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About this report
This report is based on the Whose Bristol? survey of almost 800 respondents in Bristol that
took place between August and October 2020. The survey investigated the impact of COVID19 and the lockdown on everyday experiences of economic, social, civic, spatial and digital
integration, paying close attention to differences across age, gender, ethnicity, socioeconomic and occupational status, neighbourhoods, and migration status.
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Bristol: University of Bristol.
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Executive summary
The COVID-19 pandemic has upturned many of our assumptions about the relationships
between integration, work, neighbourhoods and engagement. In one version of an integrated
city/society, we would all be in this together as the virus infects human cells indiscriminately,
but we have seen how profoundly unintegrated we are with the disproportionate impact of
the pandemic across lines of age, ethnicity, precarity, immigration status and social class.
Indeed, it is precisely the non-discriminatory nature of COVID-19 that exposes race, class and
passports as producing mechanisms of inequality and segregation. We would like to address
these inequalities with our approach to integration – a local, bottom-up and everyday
approach that involves everyone.
Drawing on the Whose Bristol Survey of nearly 800 people living in and around Bristol, this
report looks more closely at these and other trends and explores challenges and opportunities
that everyday practices, mobilities, and exchanges within and across Bristol pose for
integration during and beyond the COVID-19 crisis. The report examines the occurrence of
(dis)integration in five inter-related domains: economic, social, civic, spatial, and digital. The
key findings are summarised as follows:
•

Economic: Working was drastically affected by the lockdown, with nearly a quarter of
Bristolian respondents reported being negatively affected by COVID-19 – a rate lower
than the average calculated from nationally representative data (Wielgoszewska et al.,
2020). The economic impact of COVID-19 appears to have widened existing socioeconomic inequalities, with individuals from ethnic minority groups, with lower takehome pay, working part-time and working in sectors requiring fewer skills reporting
more negative effects. We observed lower rates of furlough for migrants compared to
the rest of the population, and migrants experienced greater loss of employment.

•

Social: The first national lockdown saw a substantial decrease in face-to-face
interactions and a substantial increase in online interactions. These trends
transformed the neighbourhood into an important site of social interaction and source
of place attachment, especially for white British and high-income groups. For others,
including some non-citizens and ethnic minorities, the pandemic and the national
response to it strengthened their national attachments and encouraged virtual social
exchange via trans-local and trans-national networks.

•

Civic: During the period of the lockdown, there was evidence of a general decrease in
traditional forms of civic engagement, such as participation in political parties,
national charities and faith groups, and a shift from national participation to local
participation, including participation in local charities and local citizens/community
groups. There was also a high level of reported voting intentions for future elections.
This was particularly the case for local elections (Mayoral and Local elections),
revealing possible new opportunities for local political engagement.
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•

Spatial: Mobility gradually increased in the summer of 2020 in Bristol. This increase,
however, was unevenly distributed across the city. Compared to white British and
affluent residents, respondents from ethnic minority backgrounds, low-income
groups and those living in the most deprived neighbourhoods reported higher rates of
work-related and health-related trips, demonstrating their higher health and
occupational risks associated with COVID-19. Comparison of spaces of activity
indicates that different socio-economic groups used and experienced the city in
different ways. These differences depend on the geographic distribution of urban
opportunities and the residential distribution of different socio-economic groups
across the city.

•

Digital: Digital technologies played an important role during COVID-19. The impact of
digitalisation on life during and beyond COVID, however, varies across socio-economic
groups. A digital divide was observed along lines of generation and income. Female
respondents, young people (aged 18-24) and high-income respondents became more
active online during the period of the lockdown, compared to male, older age groups,
and low-income groups. The older age group and low-income residents were more
often digitally excluded from social life and civic participation due to lack of digital
skills, although these gaps have been narrowing during the pandemic.
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1. Introduction
The COVID-19 pandemic has had far-reaching effects on our everyday life which go well
beyond the spread of the disease and efforts to contain it. On the one hand, news outlets
have presented many positive stories, such as a flowering of local mutual aid groups,1 the
rapid response to the Can-Do Bristol volunteer network, and the establishment of an
‘England-wide digital volunteer canopy’ associated with the government-backed NHS
Volunteer Responders scheme. 2 These all indicate a resurgence of volunteerism and
community spirit that held people together during this public health crisis. On the other hand,
‘physical distancing’ measures put in place by the UK government and a countrywide
lockdown circumscribed many previously taken for granted opportunities for social mobility
and interaction, as well as civic and political engagement. As a consequence, we have
witnessed evidence of widening gaps and increasing inequalities between different local
populations, with senior citizens, ethnic minorities and those already under financial strain
being more adversely affected.3 This has raised a key question for the Everyday Integration
project:
How did COVID-19 and the policy responses to it affect working, socialisation, engagement
and mobility for people in Bristol during the first national lockdown (March-July 2020) and
what are the implications of this for integration in Bristol in the future?
To answer this question, we organised an online survey on integration in Bristol at the time
of COVID-19 – the Whose Bristol? Social Survey. The survey aims to explore the challenges
and changes COVID-19 poses to integration and Bristol, with a particular focus on how
people’s everyday experience of work, social interaction, civic engagement and outdoor
activities changed during and after the first national lockdown (March-July 2020). The survey
was run by the University of Bristol and funded by the ESRC as part of a larger project –
Everyday Integration: The local contexts, practices and mobilities of integration in Bristol
(grant number ES/S009582/1). It was distributed through a variety of channels, including via
partnerships with community organisations, area-based mutual aid groups, social media and
online advertising. The survey was open from 24th August to 4th October 2020 and yielded
786 valid responses from adults (18+) from Bristol and its environs.
In this report, we treat the data collected from August to October 2020 as cross-sectional,
covering the period following the lifting of restrictions from the first national lockdown. We
present descriptive results for the key findings and supporting demographic data collected by
the survey. This report focuses on changes in economic participation, social interaction, civic
engagement, and spatial mobility experienced by survey respondents during and after the
first national lockdown. We include key workers within our main sample and present subgroup analysis for different socio-demographic groups.

1

https://www.mutual-aid.co.uk/
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2020/jul/21/the-big-society-long-gone-sustain-surge-in-lockdownvolunteers-mutual-aid
3
https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2020/10/Covid-19-is-increasing-multiple-kinds-of-inequality-here-s-whatwe-can-do-about-it/
2
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Profile of the Whose Bristol Survey Respondents
Our study is not designed to be representative of the Bristol population and caution in
interpreting the results is therefore encouraged. Comparing with census data (2011), Labour
Force Survey (2019) and population estimate (2019) from the Office for National Statistics
(ONS), the profile of respondents to the Whose Bristol Survey tends to be more female,
better-educated and more middle-aged (see Appendix Table A1 for a demographic
breakdown of our sample) than the wider population of either Bristol or the UK. While many
of these trends are common with other online surveys (Smith, 2008; Mulder and de Bruijne,
2019), we had a good response rate from those aged 50-64, who are often less engaged in
online surveys.
Figure 1a: Distribution of
survey respondents by place
of
residence:
all
respondents, n=781
The data resulting from the
survey includes respondents
from all wards in Bristol as
well as responses from
beyond the city limits, as
shown in Figures 1a and 1b.
It also captures a wide
diversity of people from a
wide
range
of
sociodemographic factors, which
enables
some
subgroup
analyses to understand the
differentiated experience of
COVID-19 for different groups
within Bristol.
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Figure 1b: Distribution of
survey respondents by
place
of
residence:
respondents in the city of
Bristol, n=671
In the following sections, we
explore the economic, social,
civic, spatial, and digital impact
of COVID-19 on survey
respondents (sections 2-6).4 In
each section, we also include
brief comparisons across three
sampled
neighbourhoods
which are socially and
demographically different to
each other: Easton (an
ethnically
diverse
neighbourhood), Westburyon-Trym and Henleaze (a
largely white middle-class
neighbourhood, ‘Westburyon-Trym’ hereafter), and
Hartcliffe and Withywood (a
historically deprived white
working-class neighbourhood,
‘Hartcliffe’ hereafter) (please
see Appendix Table A2 for a detailed comparison). The brief comparison is intended to
illustrate some of the uneven impacts of and reactions to the pandemic that inform and
necessitate our local, bottom-up and everyday approach towards integration.

4

In subsequent analysis, we present percentages of respondents when there are no fewer than 20
respondents in the target group. We report numbers instead of percentages when the sample size is smaller
than 20.
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2. Economic participation during COVID-19
The COVID-19 outbreak and the first national lockdown restrictions imposed between
March and July 2020 have had long-lasting effects on the economic participation and
employment status of people across the UK. We asked respondents to the Whose Bristol
Survey in August-October 2020 to recall how their working lives had changed during that
first lockdown.
Figure 2 summarises the responses to the question on work activity at the time the survey
was administered (August-October 2020, following the first national lockdown). As expected,
the pandemic had a negative impact on the labour market with a steep decline in
employment 5 compared to 2019. According to the Annual Population Survey, a national
household survey of approximately 320,000 respondents, 75 % of people in the UK (and the
same percentage in Bristol) were in employment or working in the year October 2019 to
September 2020. Our survey found that during the post-lockdown period, the average rate of
employment dropped to 67% among our respondents. This does not correspond to a higher
rate of unemployment but rather to a higher rate of economic inactivity 6 among survey
respondents. Economically inactive respondents accounted for 28% of our sample, higher
than the corresponding estimate at the national level of 21%.
We asked respondents whether their employment status, hours of paid work, and/or place
of work had changed during the lockdown. Just under a quarter of the respondents (24%)
reported being affected by COVID-19, and of those 71% experienced a reduction in pay/hours
(slightly lower than the national average of 73%). 7 Subgroup analysis revealed that the
economic effects of COVID-19 were far from uniform. The differentiated economic impact
experienced by survey respondents depends on many factors, most notably ethnic
background, socio-economic characteristics and citizenship status.
Figure 2 breaks down the economic impact of COVID-19 by whether respondents were white
or ‘ethnic minority’8 and their citizenship status. There were 125 ethnic minority respondents
and we therefore present findings using numbers rather than percentages. We found
evidence showing that all respondents faced economic shocks associated with COVID-19, but
ethnic minorities and non-citizens suffered greater financial loss due to COVID-19 and the
lockdown restrictions than white British citizens. Among the eight respondents who lost their
jobs during the lockdown, three were white British citizens, three were white non-citizens,
and two were ethnic minority citizens. Similarly, among the four respondents who were
unemployed but found a new job during the coronavirus outbreak, only one was white and
the other three were from ethnic minority backgrounds. Of those three respondents, two
were keyworkers. Although the sample was small, for our respondents the disproportional
5

According to the Office for National Statistics (ONS), people in employment are defined as all those of
working age (aged 16 years and over) who, during the reference week, had a job or business for pay or profit.
6
According to the ONS, ‘economic inactive’ respondents are those who are not in employment, who have not
been seeking work within the last 4 weeks and/or are unable to start work within the next 2 weeks.
7
Data source:
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/article
s/peopletemporarilyawayfrompaidworkintheuk/august2020#data-sources-and-quality
8
Due to the small sample size, we grouped minority groups together for purposes of analysis here.
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impact of COVID-19 on un-employment and re-employment across ethnic lines suggests that
ethnic minority groups became more precarious during the coronavirus crisis compared to
white British residents.
The story of furlough was slightly different (Figure 2). A majority of respondents who were
furloughed during the lockdown were white British (15 out of 21), and only three were ethnic
minority citizens and two were white non-citizens. Compared to their rate of unemployment
(due to COVID-19), the relatively low rate of furlough among non-citizens indicates they were
less often reached by the furlough scheme despite their eligibility (as legally working noncitizens), even if they were subject to No Recourse to Public Funds (NRPF) conditions. Further
investigation is needed to explore and explain this phenomenon.
Figure 2 Economic impact of COVID-19 by ethnic group and citizenship status

Average home working rate =63.73%
Non-citizen
British citizen
Ethnic minority
White
White (British citizen)
White (non-citizen)
0.00%

10.00%

20.00%

30.00%

40.00%

50.00%

60.00%

Rate of re-employment

Rate of furlough

Rate of umployment due to COVID-19

Rate of reduced working hours/pay

70.00%

80.00%

Rate of home working

The disadvantaged situation of ethnic minority respondents can also be found in home
working. Our survey suggests that minority groups, particularly Black respondents (analysis
not shown here), ‘travelled to work outside home’ during the first national lockdown (47%)
more often than white respondents (34%). This is probably due to the over-representation of
Black respondents in front-line worker roles and occupations with limited opportunities for
home working. For instance, 12% of key workers surveyed and 13% of those working in the
social care sector were from Black backgrounds – both rates higher than the percentage of
Black people among all survey respondents (7%).
We further explored the economic impact of COVID-19 by income group (Figure 3),
occupation (Figure 4) and type of contract (Figure 5). A general pattern of socio-economic
distinctions emerged, with individuals with lower take-home pay (less than £2000 per
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month),9 in part-time work, in sectors defined by the ONS as ‘requiring lower qualifications
and/or less experience’ (e.g. sales, caring or skilled trades occupations), and without
permanent contracts reporting more negative influences. The importance of socio-economic
distinction was also manifest in the results of changes in workplaces. Low-income groups, ‘low
skilled’ and temporary workers reported lower proportions of people who changed to workfrom-home10 due to COVID-19.
Figure 3 Economic impact of COVID-19 by monthly take-home pay

Average home working rate =63.73%

Part-time

more than £3000
£2001-£3000
£1001-£2000
less than £1000

Full-time

more than £3000
£2001-£3000
£1001-£2000
less than £1000
0.00% 10.00% 20.00% 30.00% 40.00% 50.00% 60.00% 70.00% 80.00% 90.00% 100.00%
Rate of furlough

Rate of umployment due to COVID-19

Rate of reduced working hours/pay

Rate of home working

9

The median monthly take-home pay for Bristolians was approximately £2000 in 2019. We used £1000
bandings and broke the respondents into four groups by their take-home pay around the time of the survey. In
our sample, 24% of the respondents took home less than £1000; 49% took home between £1001 and £2000,
20% took home £2001-£3000, and 7% took home more than £3000.
10
Home working, according to the ONS, refers to someone doing some work from home in the reference week
of the survey.
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Figure 4 Economic impact of COVID-19 by occupation
Average home working rate =63.73%

Sales and customer service occupations
Caring leisure and other service occupations
Skilled trades occupations
Administrative and secretarial occupations
Associate professional and technical occupations
Professional occupations
Managers directors and senior officials
0.00%

20.00%

40.00%

60.00%

80.00%

Rate of furlough

Rate of umployment due to COVID-19

Rate of reduced working hours/pay

Rate of homeoworking

100.00%

Notes: 1. Elementary occupations have been suppressed as the sample size is too small for a reliable
estimate.

Figure 5 Economic impact of COVID-19 by type of contract

Average home working rate =63.73%
Temporary job without contract
Temporary job with contract
Permanent job without contract
Permanent job with contract
0.00% 10.00% 20.00% 30.00% 40.00% 50.00% 60.00% 70.00% 80.00% 90.00%100.00%
Rate of furlough

Rate of umployment due to COVID-19

Rate of reduced working hours/pay

Rate of home working

Notes: 1. Those working without a formal contract (either temporary or permanent) received less
government financial support (e.g. the furlough scheme). 2. Self-employed respondents (n=44) were
excluded from this figure since they were not eligible for furlough.
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These observations correspond with most existing research, showing that the pandemic and
policy responses to it exposed and exacerbated existing social inequalities (Blundell et al.,
2020; Wielgoszewska et al., 2020). Those already under financial strain pre-COVID-19 faced
occupational risks during the pandemic, such as being unemployed or furloughed or having
to work outside of the home and thus having potentially greater exposure to the virus.
Our survey also uncovered strong differences between those who had lived less than three
years in Bristol, those who had lived in Bristol more than three years but who were not born
in Bristol, and those who were born in Bristol.11 Figure 6 shows that those who had lived more
than three years in Bristol (but not born in Bristol) experienced greater economic impact in
terms of employment status as a result of COVID-19. The most salient impact was ‘reduced
working hours’, 13% of non-Bristol-born respondents who had spent more than three years
in Bristol fell into this group. This is most likely because 17% of those non-Bristol-born
residents who spent more than three years in Bristol were ethnic minorities, who were found
to be disproportionately affected by COVID-19. This proportion is higher than the
corresponding rate among Bristol-born respondents (15%). Regarding changes in workplace,
those who had lived less than three years in Bristol reported the highest rates of home
working (74%) and those born in Bristol reported the lowest rates (53%).

Figure 6 Economic impact of COVID-19 by length of time in Bristol

Bristol-born

More than 3 years

0-3 years
0.00%

10.00%

20.00%

30.00%

40.00%

50.00%

60.00%

70.00%

Rate of furlough

Rate of umployment due to COVID-19

Rate of reduced working hours/pay

Rate of home working

80.00%

It is perhaps surprising that our data show that those who had lived less than three years in
Bristol remained relatively financially stable during the lockdown, compared to those who
have lived for a longer time or who were born in Bristol. This is even more surprising when
taking into consideration their relatively young age (40-44, compared to 50-54 for other
groups) and lower monthly take-home pay (£1000-£2000, compared to £2000-£3000 for
other groups). Some possible explanations for this relative resilience may be that they
represented the largest proportion of full-time employees (42%, compared to 36% for those
who spent more than three years, and 19% for Bristol-born respondents). This group also had
11

NB those respondents who were born in Bristol do not necessarily live all of their lives in Bristol but reported
stronger social networks in Bristol.
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a higher proportion of respondents working with a permanent contract (85%, compared to
70% for those who spent more than three years in Bristol, and 82% for Bristol-born
respondents). These findings suggest that ‘length of time in Bristol’ alone might not be a direct
determinant of the economic impact of COVID-19 on Bristolians. Instead, it can be viewed as
reflections of one’s employment status and/or social class.12
Figure 7 Economic impact of COVID-19 across sampled neighbourhoods

Comparison across sampled
neighbourhoods
Figure 7 indicates that
reductions in hours and/or pay
were most commonly reported
by respondents from Easton.
The use of the furlough scheme,
as well as unemployment due to
COVID-19, were found most
often in Hartcliffe. Taking the
modest reductions in pay/hours
alongside those who stopped
working (lost their job or
became furloughed), Hartcliffe is
the worst affected
neighbourhood among the
three.

70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
20.00%
10.00%
0.00%

Rate of homeoworking
Rate of reduced working hours/pay
Rate of umployment due to COVID-19
Rate of furlough

12

Education is a major component of social class. In our survey, newcomers represented the largest proportion
of degree-holders (84%), compared to those who spent a longer time in Bristol (74%) or were born here (42%).
Newcomers were more often from a higher social class by comparison.
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3. Social interaction during COVID-19
The COVID-19 crisis has had a profound impact on our everyday lives. The nationwide
lockdown rules and ‘physical distancing’ measures have challenged many existing
assumptions about social interaction. Some early research has argued that the pandemic and
resulting lockdown measures have brought people closer together and strengthened
community spirit (Rutter, 2020). Others present contrary evidence, showing that COVID-19
corresponded with a general decline in neighbourhood cohesion and an emerging strain on
social relations, particularly among vulnerable groups and ethnic minorities (Borkowska and
Laurence, 2020). To examine the social impact of COVID-19 in Bristol, we asked respondents
to compare their perceptions of their social interactions and levels of attachment before and
during the March-July lockdown, and to report any unfair treatment they experienced around
the time of the survey. Below, we present descriptive evidence on changes in social
interactions, place attachment and experiences of discrimination.
Figure 8 displays the proportion of respondents reporting the frequency of their meetings
with different groups of people before and during the first lockdown. The comparison, not
surprisingly, reveals a substantial decline in face-to-face interactions.13 This decline can be
viewed as an indicator of social isolation, which was most pronounced for trans-local social
ties (92% between friends/family not in Bristol) and local social ties (87% between
friends/family in Bristol).
Figure 8 Changes in frequencies of social interaction: before vs. during the lockdown

Face-to-face

0.00%

20.00%

40.00%

60.00%

80.00%

100.00%

Friends and/or family in Bristol
Friends and/or family not in Bristol
Colleagues
Neighbours

Online

Friends and/or family in Bristol
Friends and/or family NOT in Bristol but in the UK
Friends and/or family not in the UK
Colleagues
More frequently

About the same

Less frequently

Did not meet

Neighbourly ties were the least affected during the first national lockdown. Nearly a quarter
of respondents (23%) reported more frequent neighbourhood connections during this period.
This suggests that the neighbourhood gained prominence as a local scale of interaction when
large-scale mobilities and physical exchanges were circumscribed. The ultra-local scale of the
13

This comparison also shows a substantial increase of online social interaction, which we will discuss further
in section 6.
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‘neighbourhood’ was important for social interaction during the lockdown, and it fostered
more improvisational and localised approaches toward integration.
A closer examination of changes in neighbourhood social interaction also provides evidence
of socio-economic differences. Figure 9 shows that low-income respondents (monthly takehome pay less than £1000) reported less of an increase in neighbourhood-based social
interactions compared to high-income groups (monthly take-home pay more than £3000).
The low-income group also reported higher levels of isolation, with more than 30% of its
respondents reporting no interaction with neighbours during the period of lockdown. This
pattern is also observable with other measures of socio-economic status, such as the Index of
Multiple Deprivation (IMD). As Figure 9 shows, respondents from the most deprived
neighbourhoods in Bristol reported ‘no meeting’ with neighbours more often than their
counterparts in the least deprived neighbourhoods. One plausible explanation is that,
compared to home-workers in more affluent neighbourhoods, respondents from the most
deprived neighbourhoods (IMD decile =1) worked from home less during the lockdown,14
suggesting they spent less time in their neighbourhoods and thus less involved in community
life.
Figure 9 Changes in frequencies of neighbourhood interaction by income group (top) and
IMD (bottom)

Income
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£2001 - £3000
£1001 - £2000

IMD
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least deprived 10%
Most deprived 10%
0.00% 10.00% 20.00% 30.00% 40.00% 50.00% 60.00% 70.00% 80.00% 90.00% 100.00%

More frequently

About the same

Less frequently

Did not meet

We also observed large differences in neighbourhood social interaction across subgroups
classified by ethnicity, birthplace, immigration status and length of time in Bristol. From Figure
10 we can see that respondents from white backgrounds who were born in the UK (but not
necessarily in Bristol) or who had British citizenship, more commonly reported involvement
in neighbourhood support networks through frequent neighbourhood interactions during the
lockdown. Respondents who were non-citizens or ethnic minorities, particularly those from
Black backgrounds (analysis not shown here), reported a more modest increase in
neighbourhood-based interaction and less engagement in neighbourhood social life. A
plausible explanation is that ethnic minority respondents worked from home less during the
14

We found a negative and statistically significant correlation between IMD decile and ‘traveling to work’,
meaning that people in deprived neighbourhoods (i.e. smaller IMD scores) travelled to work more often during
the lockdown.
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lockdown and spent less time in their neighbourhoods. They would have thus experienced
less of an increase in neighbourhood social interactions during the lockdown – an observation
that is consistent with findings drawing on a national representative sample (Borkowska and
Laurence, 2020). Bristol-born respondents also reported less increase in neighbourhood
interactions relative to those not born in Bristol. Interestingly, newcomers, irrespective of
whether they were born in the UK or not, reported the highest increase in neighbourhood
social interactions. This group also reported the highest rates of home working (74%).

Broad
ethnic
group

Ethnic minority

Length of time
Immigrati
in Bristol
Birthplace
on

Figure 10 Changes in frequencies of neighbourhood interaction by ethnic group (top),
immigration status, birthplace and length of time in Bristol (bottom)

Non-citizen
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British citizen
Elsewhere
UK
Bristol-born
No less than 3 years
Less than 3 years
0.00%
More frequently

20.00%
About the same

40.00%

60.00%

Less frequently

80.00%

100.00%

Did not meet

The clear distinctions across lines of ethnicity, immigration status and length of time in
Bristol were also observed in shifts in place attachment (Figure 11). Respondents were
asked to compare their attachments to their neighbourhood, Bristol, the UK and other parts
of the world during and before lockdown. The results indicate white or British citizens
experienced an increase in neighbourhood attachment during the period of the lockdown.
Those who had spent less than three years in Bristol also reported slightly higher increases
in neighbourhood attachments compared to those who had been in Bristol longer or who
were born in the city. These observations are in fact consistent with our earlier discussion
on neighbourhood interactions: there is a positive and statistically significant correlation
between changes in neighbourhood interaction and changes in neighbourhood attachment.
In contrast, ethnic minorities and non-citizens tended to report decreases in neighbourhood
attachments compared to their white British counterparts. These observations correspond
to existing research in England (Borkowska and Laurence, 2020) showing that non-citizens
and ethnic minority groups experienced negative changes during the pandemic. These
observations are not consistent with existing research which show that ethnic minorities
had stronger attachments to their neighbourhoods than other groups pre-lockdown (Bristol
City Council, 2020; University of Essex, 2020). In contrast, our survey suggests that ethnic
16
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minority groups who were locally embedded experienced a more negative impact during
lockdown compared to other groups. Further research is needed to explore the causes and
consequences of the negative impact on neighbourhood attachment, particularly among
ethnic minority groups.

Figure 11 Changes in attachment by ethnic group, immigration status and length of time in
Bristol (left: attachment increase, right: attachment decrease)
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This decline in neighbourhood interaction and attachments did not always lead to greater
isolation but instead signalled a reorientation of attachments. Figure 11 indicates that
ethnic minorities reported stronger attachments to the UK and other parts of the world
compared to white respondents. This observation reveals a new perspective on scale and
differentiated ways of scale-making; whilst white respondents experienced a coming
together on the local level during the pandemic (indicating the resurgence of
neighbourhood cohesion and community spirit), ethnic minorities were more inclined to the
national or transnational level (e.g., the UK and other parts of the world) via virtual/online
channels. This finding suggests that the national response to the pandemic presented some
ethnic minorities with an opportunity to see themselves in more national terms than they
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might have done previously. Local approaches did not appear to matter as much for noncitizens or ethnic minority groups as the white British.
Slightly different phenomena were observed among non-citizens. They reported larger
increases in attachments (positive change) and smaller decreases (negative change) to their
attachments to the UK and other parts of the world compared to those with British citizenship.
The co-existence of ‘positive’ and ‘negative changes’ shows that different attitudes existed
among non-citizens. Further analysis (not shown here) indicates that white non-citizens
reported larger decreases in ‘attachment to the UK’ (45%), compared to ethnic minority noncitizens (22%).
Different patterns emerged when exploring attachment changes along lines of income
(individual level) and deprivation (neighbourhood level) (Figure 12). More positive changes in
national attachments were found amongst low-income respondents (monthly take-home pay
less than £1000) and in the most deprived neighbourhoods. Low-income groups also reported
more positive changes in neighbourhood attachment, but it was those living in the least
deprived neighbourhoods who reported a greater increase in neighbourhood attachment
compared to those in the most deprived neighbourhoods. This is possibly due to stronger
neighbourhood effects such as interaction in affluent neighbourhoods that affect
neighbouring and neighbourliness at the individual level.
More negative changes in attachments to the neighbourhood, Bristol and other parts of the
world were found amongst low-income respondents and in the most deprived
neighbourhoods. These observations signal divisions among low-income Bristolians, with the
pandemic bringing some together, but keeping others apart.
Figure 12 Changes in attachment by monthly take-home pay and IMD (left: attachment
increase, right: attachment decrease)
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Our survey also exposes the uneven distribution of unfair treatment across Bristolians. Figure
13 shows that unfair, discriminatory and abusive treatment were experienced more often by
young respondents (18-24), low-income groups, ethnic minorities, non-citizens and those not
born in the UK. According to the respondents, ‘race’ was the most common reason for this
abusive treatment (20%). This echoes existing evidence showing that hate crimes had
increased since the virus began to spread in spring 2020 (Gover et al., 2020). We could,
therefore, argue that the increased rate of race-based discrimination in Bristol was in some
way connected to the COVID-19 crisis. Baseline data and further analysis are needed to
determine the extent to which COVID-19 is associated with the spread of racism, xenophobia
and inequality.
Figure 13 Rate of unfair treatment reported
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Figure 14 Social impact of COVID-19 across sampled neighbourhoods

Comparison across sampled
neighbourhoods
Figure 14 compares some key
indicators of the social impact of
COVID-19 across our three sampled
neighbourhoods. Consistent with
our more city-wide findings, an
increase in neighbourhood
interactions and attachment were
reported by respondents from
Westbury-on-Trym. Increase in
attachment to the UK was found
most among respondents from
Hartcliffe. Respondents from
Easton experienced the most unfair
treatment during July-August 2020.
Racial/ethnic- reasons accounted
for half of the unfair treatment that
was reported in this ethnically
diverse neighbourhood.
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4. Civic engagement during COVID-19
COVID-19 and the policy responses to it have witnessed substantial changes in citizens’ civic
and political engagement. While the lockdown rules and ‘physical distancing’ measures
limited many previously taken for granted opportunities for civic and political engagement,
they have also energised voluntary and political participation via a variety of digital platforms,
many organised from below. Some of the civic responses to COVID-19 were introduced and
coordinated by the Local Authority, such as the Bristol Can Do platform, which is run by Bristol
City Council to mobilise and coordinate local citizens’ responses to the pandemic. But many
others were organised by citizens and communities, such as numerous neighbourhood
WhatsApp groups that enabled self-help and mutual aid for different communities. Some
initiatives have emerged to redress the shortfalls in services among particular groups,
following concerns that some groups in the city are particularly vulnerable to the
consequences of COVID-19, but lack access to forms of institutional support. To explore the
impact of COVID-19 on civic and political engagement in Bristol, we asked respondents to tell
us about their participation in a variety of voluntary, civic and political activities pre- and postlockdown, including those enabled by digital technologies. They were also asked about their
past voting behaviour and future intentions to vote in different elections.
The results reveal a general decline in civic engagement among survey respondents, with an
overall participation rate dropping from a reported 54% in 2019 to 37% in the two months
leading up to the survey (July-August 2020) (Figure 15). The decline in civic participation
varied across different types of groups and activities, as shown in Figure 15. The largest
relative decline was seen in involvement in political parties (58% decrease), followed by faith
groups (48% decrease) and national charities (44% decrease).15 The impact of COVID-19 on
local civic participation was less pronounced than it was for engagement with national
organisations. Local charity and local citizens/community groups remained two of the most
popular means of engagement post-lockdown, with average participation rates of 19% and
22%, respectively. Our survey suggests that the pandemic has seen a shift away from national
to local participation.

15

Rate of change/decline is calculated as the pre-to-post difference in participation rate divided by prelockdown participation rate.
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Figure 15 Changes in civic participation by type of group
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While there was a large decline in civic engagement among all types of civic groups, this
decline was not equally experienced across the sampled population. We examined how
changes in civic participation during the lockdown varied across different populations
according to different demographic and socio-economic characteristics (Figure 16). Before
lockdown, the survey shows that women, older citizens (65 and over), low-income groups
(monthly take-home pay less than £1000), British citizens, ethnic minorities and non-UK born
reported higher levels of civic engagement pre-COVID-19 compared to men, younger citizens,
high-income groups, non-citizens, white and UK-born respondents, respectively. These
patterns have generally remained stable during the lockdown. The only exception is that the
average participation rate of UK-born respondents surpassed the corresponding rate of nonUK born respondents in the post-lockdown period.
Further analysis of these shifts helped us to disentangle the civic impact of COVID-19 across
socio-economic groups. As the yellow line in Figure 16 suggests, higher rates of decline in civic
engagement were more commonly reported by respondents who did not have British
citizenship, who were not born in the UK, who were aged 65 and over, and who had relatively
low-incomes (monthly take-home pay more than £1000 but less than £2000).
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Figure 16 Changes in civic participation by socio-economic characteristics
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Alongside the decline of engagement with traditional civic groups, the lockdown period also
saw the emergence of a variety of new forms of voluntary and political activities. Among
respondents reporting civic engagement post-lockdown, more than one third (37%) said they
had been involved in new forms of voluntary, civic or political groups that they were not
involved in before the lockdown. This rate is particularly high among those aged 25-49 (Figure
17).
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Figure 17 Civic participation by age group
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Digital technologies and the Internet are believed to play increasingly crucial roles in enabling
civic/political participation in the post/lockdown period. The analysis shows that more than
80% of respondents viewed digital tools as ‘very important’ or ‘fairly important’ for enabling
their civic engagement in July-August 2020 compared to 68% who reported so pre-pandemic.
We will further elaborate on this point in section 6.
Participants were also asked whether they voted in previous general, local and/or mayoral
elections and what their voting intentions would be if any of these elections would have been
held the following week.16 We broke down survey respondents by income levels (individual
level) and deprivation (neighbourhood level) to explore potential changes in relationships
between political engagement and socio-economic status.
Figure 18 shows that, respondents with higher incomes (monthly take-home pay more than
£3000) and who lived in Bristol’s least deprived neighbourhoods reported higher anticipated
turnout rates for general and local elections compared to low-income groups and those living
in the most deprived neighbourhoods – a pattern commonly found in research on voting
behaviour. These respondents also reported fewer positive changes during the lockdown. The
pattern was slightly different regarding mayoral elections, with respondents in the most
deprived neighbourhoods reporting higher levels of engagement, both pre-and postlockdown.

16

Voting intention is regarded as a prerequisite to voting behaviour in many classic behavioural models.
However, voting intention does not necessarily translate into actual/reported behaviour, with the latter
depending on a number of socio-psychological factors, such as behavioural skills and perceived behavioural
control (Ajzen, 1985; Fisher and Fisher, 1992). Existing research shows that actual/reported voting behaviours
are usually lower than pre-election intentions, i.e. people tend to over-claim and over-report (Silver et al.,
1986).
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Figure 18 Participation in elections by income group and neighbourhood deprivation: prevs. post-lockdown
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Mayoral election
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Figure 19 Civic and political impact of COVID-19 across sampled neighbourhoods

Comparison across sampled neighbourhoods
Figure 19 compares some key indicators of the civic impact of COVID-19 across the three
neighbourhoods we focused on. The patterns are generally consistent across the four indicators,
with respondents from Westbury-on-Trym reporting the highest rates of civic and political
engagement, and respondents from Easton being the least civically and politically engaged, both
pre-and post-lockdown.
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5. Everyday mobility during COVID-19
Drawing on traffic and locational data, recent research has provided clear evidence of how
everyday mobility has changed during the pandemic.17 Evidence from app usage and tracked
journeys has shown that the introduction of lockdown and other control measures for COVID19 led to substantial reductions in everyday mobility, and the gradual easing of those
restrictions last summer triggered a gentle recovery. However, given the disproportionate
social, economic and civic impact of COVID-19, it remains unclear how this reduction and
recovery was distributed along lines of ethnicity, social class and precarity. We know new
mobility patterns have emerged but empirical research on their social consequences has
lagged.
In this section, we asked respondents questions regarding their activities in the week leading
up to the survey (August-October 2020) and then asked them to ‘spray-can’ rough
approximations of where they had been engaging in these activities onto a map of Bristol.18
With this data, we managed to map out activity spaces of survey participants (n=230) in and
across Bristol. By linking these spaces with socio-demographic data collected in other parts of
the survey, we can observe differentiated activity spaces and their potential for social
interactions – key ingredients to our understanding of integration.
The vast majority of respondents (98%) reported leaving their places of residence at least
once during the week before the survey (August-October 2020, after the first national
lockdown). This observation is consistent with the Apple Mobility Report,19 which showed
mobility gradually recovering over the summer in Bristol and reaching its highest level (60-70%
of the pre-pandemic level) by late September.
Our survey shows that shopping, exercise and socialising were the most common purposes of
travel reported by respondents (Figure 20). Most respondents left their places of residence
‘to visit essential services’ (92%), ‘exercise’ (78%), and ‘meet/help someone who lives outside
[their] home’ (73%). Less than half of respondents left home for work, indicating a decrease
in home working from 64% during the lockdown to 42%20 during August-October. This postlockdown rate of home working was higher than that pre-pandemic in Bristol (8%).

17

https://www.google.com/Covid19/mobility/.
Locational points collected here represent ‘fuzzy’ spatial data rather than accurate locations.
19
https://Covid19.apple.com/mobility.
20
The rate of home working is calculated as number of respondents working at home divided by those in
employment.
18
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Figure 20 Purpose of travel
To go to work (outside your
home)
100.00%

To visit a place of worship

80.00%

To go to the hospital/GP

60.00%
40.00%
20.00%
To meet/help someone who
lives outside your home

0.00%

To exercise

To go to the pharmacy

To visit essential services

To visit non-essential services

Heat maps were used to visualise where in Bristol survey participants tended to go and gather
the week before the survey. We present the density of points (i.e. locations respondents
visited or travelled through) in graduated colours: places with high potentials of being visited
are displayed in reddish colours, and places with low potentials are displayed in blueish
colours. Figure 21 shows the relative activity intensities of survey respondents across Bristol.
The figure uncovers two types of ‘hotspots’ across Bristol: the central part of Bristol (such as
Wapping Wharf and Broadmead) and local parks and open spaces (such as St Andrews Park,
St George Park and the Downs). The distribution of activity hotspots is closely related to the
geographic distribution of urban opportunities, especially opportunities for consumption and
exercise, which were ranked as the top two purposes of travel among Bristolians in the postlockdown period.
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Figure 21 Heat map showing relative activity intensities of survey respondents across Bristol
(n=226)
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Subgroup analysis was carried out to explore whether/how activities and their spaces differed
across socio-demographic groups. This enables us to further explore potential spaces of social
interactions across Bristol, which we view as prerequisites for integration. Following the
exposure approach developed by Wong and Shaw (2011) and Li and Wang (2017), we
employed exposure levels of a survey respondent in one group (e.g. high-income group) to
another group (e.g. low-income group) as indicators of social interactions. We then calculated
spaces of potential inter-group social interactions across Bristol by intersecting the activity
maps of different socio-demographic groups.
Variations were observed across ethnic lines as Figure 22 shows. Ethnic minority respondents
reported higher rates of work-related, health-related and worship-related trips. These
observations correspond to previous discussions on the ethnic differences in health and
occupational risks associated with COVID-19, demonstrating the disproportionate influence
of the pandemic on ethnic minority groups.
Figure 22 Purpose of travel by broad ethnic group
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These ethnic differences were visualised using heat maps. Figure 23.1 and 23.2 displays
relative activity intensities of respondents from white and ethnic minority backgrounds.
Home locations were also marked on the figure to pinpoint the residential
distribution/segregation of ethnic groups. Figure 23.1 shows that white respondents gathered
in or travelled to shopping malls and made use of other amenities in the city centre (around
Wapping Wharf, Broadmead, and Bristol Royal Infirmary) as well as open spaces and local
amenities close to their places of residence (such as the Downs at the conjunction of Stoke
Bishop and Redland, and Morrisons in Hartcliffe) more than non-white respondents. Outdoor
activities reported by ethnic minority respondents were also concentrated in these two types
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of areas but were located in different parts of the city. In the central area of Bristol,
independent shops in Stokes Croft and the Broadmead shopping district saw a very high
concentration of ethnic minority activities. In other parts of the city, footprints from ethnic
minority groups were found widely in parks and open spaces close to ethnically diverse
neighbourhoods (such as St George Park in St George West) (Figure 23.2).
Figure 23.3 also shows us where Bristol has relatively higher potentials for inter-ethnic
interactions. A ‘hotspot’, as presented in orange-reddish colours, was identified in the central
part of the city (close to shopping centres in Broadmead and Stokes Croft). This finding
suggests that shopping centres at the city centre have greater chances to see the co-presence
of multiple ethnic groups and promote inter-ethnic socialisation, in contrast to local shops
and open spaces that tend to become ‘segregated’ activity hotspots (Hamilton et al., 2008).
Figure 23 Heat map showing relative activity intensities of respondents across Bristol by
broad ethnic group (23.1: white respondents, n=197; 23.2: ethnic minority respondents,
n=27; and 23.3: potential spaces of interactions across ethnic groups)
23.1: White respondents
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23.2: Ethnic minority respondents

23.3: Potential spaces of interaction
across ethnic groups
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Similar analysis was conducted across lines of income (individual level) and deprivation
(neighbourhood level). Here, respondents were classified into two broad income groups:
above-average (or high-income, those who took home more than £2000 per month) and
below-average (or low-income, those who took home less than £2000 per month). The
comparison not surprisingly shows that low-income respondents and those living in the most
deprived neighbourhoods left home for work when lockdown restrictions were lifted more
often than their affluent neighbours, which is consistent with our previous discussion on
home working. They also reported slightly higher rates in health-related trips.
Figure 24 Purpose of travel by broad income group (top) by neighbourhood deprivation
(bottom)
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We visualised these differences using heat maps and calculated potential spaces of
interaction across income groups (Figure 25) and deprivation levels (Figure 26). Consistent
with our earlier discussion on ethnic groups, respondents reported more trips to the city
centre or open spaces and local amenities close to their places of residence and shops and
amenities in the central part of the city where meaningful social interactions between people
from different socio-economic status is possible. Differences in activity spaces were closely
associated with the differentiated residential distribution of these groups, such as the
concentration of activities from low-income groups in the most deprived neighbourhood of
Hartcliffe.
Figure 25 Heat map showing relative activity intensities of respondents across Bristol by
broad income group (top: high-income, n=35; middle: low-income, n=141) and potential
spaces of interactions across income groups (bottom)
25.1: Relative activity intensities of
high-income respondents
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25.2: Relative activity intensities of
low-income respondents

25.3: Potential spaces of interactions
across income groups
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Figure 26 Heat map showing relative activity intensities of respondents across Bristol by
neighbourhood deprivation (top: the least deprived neighbourhoods, n=14; middle: the
most deprived neighbourhoods, n=19) and potential spaces of interactions (bottom)
26.1: Relative activity intensities of
respondents in least deprived
neighbourhoods

26.2: Relative activity intensities of
respondents in most deprived
neighbourhoods
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26.3: Potential spaces of interaction

37

Everyday integration during and beyond COVID-19

Figure 27 Purpose of travel across sampled neighbourhoods

Comparison across sampled neighbourhoods
Figure 27 compares respondents’ purposes of travel across the three sampled
neighbourhoods. The figure displays clear distinctions between Easton – an ethnically diverse
neighbourhood, and the other two mostly white neighbourhoods. The figure shows that
respondents from Easton travelled to work most often, to socialise with others, to go to the
hospital/GP, to visit non-essential services and to visit a place of worship, compared to
respondents from the other two sampled neighbourhoods.
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6. Digital technology and new opportunities towards integration
The COVID-19 pandemic has witnessed a massive paradigm shift in how we live, work,
socialise and travel. Whilst the lockdown rules and ‘physical distancing’ restrictions limited
everyday encounters and physical co-presence, digital technologies played an important role
in creating virtual environments for co-presence that provided opportunities to find new –
and rediscover old – ways to meet up. According to a new McKinsey Global Survey,21 the
pandemic accelerated the process of digitisation in everyday life-worlds by shifting traditional
forms of communication, exchange, interaction and engagement to online channels. This
digital turn, however, has not been received by everyone without scepticism. Some observers
argue that the widespread use of digital technologies may amplify existing socio-economic
inequalities (Ragnedda, 2017; De’ et al., 2020). They have pointed to digital divides between
high-income and low-income groups, potentially excluding the latter due to their lack of
digital skills.22 Significant differences in internet usage were also observed across lines of age,
gender and disability in the UK (ONS, 2019). To explore the impact of digital technologies on
Bristolians’ social, economic and civic life at the time of COVID-19, we asked respondents
questions relating to their Internet connections at home and their online participation in
social interaction and civic engagement. We carried out subgroup analyses to examine how
digitalisation promotes or hinders social equality and integration in Bristol across different
groups.
Our survey shows relatively high Internet coverage among respondents in Bristol compared
to results published in the Oxford Internet Survey, 23 with 97% reporting broadband
connections and the same percentage with mobile phone connections at home.24 Subgroup
analysis reveals that female and young/middle-aged respondents (under 50) reported slightly
higher rates of Internet coverage compared to male and elderly respondents. These patterns
were relatively consistent across Bristol, with no major difference between the most and least
deprived neighbourhoods.
As discussed in section 3 (Figure 9), online interactions increased substantially during
lockdown. This increase, however, varied across socio-economic groups. Figure 28 shows that
female respondents were generally more active online, reporting more of an increase in all
types of online social interactions compared to males. The youngest group (aged 18-24) also
became more active online during lockdown, with more than 60% reporting ‘more frequent
meetings’ with friends or family in Bristol or other parts of the UK. This proportion declined
with each subsequent age group and those aged 65 and over reported the lowest increase in
21

https://www.mckinsey.com/business-functions/strategy-and-corporate-finance/our-insights/how-Covid-19has-pushed-companies-over-the-technology-tipping-point-and-transformed-business-forever#
22
The Essential Digital Skills framework describes five basic digital skills that can be used to measure digital
inclusion: communicating, handling information and content, transacting, problem solving and being safe and
legal online
(https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/738922/
Essential_digital_skills_framework.pdf). One needs to be able to do at least one of these activities so as to be
considered to have a digital skill.
23
http://blogs.oii.ox.ac.uk/policy/mapping-the-local-geographies-of-digital-inequality-in-britain/
24
Caution in interpreting data in this section is strongly encouraged since people without access to the
Internet/digital devices would not have taken part in this online survey.
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online meetings with friends or family within the UK, suggesting that there is a generational
digital divide on Internet usage.
Figure 28 Proportion of respondents reporting ‘more frequent’ online social interactions
during the lockdown by socio-economic characteristics
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The patterns of online social interaction also varied by income and deprivation level.
According to Figure 29, those who took home less than £1000 a month experienced less of an
increase in online interactions compared with other income groups. This pattern could also
be seen by looking at deprivation at the neighbourhood level. We observed lower levels of
increase in online social interactions among respondents from the most deprived
neighbourhoods compared to those from the least deprived neighbourhoods. Since there
were no clear distinctions in Internet coverage across neighbourhoods, these variations in
online social interaction might be attributable to different digital skills which are in turn
closely related to educational inequalities.
Changes in online social interaction were more complicated in relation to ethnicity and
immigration status. Figure 29 suggests that respondents who were born in the UK, had British
citizenship or were from white backgrounds, experienced more frequent meetings with
friends or family in the UK, compared with those not born in the UK, without British citizenship
or who were from ethnic minority groups. However, non-citizens and ethnic minorities
reported higher rates of frequent online meeting with friends or family in other parts of the
world, compared with white British citizens. This observation echoes previous discussions on
the multiscalarity of attachment. Compared to British citizens who were more embedded in
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local or national networks, non-citizens were more engaged in long-distance, transnational
networks maintained by digital technologies.
COVID-19 has also energised voluntary and political activities via online platforms. As
discussed in section 4, more than 80% of respondents viewed digital tools as ‘very’ or ‘fairly
important’ for enabling their civic engagement in the post-lock period – a 12% increase over
the pre-lockdown period. The increased importance of digital technology, however, was not
experienced uniformly across socio-economic groups.
Figure 29 reveals a generational digital divide. Compared to young and middle-aged
respondents (aged 18-24 and 25-64), those aged 65 and over assigned lesser importance to
the role of digital tools in civic engagement. However, this generational digital divide
narrowed during the lockdown period. The older age group saw the most rapid increase in
the proportion of respondents who recognised the importance of digital technologies in
enabling civic engagement. This observation demonstrates that although the elderly
continued to lag behind younger age groups in terms of digital civic engagement, COVID-19
and the lockdown restrictions accelerated the process of digitalisation and brought new
opportunities to the elderly.
A digital divide was also observed along income lines in the pre-lockdown period, with
relatively fewer respondents who took home less than £1000 a month or living in the most
deprived neighbourhoods reporting positive attitudes towards digital technologies in relation
to civic engagement (Figure 29). The pandemic and the lockdown partly changed this pattern,
bringing more Internet usage to low-income groups, increasing their reliance on digital
platforms for civic engagement. This reliance became even stronger than all other income
groups in the post-lockdown period. Given that low-income groups reported lower rates of
online social interaction, we argue that their enthusiasm towards digital civic spaces was
triggered by their relatively high rate of civic engagement during the post-lockdown period
(as discussed in section 4).
Unlike online social interactions, we did not observe distinctions in attitudes towards online
civic engagement across lines of ethnicity, birthplace or immigration status (analysis not
shown here).
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enabling your involvement’ by age group: pre- vs. post-lockdown
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Figure 30 Summary of answers to digital technology-related questions across sampled
neighbourhoods

Comparison across sampled neighbourhoods
Figure 30 summarises responses to digital technology-related questions from our three
sampled neighbourhoods. The comparison indicates that Hartcliffe, as a deprived
neighbourhood, appeared to be a ‘cold spot’ in the digitalisation process during the pandemic.
It also shows that respondents from Hartcliffe reported the lowest rate of all forms of online
social interaction (local and trans-local). They also appeared to be the group that relied the
least on digital technologies in civic and political activities.
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7. Conclusion
The COVID-19 crisis has challenged many of our assumptions about how integration is related
to work, neighbourhood, civic engagement, mobility, and digital access. This report has shown
major shifts and responses in areas of economic participation, social interaction, civic and
political engagement, everyday mobilities, and digital divides during and after the first
national lockdown in Bristol.
The main findings suggest that COVID-19 had a disproportionate impact on certain segments
of the sampled population. Socio-economic distinctions have been observed across all the
areas we investigated, with Bristolians with lower take-home pay, living in deprived
neighbourhoods, from ethnic minority backgrounds, without British citizenship, or in older
age groups, reporting more negative effects, such as working in hard-hit sectors with reduced
hours/pay, becoming more socially isolated, or having to work outside the home. In contrast,
white British and high-income groups in more affluent neighbourhoods were in comparatively
advantageous positions during the lockdown. These groups reported fewer negative effects
of COVID-19. These observations correspond with much existing research, demonstrating
that the pandemic exposed and exacerbated existing social inequalities and hindered social
integration in Bristol as well.
How did the local Bristol response to COVID-19 address these issues? Our survey indicates
that some of the government’s support measures (e.g. the furlough scheme) did not fully
reach those who needed them most. The hardest-hit groups, such as non-citizens and ethnic
minorities, reported lower rates of participation in the furlough scheme compared to their
higher rates of unemployment due to COVID-19. Local, bottom-up responses to COVID-19,
such as neighbourhood mutual aid groups and volunteer groups, seemed to vary less across
different populations in Bristol. However, subgroup analysis revealed that the bottom-up
organisation needed to enable local social interaction and mutual aid, as widely reported by
the media, was more commonly found amongst white British and middle-class groups. Noncitizens, impoverished residents and the elderly retreated from community life and engaged
less in neighbourhood groups during the first lockdown than their younger, wealthier
counterparts. As a consequence, this exacerbates existing inequalities.
Alongside these challenges exposed by the pandemic, we also observed several new
opportunities towards integration during and beyond COVID-19. For instance, the decline in
local social interaction was at least partially compensated for by the flurry of virtual exchange
taking place online. The rapid spread of digital technologies during lockdown also narrowed
some of the gaps between younger and the older generations and between deprived and
affluent neighbourhoods, which enabled some socio-economically disadvantaged groups to
increase their digital engagement.
Given the limitations of our sample and the fast-changing circumstances imposed by the
pandemic and the responses to it, it is difficult to predict the long-term impact of the COVID19 crisis on Bristol. This report provides some new insights into the various challenges and
opportunities that everyday practices, mobilities and exchanges pose for integration in Bristol
during the crisis, which should be carefully considered when focusing on (re-)integration in
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the post-crisis world. On the whole, our research has demonstrated that existing inequalities
have been exacerbated during the pandemic, posing new challenges for integration.
Understanding the impact of the pandemic on different communities in Bristol is the first step
to developing bespoke, local interventions to address those challenges.
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Appendices
Table A1 Demographics of survey respondents
Characteristics

Gender
Male
Female
Age
18-24
25-49
50-64
65 and over
Ethnicity
White
Black / African / Caribbean
/ Black British
Asian / Asian British
Mixed / Multiple ethnic
groups
Other ethnic groups
Educational attainment
No qualifications
Qualified to degree level
and above
Economic activity
Economically active
Employed
Unemployed
Furloughed
Economically inactive
Notes:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Whose Bristol Survey (2020)
No.
of %
observations

Bristol population
%

226
547

28.75
69.59

49.901
50.101

24
375
237
150

3.05
47.71
30.15
19.08

19.301, 2
47.191
17.531
15.981

643
55

81.81
7.00

83.793
6.013

24
35

3.05
4.45

5.523
3.613

11

1.4

0.893

24
510

3.05
64.89

5.704
51.004

564
519
32
13
214

72.40
66.62
4.11
1.67
27.60

80.334, 5
76.74, 5
4.54
19.74, 5

Data source: Office for National Statistics (ONS) 2019.
For the ONS data, the first age band is 16-24.
Data source: 2011 Census UK.
Data source: Labour Force Survey, 2019.
Of those aged 16-64.
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Table A2 Demographics of survey respondents1
Characteristics

Age
16-24
25-39
40-54
55-64
65 and over
Ethnicity
White
Black / African /
Caribbean / Black
British
Asian / Asian British
Mixed / Multiple
ethnic groups
Other ethnic groups
Country of Birth
Outside the UK
Educational attainment
Average achievement
score (at end Key
Stage 4) across 8
subjects (2019)
Deprivation
People
struggling
2
financially

Easton

WestburyHartcliffe
on-Trym and
Henleaze

Bristol
population

9.10%
35.30%
18.60%
8.00%
8.90%

9.10%
14.90%
19.70%
11.10%
24.10%

10.80%
22.30%
15.70%
10.40%
13.60%

15.70%
27.30%
16.50%
8.90%
13.00%

62.00%
15.90%

92.20%
1.00%

95.10%
1.40%

84.00%
6.00%

13.20%
6.70%

3.80%
2.30%

0.90%
2.40%

5.50%
3.60%

2.10%

0.60%

0.30%

0.90%

27.20%

11.00%

4.50%

14.70%

40.5

63.5

34.0

44.2

9.03%

3.86%

26.69%

11.40%

Notes:
1. Data source: Statistical Ward Profile 2020, Bristol City Council.
2. Data source: Bristol Quality of Life survey, 2018/19, Bristol City Council.
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