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Abstract

This article is located in the maelstrom of debate
about immigration and employment in the contem-
porary economy. The article presents original analy-
sis of data from the Labour Force Survey and a
workplace case-study in the cleaning sector to high-
light growing employer dependence on a very
diverse pool of foreign-born labour. The article
explains such dependency by drawing on interview
material collected from employers, employers’ asso-
ciations, community organizations and policymakers.
In sum, we argue that London’s Migrant Division of
Labour (MDL) is a product of the semi-autonomous
actions taken by employers, workers and govern-
ment in the particular context of London.
Understanding the MDL thus needs to encompass

employer demand, migrants’ ‘dual frame of reference’
and limited access to benefits, as well as employers’
preference for foreign-born workers over ‘native’
labour supply.The state is also argued to play a criti-
cal role in this employment, determining the nature
and terms of immigration, the accessibility and levels
of benefits, and employment regulation. London’s
MDL is shown to intersect with, and in some cases
overturn, existing patterns of labour market segmen-
tation on the basis of human capital (class), ethnicity
and gender.
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Introduction

Migrant workers are caught in the cross-fire of
contemporary capitalism. On the one hand,
advanced capitalist economies can’t live without
devouring the rich resources of cheap labour located
in, and coming from, the poorer parts of the world.
On the other hand, (so called) advanced capitalist
polities find it hard to deal with the consequences of
living with strangers. Politically at least, foreigners
are best and most easily exploited abroad.

This poses acute political-economic dilemmas for
government in countries like the UK. At a time
when the global economy depends on the
competitive advantage that results from supplies of
both skilled and low-waged labour, it is impossible to
promote economic success without the planned and
unplanned movement of people. Indeed, immigrant
workers are essential for prosperity by providing
knowledge, skills, an anti-inflationary labour supply
and new job creation; but such people also have
needs, they acquire rights and they can upset the

sense of entitlement and belonging of those who
already reside. As a result, immigration – and low-
waged non-European immigration in particular –
can all too easily create a moral panic (Hiebert and
Ley, 2006, Hollifield, 1992; 2004; Zolberg, 1999).
There is now increased public concern about
immigration across Europe, and parties and issues
that were once at the ‘fringe’ of debate are becoming
mainstream (Balibar, 2002).

In the UK, immigration has shot up the list of
voter concerns. In February 2008, an opinion poll
indicated that over 40 percent of the British
electorate felt that race relations and immigration
were their top concern (IPSOS MORI, 2008).
Following such pronouncements, the British
government has executed new measures to exclude,
control and expel those immigrants who are
perceived to be the real threat – the non-European,
the non-white and those who arrive without the
papers to work. The British government is squaring
the circle of immigration policy by simultaneously
opening the nation’s borders to white Europeans
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from the east of the continent while slamming them
shut to those who are classed as unskilled from
anywhere beyond the European Union (EU). At a
time when there is no lessening of employer thirst
for foreign-born labour, the government has chosen
to source the low-cost labour that is required from
closer to home.

London is likely to feel the strains of this new
immigration regime more than other parts of the
country. London has always had a healthy appetite
for migrants – be they domestic or foreign-born. In
recent years, its economic success has been
increasingly dependent on the labour of those born
abroad and this article outlines the extent of that
dependency in lower-paid jobs. Moreover, given this
dependency, it is likely that the emerging
immigration regime will threaten the economic
sustainability of London and the livelihoods of some
of its poorest communities.

In this article we further develop the concept we
have earlier called the Migrant Division of Labour
(MDL) (May et al., 2007) to better understand
London’s reliance on foreign-born workers and the
implications this has for the labour markets that
develop in the context of the new immigration
regime. In what follows we start by reviewing the
existing literature to develop a stronger framework
for understanding London’s MDL, incorporating
the semi-autonomous roles played by employers,
migrants and the state. In the rest of the article we
then use this framework in relation to new research
data that documents London’s changing MDL.

Migrant divisions of labour

Established theoretical analyses of the intersections
between immigration and the labour market in the
UK were largely developed in the context of rising
postwar immigration. Labour shortages after the
Second World War meant that countries like Britain
needed to attract workers, and in tandem with the
development of guest worker schemes in many
European nations, the British government endorsed
limited recruitment from beyond the UK (Winder,
2004). While ‘natives’ were able to secure better
forms of employment, immigrants arrived to fill the
‘bottom-end’ jobs as demonstrated by the
concentration of African-Caribbean workers in the

National Health Service and London Transport,
and Indian, Pakistani and Bangladeshi workers in
manufacturing jobs (Castles and Kosack, 1973;
Hollifield, 2004; Jackson, 1992; Miles, 1982;
Ryan, 2005).

This situation prompted scholars to focus on
employer demand as a key determinant of
immigration. At a time when Marxist ideas were
widely adopted in the social sciences, scholars
argued that immigration was functional to
capitalism, that it was driven by employer demand
for cheap and pliable labour, and dependent upon
surplus populations or ‘reserve armies’ in the
ex-colonial world. In addition, the extent to which
the state opened its borders was itself argued to be
dependent upon the nature of the class compromise
between capital and labour within any particular
state. While a well-organized ‘native’ working class
might be able to defend its terms and conditions of
work by keeping immigrants out, a weak working
class could do little to influence state-level change
and reform (Castles and Kosack, 1973; Hjarnø,
2003; Miles 1988; Miles and Brown, 1989).

In one of the most sophisticated and well-known
development of the arguments from this period,
Piore (1979) posited that there was an inherent role
for immigrant labour in advanced capitalist
economies. He argued that labour-dependent
employers in tight labour markets with limited
margins could not simply increase wage levels to
attract natives into the work. Raising wages at the
bottom would mean demand for wage rises
elsewhere, potentially leading to structural inflation,
and although this is somewhat questionable after the
experience of implementing minimum wage
legislation in the UK (see Wills, 2004), there is never
a strong appetite for increasing wages for these
kinds of jobs.

In addition, however, Piore argued that
employers needed to find workers with the
motivation to work. Immigrants fitted this bill as
they often arrived with poor language skills, low
levels of education with few alternative sources of
work. Immigrants were recruited in the wake of the
‘natives’ who were moving out of such jobs.
Moreover, immigrants were argued to be then
further confined by racism and wider socio-
economic disadvantage to remain in ‘bottom-end’
jobs. Such analyses were later extended by the
notion of the segmented labour market in which a
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combination of personal characteristics and
employer discrimination corralled individuals into
particular kinds of employment – producing gender
and ethnic divisions of labour (Edwards et al., 1975;
Leontaridi, 1998; Peck, 1996).

Thus in London, the labour market can be read
as a particular product of the historical geography of
the city’s political-economy and its people. As has
been widely documented, London has experienced
dramatic economic restructuring over the past 30
years. In tandem with neo-liberal policy
developments that have facilitated globalization,
privatization and contracting-out, London’s labour
market has become increasingly polarized with a
rapidly growing professional class at the top, a
smaller increase in ‘bottom-end’ service employment
and a shake-out of the jobs in the middle (see Buck
and Gordon, 2000; Kaplanis, 2007; May et al., 2007;
Sassen, 2001). There has been strong demand for
labour at both ends of the labour market, and – as
we will show in relation to the ‘bottom end’ later on
in this article – foreign-born workers have been
disproportionately recruited into both sets of jobs.

Migrant workers have been attracted into low-
waged employment in cities like London because the
wages appear much better than they do back ‘home’
and because immigration controls often restrict their
access to any alternative state-provided support. In
what Waldinger and Lichter (2003) refer to as the ‘dual
frame of reference’, migrants feel better paid than their
counterparts back ‘home’ while also being unentitled to
the benefits available to citizens. In the context of the
welfare state, migrants become particularly valuable to
employers as they are more willing to work in low-paid
employment (see also Dench et al., 2006). In addition,
however, some employers may prefer to employ
foreigners as a way to ‘distance’ themselves from the
moral economy of the labour being done. Whereas they
might have baulked at employing ‘their own kind’ to do
dirty, dangerous and difficult work for very low rates of
pay, it can be easier to employ those who are coded as
‘other’ (Waldinger and Lichter, 2003: 40). With respect
to the employment of au pairs in private households,
Anderson (2007) identified a particular moral economy
in which parents were able to feel better about
themselves by recoding the work as charity as well as
employment.

Such findings suggest that employers employ
migrants because they are migrants, with different
qualities to the ‘native’ labour supply. Thus in

London, despite high levels of unemployment over
the past 20 years, a clear MDL has developed.
London has the lowest rate of economic activity
among the working-age population of any region in
the UK and, clearly, many potential workers are not
attracted into work and/or are unsuited for the jobs
that exist (HM Treasury, 2007). Moreover, official
estimates suggest that there are as many as three
low-skilled workers for each low-skilled job in
London (HM Treasury, 2007: 52/3) and given such
conditions of potential oversupply, employers can
exercise considerable choice over whom they employ.

Employer discretion over their preferred
employees is associated with the adoption of a
nationality-based ‘shorthand’ over whom to employ.
This ‘hiring queue’ means that employers tend to
adopt national and racialized stereotypes to determine
the reliability of potential recruits. In her multivariate
data analysis of trends in London, New York and
Toronto, Model (2002: 132) found a ‘relatively stable
cross-national hierarchy of discrimination’ which
reflected established prejudices and stereotypes as well
as the impact of employers’ ethnicity and different
streams of labour supply. Given the opportunity,
employers’ preferences in all three cities were for
foreign-born whites, followed by East African Asians.
These workers were found to fare at least as well as
native-born whites (especially men) in each geographic
location. In contrast, however, employers would
choose to employ Africans, Pakistanis and
Bangladeshis only in the absence of the more highly
ranked groups. And in the US, African-American men
were found to be the least favoured group, selected
only when there were no migrants left in the queue.

As employers compete for the most desirable
workers, those with the least desirable jobs are likely
to have less choice over whom to employ. Hence in
London, we would expect that the employers with
the poorest paying and least desirable jobs would be
dependent upon the ‘least desirable’ workers who
have the fewest alternative sources of income and
work. However, the volumes of potential workers
looking for work will also play a big part in the
changing MDL. In London, as elsewhere, changes
in government policy and the wider immigration
regime have reconfigured the balance between
different streams of labour supply. In our case,
changes in the regulation of irregular migration and
the decision to open the national borders to the
wider EU have been particularly significant.
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As outlined at the start of the article, the British
government, in tandem with many other
governments across Europe, North America and
Australasia, is pursuing an aggressive strategy of
stratification in relation to its immigration regimes
(Collins, 2006; Legrain, 2007). Emboldened by new
biometric technologies, governments are engaging in
an international ‘war for talent’ at the same time as
implementing an increasingly draconian ‘war on the
poor’. States are seeking to develop semi-permeable
borders that will draw in the talented and wealthy
and exclude most of the poor. As Hyndman (2005)
and Sparke (2006) argue in relation to North
America, and Balibar (2002; see also Bojadžijev and
Saint-Saëns, 2006; Mezzadra, 2005; van Houtum
and van Nearssen, 2002) demonstrates in relation to
Europe, borders are becoming an important site of
class struggle and conflict.

Through successive pieces of new legislation,
Britain is becoming more illiberal in regard to
humanitarian assistance and immigration control
covering those from the poorest parts of the world.
It is becoming harder to cross borders and those
illegal or irregular populations that are already
present are being subjected to destitution, detention
and deportation at the hands of the state. In the UK,
new legislation has reduced access to the asylum
system (see Bloch and Schuster, 2005; Phillimore
and Goodson, 2006) and stopped all ‘unskilled’
immigration from outside the EU. The Home Office
is now implementing biometric identity cards – from
November 2008 – to better control foreign nationals,
and is simultaneously stepping up workplace
enforcement (Migrant Rights Network, 2008).
In this context, individuals without secure legal
status will be forced to obtain false papers or
find themselves confined to the informal
economy to survive (see also Black et al., 2005;
Herbert et al., 2008).

As elsewhere, the British government has sought
to ‘manage migration’ in the interests of the
economy with ‘borders that are open to those who
bring skills, talent, business and creativity that boost
our economy, yet closed to those who might cause us
harm or seek to enter illegally’ (Home Office and
Commonwealth Office, 2007: 2). In a new points-
based system that is similar to that already operating
in Australia (see Table 1), only workers at the top of
this hierarchy who arrive as highly skilled migrants
(in Tier 1) have full rights to the labour market and

the benefit system. Those granted access to work for
a particular employer in an identified shortage sector
(in effect, relatively skilled occupations) with a
requisite level of English (in Tier 2) have no rights
to social benefits although they may apply for
citizenship after five years in the UK. At the same
time, the government (along with those of Ireland
and Sweden) has opened the national economy to
labour migrants from within the EU. From May
2004 potential workers from the 10 EU member
states of Cyprus, Malta, Estonia, Croatia, Czech
Republic, Hungary, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia and
Slovenia (the latter eight known as the Accession 8
or A8) have been able to live and work in the UK.
After 12 months’ registration on the Worker
Registration Scheme (WRS) these workers are also
able to access state benefits and have provided an
important supply of low-waged, low-status workers
to the UK (see Anderson et al., 2006; Blanchflower
et al., 2007; Gilpin et al., 2006; Portes and French,
2005; Ruhs, 2006; Stenning and Dawley, 2009, this
issue). Data from the WRS indicate that more than
half a million workers have registered since 2004 and
although there is no requirement to deregister when
leaving the country, some commentators estimate
that there are now more than 1m Eastern Europeans
living and working in the UK (Anderson et al., 2006).

Although many scholars argue that immigration
policy is a catalogue of failure, characterized only by
incompetence and unintended consequences (see
Castles, 2004; Cornelius, 2005), the nature of the
immigration regime clearly has a profound impact
on labour supply. Whereas a relatively weak
immigration and asylum system allowed significant
numbers of people to arrive in London from poorer
parts of the world during the 1980s and early 1990s,
often working illegally, the new immigration regime
is limiting this supply and making it more difficult
for existing irregular migrants. Moreover, given the
new labour supply from Eastern Europe and revised
state controls, employers can reconfigure their
hiring queues. It is likely that employers will opt for
the unambiguously legal arrivals from Eastern
Europe over those from Africa and Latin America
who have less obvious entitlement to work in the
UK. As demonstrated below, the non-white
migrants who have kept London working for the
past 20 years are likely to be displaced by those from
much closer to home. London’s MDL will be
subject to change.
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London’s Migrant Division of Labour

Immigrant labour in low-paid work:
the big picture

The size and significance of London’s foreign-born
population has increased dramatically over the last
20 years. In 1986, 18 percent of Londoners were
born overseas (approximately 1.17m people), and
three-quarters of them came from the former
colonies. By 2006, as many as 31 percent of
London’s population (2.23 million people) were
immigrants, with just over half of them having their

origins in the Commonwealth (LSE, 2007). While
the number of immigrants has thus sharply
increased during the past 20 years, there has also
been a marked diversification in the geographical
origins of new migrants in London (see also
Kyambi, 2005). The Greater London Authority
identifies people from 179 different countries with
up to 300 different languages spoken (Mackintosh,
2005), reflecting a profound shift in patterns towards
what Vertovec (2007) calls ‘superdiversity’. Such
diversification has occurred in the geography of
migration flows, the channels through which
migrants flow, skill levels, the longevity of relocation
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Table 1 The UK’s points-based system

Description Terms of entry

Tier 1 Highly skilled individuals to contribute to growth Based on qualifications, previous earnings, age and
and productivity. other criteria.

Granted unrestricted access to the labour market
and benefits for 2 years with dependants.
Extension and settlement can follow reassessment.

Tier 2 Skilled workers with a job offer to fill gaps Job offer in shortage area or where not displacing a
in the UK labour force. UK/EU worker. Job must be at NVQ3 or above

and have been advertised. Employers act as
sponsor. The recruit has to meet English language
requirements and can only change employer if
they reapply for a new permit. If they meet the
points demanded by Tier 1, they can subsequently
bring dependants and secure unrestricted access to
the labour market and benefit system. It is possible
to apply for settlement after 5 years in the UK.

Tier 3 Limited numbers of low-skilled workers needed Quota-based, operator-led, time-limited schemes
to fill specific temporary labour shortages. will run subject to review involving countries with

which the UK has a robust returns arrangement.
Expected to include only migrants from the A2
(Bulgaria and Romania).

Tier 4 Students. Dependent upon sponsorship and granted only
for the period of the course. Tighter controls over
the institutions able to sponsor students. Can work
20 hours a week and full time in holidays.

Tier 5 Youth mobility and temporary workers: people Includes Commonwealth Working Holiday Makers
allowed to work in the UK for a limited period scheme and Au Pairs. For 18–30-year-olds for up to
of time to satisfy primarily non-economic 24 months. Can work for 12 of the 24 months. No
objectives. rights for dependants, no right to switch to a

different Tier. Sponsorship required from national
governments with agreed returns policy and reci-
procal relationships with the UK. Limited additional
options for temporary workers in the creative and
sporting sectors, for voluntary work, religious
activities, international exchange and agreements.

Source: Home Office (2006).



and local impact. These trends are in marked
contrast to the flows of people who migrated to the
UK in the postwar period, who tended to take up
relatively unskilled employment and had their
origins in the ex-colonial world.

These increasingly diverse sources of migrants
have had divergent fortunes in London’s labour
market and are overrepresented at both ends of the
employment spectrum. As indicated in Table 2,
migrants from rich countries are overrepresented in
the top echelons of employment, and those from poor
(non-asylum countries) are overrepresented in the
poorest-quality jobs (LSE, 2007). Indeed, almost half
of all the migrants from poorer parts of the world
who arrive outside the asylum system end up in the
bottom quintile of the labour market during their first
three years within the UK. These longitudinal data
generated by researchers at the LSE (2007) indicate
quite rapid mobility for this group once they have
been resident for some time, although data for the
mid-2000s show that as many as 44 percent of
migrants from poor countries who have been in
London for more than three years are still located in
the bottom 40 percent of the labour market.

Such data as well as anecdotal observation
indicate that migrants from poorer parts of the
world are making a significant contribution to
London’s low-wage economy. Official data sources
for 2001 indicate that as many as 46 percent of those
doing elementary jobs such as domestic work,
cleaning, caretaking, refuse collecting and labouring

were born overseas and the vast majority of these
came from poorer parts of the world (Spence, 2005).
Official data also show that the hospitality sector is
most dependent on foreign-born staff, with rates
well over 50 percent (Church and Frost, 2004; Evans
et al., 2007a; Matthews and Ruhs, 2007).

Our own analysis of the Labour Force Survey
similarly indicates high and growing numbers of
foreign-born workers in low-paid occupations in
London. Whereas the foreign-born proportion of
total employment in the UK increased from just
7 percent in 1993/94 to 10 percent in 2004/05, rates
in London for the same period increased from
25 percent to 34 percent. Furthermore, particular
occupations in London had much greater – and
increasing – dependence on foreign-born labour
over this period (see Table 3 and Figure 1).

To further explore the evolving MDL in London’s
low-paid economy, we conducted our own
questionnaire survey and follow-up interviews
(reported elsewhere in May et al., 2007; and see also
Datta et al., 2007; 2008; Herbert et al., 2008), and also
explored the view from a specific workplace – studying
a cleaning contract at Canary Wharf. This case-study
was designed to explore the reasons why migrants
were employed in such numbers, their routes into
employment and their experiences of work at ‘home’
and in the UK. The research also explored the
employment histories of the small number of British-
born workers employed at the site as a further way to
understand changes in this type of employment.
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Table 2 The distribution of migrant employment across higher and low-paid job types in London (2005–06)

Years in Bottom quintile 2nd quintile 3rd quintile 4th quintile Top quintile
Origin the UK (<£9 hr) (£9–£11.50 hr) (£11.50–£15.80 hr) (£15.80–£20.80 hr) (>£20.80 hr)

Non-migrants n/a 21% 20% 21% 19% 20%
High wage 0–3 18% 14% 12% 21% 35%

>3 19% 15% 16% 22% 28%
Asylum 0–3 31% 24% 14% 13% 18%

>3 23% 20% 14% 21% 22%
Other low-wage 0–3 46% 20% 10% 14% 11%

>3 25% 19% 16% 17% 22%

Note: The LSE researchers divide migrant workers into those from: ‘high-wage’ countries, by which they mean the EU15, the
Old Commonwealth, the US, Japan and Korea; ‘asylum’ countries, by which they mean Albania, Bosnia, Croatia, Ethiopia,
Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Macedonia, Romania, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Zimbabwe and two ‘other Yugoslavia’ and ‘other
Middle East’ groups; and ‘other low-wage’ countries, which includes the rest of the world.
Source: LSE (2007: 51).



The world in a workforce: contract cleaning
at Canary Wharf

The cleaning contract identified for this research
project involved 105 cleaners together with a small
number of managers and administrative staff. The
research was conducted between September and

December 2006 and involved three different kinds of
enquiry. First, we conducted in-depth interviews
(recorded and transcribed) lasting about an hour
with four of the managers to get an overview of
employment trends, their experiences of recruitment
and management issues, and their prognosis for the
long term. Second, we were given mediated access
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Table 3 Total employment and the proportion of foreign-born labour, by occupation, London (1993/94, 1999/00, 2001/02,
2004/05)

1993/94 1999/00 2001/02 2004/05
Occupation (000s) % FB (000s) % FB (000s) % FB (000s) % FB

Chefs, cooks 29 51 34 61 31 67 38 76
Catering assistants 27 42 25 52 38 55 39 62
Care assistants 22 n/a 41 48 36 38 35 56
Cleaners 64 41 55 46 52 61 51 69
All London 2,894 25 3,262 27 3,349 30 3,375 34
UK 24,449 7 26,687 8 27,114 9 27,599 10

Note: FB is foreign-born. The reclassification of occupational categories in 2000 means that the data for the two periods are
not directly comparable.
Source: Original analysis of the Labour Force Survey/Annual Population Survey.
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Figure 1 Proportion of foreign-born employees in London by occupation (1993/94–2004/05)
Note: The reclassification of occupational categories in 2000 means that the data for the two periods are not directly comparable.
Source: Original analysis of the Labour Force Survey/Annual Population Survey.



to anonymized official company records in order to
establish the country of birth and immigration status
of the 105 cleaners employed. Third, we used a
questionnaire as the basis for voluntary face-to-face
interviews with workers during work time. These
interviews lasted for anything between 30 and 70
minutes and were an opportunity to discuss workers’
experiences, their previous work histories, their
migration stories and their hopes and plans for the
future. Having agreed not to record these
encounters, detailed notes were taken in order to
document the things that were said. While most of
the interviews were conducted in English, despite
the difficulties that this posed for a number of staff
(particularly those from Eastern Europe), most of
the Spanish and Portuguese-speaking staff were
interviewed in their own language and notes were
taken in English.

Participation was voluntary and although we
stressed the independence of the research from the
company, the client and the state, a considerable
number of those working at night declined to take
part. It is likely that previous experiences with
immigration officials and/or fear about their own
immigration status and right to remain in the
country were the reasons why people declined. In
total, 54 interviews were conducted, covering 22 of
the day staff (from 26) and almost half of the night
staff (32 from 79). Contrary to expectations, almost
half these workers were men. At the time of
interviewing, almost all workers were paid £6.20 an
hour with a 30p attendance bonus if they were
present every day for two weeks. This was almost a
pound above the National Minimum Wage (£5.35
an hour) but considerably less than the official
London Living Wage (£7.05 an hour; see GLA,
2006). Supervisors were paid slightly more but there
was no premium for working at night, no company
sick pay, no company pension scheme and just
minimal holiday entitlement of 20 paid days a year.

While this workplace and its workers were more
closely regulated than many others in the contract
cleaning sector, particularly as the client was very
security conscious, insisting on double-checking the
applications and paperwork of all the cleaners
employed, we would argue that the research
highlights trends that are pertinent across the
low-paid service sector in London. In relation to
understanding London’s migrant divisions of
labour, the research findings here paralleled those

collated from interviews with employers and
employer representatives in other low-paid jobs in
London (see also May et al., 2007; Sokol et al., 2006;
Wills et al., forthcoming).

As indicated in Table 4, our analysis of company
records indicated that as many as 80 percent of the
workforce were born overseas. Given that this
contract is in the top tier of cleaning contracts in
London, both in terms of pay and conditions, it is
likely that this figure is replicated – and exceeded –
elsewhere. Furthermore, while 20 percent of the
workers were born in the UK, these individuals
tended to be much older than the migrant
workforce. Our interview data indicated that as
many as a quarter of the foreign-born workers were
aged between 18 and 34, and another third (35
percent or 14 people) were aged over 45. In contrast,
only 2 of those born within the UK fell into the
younger cohort and almost half of the British-born
workers (6, or 46 percent of the British-born
population) were aged over 45.

The research revealed a remarkable geographical
diversity among this workforce (see Table 4).
Despite expectations that employer preferences and
the role of social networks might favour particular
national groups, official company records indicated
that workers came from as many as 28 countries
outside the UK. West Africa was particularly
important with a considerable number of cleaners
coming from Ghana, Nigeria and Sierra Leone; but
as many as 14 cleaners were the sole representative
of their national group. Individuals from countries
as diverse as Algeria, Ecuador, Estonia and Uganda
had found their way into this work.

This geographical diversity was overlaid by great
complexity in patterns of citizenship and
immigration status. As shown in Table 5, the
workforce was divided between those born in the
UK and/or the European Union, thus having full
rights to live and work in the UK; those born in the
countries of an enlarged Europe who have the right
to live and work in the UK subject to complying
with the Worker Registration Scheme; and those
born outside Europe. Of this latter group, a
considerable number had become British citizens or
had secured citizenship in another European Union
country before coming to live and work within the
UK. However, the others were subject to a variety of
different immigration controls. This group included
those who had claimed asylum and been granted
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Indefinite Leave to Remain (ILR), those married to
students, those coming to join family members, and
one person on a working holiday visa. The research
interviews further illuminated the complexity of the
immigration system by reporting changes in
people’s immigration status through marriage, the
asylum system and/or having children in the UK.

Such data indicate that this company – like many
others – is now reliant on foreign-born labour, from
a diversity of countries, who take a variety of routes
into the UK. Those at the ‘bottom end’ of the
labour market are particularly likely to be confined
by their immigration status and/or circumstances
which, when coupled with language difficulties and
racial discrimination, helps to explain the relatively
high numbers of migrants from outside the EU,
many of them from Africa and Latin America.
Moreover, the significant numbers of workers from
Spain may also include some Latin Americans who
are using Spanish passports to live and work illegally
in the UK.

During our interviews we explored how and why
workers came to be employed in these jobs. A small
group, many of whom where approaching retirement
age, had been employed for a long time and/or felt
they were too old to find other work, reporting that
they were resigned to remain there for the future.
This included most of the British-born interviewees
and particularly the men who had ended up in
cleaning in their last years of employment after

being displaced from manufacturing and skilled
trades in London (see also Buck and Gordon, 2000).
However, this group also included a surprising
number of longer-term migrants, many of whom
had become British citizens with adult children
living in the UK. Indeed, as many as 52 percent of
the foreign-born respondents we interviewed had
already been in the UK for between 5 and 15 years,
and we encountered a further eight workers who had
been in the UK for more than 15 years. Although
two of these had arrived as children, having travelled
with their parents from the Caribbean, the other six
were in their 50s. These British citizens had been in
the UK for most of their lives and while previously
they had worked in other areas of the economy, they
felt they had few alternative sources of work and,
despite entitlement, no appetite for the benefit
system. The group included two women from
Ghana who had arrived in the 1980s and were now
in their 50s, one woman from Sierra Leone who had
arrived to join her husband in 1969, a woman from
Tanzania who arrived to visit her sister in 1987,
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TTaabbllee  44 Cleaners’ countries of birth

Country Numbers Country Numbers

Algeria 1 Latvia 1
Angola 5 Lithuania 7
Bangladesh 5 Nigeria 10
Brazil 2 Philippines 1
Cameroon 2 Poland 1
Colombia 4 Portugal 3
Congo 3 Russia 1
Ecuador 1 Sierra Leone 4
Equatorial Guinea 1 Spain 5
Estonia 1 Tanzania 1
France 1 Tunisia 1
Gambia 1 Uganda 1
Ghana 14 UK 20
Ivory Coast 1 Zaire 2
Jamaica 2

Source: 105 anonymized records. Place of birth was not
recorded for three members of staff.

Table 5 Cleaners’ citizenship and immigration status

Place of birth Visa/citizenship No. of staff

Britain N/A 20
Born in the EU Estonia (1), France (1), 19

Latvia (1), Lithuania (7),
Poland (1), Portugal (3), 
Spain (5)

Outside the EU Obtained EU passport 9
Angola – Portugal (3), 
Brazil – Portugal (1), 
Equatorial Guinea – 
Spain (1), Nigeria – 
Netherlands (1), Sierra 
Leone – Netherlands (1), 
Gambia – Sweden (1), 
Tunisia – Sweden (1)

Outside the EU British 23
Family visa to join spouse 2
Indefinite Leave to Remain 19
Limited Leave to Remain 1
Residence permit 4
Right of residence 4
Settlement visa 1
Students’ Dependant visa 2
Working holiday visa 1

Total 105

Source: Analysis of 105 anonymized company records. 



a Somalian refugee who was now in his 50s, and a
Colombian man who arrived on a work permit in
1979. In many ways, this group reflects wider
patterns of ethnic segmentation that are experienced
by many black and minority Britons, and such
workers are already overrepresented in low-paid
services and manufacturing work across the UK
(Modood et al., 1997). However, the relatively high
numbers of men is more unusual and highlights the
extent to which immigration can alter employers’
hiring queues. Without alternatives, men have
applied for and been given cleaning, care and
catering jobs (see Datta et al., 2007; 2008).

As was more expected, our research also showed
that cleaning provides a ‘gateway’ into work for new
arrivals to the UK. In this regard, about half of the
foreign-born staff interviewed in our research were
relatively new to the UK. As many as a third of the
those we interviewed had been in the UK for fewer
than 5 years, and cleaning was argued to be a relatively
easy sector in which to find work not least because of
personal contacts. The respondents for whom this was
not their first job also tended to report that they
preferred cleaning to other work they had done. A
number of migrant cleaners had previously worked in
bread and sandwich making which they reported to be
more difficult and very poorly paid. A number of
others had also worked in hospitality and all of these
respondents said that they preferred cleaning.

London’s MDL crucially depends upon the rate
of socio-economic mobility for migrants as well as
the flow and characteristics of any new arrivals to
London. Although cleaning is often seen as a
‘gateway’ job that provides a foothold for migrants
to get started in the labour market in a new country,
the managers we interviewed reported that very few
workers left to take up higher-status employment
elsewhere. Moreover, as we have seen, many of the
workers we interviewed had been in this kind of
work for a very long time and few had any
confidence that they would be able to ‘move up’ in
their employment. Even though some of the foreign-
born workers were reasonably well qualified, this
experience was not recognized within the UK. A
number of respondents had degrees – one in
International Relations (Angola), another in
Computer Science (Nigeria) and another in Political
Economy (Somalia) – and as many as 24 percent of
the foreign-born respondents had some form of
postsecondary education.

In addition, however, the research also revealed
growing numbers of workers from Eastern Europe
who had arrived in the past four or five years. This
population was very different to those who had
arrived from Africa or Latin America and who had
travelled to Europe in search of employment, often
claiming asylum or working illegally before
regularizing themselves. Given the arrival of new
workers from Eastern Europe and the increased
penalties for employing those without the right
papers to work, it is likely that the population from
the global South will not be replaced on the same
scale in future. While British-born workers are
unlikely to increase their contribution to low-paid
work in the capital, state policy is increasing the
opportunity for new arrivals from Eastern Europe as
opposed to those from the global South.

In the final stage of our research, we sought to
explore this changing MDL from the point of view
of employers, community organizations,
policymakers and political groups. Research
interviews were conducted with four employers’
associations – in the construction, cleaning,
domiciliary care and hospitality industries – and
seven employers in these sectors as well as food
processing. In addition, we conducted interviews
with representatives from seven migrant community
groups including Brazilians, Congolese, Ghanaians,
Nigerians, Poles and Latin Americans as well as 13
interviews with policymakers and political
organizations. In what follows we draw on this
material to further outline the characteristics of
London’s changing MDL and draw some broader
conclusions about the likely impact of these trends
in the future.

Making and remaking London’s Migrant
Division of Labour

During interviews, employers and their
representatives argued that migrant workers
provided a critical source of labour supply. In every
case, employers felt that they would be unable to
provide an acceptable level of service without
migrant workers. A number of employers also had a
clear sense of what was referred to earlier as a ‘hiring
queue’. Employers in the cleaning sector in
particular had a strong preference for particular
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nationalities of workers, and Portuguese and Eastern
Europeans were mentioned positively a number of
times. As this respondent put it: ‘I’d die for a
Portuguese. You hang on to them, you ask for their
sisters, their mothers, their brothers, marvellous!
Filipinos fantastic! Poles very good!’ (Interview,
3.5.06).

In contrast, a number of respondents were less
enthusiastic about employing black Africans, not
least because there was some ambiguity about their
legal status. Faced with the new supply of white
workers arriving from Eastern Europe, it was clear
that employers were able to exercise increased
discrimination against those perceived to be less
legitimate and/or less suitable for employment. As
this respondent in the cleaning sector explained:

The good thing about the East Europeans they’re all very
briefed on what they’ve got to bring with them, all the
correct paperwork, they’re on the ball. We still have
problems with Africans, Nigerians, Jamaicans coming
over and they haven’t got their paperwork. (Interview,
28.9.06)

More generally, however, employers argued that
they preferred to employ migrants because they
were better than the ‘native’ labour supply (see also
Labrianidis and Sykas, 2009, this issue; Stenning
and Dawley, 2009, this issue). As this respondent
explained in relation to construction: ‘The major
reason we use immigrant workers is because they are
better than the people who are available locally’
(Interview, 11.7.07). Likewise, the Human
Resources manager at a food processing factory said
that the migrant workers they employed, who were
largely from Eastern Europe, were more disciplined
than the ‘native’ labour supply. Some employers
further expanded on this by contrasting the
commitment of migrant workers to the ‘work-shy’
‘natives’ whom they found to be unwilling to work.
As one manager in the cleaning industry put it, the
role of the benefit system meant that those who were
entitled – and especially those with young children
at home – would be better off staying at home:

Let’s look at it this way. The English are used to a social
security system … they’re used to having that whereas
the immigrants don’t have that in their country. We’ve
always had something to fall back on so those English
that are not educated, that, you know, didn’t go out and
get themselves great jobs could come out and do cleaning

but they won’t do it for a lower wage because they might
as well sit indoors and get paid to look after the kids …
to motivate them you’d need ten pounds an hour,
definitely. (Interview, 4.12.06)

Given that many of the migrant workers we
encountered were not entitled to claim benefits due
to their immigration status, they were more willing
to work than the ‘native’ supply.

In this regard, a number of refugee community
respondents made related arguments highlighting
the fact that irregular migrants were more likely to
work than regular ones. When migrants had failed in
their claims for asylum and/or were trying to
regularize themselves in the country, they had no
recourse to benefits and had little choice but to work
and tended to find themselves in low-paying, low-
status jobs at the ‘bottom end’ of the labour market.
A number of interviewees from community
organizations then highlighted the paradox that once
such individuals secured leave to remain and/or
became British citizens, they were less likely to take
up employment. Once they were able to claim
benefits, and particularly housing benefit, there was
less financial incentive to work in low-paid jobs and,
in many respects, migrants started to behave more
like those who were born or already naturalized
within the UK (see also Legrain, 2007; Piore, 1979;
Portes and Rumbaut, 2001). As this respondent from
the Congolese community explained:

Once you are authorized to remain in the country, you
have the same right as British people, but the issue is
low-paid employment which cannot allow [people] to pay
into their own house and … [if ] they decide they want to
remain legal … the only way is not to be employed.
(Interview, 9.5.07)

Calling housing a ‘huge barrier for employment’,
this respondent went on to suggest that there was
little incentive for migrant-citizens to work unless
they could find well-paid and secure employment in
London. Without proven experience of professional
work in the UK, and in the context of real and
perceived racial discrimination, such migrants were
likely to get trapped. When irregular, they were
trapped in low-paid employment and after
regularization they were trapped in unemployment.
In tandem with ‘natives’ without qualifications or
prospects for career development, this group of
workers were condemned to low-paid work or
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benefits, neither of which allowed them full access to
the wider society in London and the UK.
Furthermore, at the time of writing, these
individuals were under greater pressure to take up
employment, securing benefits only on the basis that
they were looking for work.

From the point of view of low-paying employers,
our research suggests that the most willing
employees would be those without the legal status to
work or those who are unable to claim benefits or
those from Eastern Europe during their first 12
months in the UK. As the government has increased
surveillance and control over illegal labour supplies,
those without papers are likely to be forced into
more marginal and exploitative employment. In this
situation, Eastern European workers are increasingly
likely to be filling the gaps, and representatives of
migrants originating in the global South argued that
their communities would lose out when compared to
the Eastern European arrivals. As this Latin
American respondent put it: ‘Polish competition.
Yes. They’re whiter and better educated and all of
them, even if they speak little English, they always
speak more English than a Latin American’
(Interview, 3.4.07). Likewise, this Nigerian
respondent argued that his community was bound to
lose out ‘once an employer has an alternative’ that
‘doesn’t expose them to risk’ (Interview, 15.5.07).
Given the unprecedented arrival of Eastern
Europeans, employers of low-paid labour have
greater choice about whom to employ and hiring
queues are reflecting this increase in choice.

As a result, the kind of workers who quietly
arrived during the 1980s and 1990s and filled the
gaps in London’s low-paid economy are being
squeezed out by new arrivals and by the added
weight of the law. For many of those representing
these ‘unacknowledged’ communities of workers in
London, this reflects the ‘false morality’ of the
British. As a Brazilian community leader put it: ‘the
[British] excess of tolerance only works … when it is
convenient to them’ (Interview 8.5.07). While they
were needed, workers from the global South were
employed but not fully acknowledged. Now their
labour is no longer needed, these communities are
being very publicly rejected. As this respondent
from a Ghanaian community organization explained:
‘They’ve taken your train ticket, they’ve looked after
your sick family member but you haven’t really seen
them or noticed that they’re there’ (Interview,

18.6.07). The new immigration regime is now acting
to send many such workers back home.

In sum, our research highlights that the
intersecting decisions of government, employers and
workers constantly remake the labour market,
increasing opportunities for some while eroding
them for others. London’s MDL has a ‘rotating
membership’ (Castles and Kosack: 1973: 463) that is
in constant change. Such dynamism has costs for
those who find themselves being pushed down the
hiring queue. It may also have costs for employers
and consumers if labour demand is not met. While
our research has highlighted the increasing role of
those from Eastern Europe, there are strong
indications that as the economy moves into recession
and other countries open up their labour markets to
these migrant flows, the UK is becoming less
attractive and some of these migrants are moving
back ‘home’. Moreover, in relation to London, our
research has exposed how changes in the MDL
mean that low-skilled migrants from the global
South, particularly those without the papers to
work, are increasingly vulnerable. These groups too
may be less available for legitimate work in the
future. In this context it is perhaps not surprising
that there have been calls to turn ‘strangers into
citizens’ and legislate for an earned amnesty for
those workers from outside the EU who have served
the city without recognition for the past 20 years
(London Citizens, 2008; see also Evans et al., 2007b;
Flynn and Williams, 2007). London’s MDL raises
issues of (in)justice for the migrants who find
themselves in low-paid jobs, for those in London
and the rest of the world who depend on these
individuals, and for those Londoners (many of them
settled migrants or second-generation citizens) who
are priced out of employment. Recognizing the scale
and impact of London’s MDL might be a first step
on the road to righting these wrongs.

Acknowledgements

This research was funded by the ESRC (grant
number RES-000–23–0694). We are also grateful to:
the Greater London Authority; Oxfam; Queen
Mary, University of London; UNISON; and
London Citizens for supporting the first part of our
questionnaire survey. It has been a pleasure to work

European Urban and Regional Studies 2009 16(3)

268 EUROPEAN URBAN AND REGIONAL STUDIES 16(3)



with Ioannis Kaplanis on analysis of the LFS. The
research would also not have been possible without
the willing cooperation of hundreds of low-paid
workers in London, our case-study partner at
Canary Wharf and all the representatives from the
public, private and third-sector organizations who
were willing to share their experiences with us.

References

Anderson, B. (2007) ‘A Very Private Business: Exploring
the Demand for Migrant Domestic Workers’, European
Journal of Women’s Studies 14 (3): 247–64.

Anderson, B., Ruhs, M., Rogaly, B. and Spencer, S. (2006)
‘Fair Enough? Central and East European Migrants in
Low-wage Employment in the UK’. Oxford: COMPAS
working paper.

Balibar, E. (2002) Politics and the Other Science. London:
Verso.

Black, R., Collyer, M., Skelton, R. and Waddington, C.
(2005) ‘A Survey of the Illegally Resident Population in
Detention in the UK’, Home Office Online Report,
20/05. Accessed on 5 March 2009 at:
[www.homeoffice.gov.uk/rds/pdfs05/rdsolr2005.pdf].

Blanchflower, D., Saleheen, J. and Shadforth, C. (2007)
‘The Impact of the Recent Migration from Eastern
Europe on the UK Economy’. Bank of England research
paper accessed on 5 March 2009 at:
[www.bankofengland.co.uk/publications/speeches/2007
/speech297.pdf].

Bloch, A. and Schuster, L. (2005) ‘At the Extremes of
Exclusion: Deportation, Detention and Dispersal’,
Ethnic and Racial Studies 28 (3): 491–512.

Bojadžijev, M. and Saint-Saëns, I. (2006) ‘Borders,
Citizenship, War, Class: a Discussion with Étienne
Balibar and Sandro Mezzadra’, New Formations
58: 10–30.

Buck, N. and Gordon, I. (2000) ‘Turbulence and
Sedimentation in the Labour Markets of Late Twentieth
Century Metropoles’, in G. Bridge and S. Watson (eds)
A Companion to the City, pp. 181–91. Oxford: Blackwell.

Castles, S. (2004) ‘Why Migration Policies Fail’, Ethnic and
Racial Studies 27 (2): 205–27.

Castles, S. and Kosack, G. (1973) Immigrant Workers and
Class Structure in Western Europe. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Church, A. and Frost, M. (2004) ‘Tourism, the Global
City and the Labour Market in London’, Tourism
Geographies 6 (2): 208–28.

Collins, J. (2006) ‘The Changing Political-economy of
Australian Immigration’, Tijdschrift voor Economische en
Sociale Geografie 97: 7–16.

Cornelius,W. (2005) ‘Controlling “Unwanted”
Immigration: Lessons from the United States,
1993–2004’, Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies,
31 (3): 775–94.

Datta, K., McIlwaine, C., Wills, J., Evans, Y., Herbert, J.,
and May, J. (2007) ‘From Coping Strategies to Tactics:
London’s Low Pay Economy and Migrant Labour’,
British Journal of Industrial Relations 45 (2): 404–32.

Datta, K., McIlwaine, C., Herbert, J., Evans, Y., May, J.
and Wills, J. (2008) ‘Men on the Move: Narratives of
Migration and Work among Low Paid Migrant Men in
London’. Paper available from the authors.

Dench, S., Hurstfield, J., Hill, D. and Akroyd, K. (2006)
‘Employers’ Use of Migrant Labour’, Home Office
Online Report 04/06. London: Home Office. Accessed
on 5 March 2009 at: [www.homeoffice.gov.uk/rds/
pdfs06/rdsolr0406.pdf].

Edwards, R.C., Reich, M. and Gordon, D.M. (eds) (1975)
Labor Market Segmentation. Lexington, MA: DC Heath.

Evans, Y., Wills, J., Datta, K., Herbert, J., May, J. and
McIlwaine, C. (2007a) Subcontracting by Stealth in
London’s Hotels: Impacts and Implications for Labour
Organising’, Just Labour: a Canadian Journal of Work
and Society 10: 85–97. Accessed on 5 March 2009 at:
[http://www.justlabour.yorku.ca/].

Evans, Y., Wills, J., Datta, K., Herbert, J., McIlwaine, C.,
May, J., Osvaldo de Araújo, J., França, A.C. and França,
A.P. (2007b) Brazilians in London: a Report for the
Strangers into Citizens Campaign. Accessed on 5 March
2009 at: [http://www.geog.qmul.ac.uk/globalcities/].

Flynn, D. and Williams, Z. (2007) (eds) Towards a
Progressive Immigration Policy. London: Compass.

Gilpin, N., Henty, M., Lemos, S., Portes, J. and Bullen, C.
(2006) ‘The Impact of Free Movement of Workers from
Central and Eastern Europe on the UK Labour Market.
Working Paper 29’. London: Department for Work and
Pensions.

GLA (Greater London Authority) (2006) A Fairer London:
The Living Wage in London. London: GLA.

Herbert, J., May, J., Wills, J., Datta, K., Evans, Y. and
McIlwaine, C. (2008) Multicultural Living? Experiences
of Everyday Racism among Ghanaian Migrants in
London’, European Urban and Regional Studies 15 (2):
103–17.

Hiebert, D. and Ley, D. (2006) ‘Introduction: The Political
Economy of Immigration’, Tijdschrift voor Economische
en Sociale Geografie 97 (1): 3–6. 

Hjarnø, J. (2003) Illegal Immigrants and Developments in
Employment in the Labour Markets of the European
Union. Aldershot: Ashgate.

HM Treasury (2007) Employment Opportunity for All:
Tackling Worklessness in London. London: HMSO.

Hollifield, J.F. (1992) Immigrants, Markets and States:
The Political Economy of Post-war Europe. Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press.

European Urban and Regional Studies 2009 16(3)

WILLS ET AL.: LONDON’S MIGRANT DIVISION OF LABOUR 269



Hollifield, J.F. (2004) ‘The Emerging Migration State’,
International Migration Review 38 (3): 885–912.

Home Office (2006) ‘A Points-based System: Making
Migration Work for Britain’, Cmd Paper 6741.
London: Home Office.

Home Office and Commonwealth Office (2007) Managing
Global Migration: a Strategy to Build Stronger International
Alliances to Manage Migration. London: Home Office.

Hyndman, J. (2005) ‘Migration Wars: Refuge or Refusal?’
Geoforum 36: 3–6.

IPSOS MORI (2008) Political Monitor: Recent Trends:
the Most Important Issues Facing Britain Today.
Accessed in July 2008 at: [http://www.ipsos-
mori.com/polls/trends/issues12.shtml].

Jackson, P. (1992) ‘The Racialisation of Labour in Post-war
Bradford’, Journal of Historical Geography 18: 190–209.

Kaplanis, I. (2007) The Geography of Employment
Polarisation in Britain. London: Institute for Public
Policy Research (IPPR).

Kyambi, S. (2005) Beyond Black and White: Mapping New
Immigrant Communities. London: Institute for Public
Policy Research (IPPR).

Labrianidis, L. and Sykas, T. (2009) ‘Migrants, Economic
Mobility and Socio-economic Change in Rural Areas:
the Case of Greece’, European Urban and Regional
Studies 16 (3): 237–56.

Legrain, P. (2007) Immigrants: Your Country Needs Them.
London: Little, Brown.

Leontaridi, M. (1998) ‘Segmented Labour Markets’,
Journal of Economic Surveys 12 (1): 103–9.

London Citizens (2008) ‘May Day Mass and Rally’.
Accessed on 7 April 2008 at: [http://www.london
citizens.org.uk/campaigns.html].

LSE (London School of Economics) (2007) The Impact of
Recent Immigration on the London Economy. London:
City of London Corporation.

Mackintosh, M. (2005) London: the World in a City: an
Analysis of the 2001 Census Results. London: Greater
London Authority.

Matthews and Ruhs, M. (2007) ‘Are You Being Served?
Employer Demand for Migrant Labour in the UK’s
Hospitality Sector’, Working paper No. 51. University
of Oxford: COMPAS.

May, J., Wills, J., Datta, K., Evans, Y., Herbert, J. and
McIlwaine, C. (2007) ‘Keeping London Working:
Global Cities, the British State, and London’s New
Migrant Division of Labour’, Transactions of the Institute
of British Geographers 37 (2): 151–67.

Mezzadra, S. (2005) ‘Citizen and Subject: a Postcolonial
Constitution for the European Union?’. Accessed on 7
April 2008 at: [www.goldsmiths.ac.uk/crisp/papers/
mezzadra_citizen_subject.pdf].

Migrant Rights Network (2008) Papers Please: the Impact
of a Government Campaign on the Employment Rights of
Vulnerable Migrants. London: Migrant Rights Network.

Miles, R. (1982) Racism and Migrant Labour. London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul.

Miles, R. (1988) ‘Racism, Marxism and British Politics’,
Economy and Society 17 (3): 428–60.

Miles, R. and Brown, M. (1989) Racism. London: Routledge.
Model, S. (2002) ‘Immigrants’ Social Class in Three

Global Cities’, in M. Cross and R. Moore (eds)
Globalization and the New City: Migrants, Minorities and
Urban Transformations in Comparative Perspective,
pp. 82–118. Basingstoke: Palgrave.

Modood, T., Berthoud, R., Lakey, J., Nazroo, J., Smith, P.,
Virdee, S. and Beishon, S. (1997) Ethnic Minorities in
Britain. London: Policy Studies Institute.

Peck, J. (1996) Work-place. London: Guilford.
Phillimore, J. and Goodson, L. (2006) ‘Problem or

Opportunity? Asylum Seekers, Refugees, Employment
and Social Exclusion in Deprived Urban Areas’, Urban
Studies 43 (10): 1715–36.

Piore, M. (1979) Birds of Passage: Migrant Labor and Industrial
Societies. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Portes, J. and French, S. (2005) ‘The Impact of Free
Movement of Workers from Central and Eastern Europe
on the UK Labour Market: Early Evidence’,
Department for Work and Pensions, Working Paper 18.

Portes, A. and. Rumbaut, R. (2001) Legacies: the Story of
the Immigrant Second Generation. Berkeley, CA:
University of California Press and Russell Sage
Foundation.

Ruhs, M. (2006) ‘Greasing the Wheels of the Flexible
Labour Market: East European Labour Immigration in
the UK’, Working Paper 38. University of Oxford:
COMPAS.

Ryan, B. (2005) (ed.) Labour Migration and Employment
Rights. London: Institute for Employment Rights.

Sassen, S. (2001) Global City: New York, London, Tokyo,
2nd edn. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Sokol, M., Wills, J., Anderson, J., Evans, Y., Buckley, M.,
Frew, C. and Hamilton, P. (2006) The Impact of Improved
Pay and Conditions on Low-paid Urban Workers: the Case
of the Royal London Hospital. London: Queen Mary,
University of London.

Sparke, M. (2006) ‘A Neo-liberal Nexus: Economy,
Security and the Biopolitics of Citizenship on the
Border. Political Geography 25: 151–80.

Spence, L. (2005) Country of Birth and Labour Market
Outcomes in London: an Analysis of Labour Force Survey
and Census Data. London: Greater London Authority.

Stenning, A. and Dawley, S. (2009) ‘Poles to Newcastle:
Grounding New Migrant Flows in Peripheral Regions’,
European Urban and Regional Studies 16 (3): 273–94.

Van Houtum, H. and van Naerssen, T. (2002) ‘Bordering,
Ordering and Othering’. Tijdschrift voor Economische en
Social Geografie 93: 125–36.

Vertovec, S. (2007) Superdiversity and its Implications.
Ethnic and Racial Studies 30 (6): 1024–54.

European Urban and Regional Studies 2009 16(3)

270 EUROPEAN URBAN AND REGIONAL STUDIES 16(3)



Waldinger, M. and Lichter, M.I. (2003) How the Other
Half Works: Immigration and the Social Organization of
Labor. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Wills, J. (2004) ‘Campaigning for Low Paid Workers: the
East London Communities Organisation (TELCO)
Living Wage Campaign’, in W. Brown, G. Healy, E. Heery
and P. Taylor (eds) The Future of Worker Representation,
pp. 264–82.. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Wills, J. May, J. Datta, K. Evans, Y. Herbert, J. and
McIlwaine, C. (forthcoming) ‘Religion at Work: the Role
of Faith-based Organisations in the London Living Wage
Campaign’, Special issue entitled ‘Transforming Work’,
The Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy and Society. 

Winder, R. (2004) Bloody Foreigners: the Story of
Immigration to Britain. London: Little, Brown.

Zolberg, A. (1999) ‘Matters of State: Theorizing
Immigration Policy’, in C. Hirschman, P. Kasinitz and
J. de Wind (eds) The Handbook of International
Migration: the American Experience, pp. 71–93. 
New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Correspondence to:

Jane Wills, Department of Geography and The City
Centre, Queen Mary, University of London, Mile
End Road, London E1 4NS, UK. [email:
j.wills@qmul.ac.uk]

European Urban and Regional Studies 2009 16(3)

WILLS ET AL.: LONDON’S MIGRANT DIVISION OF LABOUR 271




