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INTRODUCTION 
The later 1960s and early 1970s was a period of significant change in official 

attitudes towards immigration and the absorption of migrant groups coming into 

Australia.  This period marked the end of the White Australia policy and, by 1973, 

new regulations to permit entry based on skills only, regardless of country or race of 

origin.  It also saw a change away from previous policies of assimilation and 

integration, whereby immigrant groups were expected to become part of the ‘host’ 

society, though without losing their identity, to a policy of ‘multiculturalism’ (Williams 

and Batrouney, 1998, 261).  The new multiculturalism (Dept. of Immigration and 

Multicultural and Indigenous Affairs – DIMA – 2003): 

… recognises and celebrates Australia’s cultural diversity.  It accepts and 

respects the right of all Australians to express and share their individual 

cultural heritage within an overriding commitment to Australia and the basic 

structures and values of Australian democracy. 

 

Among a range of strategies, policies and programs developed to serve these ends, 

DIMA refers specifically to the promotion of ‘social harmony among the different 

cultural groups in our society’.   

 

It is the relationship between multiculturalism as a policy issue and social harmony 

among different cultural groups, specifically that of avoiding spatial (and implicitly 

social) segregation, hence pluralism, that most concerns social scientists and 

commentators.  Thus Birrell (1993) speaks of ‘ghetto’ conditions as present or rapidly 

developing among Vietnamese migrants to Sydney and Melbourne in the later 1980s.  

This is refuted by Jupp (1993, 31), who refers also to ‘previous concentrations of 

southern Europeans [who have] dispersed to a major degree after [their] immigration 

wave had ended.’  This latter point is taken up by Jones (1996), who build a case for 

ethnic enclaves as an essentially ‘transitory phenomenon’, how long they last 

dependent only on the state of the economy.  More recently, Healy and Birrell (2003) 

argue that ethnic migrants from non-English speaking backgrounds (NESB) make up 

the major disadvantaged component of a significant and growing socio-economic 

divide in Sydney.  Even so, poverty and ethnic group segregation are recognized as 

very much less than in comparable world cities (Poulsen, Johnston and Forrest 

2001).  Finally, and despite some focus on differences between Sydney as an 
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emergent world city and other Australian state capitals, Forrest, Poulsen and 

Johnston (2003), using birthplace and time-of-arrival data, found similar patterns of 

migrant group concentration and subsequent dispersal in both Sydney and 

Melbourne.  All the evidence to hand suggests that Jones (1996) is correct, and that 

ethnic enclaves are a transitory phenomenon on the way to spatial and social 

assimilation.  Using a new approach to classifying migrant group concentrations, in 

conjunction with ancestry data from the 2001 census, this paper sets out to test these 

earlier findings for Sydney and Melbourne, which dominate migrant settlement 

destinations with 61 per cent of arrivals between 1996 and 2001. 

 

ON THE RESIDENTIAL SEGREGATION OF ETHNIC 
IMMIGRANT GROUPS 
Segregation of ethnic groups is characteristic of many cities with strong immigration 

programs drawing on multiple national origins.  Such patterns have long been 

interpreted as evidence of social and economic distancing between the minority 

groups and the ‘host’ population on the one hand, and among ethnic groups on the 

other.  Explanations for the residential segregation of ethnic minority groups stress 

combinations of both negative and positive factors (e.g. Peach 1996).  The negative 

factors are principally two: 

 

• Economic disadvantage, which is a function of human capital and hence 

access to the labour force – level of proficiency in English, skills, educational 

qualifications – and, in terms of the economic cycle, recency of arrival (for a 

summary of the situation of different immigrant groups in Australia, see Forrest 

and Johnston 2000).  As a consequence, some ethnic immigrant groups are 

unable, or not yet able, to compete in large parts of the labour market.  

Differential access to the labour market and hence to housing is a major factor 

in the residential segregation of ethnic migrant groups (Johnston, Forrest and 

Poulsen 2001). 

 

• Social discrimination, which prevents members of some minority groups from 

entering certain occupations and therefore their ability to access certain more 

expensive areas of the housing market; sometimes formal, sometimes 

informal processes effectively lock such groups out of certain areas.  In the 
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Australian context, discrimination is in fact only a minor factor in the 

occupational distribution of migrant groups affecting segregation through 

restricted access to the housing market (Forrest and Johnston 1999). 

 

Among the positive factors are: 

• Group security, among those who choose to live in relative segregation from 

the host society to maintain different cultural practices and traditions, and to 

promote their community well-being (Waldinger 2001); 

 

• Ethnic migrant group size and ‘density’.  Among larger and more segregated 

minority cultures, there is a tendency to remain segregated, even in the 

absence of any substantial labour and housing market disadvantage.  In 

Finland, for example, de Vries (1974) found that group density affects 

propensity to marry within the group: the more Swedes in a district, the less 

the likelihood of cross-marriage.  Similarly in Australian cities, Hugo (1992) 

found that larger immigrant NESB groups, with greater infrastructure 

resources, were more likely to remain segregated for longer than socially 

segregated but smaller groups.  In New Zealand cities too, the larger the 

Maori component of a city’s population, the more segregated the Maori are in 

that city (Johnston, Poulsen and Forrest 2004). 
 

The ‘American model’ or everywhere different? 
Much of our understanding of minority group segregation derives from the experience 

of cities in the USA, conceptualized in terms of a ‘melting pot’ theory of assimilation 

into the host society. There has been a growing realization in the USA, however, and 

in other major immigrant receiving countries like Australia and Canada, that the 

melting pot approach did not properly grasp the full nature of the processes involved. 

In the United States, this led to a realization that, as many ethnic minority groups 

were assimilated, losing original sources of differentiation like language and culture, 

they were in fact reconstituted as something else while remaining as identifiable 

groups (Glazer and Moynihan 1970).  In Australia and Canada, the new perspective 

resolved round multiculturalism, focusing on the positive aspects of ethnic diversity 

and the identity of migrant groups.  Thus Peach (1997; 1999:320) refers to the 

melting pot perspective as an assimilationist model of ethnic de-segregation over 

time, compared with a ‘new ethnicity’ as a pluralist model envisaging ‘economic 
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integration, but also social distinctiveness or closure, which would be manifested in 

continuing levels of spatial segregation’. The result has increasingly come to be seen 

as somewhere between ‘cultural pluralism’ (some form of continuing segregation) 

and assimilation (the melting pot or spatial dispersion). 

 

In many respects, however, the American experience is unique to that cultural and 

historical context.  Referring to the experience of Blacks in the United States, Cutler, 

Glaeser and Vigdor (1999) suggested three groups of theories on residential 

segregation: 

1. Port-of-entry theories, whereby new migrants to a city congregate among their 

co-ethnics; 

2. Collective action racism theories, where members of the ‘host’ society (whites 

in this case), use legal, quasi-legal or illegal (even violent) means to exclude 

Blacks from white neighbourhoods; and 

3. Decentralised racism theories, according to which segregation results from 

members of the ‘host’ society paying more for housing just to distance 

themselves from Blacks – in effect, discrimination using land economics rather 

than the law. 

 

Goldberg (1998) goes on to distinguish between an ‘old’ and ‘new’ segregation in the 

USA.  The old segregation, which operated during the early to mid-20th century, 

locked minority groups, especially African Americans, but more recently Hispanics as 

well, out of many neighbourhoods (more or less the second group of theories 

referred to by Cutler, Glaeser and Vigdor).  Following civil rights legislation from the 

1960, this has been replaced by the new segregation whereby minority groups are 

‘locked in’ to poorer areas: those ‘unable to pay, overwhelmingly black and Latino, 

tend to get locked away’ (Goldberg 1998:25) (largely the third group of theories).   

 

Everywhere different? 
A feature of segregation in American cities is the way in which it tends to extremes, 

termed ‘hypersegregation’ of blacks and Latinos by Massey and Denton (1989).  The 

pattern was and is essentially one of socially fragmented cities (for a recent study of 

different viewpoints on this issue, see Poulsen, Forrest and Johnston 2002).  

However much this may be so in US cities, it is not the case, for example, in London 

(Johnston, Forrest and Poulsen 2002).  Furthermore, comparison of the largest cities 
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in The United States (New York), Australia (Sydney) and New Zealand (Auckland) 

reveals quite different situations in the patterning of ethnic migrant group segregation 

(Poulsen, Johnson, Forrest 2001).  The three cities vary noticeably in their position 

along a segregation-integration continuum.  None of the three is fully integrated, but 

New York is the most segregated, with Auckland and Sydney more integrated, but 

Sydney very much more so than Auckland.  In their examination of globalization and 

the impact of international migration in terms of ethnic residential segregation in 

Melbourne and Sydney, Forrest, Poulsen and Johnston (2003) further highlight the 

need to recognize that context and the ethnic experience are everywhere different, 

both intra- and internationally.  

 

Boal (1999) has attempted to redefine conceptual models of ethnic group 

assimilation or integration in terms of four main process elements along a 

homogeneity-heterogeneity continuum.  These are: 

• assimilation, where difference reduces and social and spatial boundaries 

dissolve; 

• pluralism, where there is some group diversity and spatial separation; 

• segmentation, with much sharper patial divides and different groups occupying 

distinct residential areas; and 

• polarization, or segmentation of ethnic groups into defined ‘ghettos’. 

 

To these, Marcuse (1997) has added another pole which he calls ‘citadels’ – 

exclusive districts occupied by the wealthiest members of the host society.  Finally, 

Poulsen, Johnston and Forrest (2001) have combined these various elements with 

an additional non-isolated host community component (areas with a majority from the 

host society plus substantial minority elements) to produce a homogeneity (ghetto) – 

heterogeneity (assimilation) – homogeneity (white citadel) continuum (Fig. 1) 

 

METHODOLOGY 
There is growing criticism that recent conceptual advances towards understanding 

the segregation-desegregation behaviour of ethnic migrant groups has outgrown 

techniques commonly used to measure spatial outcomes.  Most studies of ethnic 

group segregation have been based on indices of segregation and dissimilarity 

developed by Chicago sociologists in the 1950s (Duncan and Duncan 1955).  But 
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these are uni-dimensional approaches to what Massey and Denton (1989) have 

shown to be a multi-dimensional phenomenon.  They show that no one index can 

properly characterize the totality of the processes bearing on the dynamics of ethnic 

residential patterns. 
 

Recognising the growing gap between theory and assessment techniques, Peach 

(1996; 1997; 1999) focused attention on absolute rather than relative measures of 

segregation in an attempt to assess two main aspects of the geography of ethnic 

groups: 

• to what degree does an ethnic group dominate the population of any sub-area; 

and 

• what is the proportion of that group’s total (city-wide) population living in sub-

areas where they dominate? 
 

In this work, however, Peach relied on a single threshold level.  Developing on this 

point, Poulsen, Johnston and Forrest (2001; see also Poulsen, Forrest and Johnston 

2002) have moved to a multiple-index approach using profiles of concentration and a 

rule-based classification which is portrayed diagrammatically in Fig. 1.  In particular, 

we calculate the percentage of each ethnic groups members who live in sub-areas 

where they exceed various threshold levels – 10, 20, 30 …100 per cent of a sub-

area’s population.   The threshold level chosen is, of course, arbitrary, and can be as 

fine- or coarse-grained as required. The main point is that the use of absolute 

threshold values, whichever ones are chosen, remain constant from place to place 

and over time, however much group behaviour changes.  This permits comparative 

work which is not possible using index values derived relative to a changing base: 

that of each group’s changing size relative to a changing total population. 
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Fig. 1. Diagrammatic presentation of the classification schema. 
 
 
Output permits analysis of several separate but interrelated aspects of ethnic group 

segregation: 

• degree of residential segregation; 

• degree of ethnic group assimilation derived from the preponderance of area 

types (those identified in Fig 1 along the citadel – mixed enclaves – ghetto 

continuum); and 

• degree of spatial isolation of each group, from the host society and from other 

minority groups. 

 

Much of the work referred to above relates to a particular point in time, with the 

dynamics of ethnic migrant group concentrations having to be inferred from a ranking 

of groups based on time of arrival.  Other things being equal, spatial, hence implicitly 

social assimilation should be greatest among those who have been in Australia 

longest.   Based on birthplace data, this is largely true of Melbourne and Sydney 

(Forrest, Poulsen and Johnston 2003).  For a more comprehensive assessment of 

the inter-generational dynamics of ethnic assimilation, however, ancestry data are 

essential. Based on port-of-entry considerations, spatial concentration is likely to be 

highest in the first generation (immigrants born overseas), which Jones (1996) 

argues is largely the case.  For their children – the second generation – hybridization 
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is expected to occur, as members of a previously different culture become a mix 

between their migrant and host society cultures.  Grandchildren of the original 

migrants (the third generation) are expected to have become fully assimilated with 

the host society in terms of occupations, education and membership of host society 

culture and institutions.  Clearly, this process takes time; for some it takes a shorter 

time, perhaps just two generations; for others it takes longer. 

 

Ancestry data were available from the 1986 census, but unfortunately the answers 

were considered to be flawed (Kunz and Costello 2003).  A satisfactory solution was 

found for the 2001 census through a combination of an ancestry question and one on 

whether a respondent’s parents were born overseas (Kunz and Costello 2003, 2).  

Nevertheless, Burnley’s (1994; 1996) work using the 1986 ancestry data at the Local 

Government Area level comparing major groups which had arrived from southern 

Europe during the operation of the White Australia policy concluded that these 

immigrant groups – Greeks, Italians, Lebanese – remained at the port-of-entry stage 

in poorer parts of the city for the first generation.  The second generation (their 

children) moved out to form secondary concentrations in middle and sometimes outer 

suburbia.  For the third generation (their grandchildren), Burnley found no evidence 

of continuing ethnic concentrations. In terms of desegregation, multiculturalism, 

referred to by Jamrozik, Boland and Urquart (1995, 110) as ‘assimilation in slow 

motion’, had apparently run its course.  
 

The 2001 ancestry data are especially important in that they allow an update of the 

segregation-desegregation behaviour both of migrants groups who arrived in the 

1950s and 1960s, and of the first generation and their children of those who have 

arrived during the post-White Australia period under policies of multiculturalism.  

Thus ancestry data are especially relevant to any assessment of competing 

arguments as to the part currently being played by policies of multiculturalism as they 

apply to social and economic absorption (segregation and desegregation): whether 

transitory enclaves or the longer term ‘ghettoisation’ of ethnically diverse migrant 

groups in Australia’s two largest metropolitan centres. 
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DIVIDED CITIES, FRAGMENTED CITIES OR CITIES OF 
ETHNIC MIX? 
Two main and opposing perspectives have previously been identified as 

characterising ethnic residential dynamics in Sydney in particular.  On the one hand 

is a view that ghetto conditions are developing among some migrant groups (Birrell 

1993), and, more recently, that ethnic migrants from non-English speaking 

backgrounds make up the major disadvantaged component of a significant and 

growing socio-economic divide in Sydney. Tis is accompanied by the notion of ‘white 

(host society) flight’ from these areas (Healy and Birrell 2003).  On the other hand, 

both Jones (1996) and Jupp (1993) reject such suggestions, arguing that ethnic 

enclaves are essentially transitory phenomenon, consistent with Cutler, Glaeser and 

Vigdor’s (1999) port-of-entry theories.  The latter conclusions have been extended by 

Forrest, Poulsen and Johnston (2003) to confirm that low levels of segregation and 

high levels of spatial assimilation occur in both Sydney and Melbourne.  But all of 

these studies rely on birthplace data. 

 

Now, using ancestry data from the 2001 census, we investigate what happens to the 

first, second and third or later generations of migrant groups who entered Australia in 

the second half of the 20th century.  This period spans the two decades prior to the 

ending of the White Australia policy, in boom economic times and during a period of 

official social assimilation as well as those who have arrived more recently, post 

White Australia, in recessionary times and under new, multicultural policies..  If 

‘assimilation-in-slow’ motion is what is happening, then, following Burnley (1994; 

1996) later generations should be much less spatially segregated than the first and 

second generations.  More recently arrived migrant groups would be less spatially 

assimilated than earlier arrivals, but again this effect should dissipate in subsequent 

generations.  If Jones and Jupp are correct, we should see an essential continuity of 

desegregation processes over the past fifty years or so, or broadly time-of-arrival 

related levels of spatial assimilation. In this respect, however, it should be noted that 

although Sydney and Melbourne both dominate migrant destinations, with 61 per 

cent of migrant arrivals between 1996 and 2001, the current emphasis is much more 

on Sydney, with nearly twice as many migrant placements as Melbourne (Birrell and 

Rapson 2002), so recency of arrival should be a factor in any difference between the 

two cities.  If Birrel and Healy are correct, we should observe distinct discontinuities, 

at least among groups and their descendents who arrived during the pre- and post-
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White Australia periods of social assimilation and multiculturalism respectively.  To 

test what has happened, we return to the classification procedure presented in Fig 1. 

 

Results from a classification of CDs in each city are set out in Table 1, where those of 

‘Australian’ or Anglo-Celtic (British, New Zealand or American) ancestry are treated 

as one group – there is no way of disaggregating those of NESB descent who 

nominated simply as ‘Australian ancestry’.  Those who nominated an NESB ancestry 

are in turn subdivided into white NESB migrants (overwhelmingly from Europe) and 

Asian NESB (right hand columns).  In both cities, the majority of the host society-by-

ancestry are concentrated in non-isolated host communities (where host society 

members are in a majority).  A smaller but still significant proportion are located in 

isolated host society or citadel areas.  A smaller component still – 9 per cent in 

Sydney and 10 per cent in Melbourne – live in assimilation/pluralism enclaves, while 

an even smaller proportion – 4 per cent in Sydney, 3 per cent in Melbourne – live in 

more segregated enclaves. 

   

Referring first to white- and Asian-NESB ancestry combined, who approximate 

(though for ancestry, not birthplace) to the aggregated groups used in Healy and 

Birrell’s (2003) study, there is scant evidence for either Sydney or Melbourne of their 

divided city hypothesis.  Perhaps this is a function of the Local Government Area 

(LGA) base which they use, compared with the much finer CD scale used here.  For 

Melbourne, nearly 60 per cent of NESB migrants live in host community areas.  Of 

the rest, 16 per cent live in mixed assimilation/pluralistic areas, and 25 per cent in 

more concentrated, polarized enclaves.  In Sydney, the figures are much the same, 

except that a much higher proportion – 32 per cent of NESB migrants by birthplace 

and their descendents – live in ghetto-like enclaves.  But this picture changes 

noticeably when the NESB ancestry groups are disaggregated into white-NESB and 

Asian-NESB groups (Table 1, right hand columns). 
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Table 1. Classification by area type of host and major ethnic groups by 

Ancestry (per cent values) 
 

                        White- Asian- 
      Host*       Non-host      NESB NESB 

 
Migrant communities    
 
Extreme polarized enclaves       Syd   7.2        31.5     0.2     0.0 
          Mel   0.0          0.0             0.0                0.0         
Polarised enclaves        Syd   0.0          0.0     6.8   12.7 
          Mel   6.1        25.4   11.0   10.1 
Mixed-minority enclaves       Syd   0.0          0.0     8.4   14.4 
          Mel   0.0          0.0     2.9     8.2 
Assimilation-pluralism enclaves   Syd   6.4        13.2   24.8   27.7 
          Mel   7.9        16.1   25.2              30.3 
 
Host communities 
 
Non-isolated         Syd 56.2        46.5   46.8              41.4 
          Mel 61.6        50.5   51.4              47.9 
Isolated (citadels)        Syd 30.2          8.9   13.1                3.8 
          Mel 24.4          8.0     9.5                3.5  

 
 
* Includes those who stated Australian, British, New Zealand or American ancestry. 
 
 
Among those claiming white-NESB migrant ancestry, patterns in both cities are 

similar, apart from a slightly greater concentration in Sydney of those living in citadel 

areas, and in Melbourne in polarized enclaves, patterns in both cities are similar.  It 

may be noted here that the more population sub-groups are aggregated, the more 

the results are averaged out, and detailed information about sub-groups is lost, which 

is why, between the two sides of Table 1, the distribution among types of areas 

changes. Among those with NESB-Asian ancestry, a higher proportion in Melbourne 

are more spatially assimilated, and in Sydney more concentrated in mixed and 

polarised enclaves.  Partly this reflects the fact that, among more recent arrivals, 

Sydney’s share of total population born in Asia and the Middle East is growing: it 

increased from 6 per cent to 13 per cent between 1986 and 1996, compared with 

Melbourne’s 5 per cent increasing to 10 per cent over the same period (Birrell and 

Rapson 2002, 11, 15).  Leaving aside comparison between the two cities, there is 

clear evidence here of pre- and post-White Australia arrivals being less and more 

segregated respectively, as a function of time of arrival.  To more fully test this 

conclusion, we turn now to inter-generational differences, and then to the spatial 

behaviour of individual ancestry groups. 
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Inter-generational patterns of segregation-desegregation 
Ancestry data from the 2001 census show that, where both parents are born 

overseas, recorded ancestry is for either a first generation Australian (born 

overseas), or a second generation Australian (child born in Australia).  Where both 

parents were born in Australia, the ancestry is that of the third or later generations of 

respondents.  Those who have one parent born overseas have been included here in 

the first plus second generation set.  Theoretically, the first and second generations 

can be separated by subtracting from birthplace data. But this is problematic for 

many groups, such as those of Chinese ancestry who were born outside China, 

which is why we have not tried to distinguish between the first and second 

generations here.  Results are presented in Table 2. 

 
The host (Australian or Anglo-Celtic) ancestry group is essentially as described in 

Table 1, with the majority (86 per cent) in non-isolated host community and citadel 

areas.  Among white-NESB groups, however, there is clear evidence, in both cities, 

of intergenerational desegregation, but with differences between the two cities 

suggesting recency of arrival considerations.  Among white-NESB migrants there is 

little difference to desegregation into host society areas.  In Melbourne, there is a 

marked increase in the proportion of later generations in host society areas (77 per 

cent), compared with first and second generation arrivals (58 per cent); in Sydney the 

figures are 79 and 56 per cent respectively.  The same trend towards desegregation 

is apparent among white-NESB migrants in enclave situations.  But there is a 

difference between Sydney and Melbourne in the higher, though declining, proportion 

in Sydney who are in more extreme enclave situations, and the remaining (3rd plus 

generation) in extreme polarized enclaves.  There is a suggestion here of the 

reconstituted group areas first identified in the United States by Glazer and Moynihan 

(1970): later generations who remain in recognisably ‘ethnic’ areas after language 

and major cultural differences have disappeared.  What is largely missing in the 

ancestry results, however, is any particular indication of more lasting segregation 

among larger ancestry groups (as a per cent of total city population – right hand 

column of Table 3) than for smaller groups.  This contrasts with a much stronger 

relationship among first generation immigrants (Forrest, Poulsen and Johnston 2003, 

Table 7). 
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Table 2 Classification by area type and generations (per cent values) 

 
 
          Host*           White-NESB       Asian-NESB 
Generations:                     1st/2nd   3rd plus     1st/2nd   3rd plus 

 
 
Migrant communities 
                 
Extreme polarized enclaves      Syd        1.3    0.0     1.9         3.6        1.9 

     Mel        0.0    0.0     0.0         0.0        0.0 
Polarised enclaves            Syd        1.1    6.5     1.9       11.0        2.8 
         Mel        1.5  10.2     3.7         8.9        2.4 
Mixed minority enclaves      Syd        1.7  10.5     2.5       14.8        4.4 
         Mel        1.0    4.2     1.7         9.4        2.5 
Assimilation/pluralism enclaves  Syd        9.5  27.0   14.1       25.6      13.9 
         Mel      11.6  27.7   17.5       30.7      15.1 
 
Host communities 
 
Non-isolated        Syd      56.2  45.0   56.4       41.7      56.3 
         Mel      61.6  49.8   60.1       47.7      61.6 
Isolated (citadels)       Syd      30.2  11.2   22.9         3.3      20.8 
         Mel      24.4    8.2   16.9         3.2      18.4 

 
 
*Includes those who stated Australian, British, New Zealand of American ancestry 
 
 
Turning to the Asian-NESB group, the essential continuity of the processes involved, 

that is, initial segregation and subsequent desegregation, is apparent from 

comparison with white-NESB migrants.  Allowance must be made, of course, for the 

lapse in time between the mainly White Australia period of arrival of the white-NESB 

migrants and the post-White Australia policy arrival of Asian-NESB migrants.  The 

evidence of the ancestry data supports the transitory nature of ethnic migrant 

enclaves argument suggested by Jones (1996).   Firstly, segregation levels among 

Asian-NESB migrants are similar in both cities, reflecting their arrival into Australia 

over the past three decades.  In general terms too, there is a similarity of 

concentration patterns into enclaves and host society areas among 1st/2nd generation 

arrivals among both white and Asian-NESB migrants, though more segregated in 

Sydney reflecting the greater numbers of most recent arrivals.  Secondly, there is the 

same degree of shift towards desegregation in both cities.  More remain in enclave 

situations in both cities, but in Melbourne, unlike Sydney, there is an absence of 

Asian-NESB migrants in extreme enclave (ghetto) situations in either the 1st/2nd or 

later generations.  Indeed, there is little difference between to high proportions of 

both white- and Asian-NESB migrant 3rd and later generations of migrants living in 



MMuullttiiccuullttuurraalliissmm  aanndd  tthhee  ssppaattiiaall  aassssiimmiillaattiioonn  ooff  mmiiggrraanntt  ggrroouuppss  FFoorrrreesstt  aanndd  PPoouullsseenn  
 

SSttaattee  ooff  AAuussttrraalliiaann  CCiittiieess  NNaattiioonnaall  CCoonnffeerreennccee  22000033  PPaaggee  1144 

host society areas in both cities.  If anything, the spatial assimilation of Asian-NESB 

migrants is proceeding faster than that of white-NESB migrants, even allowing for the 

several economic down-turns that have occurred over the past three decades.  In the 

next section, we turn to individual ethnic migrant groups, grouped by period of arrival 

and category of migrant as a final test of the essential continuity over time of the 

processes involved in acceptance and absorption of all migrant groups and the lack 

of any essential difference between immigrant absorption before and after the ending 

of the White Australia policy. 
 

Ancestry group segregation patterns 
The classification of individual ethnic migrant groups shown in Table 3 highlights 

three main points.  The majority of older arrivals are resident in areas where they mix 

with members of the host society, either in assimilation enclaves (mainly) or in citadel 

areas.  However, this declines with groups such as the Serbians who arrived more 

recently, and among those of Lebanese ancestry; there is some previous evidence of 

discrimination against Arabic (and Turkish) speakers, at least in Sydney (Young and 

Petty 1985).  In the case of Asian-NESB migrants who have arrived since the ending 

of the White Australia policy, and the advent of multiculturalism as a migrant-

absorption strategy, there is a clear distinction between those who arrived principally 

as refugees – the Vietnamese – and the others, who entered Australia mainly as 

skilled and business migrants.    
 

Differences between Melbourne and Sydney are not great except among a few 

groups: Italians, Greeks, Lebanese especially.  Interestingly, the ancestry data show 

a much greater concentration of these ethnic migrant groups into enclaves of the 

assimilation-pluralism and mixed types, suggesting that a significant number of the 

children of these parents are re-settling in the original port-of-entry districts as their 

parents.  This has previously been referred to from Table 1 in the 32 per cent of non-

host society ancestry groups in higher segregation areas, most especially in Sydney, 

rather less so in Melbourne. 
 

CONCLUSION 
Results presented here highlight a number of findings, all of them with strong policy 

implications: 
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1. There is an essential continuity to spatial outcomes of different policy settings 

relating to the absorption of immigrants from quite different ethnic origins.  The 

change from a policy of social assimilation prior to the ending of the White 

Australia policy, and the introduction of a policy of multiculturalism after the 

demise of the White Australia policy, has made no noticeable difference to the 

spatial, and by implication social assimilation of migrant groups from diverse 

backgrounds and national origins.  There is no evidence from this study which 

would suggest that multiculturalism has acted to ‘slow down’ (Jamrozik, 

Boland and Urquart 1995, 110) the assimilation of Asian and other NESB 

migrant group who 
 

Table 3. Classification of area types: Sydney and Melbourne – per cent of 
ancestry group in each type 

 
 
Ancestry           Ghetto  Polarised    Mixed   Assim-Plur   Host mix   Citadel   % Tot 
       enclave   enclave    enclave      Pop 
 
 
Host society* Syd   0.0       0.0           10.5.     3.1.          56.2.   30.2     62.8 
  Mel   0.0       0.0           11.5     2.5          61.6   24.4       62.5 
 
From before ending of White Australia policy 
 
German Syd   0.0       0.0           12.6     3.4          58.3   25.7         2.3 
  Mel   0.0       0.0           13.7     2.7          62.4   21.2       2.8 
 
Italian  Syd   0.0       0.0           28.3     8.7          51.9   11.0       3.8 
  Mel   0.0       0.3           31.2   10.4          50.6     7.5       6.6 
 
Greek  Syd   0.0       0.1           35.6   12.1          45.6     6.7       2.5 
  Mel   0.0       0.1           33.6     7.2          54.7     4.4       4.0 
 
Maltese Syd   0.0       0.0           22.9     5.4          58.1   13.6       1.1 
  Mel        0.0       0.1           47.6     6.1          40.6     5.4       1.4 
 
Serbian Syd   0.0       0.1           49.1     5.0          38.1     7.8       0.6 
  Mel   0.0       0.0           44.3     3.5          46.0     6.1       0.7 
 
Lebanese Syd   0.0       0.3           51.6   15.4          30.7     2.1       2.5 
  Mel   0.0       0.3           47.4   11.0          38.3     3.0       0.8 
 
Post-White Australia policy 
 
Vietnamese Syd   0.0       0.0           75.0     6.7          17.3     0.9       1.3 
  Mel   0.0       0.0           69.5     6.9          22.8     0.8       1.4 
 
Indian  Syd   0.0       0.2           38.7     6.3          50.4     4.4       1.5 
  Mel   0.0       0.1           34.5     4.9          55.6     4.8       1.1 
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Chinese Syd   0.0       1.0           42.5   11.8          41.6     3.1       5.6 
  Mel   0.0       0.9           34.0     8.6          53.4     3.0       3.9 
 
Indonesian Syd   0.0       0.9           41.3     9.1          43.2     5.5       0.2 
  Mel   0.0       1.7           22.3   10.7          59.5     5.8       0.1 
 
Filipino  Syd   0.0       0.1           37.3   10.7          46.5     5.3       1.3 

Mel   0.0       0.0           45.5     4.2          44.9     5.4       0.6 
 

 
* Includes those who stated Australian, British, New Zealand or American ancestry. 

 

have entered Australia as a result of the introduction of multiculturalist policies.  

Rather the reverse, in fact, if the evidence of white-NESB compared with 

Asian-NESB migrants found in this study is to be taken at face value. 

 

2. The ancestry data for nearly all groups indicate a strong intergenerational 

tendency towards spatial, and hence the potential for social mixing insofar as 

spatial distance equates with social distance.  And this is in spite of several 

significant economic downturns which have marked the whole period since the 

ending of the White Australia policy and during the operation of 

multiculturalism as a framework for ethnic group based migrant absorption. 
 

3. There are significant differences among migrant groups using ancestry data, 

largely related to recency of arrival, and important considerations of averaging 

effects both among groups and across time, which argue against the 

aggregation of such groups into a single mass for the purposes of any policy 

analysis. This is quite apart from the whole corpus of literature on migrant and 

ethnic groups which has at its heart the disaggregation of ethnic groups for 

effective study purposes. 

 

4. To a large extent, the wide range of mix of national and ethnic origins among 

immigrants entering Australia has itself acted to prevent any build up of a 

smaller number of particular groups, and the sort of large-scale segregation to 

be found in, say, the United States.  This has been largely fortuitous, subject 

only to the international spread, perhaps, of immigration agents, but the 

outcome has been very beneficial to the experience of immigration into 

Australia over the past five decades. 
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5. Even so, some ethnic immigrant groups are relatively large, but while findings 

presented here do suggest a tendency among such groups to remain in some 

kind of enclave situation for longer than would be the case with groups whose 

numbers are small, this is largely a characteristic of the first generation of 

immigrants only; of studies based on birth place, but not ancestry. 

 

Multiculturalism relies for spatial and social assimilation on the educational system 

and the media to transform ethnic immigrant groups through social construction, 

intermarriage and citizenship (Beckett 2001; Al-Haj 2002).  There are many 

indicators that this is working, perhaps working too well if recent debate about ethnic 

privilege and the construction of ‘British’ or Anglo-Celtic identity and notions of 

national identity (e.g. Johnson 2002) are to be taken seriously.  But our own 

involvement in a large-scale study of racism in Australia suggests this is a concern of 

only a few, and not of the many, either among members of the ‘host’ society or 

among NESB immigrant groups. 
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