skilled workers are now allowed to enter.  

This raises the following questions: 

 

 Under the new limit of 20,700 for Tier 2 shortage occupation visas, who is not getting 

through in what sectors? 

 Are there more EU migrants as a result? 

 Who has stopped sponsoring? 

 Is London better off since the rule change? 

 

Dick pointed out that a distinction needs to be made between the impact of actual rules and the side 

effects of the visa-application process. 

 



Students of universities do not appear to be affected yet by the new rules and university lecturers 

should be fine – but there are uncertainties about the processes and end-results. Anecdotal evidence 

suggests that within academia, people are already being sent home because they don’t earn enough 

or because they are out of the country too much. 


