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About the Everyday Integration project

The aims of the Everyday Integration project &manvestigate theeverydayspatial, social,
economic and civic dimensions of integratido develop a local, inclusive and botteup
approachto understanding and supporting integratiol is based on a partnership between

the University of Bristol, Bristol City Council, the Mayor of Bristol, Black South West Network,
Ashley Community Housing, Voscur, Up Our StreeB@mmbmmunity organisatits in Bristol.

For more information about and updates from the Everyday Integration project, visit
https://everydayintegration.org.uk/

ESRC Project Referends/S009582/1

About this report

This reportis based orthe Whose Bristol3urvey of almost 800 respondents in Bristoht
took place between August and October 2020. The survey investigated the imp2RVdbD

19 and the lockdown on everyday experiences of economic, social, civic, spatial gald dig
integration, paying close attention to differences acroage, gender,ethnidty, socic
economicand occupational statysieighbourhoodsand migration status.

To cite this report Yin Wang, witlBridget Anderson, Jon Fox, Natalie Hyacinth, Davidéjan
¢tKSNBEaAS hQ¢ 22 @021)FvBrydaystég@idaduring a8®beyon@OVID19:
Findings from the Whose Bristol Survéyreport from the Everyday Integration project.
Bristol: University of Bristol.

Policy briefingsaccompanying this repaortbased on the Whose Bristol survey datae
available on the Everyday Integration websitand provide analysis oflifferences across
groupsin relation ta

- home working

- experiences of unfair treatment
- social interactions

- use of digitatechnologies.

Cover image credithe cover image to this report SolouredHousesy AndrewScottow,
license:cchby-sa2.0.
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EXxecutive summary

The COVIBEL9 pandemic has upturned many of our assumptions about ridationships
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 aedlscriminately

but we have seen how profoundiynintegratedwe arewith the disproportionateimpact of

the pandemicacross lines of agesthnicity, precarity,immigration status and social class.
Indeed, itis precisely the nowliscriminatory nature o€COVIBEL9that exposes race, class and
passports aproducing mechanismaf inequalityand segregationWe would like to address
these inequalities with oumpproachto integration ¢ a local, bottomup and everyday
approach that involves everyone.

Drawing on théWhose Bristol Survegf nearly 800people living in and around Bristdhis
reportlooks more closely dheseand othertrends andexploreschallenges and opportunities
that everyday practices, mobilities, and exchanges withimd acrossBristol pose for
integration during and beyond th€OVIBL9 crisis. Theeport examines the occurrence of
(dis)ntegration infive inter-related domains economic, social, ciyispatial and digital The
key findings are summarised as follows:

1 EconomicWorking was drastically affected by the lockdown, with nearly a quaiter
Bristolian responderstreported beingnegativelyaffected byCOVIBLI ¢ a rate lower
than the average calculatddom nationaly representative datgWielgoszewskat al.,
2020) The economic impact aZOVIBL9 appeas to have widened existing socio
economic inequalitiesyith individuals from ethnic minority groups, with lower take
home pay, working pastime and working in sectors requirirfgwer skillsreporting
more negativeeffects We observed lower rates of furlgh for migrants compared to
the rest of the populationand migrantsexperienced greateloss of employment

1 Social The first national lockdown saw a substantial decreasefaceto-face
interactions and a substantial increas@ online interactions. Tése trends
transformed the eighbourhood into an important site gbcial interactiorandsource
of placeattachment, especially fowhite Britishand highincome groupsForothers,
including somenon-citizensand ethnic minorities, the pandemic and the national
response to it strengthened theirationalattachmens and encouragedirtual social
exchange via tranbcal and transhational networks.

9 Civic During the period of the lockdown, there was evidenéa @eneral decrease in
traditional forms of civic engagemensuch as participation irpolitical parties,
national charitiesand faith groups,and a shift from national participation to local
participation, includingparticipation in local charities anadal citizens/community
groups.There was alsa high level ofeported voting intentionsfor future elections
This was particularly the case for local elections (Mayoral and Local elections),
revealingpossible new opportunities for local political engagement.



Everyday integration during and beyo63VID19

1 Spatiat Mobility gradualy increasedn the summerof 2020in Bristol. Tks increase
however, was uavenly distributed across the citfompared to white British and
affluent residents, respondents from ethnic minority backgrounds, lowncome
groupsandthoseliving in the most deprived neighbourhoodsported higher rates of
work-related and health-related trips, demonstrating their higher health and
occupational risks associated witBOVIEL9. Comparison ofpaces ofactivity
indicates thatdifferent socieeconomic groupsused and experienced the city in
different ways. These differences depend the geographic distribution ofurban
opportunities and the residential distribution of different soegconomic groups
across the city.

1 Digital: Digitaltechnologies playedn importantrole duringCOVIEL9. The impact of
digitalisation on life during anbleyondCOVIDhowever, varies across so@oonomic
groups.A digital divide was observed along lines of generation and incémeale
respondentsyoung peoplgaged 184) and highncome respondents becanmore
active online during the period of the lockdown, compared to male, older age groups,
and low-income groupsThe older age group and lesvcome residents were more
often digitally excluded from social life and civic participation due to lack of digita
skills althoughthese gaps have been narrowing during the pandemic.
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1. Introduction
The COVIBEL9 pandemichas had fareaching effects on our everyday lifehich go well
beyond the spread of the disease and efforts to contai®it.the one hand, news outlets
have presented manypositive stories, such as a flowering of local mutual aid groughe
rapid response to the Cano Bristol volunteer network, antghe establishment of &
Englandwide digital volunteer canofyassociated with the governmeitacked NHS
Volunteer Responders schenfeThese all indicate a resurgence of volunteerismd
community spirit thaheldpeople together during tis public health crisis. On the other hand,
Whysi@l RAadGF yOAy3aQ YSIadz2NBa Lizi Ay LI OS o8
lockdown circumscribeémany previously taken for grantempportunitiesfor socialmobility
and interacton, as well as civic and political engagemefs$. aconsequencewe have
witnessed evidence of widening gaps and increasing inequalities betwi#kment local
populations with senior citizensethnic minorities and those alreadyinder financialstrain
beingmore adversely affecte@i Thishasraiseda key questionfor the Everyday Integration
project

How did COVIEL9 and the policy responses to it affect workisgcialisation, engagement
and mobilityfor peoplein Bristolduring the firstnational lockdown (Marciduly 2020and
what are the implications of this for integratiomBristol in the future?

To answer this questionye organised a onlinesurvey on integration in Bristalt the time

of COVIEL9 ¢ the Whose Bristd Social Surveylhe survey aims to explore the challenges
and changesCOVIBEL9 poses to integration and Bristol, with a particular focus on how
LIS2 LX SQ& S @SNERI ésochibrtagabtbnSiyi©égagementgaadNdutdoor
activities changed duringnd after the first national lockdown (Mareluly 2020)The survey
was run by the University of Bristahd funded by the ESR&S part of a larger projeat
Everyday IntegrationThe local contexts, practices and mobilities of integration in Bristol
(grant number ES/S009582)1lt wasdistributed througha variety ofchannels, includingia
partnerships with community organisatioremeabased mutual aid groupsocial mediand
online advertisingThe survey waspenfrom 24th Augusto 4th October 202@nd yielded

786 valid responsesom adults (18+) from Bristol andsignvirons.

In this report, we treat the data collecteflom Augustto October2020as crosssectional,
covering the period following the lifting of restrictions fraime first nationallockdown.We
presentdescriptive results for the kefjndingsand supporting demographic data collected by
the survey. This reportfocuses orchanges in economic participatioggcial interactioncivic
engagement, andpatialmobility experienced by surwerespondents duringnd after the
first national lockdownWe include key workers within our main sample and present sub
group analysis for different sociemographic groups.

1 https://www.mutual-aid.co.uk/

2 https://www.theguardian.com/society/2020/jul/21/thebig-societylong-gonesustainsurgein-lockdown
volunteersmutual-aid

3 https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2020/10Covid19-is-increasingmultiple-kinds-of-inequalityhere-s-what-
we-cando-aboutit/
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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 encouragedomparing with census data (2011), Labour
Force Survey (2019) and population estimate (2019) from the Office for Natatdtics
(ONS), the profile of respondents to the Whose Bristol Surveystemde more female,
better-educated and more middlaged 6ee Appendix Table Alfor a demographic
breakdown of our samp)ehan the wider population of eitheBristolor the UK While many

of these trendsare commonwith other online survey$Smith, 2008; Mulder and de Bruijne,
2019) we hada good response rate from those aged@&@ who are often less engaged in
online surveys

; Figure 1a: Distribution of
@ survey respondents by plag

of residence all
respondents, n=781

The data resulting from the
survey includes respondents
from allwards in Bristol as
well as responses from
beyond the city limitsas
shown inFigures 1a and 1b.

It also captures a wide
. . diversity of people froma
wide range of socio
demographic factors which
enabkes some subgroup

Legend analyses to understand the
i T IR differentiated experience of
e — e Kilomaters .
i oA Contains OS data @ Crowr Copyrght and database right 2020 COVImg for dlfferent groups

within Bristol
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Figure 1b: Distribution of
survey respondents b
of residere

place
respondents in the city o
Bristol. n=671

In the following sections, we
explore the economic, social,
civig spatial and digitaimpact
of COVIBEL9 on survey
respondents (sections-@).# In
each section, we also include
brief comparisons across three
sampled neighbourhoods
which are socially and
demogaphically different to
each other Easton (an
ethnically diverse
neighbourhood), Westbury
on-Trym and Henleaze (a
largely white middleclass
neighbourhood W2 S & @ 6 dzNEB
on-¢ NE Yhereafte), and
Hartcliffe and Withywood (a
historically deprived white
working-class neighbourhood
Wl | NI Of A F)F(Rle@se K SNB |

see Appendix Table A2 for a detailed comparisdrf)e brief comparisoms intended to
illustrate some ofthe uneven impad of and reactions to the pandemibat inform and
necessitate outocal, bottomup and everyday approadbwards integration.

41n subsequent analysis, vpgesent percentaggof respondents when there are rfewerthan 20
respondents in théargetgroup. We report numbers instead of percentages when the sample size is smaller

than 20.
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2. Economic participatiomluringCOVIBL9
TheCOVIEL9 outbreak and thdirst nationallockdown restrictions imposebletween
Marchand July 202Gave hadonglastingeffectson the economic participation and
employment statuof peopleacross the UKWe askedespondentgo the Whose Bristol
Surveyin AugustOctober2020to recall how their workindjveshad changed during it
first lockdown

Figure 2summarises the responsés the questionon work activity at the timethe survey
was administered (Augu$dctober2020,followingthe first national lockdown)As expected,
the pandemichad a negative impact on the labour marketwith a steep decline in
employmenf compared t02019. According to the Annual Population Surveynational
household survey aipproximately 320,000 respondenf& % of peoplein the LK (and the
samepercentage in Bristoljvere in employment or working in the ye&-ctober2019 to
September2020. Our survey found that during tipest-lockdown periodthe average ratef
employmentdropped to67% amongour respondentsThis does notorrespondto a higher
rate of unemployment butrather to a higherrate of economic inactivityamong survey
respondents.Economially inactive respondents accounted foB8% of our sample, higher
than the correspondingstimate at the nationblevelof 21%.

We asked respondentahether their employment statusjours of paid work, andr place
of work had changed during the lockdowldust undera quarter of the respondent24%)
reported being affected b€OVIBLY, and of thoser1% experienced a reduction in pay/hours
(slightly lower than the national averagef 73%)’ Subgroup analysis revealedaththe
economiceffects of COVIEL9 were far from uniform. The differentiated economic impact
experienced by survey respondents dependn many factors, most notablyethnic
background, soci@conomic characteristicgnd citizenship status

Figure Zboreaks down the economic impact 6GOVIEL9 bywhether respondents were white
or WthnicY A y 28&Mid théir @itizenship statusThere were 125 ethnic minority respondents
and we therefore present findings using numbers rather than percentagés.found
evidence showing thall respondentdacedeconomic shocks associated WiEil©OVIBEL9, but
ethnic minoritiesand non-citizenssuffered greaterfinancal loss due taCOVIBEL9 and the
lockdown restrictionshan white British ¢izens Among he eightrespondents who lost their
jobs during the lockdowrthree were white British citizes) three were white non-citizens
and two were ethnic minoritycitizens Similarly, among thdour respondents who were
unemployedbut found a new job during the coronaus outbreak, onlyone was white and
the other threewere from ethnic minoritybackgrounds Of thosethree respondents two
were keyworkes. Although the sample was smdibr our respondentghe disproportional

5 According to the Office for National Statistics (ON&ypte in employment are defined a#l those of

working age (aged 16 years and over) who, during the reference week, had a job or business for pay or profit.
6Accordingtothe ONHO2y 2 YA O Ayl OGAGBSQ NBalLRyRSyida INBE (K2asS gK
been seeking work within #hlast 4 weeks and/or are unable to start work within the next 2 weeks.

" Data source:
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/article
s/peopletemporarilyawayfrompaidworkintheuk/august2020#dataurcesand-quality

8 Due to the small sample size, we grouped minorityugs together for purposes of analysis here.
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impact of COVIEL9 onun-employment and reemployment across ethnic lines suggests that
ethnic minoritygroupsbecame more precarious durirthe coronavirus crisis compared to
white Britishresidents

The story of furlough was slightly differe(iigure 3. A majority of respondents who were
furloughed during the lockdown were white British (15 out of 2hdonlythree were ethnic
minority citizensandtwo were white noncitizens.Compaed to their rate of unemployment
(due toCOVIELY9), the relatively low rate of furlough among noitizensindicates theywere
lessoften reached bythe furlough scheme despitéheir eligibility (aslegally working non
citizeng, even if they were subject to No Recourse to Public Funds (NRPF) conditichsr
investigation is needed to explore and explain this phenomenon.

Figure2 Economic impact dEOVIEL9 by ethnic group andtizenship status

Averagehome workingate =63.73%
Non-citizen '

British citizen
Ethnic minority
White

White (British citizen)

I

White (non-citizen) B

0.00% 10.00% 20.00% 30.00% 40.00% 50.00% 60.00%; 70.00% 80.00%

H Rate of re-employment H Rate of furlough
Rate of umployment due to COVID-#®Rate of reduced working hours/pay

H Rate of home working

The disadvantage situation of ethnic minority respondents can alsbe found inhome

working Our survey suggests thatinority groups, particularlyglack respondenténalysis

not shown here)Wii Néd@&f 62 NJ 2dzidARS K2YSQ Ry 3 GKS
more oftenthan white respondentg34%) This igrobably due to the overepresentation of

Black respondents in frodine worker rolesand occupations with limited opportunitier

home working For instancel2% of key workers surveyeaahd 13%of thoseworking in the

social care sector weredm Black backgroundsboth rateshigher than the percentage of

Black peoplemong all survey respondents%)

We further explored the economic impact ofCOVIBEL9 by income group Kigure 3),
occupation Figure4) and type of contractKigure 9. A general pattern osociceconomic
distinctions emerged, with individuals with lower takédhome pay (less than£2000 per
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month),? in part-time work, in sectorsRS T Ay SR 0 &requific§lowerlyyalifidations ¥

andor less experienc&€(e.g. sales, caring or skilled trades occupatipnand without
permanent contract reporting more negative influenseTheimportanceof sociceconomic
distinctionwasalso manifest inhe results é changesnworkplacesLowA y 02 YS 3 NP dzLJa =
skilledd | Yy R {0 Gowked2rébriddower proportionsof people who changed to work
from-home'° due to COVD-19.

Figure3 Economic impact aOVIEL9 by monthly takedhome pay

Averagehome workingrate =63.73%

more than £3000

£2001-£3000

|

Part-time

£1001-£2000

|

less than £1000
more than £3000

"
£2001-£3000 g :

Full-time

£1001-£2000 e

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%

H Rate of furlough Rate of umployment due to COVID-19

m Rate of reduced working hours/pay m Rate of home working

 The medianmonthly take-home pay for Bristolians wagproximately£2000 in 2019We used £1000
bandings and broke the respondents into four groups by their{adme pay around the time of the survey. In
our sample, 24% of the respondents took home less than £1088; tdok home between £1001 and £2000,
20% took home £206£3000, and 7% took home more than £3000

®Home working, according to the ONS, refersemeone doing some work from home in tteference week
of the survey.

10
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Figure4 Economic impact d@OVIEL9 by occupation

— Averagehome workingrate =63.73%

Sales and customer service occupatioNS s
|

. . . . - 1
Caring leisure and other service occupationSpms '
|

Skilled trades occupations: s

Administrative and secretarial occupations i
|

Associate professional and technical occupatioh i

Professional occupations- |
. . |
Managers directors and senior ofﬂual_ '

0.00% 20.00% 40.00% 60.00% 80.00%  100.00%

m Rate of furlough Rate of umployment due to COVID-19

m Rate of reduced working hours/pay m Rate of homeoworking

Notes:1. Elementary occupations have been suppresseti@sample sizéstoo small forareliable
estimate.

Figure5 Economic impact cCOVIEL9 by type of contract

Average homevorking rate =63.73%

Temporary job without contract I ;
. ) ——
Temporary job with contract I :
Permanent job without contract — '

] :
Permanent job with contract s !
|

0.00% 10.00%20.00%30.00%40.00%650.00%60.00%70.00%80.00%90.00%4.00.00%

m Rate of furlough Rate of umployment due to COVID-19

m Rate of reduced working hours/pay m Rate of home working
Notes:1. Those working without a formal contract (either temporary or permaneateivel less

government financial suppore(g.the furlough schemg 2. Selfemployed respondentgn=44)were
excluded from this figursince they were not eligible for furlough.

11
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These observations correspomdth most existing research, showing that the pandemic and
policy responses to it exposed and exacerbated existing social inequéBtiexdellet al.,
2020; Wielgoszewskat al., 2020) Those alreadynder financialstrain pre-COVIEL9 faced
occupational risksluring the pandemicsuch aseing unemployed or furloughedr having

to work outside of thenome and thus having potentially greater exposure to the virus.

Our surveyalsouncovered strong differencesetween those who had lived less thémee
years in Bristol, those who had livedBristolmore thanthree years butwho were not born

in Bristol, and those who were born in BristbFigure 6 showthat those who had lived more
than three years in Bristo{but not born in Bristolexperienced ggater economicimpactin
terms of employment statuas a result oCOVIBL9. The most salienimpactwad WNB RdzOS R
g 2 NJ A Y F13% efreiNi<totborn respondents whdiad spent more tharthree years

in Bristol fell into this group.Thisis most likelybecausel7% of those non-Bristotborn
residentswho spent more tharthree years in Bristol were ethnic minorities, who were found
to be disproportionately affected byCOVIBL9. This proportion is higher than the
corresponding rate amonBristotborn respondentg15%). Regarding changes in workplace,
those who had lived less thathree years in Bristokeported the highest rates ofiome
working(74%) andthose born in Bristoteported the lowest rates (53%).

Figure6 Economic impact c€OVIEL9 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% 80.00%

m Rate of furlough Rate of umployment due to COVID-19

Rate of reduced working hours/pay m Rate of home working

It is perhapssurprising thatour datashowthat those who had lived less thahree years in
Bristol remaired relatively financially stable during the lockdoweompared to thosevho
have livedfor alonger time or who were born in Bristol This iseven moresurprisingwhen
taking into consideration their relatively young age 44) compared to 5®4 for other
groups) and lowr monthly takehome pay(£1000-£2000 compared to£2000-£3000 for
other groups).Some possible explanatiors for this relative resiliene may be that they
represented the largestproportion of fulltime employees (2%, compared t@6%for those
who spent more tharthree years,and 19%for Bristotborn respondentys This group also had

11 NB thoserespondentswvho wereborn in Bristoldo not necessarily live all of their lives in Bristol rported
stronger social networks in Bristol.

12
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a higherproportion of respondentswvorking with a permanentcontract 85%,compared to

70% for thosewho spent more thanthree yearsin Bristol and 82% for Bristddorn
respondents)¢ KSaS FTAYRAy3Ia &adz3asSaid GKIFIG WwWESy3adk 27
determinant of the economic impact @OVIBL9 on Bristolians. Instead, it can be viewed as

NEFf SOGAzya 2F 2ySQa SYLR2eYSyd adal ddza | yRk 2

Figure7 Economic impact dOVIEL9 across sampled neighbourhoods

Comparison across sampled  70.00%
neighbourhoods 60.00%

50.00%
Figure 7indicates that 40.00%
reductions in hours and/or pay 30.00%
were most commonly reported 20.00%
by respondents from Easton. 10.00% u

0.00% — —

The use of the furloughcheme © @ © o
as well as unemployment due to \ngq’ ?}v&\\ oé\‘ &
COVIBLY, were found most & < &
often in Hartcliffe. Taking the N
modest reductions in pay/hours
alongside those who stopped = Rate of homeoworking
working (lost their job or Rate of reduced working hours/pay
became furloughed), Hartcliffe it Rate of umployment due to COVID-19
the worst affected m Rate of furlough
neighbourhood among the
three.

12 Education is a major component of social classur survey, newcomerepresented the largest proportion
of degreeholders (84%), compared to those who spent a longer time in Bristol (74%) or were born here (42%).
Newcomers were more often fromhigher social class by comparison.

13
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3. Social interactioduringCOVIEL9
The COVIBL9 crisis has had a profound impact on our everyday Wes. The nationwide
lockdown rules and$hysical RA & G I y OA y Jave YiHalledgddNdany existing
assumptionsboutsocial interactionSome earlyresearchhasarguel that the pandemic and
resulting locklown measures have brought peopldoser together and strengthead
community spirit(Rutter, 2020) Cthers present contrary evidence, showing tf@OVIBEL9
corresponded witha general decline ineighbourhood cohesioand an emerging strain on
social relationsparticularly among vulnerable groups and ethnic minori{@srkowska and
Laurence, 2020)To examinghe socidimpact of COVIEL9 in Bristol,we asked espondents
to compare theiperceptionsof their social interactions and levels of attachmdgfore and
duringthe March-Juy lockdown andto report any unfair treatment they experiencesound
the time of the survey. Below, we present descriptive evidencen changes in social
interactions,place attachment ané@xperiences ofliscrimination.

Figure8 displaysthe proportion of respondents repairig the frequency oftheir meeting
with different groups of peopléefore and during the first kkkdown The comparisonnot
surprisingly reveals asubstantialdeclinein faceto-face interactions This declinecan be
viewed asan indicator of social isolationyhich was mospronouncedfor trans-local social
ties 02% between friends/family not in Bristol) and local social tie87% between
friends/family in Bristol)

Figure8 Changes in frequencies of social interaction: before vs. during the lockdown|

0.00%  20.00% 40.00% 60.00% 80.00% 100.00%

Friends and/or family in Bristo! I
Friends and/or family not in Bristo!
Colleagues I
Neighbours IS
Friends and/or family in Bristo! I .
Friends and/or family NOT in Bristol but in the Ul .
Friends and/or family not in the UK
Colleagues I

Face-to-face

Online

m More frequently m About the same m Less frequently = Did not meet

Neighbouty ties were the least affecteduring the first national lockdowrNearly a quarter
of respondents (2%) reportedmore frequentneighbourhood connections during this period
Thissuggestshat the neighbourhoodgainedprominenceas a local scale of interactiavhen
large-scale mobilitiesand physical exchang&gere circumscribedTle ultra-local scalef the

3 This comparison also shows a substaritiatease of onlinsocial interactionwhich we will discuss further
in section 6.

14
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Heighbourhoodwas important for social interactionduring the lockdownand it fostered
more improvisationalnd localisec&pproaclestoward integration.

A close examinationof changes in neighbourhoagbcial interactioralsoprovidesevidence
of socieeconomicdifferences. Figure 9shows that bw-income responderg (nonthly take
home payless than £1000) repcet less of an increasein neighbourhoodbased social
interactions compared to higincome groups (monthly takkome pay more thar£3000).
The low-income group also reported higher levels @olation with more than 30% of its
respondentsreporting no interaction with neighboursluring the period of lockdownThis
pattern isalsoobservablewith other measures of socieconomic stats, such ashe Index d
Multiple Deprivation (IMD). As-igue 9 shows respondents from the most deprived
neighbourhoods in Bristol repaett Wy 2 Y Swiithi deigibdursmore dten than their
counterparts in the least deprived neighbourhooddne plausible explanation is that
compared to homeworkers in more affluent neighbourhoodegspondents from the most
deprived neighbourhoods (IMD decile =ddprked fromhome lessduring the lockdowit*
suggestindghey spent less time in their neighbourhoodsdthusless involved in community
life.

Figure9 Changes in frequencies of neighbourhood interaction by income group (top

IMD (bottom)

More than £3000 I .
£2001 - £3000 I
£1001 - £2000 I

Less than £1000 NGNS
least deprived 10% I —
Most deprived 10% I

Income

IMD

0.00% 10.00% 20.00% 30.00% 40.00% 50.00% 60.00% 70.00% 80.00% 90.00%100.00%

m More frequently m About the same m Less frequently = Did not meet

We also observedarge differencesin neighlourhood social interactionacrosssubgroups
classified by ethnicity, birthplagenmigration statusand length of time in BristoFromFigure
10 we can sedhat respondentsfrom white backgroundsvho were born in the UK (but not
necessarily in Bristol) avho had British citizenship more commonly reportednvolvement
in neighbourhoodsupport networks through frequent neighbourhoaaeractionsduring the
lockdown Respondents who wer@on-citizensor ethnic minorities, particularly those from
Black backgroundganalysis not shown here), reported a more modestincrease in
neighbourhoodbased interaction and less engagenent in neighbourhood social lifeA
plausible explanation is thathnic minority respondentsvorked from home lesduring the

14We found anegative and statistically significacrrelationbetweenL a5 RSOAf S FyR Wi N} @St Ay
meaning that people in deprived neighbourhoods (i.e. smaller sglides) travelled to work more often during
the lockdown.
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lockdownand spent less time in their neighbourhoodEheywould havethus experiencel

less ofan increase in neighbourhood social interactions during the lockdpamobservation
that is consistent with findings drawing @mational representative sampi@orkowska and
Laurence, 2020)Bristotborn respondents also reported less increase in neighbourhood
interactionsrelative to those not born in Bristolinterestingly, mwcomers, irrespectivef
whether theywere born in the UK or not, reported the highest increaseneighbourhood
social interactionsThis group also reported the highest rateshmfme working(74%)

Figure 10 Changes in frequencies of neighbourhood interaction by ethnic group

immigration status, birthplace and length of time in Bristol (bottom)
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The clear distinctiomacross linesf ethnicity,immigration statusand length of time in
Bristolwere also observed ishifts inplace attachmen{Figure 1). Respondents were
askedto comparetheir attachments taheir neighbourhood, Bristol, the UK and other parts
of the world duringand before lockdownThe resultsndicatewhite or British citizens
experiencedan increase in neighbourhood attachmeshiring the period of the lockdown.
Thosewho hadspent less taAnthree years in Bri®l also reported slightly highencrease

in neighbourhoodattachments compared to thosevho hadbeen in Bristolongeror who

were bornin the city.These observatiorare in factconsistent withour earlierdiscussion

on neighbourhood interactionghere isa positive and statistically significant correlation
between changes in neighbourhood interaction and changes in neighbourhood attachment.
In contrast, ethnic minorities andon-citizenstended to reportdecreassin neighbourhood
attachments compared to theimwhite British counterparts. These observations correspond
to existing researcin Englad (Bakowska and Laurence, 2026howingthat non-citizens

and ethnic minority groupsexperience negative changeduring the pandemicThese
observationsare not comigent with existing researckwhich showthat ethnic minorities

had stronger attachments to their neighbourhoods than other groupslpc&down(Bristol
City Council, 202QJniversity of Essex, 2020h contrast our survey suggests thathnic
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minority groups whavere locally embedded experiencedmore negative impact during
lockdown comparedo other groups. Further research is needed to explore the causes and
consequences dhe negative impact on neighbourhood attachmeptrticularly among
ethnic minority groups.

Figurell Changes in attachment by ethnic group, immigration status and length of ti

Bristol (left: attachment iorease, right: attachment decrease)
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Thisdecline in neighbourhoothteractionand attachmens did not alwayslead togreater
isolaton but instead signalled reorientation of attachments=igure 1lindicates that
ethnic minorities reportedtrongerattachmensto the UK and other parts of the world
compared to white respondents hisobservationrevealsa new perspective on scaknd
differentiated ways ofcalemaking;whilst white respondent&xperienced a coming
together onthe locallevel duringthe pandemidindicating the resurgence of
neighbourhood cohesion and community spiréthnic minorities were more inclinet the
nationalor transnational leel (e.g., the UK and other parts of the worldja virtual/online
channels Thisfinding suggests that theational respons¢o the pandemigresented some
ethnic minorities with an opportunity tsee themselves in more national terms than they
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might have done previously.ocal approadsdid notappear tomatter as much fonon-
citizensor ethnicminority groups as thevhite British.

Slightly different phenomena were observed among +oitizens They reported larger

increasa in attachments(positive changeand smaller decreasdsegative changep their
attachmensto the UK and other parts of the world compared to those with British citizenship.
ThecoSEA&GSY OS 2F WLIZ &4 A 8 ahahsS Dat Hifferent aktifuBe3 bxisteddS OK |
among non-citizens Further analysis (not shown here) indicates thdtite non-citizens

reported largerdecreaseA y  WI G (| OK Y S y),icompated todthSic rhindynan-n p:’
citizens(22%).

Different patterns emerged when exploring attachment changes along lines of income
(individual level) and deprivation (neighbourhood le\Eigure 12. More positive changes in
nationalattachmenswere found amongst lovincome respondents (monthly takeome pay

less thar£1000 and in the most deprived neighbourhoods. Lmeome groupslsoreported

more positive changes in neighbourhood attachmebutit it was hose living in the least
deprived neighbourhoodsvho reported a greaterincrease in neighbourhood attachment
compared tothose inthe most deprived neighbourhooddhis is possibly due to stronger
neighbourhood effectssuch as interactionin affluent neighbourhoods that affect
neighbouring and neighbourliness at thlividuallevel.

More negative changes in attachmernto the neighbourhoodBristol and other parts of the
world were found amongst lowincome respondents and in the most deprived
neighbourhoods. These observatiogsignal divisions among leimcome Bristolians, witthe
pandemic bringingome togetherbut keepingothersapart.

Figure12 Changes in attachment by monthly eskome pay and IMDIgft: attachmen

increaseright: attachment decrease)
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Our survey also exposthe uneven distribution of nfair treatmentacrossBristoliansFigure
13 showsthat unfair, discriminatoryand abusivetreatment wereexperiencedmore oftenby
young respondents (184), lowincome groups, ethnic minoritiespn-citizensand those not
borninthe K.! O0O2 NRAY 3 (2 (hd€ashiB mdsoyniRdd yedsarr thig NJ
abusive treatment (20%) This echoes existing evidence showitngt hate crimeshad
increasedsince the virus began to spread in spring 2@&dveret al., 2020) We could,
therefore, argue that thencreasedrate of racebaseddiscrimination in Bristol wag some
way connected tathe COVIEL9 crisis. Baseline datand further analysis ar@eeded to
determine theextent towhichCOVIBL9is associated with the spread of racistenophobia
and inequality.

Figurel3 Rate of unfair treatment reporté
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Figurel4 Social impact o€OVIEL9 across sampled neighbourhoods

Comparison across sampled
neighbourhoods

Figure 14&ompares some key
indicators of the social impact of
COVIBL9 across our three samplec
neighbourhoods. Consistent with
our more citywide findings, an
increase in neighbourhood
interactions and attachment were
reported by respondents from
Westburyon-Trym. Increase in
attachment to the UK was found
most among regondents from
Hartcliffe.Respondent$rom

Easton experienced the most unfai
treatment during JuhAugust 2020.
Racial/ethniereasons accounted
for half of the unfair treatment that
was reported in this ethnically
diverse neighbourhood.
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4. AQvic engagemenduringCOVIEL9
COVIBL9 andthe policy responses to it e witnessedsubstantialchanges in citizegivic
and political engagementWhile the lockdown rules andphysical distancir@measures
limited many previously taken for granteabportunities for civiand politicalengagement,
they havealsoenergised voluntary and politicphrticipationviaa variety ofdigital platforms
manyorganisedfrom below Some of the civic responses ©OVIBL9 were introduced and
coordinated by theocalAuthority, such as the Bristol Can Do platform, which is runristdd
Gty Councili 2 Y20AfA&S yR 022 NRAYI padehi@Botmany OA G A T ¢
others were organisedby citizens and communitiessuch asnumerous neighbourhood
WhatsApp groupsthat enablal selfhelp and mutual aidor 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
congquences ofcOVIBLY, but lack access to forms of institutional support explore the
impact of COVIEL9 on civic and political engagement in Bristol, we asked respondeta to
us about theiparticipation in a variety of voluntary, civic and political activities prel post
lockdown,includingthose enabled by digital technologies. They were also asked about their
pastvoting behaviouland future intentions to vote imlifferent elections.

The resulsreveal a general decline in civic engagement amsurgeyrespondents, with an
overall participation rate droping from a reported54%in 2019 to ¥%in the two months
leading up to thesurvey (JulyAugust 2020)Figure 1% The decline in civic participation
varied across different types of groupsd activities,as shownin Figue 15. The largest
relativedecline was seen imvolvementin political paries (8%decreasg, followed by faith
groups (8% decreasé and national charities (44%decreasé.'® The impactof COVIBL9 on
local civic participation was less pronouncehdan it was for engagement with national
organisationsLocal charity and local citizens/community groups remained afvthe most
popular means of engagement pdsickdown, with averag@articipation rates of 19% and
22%, respectivelyOur survey suggests that the pandemic has seen aashiéy from national
to local participation

15 Rate of change/decline is calculated as the4wepost difference in participation rate divided by pre
lockdown participation rate.
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Figurel5 Changes in civic participation by type of group
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While therewas alarge declinein civic engagement among all types of civic groubps,
decline was not equally experienced across the sampled populatddfe examined how
changes incivic participationduring the lockdownvaried acrossdifferent populations
according todifferent demographic and socieconomic characteristicdigure16). Before
lockdown, the survey shows thatomen, older citizens(65 and over), lowncome groups
(monthly takehome pay less thafi1000), British citizes) ethnic minoritiesand norUK born
reported higher levels of civic engagem@mne-COVIBEL9 compared to men, younger citizens,
highrincome groups, nottitizens, white and Worn responderd, respectively These
patterns have generally remainedableduring the lockdownThe onlyexcepton isthat the
average participation rate dk-born respondentssurpassedhe corresponding rate afon-
UK born respondents the postlockdown period.

Further analysis ahese shiftshelped us to disentangle the civic impact@®VIEL9 across
sociceconomic groupsAs the yellow line iRrigurel6 siggess, higher rates of decline in civic
engagementwere more commonlyreported by respondents who did not have British
citizenship, who were not born in tHeK who were age®5 and overandwho hadrelatively
low-incomes (monthly takehome pay more thaf£1000 but less tharE2000).
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Figurel6 Changes in civic participation by seelmnomic characteristics
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Alongside the decline adhgagement withtraditional civic groups, the lockdown period also
saw the emergence of a variety oéw forms of voluntary and political activities. Among
respondents repoiihg civic engagement pofickdown, more than one third {36) said they
had beeninvolved in new drms of voluntary, civic or political groups thttey were not
involved in beforéghe lockdown This rate is particularly high among those aged2%-igure

17).
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Figurel7 Civic participation by age group
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Digital technologies and the Internet abelieved toplay increasingly crucial roles in enabling
civic/political participationn the postlockdownperiod. The aalysis shows that more than
80%ofrespandents@A S SR RAIAGEE G22F & | a YoDéhabbng A Y LI2 NJ
their civic engagement in JuRugust 2020 compared to 68#ho reported so prepandemic.

We will further elaborateon this point insection6.

Participants were also asked wheth#rey voted in previousgeneral,local andor mayoral
elections andvhat their voting intentions would bé any of theseelectionswould havebeen
held the followingweek!® We broke down surveyrespondents byncomelevels(individual
level) and deprivation (neighbourhood levét) explore potential changes irrelationships
between politicalengagementind socieeconomic status.

Figure 18 shows that, respondents with higher incomes (monthlg-tekne pay more than

£30000 YR ¢6K2 fAGSR Ay . NRAadG2ftQa fSIFIaG RSLINAD
turnout rates for general and local elections compared to-lneome groups and those living

in the most deprived neighbourhoodsa pattern canmonly 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 highdevels of engagement, both p#nd post

lockdown.

18 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 soepsychological fetors, such abehavioural skillsnd perceived behavioural
control (Ajzen, 1985; Fisher and Fisher, 198isting resarch shows that actual/reported voting behaviours
are usually lower thapre-election intentions i.e. people tend to oveiclaim and overeport (Silveret al,,

1986)
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Figure 18 articipation in electionby income group and neighbourhood deprivation: ¢

vs. postlockdown

100.00%

80.00%

60.00%

40.00%

20.00%

0.00%

100.00%

80.00%

60.00%

40.00%

20.00%

0.00%

General election

Less than £100E1001 - £2000 £2001 - £3000 More than  Most deprived Least deprived
£3000 neighbourhood neighbourhood

mmmm V/oted in previous election
mmmm Very/ fairly likely to vote if the election was to be held next week

==0-=Rate of change

Local election

Less than £100&E1001 - £2000 £2001 - £3000 More than  Most deprived Least deprived
£3000 neighbourhood neighbourhood

mmmm V/oted in previous election
mmmm Very/ fairly likely to vote if the election was to be held next week

==0==Rate of change

8.00%
6.00%
4.00%
2.00%
0.00%
-2.00%
-4.00%

30.00%
25.00%
20.00%
15.00%
10.00%
5.00%

0.00%

25



Everyday integration during and beyo@dVID19

Mayoral election
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Figure 19 Civic and political impact@DVIBL9 across samplegeighbourhoods

Comparison across sampled neighbourhoods

Figure 19compares some key indicators of thévic impact of COVIEL9 across thethree
neighbourhoodsve focused onThe patterns are generally consistent acrtbssfour indicators,
with respondens from Westburyon-Trym reporting the highest rates of civic and politicql
engagementand espondents from Eastdmeingthe least civically and politicalgngaged both
pre-and postlockdown.
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5. Bveryday mobilityduring COVIEL9

Drawing on traffic and locational dategcentresearch haprovided clear evidence dfow

everyday mobility has changed during the pandetiievidenceérom app usage anttacked

journeyshas showrthat the introduction of lockdowrand othercontrol measure$or COVID

19 led to substantial reductions imrveryday mobility, and the gradual eag of those

restrictionslast summertriggered a gentle recoveryHowever,given the disproportionate
social, economic and civic impaat COVIELY, it remainsunclear how ths reduction and
recoverywas distributed along lines of ethneity, social class and precaritWe knownew

mobility patterns have emerged but empirical research onirtlsecial consequencelsas

lagged.

In this section, we asked respondeigisestions regardingheir activities inthe weekleading

up to the survey (AugusDctober 2020) and then asked them to WprayOl y Q NI dz3 K
approximations ofvhere they had beeengaging irthese activitiesonto a mapof Bristol'8

With this data, we managed to map out activity spaces of survey participants (n=230) in and
across BristoBylinking these spaces with soeitemographic data collected in other parts of

the survey, we can observe differentiated activity spaees andtheir potential for social
interactionsg key ingredients to our understanding imtegration

The vastmajority of respondents(98%)reported leavingtheir places of residence at least
once during the weelkbefore the survey(AugustOctober 2020, after the first national
lockdown) This observations consistent with theApple Mobility Report,t® which showed
mobility gradudly recoveingover the summein Bristol and readhgits highest leve(60-70%
of the prepandemic levelpy late September.

Our surveyshowsthat shopping, exercise and socialising were the ncostmonpurposes of

travel reported by respondentd-{gure20). Most respondentdeft their places of residence

Wi2 OArAaAl SaaSyidAalf aASNBAOSAQ o0pw:03X WSESNDA
[their] K 2 Y S3%) Léss tharhalf of respondentdeft home for work indicating a decrease

in home workingfrom 64%duringthe lockdown t042%° during Augus-October Thispost-
lockdownrate of home workingvas higher tharthat pre-pandemicin Bristol(8%)

17 https://www.google.comCovid 9/mobility/.

18 _ocational points collected heeB LINB d $y¢ 0 WLz At RIGE NFGKSNI GKFyYy | OO
9 https:// Covidl9.apple.com/mobility

20The rate of home working is calculated as number of respondentsimget home divided by those in

employment.
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Figure20 Purpose of travel
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Heat maps weresedto visualise werein Bristolsurvey participants teneldto goandgather
the weekbefore the survey We present the density of points.é. locationsrespondents
visited or travelled through) in graduated colouptaces withhigh potentials of being visited
are displayedin reddish colous, and places with low potentials are displayedbinieish
colours Figure 21showsthe relative activity intensities of survey respondents across Bristol
The figureuncoverstwo types of# K 2 (i & LJ2 (i & Q the @M@l Ppait of BhsFolguih2as Y
WappingWharf and Broadmeadl andlocal parks and open spacgsichasSt Andrews Park
St George Parkindthe Downrs). The distribution of activity hotspots closely related to the
geographic distribution of urban opportunities, especially opportunitteonsumption and
exercisewhich were ranked as th®p two purposes ofravel among Bristolians in thgost
lockdownperiod.
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Figure21 Heatmap showing relative activity intensities of survey respondents across B
(n=226)
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Subgroumnalysis was carried out to explomnether/how activities and theispacediffered
across socialemographigroups This enables us to further explore pote spaces of social
interactions across Bristol, which we view as prerequisites for integrakoliowingthe
exposure approacldevelopedby Wong and Shaw2011)and Li and Wand2017) we
employed exposure levels of a survey respondent in one grogphighincome group) to
another group (. low-income group) as thicators of social interactions. We thealculated
spaces of potentiainter-group sociainteractions across Bristdly intersecting the activity
mapsof different socicdemographiayroups.

Variationswere observedacross ethniéinesas Figure 2Zhows Ehnic minority respondents
reported higher rates ofwork-related, healthrelated and worshigrelated trips. These
observations correspond to previous discussions on the ethnic differenchealth and
occupationalrisksassociated withCOVIBEL9, demonstrating the disproportionate influence
of the pandemic on ethnic minority groups.

Figure22 Purpose of travel by broad ethnic group
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These &nic differenceswere visualised using heat mapBigure 231 and 23.2displays
relative activity intensities ofrespondents fromwhite and ethnic minority backgroursd
Home locations were also marked on the figure to pinpoitihe residential
distribution/segregation of ethnic groupBigure 23. 5hows thatwhite respondents gathexd

in or travelled to shopping malls andhade use of otheamenitiesin the city centre around
Wapping WharfBroadmeadand Bristol Royal Infirmargs well asopen spacesind local
amenitiesclose totheir places of residencésuch aghe Downsat the conjunction of Stoke
Bishop and Redland, and Morrisons in Hartcliff@ye than nonwhite respondentsOutdoor
activities reported by ethnic minority respondents were also concentrated in these two types
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of areasbut were locatedin different parts of the cityIn the central areaof Bristol
independent shops irstokes Crofeand the Broadmeadshopping districtsaw a very high
concentration of ethnic minority activitiesin other parts of the city, footprints from ethnic
minority groups were found widely in parled open spaceslose to ethnially diverse
neighbourhoodgsuch as St George PamkSt George Wes{}Jigure 23).

Figure 23.3also shows uswhere Bristol has relatively higher potentials for inggthnic

interactioy & @ ! WK 2 (0 & L3 (i Q >reddigh coliNg, &v&sydansfied irkthye cehthdl y 3 S
part of the city (close to shopping centres in Broadmead Stakes Crojt This finding

suggests that shopping centres at the city centre have greater chances toeseeflesence

of multiple ethnic groups and promote int@thnic socialisation in contrast to local shops
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Figure23 Heat map showing relative activity intensities of respondents across Bristo
broad ethnic group23.1 white respondents, n=1923.2 ethnic minority respondents,

n=27 and 23.3:potential spaces of interactions across ethnic gryups
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Everyday integration during and beyo@aVID19
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Everyday integration during and beyo@dVID19

Smilar analysis was condwed acrosslines of income(individual level)and deprivation
(neighbourhood level)Here respondents were classified into twaroad incomegroups:
aboveaverage (or higlincome, thosewho took home more than £2000 per month) and
below-average (or lowncome, thosewho took home less than £2000 per month). The
comparison not surprisingly shows that lemcome respondentand those living in the most
deprived neighbourhoodteft home for work when lockdown restrictions were liftedore
often than their affluent neighbourswhich isconsistent withour previous discussion on
home working. They also reportestightlyhigher ratesn healthrelated trips

Figure24 Purpose of travel by broad income group (top)neyghbourhood deprivatig

(bottom)
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Everyday integration during and beyo@dVID19

We visualised these differences usimgat maps and calculated potential spaces of
interaction acrossncomegroups Figure 2% and deprivation level¢Figure 2. Consistent
with our earlier discussionon ethnic groupsrespondents reported morérips to the city
centre or open spaceand local amenities close to tlreplaces of residencand shops and
amenities in the central part of the cityneremeaningful sociahteractions between people
from different sociceconomic statuss possible Differences in activity spaces wectsely
associated withthe differentiated residential distributionof these groups, suclas the
concentration of activities from lowncome groups in the most deprived neighbourhood of
Hartcliffe.

Figure25 Heat map showing relative activity intensities of respondents across Bri
broad incomegroup fop: highincome, n=35; middle: losmcome, n=141) and potenti

spaces of interactions across income grougugtém)

25.1: Relative activity intensities of
high-income respondents
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