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Introduction

Australia has been a major immigration nation for six and a half decades. Census data for 2011 show that one in four Australians are first-generation immigrants (born in another country) while almost one in two are either first- or second-generation (born in Australia with one or both parents born in another country). Most immigrants have settled in large Australian cities (Hugo, 2011): 61 per cent of the population of Sydney and Perth and 58 per cent of the Melbourne population are first- or second-generation immigrants. The composition of the Australian immigration intake has varied considerably over the postwar period, with predominantly British, Irish and European immigrants arriving in the first decades and immigrants from Britain, New Zealand and Asian countries dominating intakes over the past 20 or 30 years. 
One consequence of immigration has been the social transformation of the suburbs of Australian cities. Most immigrants in Melbourne and Sydney settled in the western and south-western suburbs though, in recent decades, professional and business immigrants have settled in wealthier areas of the city, like Sydney’s north shore. However, Australian suburbs are not ethnic ghettoes dominated by one immigrant group. Rather they are cosmopolitan places and spaces, with immigrants from a large number of different ethnic, national, religious and linguistic backgrounds living side by side. Moreover, many immigrants have a high degree of residential mobility over time, moving from suburb to suburb. At the same time, many Anglo-Celtic third- or later-generation Australians have moved out of Australian capital cities on retirement and the suburbs have changed composition and character over time. Newly settled immigrants establish restaurants, erect new places of worship, locate ethnic community organisations and establish clubs for recreation and sport in their new neighbourhoods as the transformation of the social environment of the suburbs leads to a transformation of the built environment.
When immigrant entrepreneurs cluster together in a street, suburb or area, an ethnic enclave (Portes, 1981: 290–291) or ethnic precinct may emerge. The emergence of ethnic precincts in the city is a long-established feature of many immigrant cities in North America, Europe and Australia, with Chinatowns an almost universal form of this ethnicized place in contemporary Western cities (Anderson, 1990, 1991; Fitzgerald, 1997; Fong, 1994; Kinkead, 1993; Lin, 1998; Zhou, 1992). Other ethnic precincts such as ‘Little Italy’ (Conforti, 1996), ‘Little India’ (Chang, 2000; McEvoy, 2003), ‘Little Bavaria’ (Frenkel and Walton, 2000), ‘Little Sweden’ (Schnell, 2003) and ‘Finntowns’ (Timothy, 2002) have emerged across many continents. A key feature of these precincts is the provision of ethnic food and restaurants (Gabaccia, 1998; Warde, 1997; Warde and Martens, 2000), while most ethnic precincts are also sites where ethnic community organisations are located and their activities – including festivals – are staged.
Sydney is Australia’s largest city with the country’s largest immigrant population. Sydney’s downtown has a prominent and long-established Chinatown, Australia’s oldest ethnic precinct. In many other suburbs of western and south-western Sydney, the suburban streetscape has taken on the ethnic character of a particular immigrant group, despite the fact that all these suburbs have a cosmopolitan population comprised of first- and second-generation immigrants from different national and ethnic backgrounds and of people of an Anglo-Celtic background. Some of these emerge as clearly defined and identified ethnic precincts such as Chinatown and Leichardt’s Little Italy. In other suburbs clearly visible ethnic characters and streetscapes emerged, such as Petersham (Portuguese), Marrickville (once Greek, now Vietnamese) and Ashfield (Chinese) in Sydney’s inner-south-western suburban ring. In the mid-south-western suburban ring, ethnic precincts include Auburn (Turkish), Lakemba and Punchbowl (‘Middle Eastern’) and Bankstown (Asian and Middle Eastern). Cabramatta, in the Fairfield municipality, is even further from the city centre and has become an Asiatown (Collins and Castillo, 1998). 
A key feature of all these ethnic neighbourhoods is the clustering of immigrant entrepreneurs in the shopping centres of each suburb (Collins, 2003). In Chinatown, 89 per cent of all enterprises in 2007 were owned by Chinese immigrant entrepreneurs. In the same year, in Leichhardt’s Little Italy, 91 per cent of all enterprises were Italian-owned, often by second-generation Italians. In Cabramatta, 80 per cent of all enterprises were owned by Vietnamese immigrants and a further 10 per cent by Chinese. In Auburn, 205 enterprises (78 per cent) were owned by Turkish immigrant entrepreneurs (Collins and Kunz, 2009). The social transformation of Australian suburbs is thus shaped by changing patterns of immigrant settlement and, more importantly, of clustering of immigrant entrepreneurs. 
Despite this changing ethnic tableau in cosmopolitan cities, some suburbs have emerged as ethnic precincts, identified with one ethnic group in particular, while others have developed a pan-ethnic character. Other suburbs do not wear the badge of their ethnicity despite their large immigrant population. This contribution to the volume is interested in exploring this phenomenon – the ethnic identity and ethnic façade of the different suburbs and the political economy of ethnic precincts. A number of questions emerge: What are the characteristics of ethnic precincts? What role do immigrant entrepreneurs play in the development of ethnic precincts? This chapter draws on fieldwork conducted in Sydney and Perth to attempt to answer these questions. It looks at the long-established Chinatown in Sydney, the failure to establish a Chinatown in Perth and the emergence of a Little Korea or Koreatown in Sydney. 


Ethnic precincts


Sydney’s Chinatown

Sydney’s Chinatown has existed in the downtown area of the city since the 1860s. In the 1940s, Chinatown moved to Campbell and Dixon Streets, where it is still located today (Collins and Castillo, 1998: 278–289; Fitzgerald, 1997). Following Federation in 1901, the White Australia policy saw reductions in the Chinese population in Australia. Since its repeal in the early 1970s by the Whitlam labour government, Australia’s Chinese population has increased, particularly in the last two decades. In 1996, 2.8 per cent of the Australian population was born in China; by 2011 this had grown to 6.5 per cent. In 2009–2010, China was the largest county source of Australian immigrants. At the 2011 census, 6 per cent of the Australian population were born in China, while many other ethnic Chinese immigrants were born in countries such as Vietnam, Malaysia and Singapore. In the decade to 2011, the Chinese-born were one of the fastest-growing immigrant communities in Australia, growing by 176,200, second only to the Indian-born (200,000). In 2011, 336,410 Australians spoke Mandarin at home and 61,673 spoke Cantonese (DIAC, 2013).
The character of the Australian Chinese immigrant population reflects the changing political economy of Australian immigration. Most are university graduates – who enter under the skilled component of the permanent immigration programme – or temporary immigrants. In 2012, 122,520 Chinese-born were temporary immigrants (DIAC 2013: 128), and are one of the largest groups in Australia on temporary student visas. Many Chinese international students live in the Sydney central business district (the City), or in suburban areas with high Chinese immigrant concentration: Hurstville, where 50 per cent of the population speaks a Chinese language, one of the highest suburban concentrations of any non-English language group in Australia (Moreton, 2013), Strathfield and Chatswood, among others.
Accompanying this increase in the Chinese population there has been a growth of Chinese immigrant entrepreneurship in Australia. In Sydney, for example, the number of Chinese restaurants grew from 171 in 1969–1970 to 558 in 2011. This is important for an understanding of Chinatowns in Australia because it is the clustering of Chinese restaurants and other retail and professional services in the historic downtown Chinatown precinct, rather than contemporary suburb-resident Chinese populations, that is the most critical to the emergence of an ethnic precinct like Chinatown. In 2007 89 per cent of the businesses in Chinatown were Chinese-owned (Collins and Kunz, 2009). Changes in the regional and class background of Sydney’s Chinese immigrants changes the nature of the restaurants in Chinatown. Many suburban Chinese travel to Chinatown to socialize, purchase Chinese food and access Chinese medical, dental and legal professionals. While the social landscape of suburbs like Hurstville, Chatswood, Ashfield and Strathfield has been transformed by new Chinese immigrant settlers and the streetscape transformed with Chinese restaurants and retail outlets and their Chinese-language characters and iconography, they have not formally been identified as Chinatowns. 
This reflects the crucial involvement of local and state governments in shaping the emergence and development of Chinatowns. The Sydney City Council has played a key role in the planning and funding of a number of make-overs of Chinatown over the years –including the redevelopment of Dixon Street in 1972 – by introducing porticos, lanterns and rubbish bins with ‘traditional’ Chinese symbols, by the development of a pedestrian thoroughfare in Dixon Street, the erection of Chinese dragons and the planting of Chinese trees along the streetscape in the 1980s, and by linking Chinatown to the new Darling Harbour development via Chinese Gardens in the 1990s (Fitzgerald, 1997). The Sydney City Council recently produced a new Local Area Plan for Chinatown after consultation with Chinese residents, chambers of commerce and local businesses. The Chinatown Public Domain Plan was launched in 2010. The first stage of works, which was completed in early 2012, included a $5 million make-over of three laneways in Haymarket – Little Hay Street, Factory Street and Kimber Lane – with widened footpaths and new trees, street furniture, lighting and paving.
But is Chinatown really an authentic representation of Chinese-ness (Meethan, 2001)? Anderson (1990: 150) argues that Sydney’s Chinatown has been revitalized in ways that reflect white Australia’s image of Chinese-ness: ‘Making the area more “Chinese”… [meant] making the area appear more consistent with the architectural motifs and symbols of ancient China’. Bryman (2004: 52) also notes that the theming of ethnic precincts often depicts a sanitized history, one that removes any reference to hardship and conflict in order to promote consumption. It could be argued, then, that attempts by the Sydney City Council to create a Chinatown in an image that would attract tourists could have resulted in façades, monuments and facelifts reflecting stereotypical images of a homogeneous ‘Chinese-ness that exists only in the “white gaze”’, an argument also made about Chinatowns in New York (Lin, 1998: 173) and Vancouver (Anderson, 1991). On the other hand, Chinatowns across the world are all very similar in terms of ethnic iconography – welcome gates, lions, dragons, lanterns, Chinese-language signage and vegetation – so that there is a universality to the ethnic theming of Chinatowns. But consultation with the Chinese community in Sydney is selective: there are over 100 different ethnic Chinese community organizations in Sydney, often with different clan and regional backgrounds. Only a few of the leaders of these associations are drawn into the Sydney City Council’s consultation process for the make-over of the Chinatown precinct. 
As Meethan (2001: 27) has put it, symbols ‘are multivocal, that is, they have the capacity to carry a range of different, if not ambiguous and contradictory meanings’. One example of this relates to our fieldwork conducted in Chinatown with Chinese, other Asian and non-Asian informants in 2008, which supports Meethan’s argument; we found that non-Asian informants liked the façade and iconography of the streetscape of Chinatown, which they considered tasteful and authentic. On the other hand, Chinese informants were more critical while other Asian informants were largely indifferent (Collins and Kunz, 2009: 51). 
The public spaces of Chinatown also attempt to demonstrate ethnic authenticity through the Chinese festivals and spectacles that are staged there (Zukin, 1995: 3–11). Chinatown is the site where all major festivals on the Chinese calendar are celebrated, of which the New Year celebrations are the largest outside China. Each year a programme of activities, including Dragon boat races, Chinese opera and theatre, dragon dance and drums are organized by Sydney City Council in consultation with the Chinatown community. The celebrations in Chinatown attract some 150,000 international tourists from China and other Asian countries, as well as Sydneysiders from all ethnic backgrounds. 


Perth’s Northbridge: a failed Chinatown

One problem with designating places and spaces as ethnic precincts is that patterns of immigrant settlement change over time. In Australia, most suburbs have very diverse and changing populations of immigrants and non-immigrants, with no one group the majority. Similarly immigrant enterprises located on the streets of Australian suburbs and downtown areas also change over time. Identification of such a suburb or downtown area with only one ethnic group is often opposed by other immigrant groups who live, or own businesses in, the area. This is seen clearly in the case of Northbridge, an ethnic neighbourhood and restaurant precinct in the heart of Perth, the capital city of Western Australia. Northbridge provides another example of the social transformation of suburban neighbourhoods because of immigration, and the key role of immigrant entrepreneurs, regimes of regulation in ethnic place-making (Hoffman et al., 2003), the contradictions inherent in the commodification of ethnicity and the emergence of ethnic precincts in cosmopolitan neighbourhoods (Jordan and Collins, 2012).
From the 1890s, Chinese immigrants in Northbridge began establishing their own businesses in the area, including laundries, market gardens and furniture factories (King, 1998; Peters, 2007). Because of the ‘White Australia’ policy introduced in 1901, the Chinese population fell considerably, both in Perth and in other Australian cities (Choi, 1975: 27). Northbridge became their central meeting place, with the Chung Wah Association, established in Northbridge in 1909, active in promoting the rights of local Chinese residents and entrepreneurs (King, 1998). With the concentration of Chinese businesses and social activities, Northbridge soon gained the reputation of being Perth’s Chinatown (Peters, 2007: 1). 
However, reflecting Australia’s changing population intakes, Greek and Italian immigrants began to settle in Northbridge in the 1950s and 1960s and South-East Asian and South Asian immigrants in the 1970s. Immigrant small businesses were established by these new settlers, which changed the landscape of the suburb. Greek and Italian shops were established and joined by Vietnamese and Chinese restaurants, Asian butchers, and a number of professional services targeting an Asian clientele as the immigrant population of the neighbourhood was transformed. The growth of Vietnamese shops and restaurants along the north of William Street prompted the new nickname for that area – ‘Little Saigon’ (Peters, 2007). 
Today, Northbridge’s population continues to evolve. A real-estate boom in Perth was driven by the mining peak of the last decade. The proximity of Northbridge to the city led to a significant increase in housing costs and a gentrification of properties, as the class character of the suburb was again transformed. Wealthy urban professionals displaced many of the earlier immigrants, with around 64 per cent of Northbridge residents being born in Australia or the United Kingdom. Today the largest non-Anglo-Celtic immigrant groups have come from Malaysia (8 per cent of the immigrant population), followed by Indonesia (7.5 per cent), Hong Kong (7 per cent), Thailand and Vietnam (both 6.5 per cent). Only 3 per cent of immigrants were born in Italy, while none of Northbridge’s residents were born in Greece (ABS, 2007). As the residential population of Northbridge has changed, many immigrant entrepreneurs have re-branded their products to appeal to the new professional middle class. For example, several of the original immigrant grocery stores now market themselves as gourmet food stores, selling high-quality products and a wider range of European, Asian and Middle Eastern foods. With its diverse restaurants and food stores, Northbridge has become one of the most popular sites in Perth, for locals and tourists alike, on which to experience a range of ethnic cuisines. 
Northbridge hosts several annual festivals, some of them reflecting the area’s ethnic history. Chinese and Vietnamese New Year celebrations, the Greek Glendi festival and a world-music festival are all held there each year. The annual Northbridge Festival highlights contemporary arts and acknowledges the area’s ethnic diversity, with history tours pointing out important sites in its immigrant heritage. Northbridge is also a key site for events during the Perth International Arts Festival and annual gay and lesbian Pride Parade. 
By the early 1980s, with the increasing number of Asian immigrants settling in the area, a small group of Malaysian Chinese businesspeople began to plan a Chinatown for Northbridge. The plan aimed to ‘retain and enhance the character and ethos of the Orient within a totally planned modern environment’, complete with Chinese arches, awnings and iconography (Chinatown, 1982: 1). In promoting the concept, the developers made explicit reference to using the development as a leverage point for securing permanent residency visas for foreign nationals who would be employed in the proposed Chinatown. 
The developers purchased land on Northbridge’s southern edge and constructed Chinese arches leading into two parallel laneways. The original plan was to purchase surrounding properties to also include over 30 specialist Asian food stalls, a Chinese theatre, a 49-bed hotel, entertainment facilities and professional offices (Chinatown, 1982: 1). The plan failed due to poor positioning (the Chinese arches mark the entry to two short and narrow laneways tangential to the main streetscape of Northbridge), the reluctance of property-owners to sell to the developers and the blow-out in Australian interest rates in the late 1980s. 
The arches – located on Roe Street –are of limited use in attracting visitors, as very few pedestrians walk along this street, an area dominated by large industrial and commercial buildings and virtually devoid of retail premises. Today the shops along Chinatown’s two laneways include a handful of Chinese restaurants, a hairdresser and a Chinese tea house. A number of the shops remain vacant. 
Twenty years later a second attempt to create a formal Chinatown in Northbridge began to gather momentum. This attempt was spearheaded by Town of Vincent Mayor Nick Catania, who wanted to develop a ‘readily identifiable and popular precinct’ that ‘for want of a more appropriate name might be called “China Town”’. He suggested that a formally defined and marketed Chinatown was appropriate for any city wanting to be taken seriously on the global stage, with ‘almost every major city in the world [boasting] a colourful and culturally diverse “China Town”’ (Town of Vincent, 2006: 1). However, local government consultation with business-owners and residents in upper William Street revealed that the proposal had limited support. Many of the businesses in Northbridge were owned by non-Chinese entrepreneurs, including Vietnamese, Thai and Japanese. Even some ethnic Chinese entrepreneurs felt little connection with China, having been born in South-East Asia. The proposal was also opposed by some members of Perth’s peak Chinese organisation, the Chung Wah Association, who felt that establishing a formal Chinatown would alienate members of the non-Chinese community. These concerns reflect a common academic critique of ethnic precincts – that is, the ethnic ‘branding’ of an area, while presumed to appeal to tourists and visitors, may represent ethnicity in a way that the local ethnic community feels is inappropriate (Anderson, 1990; Collins and Kunz, 2005; Lin, 1998) or that reinforces notions of the ‘ethnic Other’ (Hage, 1997). Hence, in ‘branding’ an ethnic precinct, decisions about what symbols are appropriate, who decides and how, are crucially important. Acknowledging community concerns in Northbridge, Nick Catania backed down on the plans for a Chinatown, saying that ‘In deference to the area's diversity of cultures, both past and present, we refer to the proposal [for redevelopment] simply as William Street… Whilst the name may be a bit contentious, the philosophy behind the area is not’ (Town of Vincent, 2006: 1). With the plan to create a formal Chinatown sidelined, the redevelopment of William Street will include public art that incorporates symbols from the area’s diversity of ethnic groups.


A Little Korea for Sydney?

The Korean community in Australia is the sixth-largest outside the Republic of Korea (City of Sydney and Sydney Korean Women’s Association, 2011: 6). At the end of June 2011, 97,600 South Korean-born people were living in Australia – a 62 per cent increase in five years (DIAC, 2012). In the past two decades, the Korean immigrant population has increased in numbers and changed in terms of social class. Attempts to align Australian immigration policy to a changing, globalized national and international economy saw an increasing emphasis on skilled and professional migration and a dramatic rise in temporary immigration, particularly of those on an international student or a working holiday visa (Collins, 2011). 
Sydney is the key centre of Korean immigrant settlement in Australia. Most (75 per cent) of these Korean immigrants who arrived in the last year or so entered under the skilled immigrant category. Moreover, one in four Korean-born immigrants is a professional, indicating the changing class character of new Korean immigrant arrivals. Koreans have the highest rate of entrepreneurship of any immigrant group in Australia – at least twice the Australian average. Many Korean immigrant entrepreneurs who own restaurants or other cafés or food-retailing businesses have located their companies in the downtown area of the City of Sydney and in key suburbs of Korean settlement such as Eastwood, Campsie and Strathfield.
The changing class character of Korean immigration to urban Sydney has led to changing patterns of Korean immigrant settlement in the suburbs and, in turn, to changing clusters of Korean immigrant entrepreneurship in Sydney. Before the turn of the century, Korean immigrant settlement in Sydney was smaller in size, less professional and less highly skilled. The immigrants concentrated around Campsie, an inner-south-western suburb where rents were relatively low. Korean settlement transformed Campsie, which informally became Sydney’s Little Korea, largely because of the clustering of Korean restaurants and small businesses along Beamish Street (Collins and Castillo, 1998: 350–353). The Korean immigrant intake who arrived more recently under the permanent programme were wealthier than earlier arrivals and settled not in Campsie but in more expensive suburbs such as Eastwood and Strathfield. School choice was an important part in these changing settlement patterns: the schools in the Eastwood and Strathfield areas had a very good reputation among the Korean immigrant community, and after-school coaching run by Korean immigrant entrepreneurs was also available. Temporary Korean immigrants, particularly international students and those on working holiday visas, settled in downtown central business district (CBD) areas and in cheaper suburbs. 
Contemporary Korean immigrant entrepreneurship reflects these changing class and settlement patterns, as seen in the location of Korean-owned restaurants and retail food outlets, which have clustered in the downtown CBD and the suburbs of Strathfield, Eastwood and Campsie. Recent fieldwork (Collins and Shin, 2012) highlights some of the relationships between changing patterns of Korean immigrant settlement, Korean immigrant entrepreneurship and the social transformation of the Sydney CBS and suburbs.
While Korean-owned restaurants are spread fairly widely in the CBD, they are clustered in particular around the section of the city bordered by Bathurst, Castlereagh, Liverpool and George Streets. Many Korean, Japanese and Chinese restaurants and other food outlets owned by Korean immigrant entrepreneurs are located in the CBD to take advantage of the large passing parade of customers (who may be workers in the city, tourists or shoppers) and Korean immigrants (particularly those on temporary student and working holiday visas) living in new apartment blocks erected in the city over the past decade. Other clusters of Korean businesses in Sydney were in the suburbs of Strathfield, Eastwood and Campsie, areas of concentration of Korean and other Asian immigrant settlement. There are 49 restaurants and food outlets owned by Korean immigrant entrepreneurs in Strathfield and 33 in Eastwood.
A survey of 65 Korean immigrant entrepreneurs in Sydney revealed that they were not only involved in restaurants selling Korean food, but that they also owned Japanese restaurants – including Sushi ones – Chinese restaurants, cafés and take-away food shops. About half of the Korean immigrant restaurant-owners in Sydney surveyed (42) ran Korean restaurants – split evenly between 21 Korean BBQ and 21 Korean restaurants; nine out of those surveyed were involved in Japanese restaurants (16 per cent of the sample) and six ran sushi restaurants (13 per cent); another seven owned cafés, four owned Chinese restaurants, and two owned take-away general food shops (Collins and Shin, 2012). Koreans often debate whether the origins of sushi are Korean or Japanese. 
Nevertheless, the issue of authenticity in Korean-owned restaurants seems less important than that of the business opportunity. The Korean immigrant entrepreneurs who now own restaurants or food-retailing businesses had tried their hand at a wide variety of business types before opening their current restaurant. Most commonly, these prior businesses were also in the food and beverage industry, a logical pathway to owning a restaurant. However, the most compelling factor was the great diversity of business pathways to setting up a restaurant or café. Nine had a cleaning business, a key area of business concentration for Korean entrepreneurs in Australia. The breadth of other prior businesses is remarkable: news agencies, tiling and construction, advertising, tourism, surveillance and even butchery. This demonstrates the innovation inherent in the Korean immigrant entrepreneur experience in Australia: try a business but, at the same time, keep your eyes open for other business opportunities. 
Most of the Korean immigrant entrepreneurs surveyed did not decide to come to Australia to set up a business; most chose Australia for family reasons and Sydney because they had Korean social networks (family or friends) already living there. The majority of the Korean immigrant entrepreneurs surveyed (57 per cent) did not have a family business background. For these Korean immigrants, the decision to migrate to Australia was not just one of moving to a new country, but one of moving into entrepreneurship for the first time. For 40 of the Korean immigrant entrepreneurs surveyed (62 per cent) the current business was not their first in Australia although, for 25 (38 per cent), it was. Once again, this is consistent with the literature, which shows that entrepreneurs will tend to have a number of businesses in their working life. Closing down a business to open another should not be seen as entrepreneurial failure, but rather as part of entrepreneurial development, adaptation and change. 
Establishing a business also requires a decision about the business location. For restaurants, sushi bars or cafés and take-away food bars, this decision is critical: it is important to find a location where there is a good demand for eating out and for eating Korean/Japanese/Chinese food. Many of the businesses were located in the key hubs of Korean restaurant and business clusters and Korean immigrant settlements in Sydney – Strathfield, Eastwood and Campsie – or in the downtown Sydney CBD. The most common answers about restaurant location decisions related to the large volume of customer traffic, particularly the large numbers of Korean and Chinese residents/customers. High business density and a large volume of passing public traffic were the key reasons for locating in the CBD. 
Customer demand is a key aspect of any successful business. Korean and Chinese immigrants formed the largest cohort of the customer base of these Korean restaurants: in half of the restaurants Koreans were 50 per cent or more of the customers while, in one in four of the restaurants, more than half were Chinese. These restaurants tended to be located in Strathfield, Eastwood and Campsie. In the restaurants located in the CBD, non-Chinese or non-Korean customers were more common.
These suburban concentrations of Korean immigrants and clusters of Korean immigrant entrepreneurs, particularly those engaged with restaurants and food outlets, have not yet led to the formal emergence of a ‘Little Korea’ in Sydney, either in Eastwood or in Strathfield. A decision to actively brand Eastwood or Strathfield as Little Korea or Koreatown and to give them a Korean make-over and promote the area is a matter for the local regulators: the Strathfield Council and the Ryde Council, in the case of Eastwood. Many Chinese and other immigrant entrepreneurs with businesses in these areas are opposed to the Korean precinct because it denies their own ethnic presence in the area. 


Conclusion

Australia’s sustained, large and diverse immigration programme has led to the transformation of the nation into one of the most cosmopolitan of all contemporary societies, particularly in the cities where the most immigrants have settled. This has led to the social transformation of the suburbs of Australian cities. Immigrant settlement transforms the neighbourhoods into which immigrants decide to locate. In Australia, most immigrants settle in the large cities of Sydney, Melbourne, Brisbane, Perth and Adelaide. An Australian immigration programme that has drawn migrants from all corners of the globe has ensured that the suburbs where they settle are populated by immigrants from very diverse cultural, linguistic and religious backgrounds who live alongside the non-immigrant community. Cosmopolitan neighbourhoods rather than ethnic ghettoes are the consequence. The built environment of these Australian suburbs and downtown areas changes with successive waves of immigrant settlement. This is the most evident in the restaurants and shops established by immigrant entrepreneurs and in the places of worship (churches, mosques, temples, synagogues) and leisure facilities built by these immigrant communities. 
When clusters of immigrant enterprises from one community emerge in the form of restaurants, shops and professional services, the suburb or downtown precinct takes on the character of this immigrant group. The ethnic iconography of the shops and restaurants, and the sounds and smells that they generate, transform these Australian places and spaces. In some instances an ethnic precinct may develop.
This chapter has looked at the way in which Chinese and Korean immigration has changed the ethnic diversity and cultural landscape of some urban neighbourhoods of Australia, leading, in some instances, to the emergence of ethnic precincts. The aim was to develop an understanding of the political economy of ethnic precincts in Australia – of the way in which people, places and spaces are transformed, mediated by economic, social, cultural and political processes and relationships. 
Concentrations of immigrant settlement and entrepreneurs in particular suburbs or neighbourhoods provide the potential for an ethnic precinct to emerge. The key difference between ethnic precincts and other ethnic neighbourhoods in the city is that local and state governments have taken a decision to label and market the ethnic precinct. This is evident in the history of Sydney’s Chinatown. Local government plays the central role in formalizing a neighbourhood into an ethnic precinct and in designing and funding its ethnic make-over. This requires decisions about the appropriate ethnic iconography to be installed, which often incurs the contradictions of authenticity and legitimacy: what to install, who to consult (Collins, 2007)? The Sydney City Council has consulted with Sydney’s Chinese community over the redevelopment of Chinatown at different stages over the past decades but, with over 100 Chinese community, regional and clan organizations located in the Chinatown region, it has had to be selective in deciding which representatives should be members of the Chinatown Cultural Advisory Committee. Local government also promotes the ethnic precinct as a place for ethnic festivals. All this leads to a commodification, a branding and a marketing of ethnicity to local, national and international tourists. The Chinese New Year in Sydney’s Chinatown is the biggest Chinese New Year parade outside Asia: a wide range of events such as Chinese opera, dragon boat races, special banquets, art exhibitions, film screenings and history tours are organized, attracting some 150,000 tourists from China and other Asian countries over a six-week period in 2013. 
On the other hand, suburbs with a much higher concentration of Chinese immigrant settlement, such as the Sydney suburb of Hurstville, where half of the population speaks a Chinese language at home, have not been formally identified and promoted as Chinatowns. The problem identifying a neighbourhood with one immigrant or ethnic group is that this will exclude all the others who live there and/or have businesses there, which is what happened in the failed attempt to get Perth’s Northbridge identified as a Chinatown. Other immigrant communities and entrepreneurs were opposed to the area being identified only in terms of its Chinese culture. It is also what has prevented Strathfield or Eastwood becoming identified as suburban Little Koreas, despite the fact that this is where Korean business has clustered in recent years. This has reduced the claims of Campsie as Sydney’s Little Korea, which itself has always been informally rather than formally established. The large population of Chinese and other immigrants who live in these suburbs and the Chinese and other immigrant entrepreneurs who have restaurants, shops and businesses in them, are opposed to such a development. Despite this, many Australian suburbs and neighbourhoods develop the character of an informal ethnic precinct, or what Li (1998) calls an ‘ethnoburb’, a suburb where the concentration of immigrant residents and business gives the neighbourhood the look, sound, taste and smell of a particular ethnic group. Clearly, the politics of place and community and the competitive nature of business enterprises are key components of the political economy of ethnic precincts in Australia.


References

Anderson, K. J. (1990) ‘Chinatown re-oriented: a critical analysis of recent redevelopment schemes in a Melbourne and Sydney enclave’, Australian Geographical Studies, 18:2, 137–154.
Anderson, K. J. (1991) Vancouver’s Chinatown: Racial Discourse in Canada, 1875–1980 (Montreal: McGill–Queens University Press).
ABS (2007) 2006 Australian Census of Population and Housing (Canberra: Australian Bureau of Statistics) http://abs.gov.au, accessed 06 June 2009. 
Bryman, A. (2004) The Disneyization of Society (London: Sage).
Chang, T. C. (2000) ‘Singapore's Little India: a tourist attraction as a contested landscape’, Urban Studies, 37:2, 343–368.
Chinatown (1982) Chinatown: A Submission to the Federal Minister for Immigration and Ethnic Affairs, unpublished manuscript. 
Choi, C. Y. (1975) Chinese Migration and Settlement in Australia (Sydney: University of Sydney Press).
City of Sydney and Sydney Korean Women’s Association (2011) A Needs Assessment of the Korean Community in the City of Sydney (Sydney: City of Sydney Council).Collins, J. (2003) ‘Australia: cosmopolitan capitalists down under’, in Kloosterman, R. and Rath, J. (eds) Immigrant Entrepreneurs: Venturing Abroad in the Age of Globalization (Oxford and New York: Berg) 61–78. 
Collins, J. (2007) ‘Ethnic precincts as contradictory tourist spaces’, in Rath, J. (ed.) Tourism, Ethnic Diversity and the City (London and New York: Routledge) 52–67.
Collins, J. (2011) ‘The governance of immigration in Australia’, in Phillips, N. (ed.) Migration in the Global Political Economy (Boulder and London: Lynne Reinner) 231–255.
Collins, J. and Castillo, A. (1998) Cosmopolitan Sydney: Exploring the World in One City (Sydney: Pluto Press). 
Collins, J. and Kunz, P. (2005) ‘Spatial dimensions of the commodification of ethnicity in the city: producers, consumers and the critical infrastructure in four sydney ethnic precincts’ (Amsterdam). Paper to the IMISCOE Cluster B6 Workshop on Ethnic, Cultural and Religious Diversity, 26–28 May.
Collins, J. and Kunz, P. (2009) ‘Ethnicity and public space in the city: ethnic precincts in Sydney’, Cosmopolitan Civil Societies: An Interdisciplinary Journal, 1:1, 39–70.
Collins, J. and Shin, J. (2012) Korean Immigrant Entrepreneurs in the Sydney Restaurant Industry (Sydney: UTS). 
Conforti, J. M. (1996) ‘Ghettos as tourism attractions’, Annals of Tourism Research, 23:4, 830–842.
DIAC (2012) Population Flows: Immigration Aspects 2010–11 (Canbera: Department of Immigration and Citizenship) http://www.immi.gov.au/media/publications/statistics/popflows2010-11/pop-flows-forward-key-stats.pdf, accessed 6 June 2013.
DIAC (2013) Australian Migration Trends 2011–12 (Canberra: Department of Immigration and Citizenship) http://www.immi.gov.au/media/publications/statistics/australia-migration-trends-2011-12/, accessed 6 June 2013.
Fitzgerald, S. (1997) Red Tape, Gold Scissors (Sydney: State Library of NSW Press).
Fong T. P. (1994) The First Suburban Chinatown: The Remaking Of Monterey Park, California (Philadelphia: Temple University Press).
Frenkel, S. and Walton. J. (2000) ‘Bavarian Leavenworth and the symbolic economy of a theme town’, The Geographical Review, 90:4, 559–581.
Gabaccia, D. (1998) We Are What We Eat: Ethnic Food and the Making of Americans (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press).
Hage, G. (1997) ‘At home in the entrails of the west: multiculturalism, “ethnic food” and migrant home building’, in Grace, H., Hage, G., Johnson, L., Langsworth, J. and Symonds, M. (eds) Home/World: Space, Community and Marginality in Sydney’s West (Sydney: Pluto Press) 99–153. 
Hoffman, L. M., Fainstein, S. S. and Judd, D. R. (eds) (2003) Cities and Visitors: Regulating People, Markets, and City Space (Oxford: Blackwell).
[bookmark: _GoBack]Hugo, G. (2011) ‘Changing spatial patterns of immigrant settlement’, in Jupp, J. and Clyne, M. (eds) Multiculturalism and Integration: A Harmonious Relationship (Canberra: ANU E-press) 1–40. 
Jordan, K. and Collins, J. (2012) ‘Symbols of ethnicity in a multi-ethnic precinct: marketing Perth’s Northbridge for cultural consumption’, in Aytar, V. and Rath, J. (eds) Selling Ethnic Neighborhoods: The Rise of Neighborhoods as Places of Leisure and Consumption (New York: Routledge) 120–137.
King, S. (1998) Restricted Entry: Investigating Chinese Immigration to Western Australia (Perth: National Trust of Australia WA).
Kinkead, G. (1993) Chinatown: A Portrait of a Closed Society (New York: Harper Perennial).
Li, W. (1998) ‘Anatomy of a new ethnic settlement: the Chinese ethnoburb’, Urban Studies, 35:3, 479–501.
Lin, J. (1998) Reconstructing Chinatown: Ethnic Enclave, Global Change (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press).
McEvoy, D. (2003) ‘The evolution of Manchester's “curry mile”: from suburban shopping street to ethnic destination’ (Vienna). Paper presented to Metropolis Conference, September 15-20, 2003.
Meethan, K. (2001) Tourism in Global Society: Place, Culture, Consumption (New York: Palgrave).
Moreton, R. (2013) ‘Community thrives in language hot spots’, The Australian, 13 June.
Peters, N. (2007) ‘On the street where you live: inner city immigrant enterprise’ (Perth). Paper to the Northbridge History Studies Day, 12 May.
Portes, A. (1981) ‘Modes of incorporation and theories of labor migration’, in Kritz, M., Keeley, C. and Tomasi, S. (eds) Global Trends in Migration (New York: Centre for Migration) 279–297. 
Schnell, S. M. (2003) ‘The ambiguities of authenticity in Little Sweden, USA’, Journal of Cultural Geography, 20:2, 43–68.
Timothy, D. (2002) ‘Tourism and the growth of ethnic islands, in Hall, C. M. and Williams, A. M. (eds) Tourism and Migration: New Relationships Between Production And Consumption (Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic) 135–151.
Town of Vincent (2006) New-Look William Street. Media Release, 29 August, http://www.vincent.wa.gov.au/cproot/1247/11207/Williampercent20Streetpercent20Upgrade.pdf, accessed 9 January 2008. 
Warde, A. (1997) Consumption, Food and Taste (London: Sage).
Warde, A. and Martens, L. (2000) Eating Out: Social Differentiation, Consumption and Pleasure (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).
Zhou, M. (1992) Chinatown: The Socioeconomic Potential of an Urban Enclave (Philadelphia: Temple University Press).
Zukin, S. (1995) The Cultures of Cities (Cambridge, MA and Oxford: Blackwell).
1

