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Abstract

This paper examines how internal migoatipropensities vary bgge and ethnic group
using data from level 1 (district) scaille England and Wales extracted from the 2001
Census Special Migration Statistics and from tables specially commissioned from the
Office of National Statistics. The paper identifies age-specific variation in migration
propensities by ethnic group at national levedbbe examining the gtial patterns of age-
specific inter-district ngration using the family and class groupings defined in a recent
area classification, demongting how minority ethnic gup propensities and patterns
compare with those of white migrants.

Keywords: migration; ethnic group; agéjstrict classificationnet migration patterns
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1 Introduction

People move home for a range of different e@asand migration intensity is well known to
fluctuate with stage in life cose (Rogers and Castro, 1981; Chammbal.,1998). Age is

a selective influence on migration rather tlsnausal driver (Stillell, 2008). Children’s
migration propensity declines up to school-legvaige. Eighteen year olds move more than
younger teenagers because they transfer igteehieducation, whereagyhest propensities
are found in the early 20s when young adulésséehome or university for work reasons or
to cohabit/marry. In most countries, the deelin migration with older working age levels
out around retirement age and may increasedearalld age as the neéat institutional or
family support becomes more necessary.cbmparison with age, sex is much less
differentiating in its influence on migratiowhilst the roles of different socio-economic

characteristics tend to vary as soemsnomic conditions change over time.

The question that we addrebere is whether there are distinctive variations in the
propensities to migrate that are observed different ethnic groups, whether these
propensities vary similarly by age, and whettigferences are apparent in the patterns of
migration between different typef districts in England and Wales. The focus of the paper
is on internal migration taking place in the 12ntiobefore the 2001 Census. In contrast to
popular press coverage in recent years thatéraded to highlight immigration, relatively
little attention has been paid to internal matgwn in the twenty-first century despite its
importance as the key phenomenon responddregopulation redistribution. The paper
complements Stillwell and Hussain (2008) igbh considers aggregate levels of ethnic

migration at the district scale.

We begin the paper with a@elective review of geogphical literature on ethnic
distributions in Section 2 that focuses on issofespatial concentten or segregation, the
impact of immigration and chacteristics of internal migtion by ethnic group and by age.
Section 3 outlines features of the data sets being used and the spatial units that constitute
the district classification constructed by Vicketsal (2003) that we have chosen to use

for our spatial analysis. In the analysis sedithat follow, we bgin by examining ethnic



diversity and ethnic mgration propensities at the ratal level in ®ctions 4 and 5
respectively. Thereafter, in Section 6g tgeographical patterns of net migration are
compared, particular attention being paiddttierences between the propensities of non-
white migrants and those of the white popolatwhich, as we shall see in Section 3,
contains those classified as ‘white Irish’ and ‘white other’ as well as those we refer to as

‘white British’. The final section contains some conclusions.

2 Context and previous studies

2.1 Spatial segregatiomebate

Whilst a review of literature on ethnic geographies in Britain has revealed an indisputable
spatial concentration of ethnic minorifyopulations in many cities and towns across
England (Rees and Butt, 2004; Simpson, 2004; Champion, 2005, Jokehsibn2005;
Stillwell and Hussain, 2008), there is mudbbate about the extent to which non-white
groups are geographically polarised within these cities and whether these communities are
becoming increasingly segregated as etpojulations grow through natural increase and
immigration. The debate, which centredtire 1990s on the question of whether or not
Britain had ghettos (Peach, 1996) has been catapulted into the public arena in the twenty-
first century as a result of local and glbleavents such as the 2001 riots in Bradford,
Oldham and Leeds, the bombings ofe tiwin Towers in 2001 and the London
Underground in 2005. Dramatic events suckthase have fuelled date on whether ethnic
minority communities are sufficiently integrated and whether it is a result of residential
self-segregation that ethnic groups view tkelmes as being separate and distinct
communities with inhabitants living ‘parallel lives’ (Phillips, 2006). As a result of the
perceived negative impact of ethnic segregatmolicy makers have become increasingly

interested in ethnic geographies and comitgwohesion (Stillwell and Phillips, 2007).

Simpson (2007) summarises why segregation is such an emotive topic and a process which
requires policy attention:From one political angle, seggation indicates the result of

racial discrimination and hostility and is the nkaof how far from qual society is. From
another political angle, segregation indicates théf ¢p@tween cultures that remains to be
bridged. Either way segregation is bad, i® tbpposite to integrain, and is associated

with social decline, ghettos andsairal of distrust and conflict{Simpson, 2007, p. 407).

Fears and predications of ieasing segregatiomd ghettoisation have led to reports of



Leicester and Birmingham becoming Britaifiist minority white cities by 2019 and 2024
respectively (Herbert, 2007; Gaines, 2007). Segorts were a result of academic findings
on the emergence of ‘plural cities’ being misipireted within the puid sector and by the
popular press (Finney and Simpson, 2008). Agblaity, where no raai or ethnic group
makes up the majority of the overall city pogidn, is likely to emerge as a result of
immigration and natural changearticularly give the young age structures of most ethnic

groups.

There are a growing number of studies which question claims of increasing segregation.
Peach and Rossiter (1996) and Simpson (2006) have presented evidence that ethnic ghettos
do not exist in Britain. Three key findingsat emerge from research by Johnstoral.
(2005) on ethnic enclaves are fallows. Firstly, with regardo residential concentration
among minority ethnic gups, the white Irish are consideredbe the least concentrated
whilst the Asians are the most concentratddck groups rank in an intermediate position
and this step-like gradient reflects the diffiet periods of settlement as well as overall
cultural differences in terms of language and religious affiliation. Secondly, amongst the
Asian groups, Bangladeshis demonstrate thedsiglevel of residential concentration and
this again can be explained by the period tifesaent and associated dispersal trajectories.
Thirdly, white groups are the most ethrdigasegregated of all the groups. The
overwhelming majority of whites reside in areasere they form 80% or more of the local
population. This results in an asynetrical pattern of concentien, in that the majority of
non-white ethnic groups live in areas where thhite population arstill the majority,
whereas white groups generally live in predeely white residential areas. Therefore,
even where non-white groups do cluster thepd to live in relatively mixed areas.
Johnstoret al concluded that th&use of fine geographical dail available in the census
data has explored the special stture of ethnic residential pierns in English cities in
considerably greater detail than can be pasted by simple indices of segregation or
exposure...our results clearlyggest the overall iportance of the assimilation model,
with the clustering of some ethnic groupdlaeting the first stage of concentration
followed by dispersal{Johnstoret al, 2002, p. 609).

Simpson (2004) argues that Bradford in thetm@r England, withts significant Asian
population, is not becoming increasing ethnicglblarised despite influences of natural

change such as high fertilitates and continued change naigon in the form of overseas



marriages and kinship networks. In fact, in a later study, Simpson found from his analysis
of the 1991 and 2001 Census data using the indicesgregation and diversity, that there
was more mixing through a natural procesgyawth of ethnic minorities and a greater
evenness of population didittion (Simpson, 2006, p. 423). iFthe most part, debates
about segregated communities are fraughith moral panics and insufficient
contextualisation. As Simpson statéspcial policy for localities is better informed by a
sociological and historical understanding dfss, housing, employment and educational
dynamics of neighbourhood and residential changé the same time, the racially
motivated barriers to movemeand integration need to b#ismantled and the structural
causes of sustained poor imrety neighbourhoods addresse{Simpson, 2004, p. 677).

2.2 The impact of immigration on settled communities

Ethnic minority populations are ¢reasing in size anthis is primarily due to natural
change propelled by higher fertility ratasd higher proportionsf young people with
minority communities. However, whilst demographic processes are likely to be important
drivers of ethnic expansion and concentmatiimmigration from overseas of both white
and non-white ethnic groups must be consida@led. There has been interest in the US
about the impact immigration &an internal migration of ghindigenous majority. The
work centres on Frey’s theory of ‘demograplualkanisation’ which essentially creates
spatial segmentation by ethnic group as alresfuimmigration and internal migration
(Frey, 1996). In this view, increased immigoa and settlement afon-white populations
are prompting intolerant white communities lgave such areas resulting in a process
dubbed ‘white flight’, investigted back in the 1960s in American cities by Tauber and
Tauber (1965).

Ellis and Wright (1998), however, argue that irgmants settle in areas which have already
been seen as less desirable and abandbyeshite communities whose exit therefore
creates vacant housing opportunities to be taken up by imnggrSuch pull/push factor

theories are long established within thecdurse on ethnic minorities and housing in the
UK as well as in the USA. Historical accdsimof settlement of immigrant populations

demonstrate how discriminatory housing maskabd modest financial means resulted in
ethnic minority communities settling for haong in neighbourhoods which had been left
behind and which no-one else wanted. Commesiibiegan to be established within such

areas as a result of chain nagon and a tightening of immigtion laws, which meant that



wives and children of immigrant workers, whadhareviously remainedithin the country

of origin, were prompted to join their spouses. An example of such a study in Britain is that
by Robinson (1993) who demonstrated howdkegraphical distribution of ethnic groups
migrating at different periods in time was strongly related to change in economic pulls such

as available employment and the &xige of social and kin networks.

The 2001 Census has shown us that in comparison with approximately 6 million internal
migrants during the count period, there wengy 400,000 immigrants,0% of whom were
classified as white (Stillwell and Dukeilliams, 2005). Of the remaining 30% non-white
immigrants, only 5-6% were of blackié South Asian individuals. In addition, 456,700
people were shown to have migrated in ylear before the census but did not provide
origin details. It is not pgsible to determine exactly whptoportion of these migrants
came from overseas, although it is possible to identify their ethnioty. éut of five of

those with no previous address listed were white, 5.5% were black, 5.2% were Pakistani
and other South Asian, 2.6% were Indian arPo were of mixed ethnicity. Stillwell and
Duke-Williams (2005) conducted analysis ltmk at linkages between immigration and
white internal out-migration from areas gaimp immigrants. The largest flows of white
immigrants were those into the London boroughKensington and Chelsea, Westminster,
Camden, Wandsworth and Fulham. Outside of London, Edinburgh, Oxford, Leeds,
Glasgow and Cambridge were also amongst thiictis receiving théargest white flows.

The largest non-white flows were to Birminghawtanchester, Leeds, Brent, Westminster,
Ealing, Barnet and Newham. They concluded thia evidence here indicates that those
areas that have relatively high rates of ingnaition do also tend to have relatively high
rates of net out-migration and rates of net mtgra loss falls as immigration rates decline.
However, there are a number of districts tltad not confirm to this pattern and this
suggests the need for a closer look at the types and locations of the areas concerned”
(Stillwell and DukeWilliams, 2005, p.27).

2.3 Internal migration and dispersal

A number of studies have loakeat the internal migration fiarns of ethnianinorities in

the UK, including Owen and Green (1992)pkdtson (1993), Rees and Duke-Williams
(1995), Rees and Phillips (1996), Owerf4I) Simpson (2004), Champion (2005),
Stillwell and Phillips (2006), Finney and Sisgn (2008) and Stillwell and Hussain (2008).
Using the 1987 Labour Force Survey, Owen and Green (1992) found that non-white groups



had higher rates for internal migration than whitTheir analysis showed that the rate for
Bangladeshis (22.5%) was over twice the fatewhites (10.5%) and the rate for Arabs
(33.5%) was three times the white rate. avhlooking at distance moved, Arabs
demonstrated the highest rate (18.7%) faerimegional migratn, followed by Chinese
(7.9%) compared with only 2.5% of the #éhmigrant population. &s and Phillips (1996)
analysed 1991 Census daad found variation leeen migration ri@s of non-white
groups, reporting Chinese andatk Africans as bag twice as mobilas Indians, black-
Caribbeans and Pakistanis. In terms ofasise moved, Chinese were found to have the

highest rates for longalistance migration.

Owen (1997) conducted analysis of the 199&c&p Migration Statistics (SMS). These
data sets were broken down imtoly four ethic categories; white; bBtk; South Asian; and
Chinese and other. He found that mobilittesawere higher for the ethnic minority groups
than whites. Approximately one in eight pemjfilom minority groups as a whole migrated
during 1990-91. However, when broken doviurther, such high figures are not
representative of all ethniminority groups with the Chinesand other category being
twice as likely to move as South Asiaasd the rate for the &tk category being 50%
higher than for whites. In tesof distance, Owen reported that Chinese and other groups
were most likely to move longer distancesl &South Asians least likely to move between
districts. Champion’s (1996) analysis of @91 Census data, however, showed that when
controlling for age, minority groups move lgssquently than whites. He also found that
the greatest net losseof ethnic minorities were expenced in Greater London, West
Yorkshire, West Midlands and Lancashieall areas with significant ethnic minority
populations to start with. Thiargest net gains were found andiagonal strip of counties
from Suffolk to Dorset (Champion, 1996, p.17Zhis demonstrates that ethnic minority
communities follow migration trends of the gpdation as a whole in moving away from
urban to less urban and even rural areagsRand Duke-Williamsl@95) argue that their
analysis suggests ethnic minority groups migtat outer areas of such cities where there
are already concentration$ ethnic minority groups. Thefpund that with London, whites
were leaving boroughs in Outer London atdnic minorities were leaving Inner London
boroughs and moving towards Outer London. I$Waund that Indians of all groups were
experiencing this type of migration to theegtest extent and were leading migration from

London and other large cities to non-metropalitaeas. The processes of decentralisation



between boroughs in London™ have been icowd in 2000-01 by Stillwell and Hussain
(2008).

Using 2001 Census data, Stillwell and Di@liams (2005) found the ethnic composition
of internal migrationn Britain was similar to the etimcomposition of the population as a
whole. For example the white ethnic group make91% of the totgbopulation of Britain
and 92% of all internal migrants in Britai8imilarly Pakistanis and other South Asians
make up 2.2% of the population and of intermégrants. However, internal migrants were
slightly lower as a proportion amongst Indiaand slightly highefor all other groups.
When looking at where ethnic groups migratedand from, Stillwell and Duke-Williams
used four broad area classificationsLendon boroughs, metropolitan areas, unitary
authorities and other local aotities. They found that themgas a gain of Chinese in the
London boroughs and metropolitan areas and losses for the other areas. The other non-
white groups also had marginal gains in urbegas and unitary authorities but losses from
rural local authorities. The majority whiteayip showed gains for unitary authorities and
other local authorities ankbsses for London boroughs and roewlitan districts. The
patterns of ethnic group net migjoan using this distat classification a analysed further

in Stillwell and Hussain (2008).

3 Data sources and spatial units

3.1 Migration data

Until 1981, it was not possible to obtain daia the structure and characteristics of
Britain’s ethnic minorities other than thatdea on country of birth or ancestry in the New
Commonwealth. Even when ethnic group dagaie collected post-19&hrough the use of
official surveys, the detail did not permit aysit of change in spatial patterns (Owen,
1997). It was not until the quisn on ethnicity was introded in the 1991 Census that
geographically detailed information on ethmnorities was available to conduct analysis

on ethnic distributions ahmigration patterns.

Migration may be measured warious ways but the twmost common forms of data
measure changes of residence either as ‘transi or as ‘moves/events’. Transition data
are collected in the national census whadks respondents for their usual address on
census day (29 April in the case2fi01) and one year prior then. It is therefore possible



to identify migrants by comparing addresses. d&ia used in this paper therefore relates to
migration that occurred between April 2080d April 2001 and are limited by excluding
return or multiple moves over the period adlas migrants who were born and/or died
during the course of the year (Bell al., 2002). The Census is, nevertheless, one of the
only data sources that provides reliabfel &omprehensive datan migration by ethnic
group. The data that we use are for ethnic groups thatbesre defined by the Office of
National Statistics (ONS) and used to categanggration flows at level 1 (district) in the
Special Migration Statistics (SMS Table Bhe SMS are produced for seven ethnic groups
that are defined as aggregations of the boigs used in the Key Statistics (Table 1).

Table 1: Ethnic groups defined in the 2001 Census

Ethnic group defined in Special | Ethnic group defined in Key Statistics
Migration Statistics (Level 1)

White White British; White Irish; Other white
Indian Indian

Pakistani and other South Asian kigtani; Bangladeshi; Other Asian
Chinese Chinese

Caribbean, African, Black British| Caribbean; African; Other black
and Black Other

Mixed White and black Caribbean; White and black
African; White and Asian; Other mixed
Other Other

Whilst data from the 2001 SpatiMigration Statistics (SMSre available by ethnic group
disaggregated by sex at the district scHiere is no breakdowavailable by age group.
Given the importance of age as a selectiiluemce on migration as mentioned in the
introduction, we requested a commissionedetdtdm ONS (Table CO711a) based on a set
of age bands that reflect stgin the life course: childreaged 0-15 who tend to migrate
with their parents; teenagers aged 16-18%e age range captures the movement away
from home of those into their first indement living arrangemenincluding those moving

to higher education; young atlilaged 20-24 likglto be moving on from university into
work as well as those moving between jobsearing the parental home for the first time;
those in their late 20s (25-29) also likelylde driven by economic forces or the desire to
get onto the housing laddehase aged 30-44 who are more likely to be moving to
residential space more suitable for familigse 45-59 age group which involves more
mature migrants of working age who may Ibeking to downsize their homes after their

children have moved away; and the final 68ge group which contains a mixture of



migrants including those moving for retiremaeasons as well as those in elderly age
groups seeking to be nearer to sexviEcilities or family members.

Whilst these broad age bands aligned with life course ages, they have also been
determined through negotiation with ONS so tasminimize the effect of small cell
adjustment (SCAM) applied to all ‘celloaints of data produced from the raw 2001 Census
records for statistical disclosure reasonsttst they do not contravene confidentiality
legislation. In practical terms, it is undiersd that ONS have applied a methodology of
adjusting all cell counts of 1 or 2 to valuesO or 3. Stillwell and Duke-Williams (2006)
have conducted a detailed analysis of ithpact of SCAM on the 2001 interaction data,
demonstrating the particularly destructivdluence of the adjustment at output area and
ward level and showing the irony of creatingaage of counts of totanigration depending

on which table is used when the aim was to produce a ‘one-number’ census in 2001.
Commissioned Table CO711a is thire a table of@unts of migrants between districts of
England and Wales for seven ethnic grogml seven age groups which have been
adjusted for SCAM. (Table CO711b, incidentaltpntains flows into the districts from a
set of overseas regions). The cells represgrttie overall total flowbetween districts in
Table CO711a are consistent with an aggiegaif the component flows disaggregated by
ethnic group and age. Consequently, the tidals in England and Wales are not exactly
the same as flows derived from the SMA&. total, due to adjustment, there are
approximately 2,000 fewer migrants in the SMable than in theommissioned table.
Table 2 shows those districts with the mestreme differences between inflows (and
outflows) derived from SMS Table MG103 and Commissioned Table CO711a, both of
which are available online from the Web-bdskterface to Census Interaction data
(WICID) (Stillwell and Duke-Wiliams, 2003). In most cases the differences shown in
Table 2 are a relatively small percentageh# gross flows which include flows talking
place within each district.



Table 2: Main differences in total district outflows and inflows derived from SMS
Table MG103 and Commissioned Table CO711a

District SMS CO711a | Diff. District SMS CO711a | Diff.

inflow inflow outflow | outflow
Hillingdon 24,805 24,661 144 Castwint 6,449 6,314 131
Havering 15,373 15,237 136 ®Btbans 13,375 13,249 126
Waltham Forest 22,916 22,785 1830 Epsom & Ewell 6,393 6,288 105
East Devon 14,719 14,591 128 East Dorset 7(129 7,025 104
Birmingham 99,907 100,021L -114 Flintshire 12,726 12,832 1106
Mid Bedfordshire 12,529 12,651 -122 Colchester 18,615 18,738 -123
Sheffield 63,587 63,719 -132 Haringey 30,891 31,028 1137
Penwith 6,635 6,889 -25W Penwith 6,293 6,572 -279

Sources: SMS Table 3; ONS CO711a

Standard Table (ST101) was the sourcecforesponding populations at risk (PAR) used
to compute migration rates for each age-speethnic group. This ahdard table provides
data for eleven ethnic categories and 22 agapg cohorts, so aggregation was required to
derive PAR corresponding with the 49 age-#peethnic groups used in this paper.

3.2 Spatial units

The data counts in Table CO711a were seppby ONS for migration flows between 376
local authority districts in Engtal and Wales including 33 London boroughs, 36
metropolitan districts, 68 unitary authoritiemd 239 other local authorities, as well as
flows originating from 32 Scoth council areas with destimans in England and Wales,
although the latter have not been used in #malysis since further data on flows from
districts in England and Wales to Scotlamere not provided by ONB the commissioned
data. For reasons of practicaliiy,is not sensible to attempt an analysis of migration at
district level for each of the age groups hge. In principle, the matrix contains
367x367x7x7 or nearly 66 million potential celdthough many of these would be empty.
Consequently, we have decided to use #onal area classifiteon which places each
district into a group according to key chagadtics of the people who live in each area.
By clustering districts in this way, a valualdenplification of the original data can be
achieved. As a result patterasd relationships are easierézognise and can be explained
in more detail. Previous studies have usddssifications such as ‘rural’, ‘urban’,
‘metropolitan’ and ‘non-metropolitan’ to identiyends in migration and which areas have
greater losses and gains (Chaompil989, 2006; Fielding, 1992). Vickessal (2003, p. 2)
indicate that‘classification will aid understanding of socio-geographic make up of our

society and provide a researabot for analysing the inequalities” The classification of

10



districts developed by Vickeet al. (2003) using 2001 Census K8tatistics assigns each
district in the UK to each of three levels @éssification depending on its socioeconomic,
demographic or geographic chaeacstics. By using a classification such as this, rather
than a simple urban/rural type dichotomy, methias more detail about spatial patterns can

be summarised. For example, as we are fagusn migration by ethnicity and age for this
analysis, it will be possible to see whether ethnic groups have a greater propensity to
migrate to areas classified as havingltroultural populations or whether young people
migrate to areas identified as having a yoagg profile. The classification developed by
Vickerset al. does not incorporate any migration dated so provides a framework for the
migration analysis which is independentlioé influence of ngration variables.

The Vickers classification involgethree tiers of district classification: ‘family’, ‘group’
and ‘class’. For the purposes of the analf@isghis paper only ttop (family) and bottom
(class) levels have been used as the inteateetevel analysis doe®t add greatly to the
insights gained from the otheravevels. As depicted in Figufe the districts are clustered
into one of four ‘families’ orone of 23 ‘classes’. Altholngthe ONS also has a similar
national area classification district level, the methodologgnd rationale for the selection
of variables and clusteringchniques used by Vickees al. are more comprehensive and
more transparent (Vickeet al.,2003; Dennett an8tillwell, 2008).

11



Districts by Class
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Figure 1. The family and class tiers of the UKlistrict classification in England and
Wales

4 Britain’s ethnic diversity in 2001

Due to a labour shortage #te end of the Second World War, migrant workers were
recruited from the New Commonwealth to take residence and employment in Britain.

This eventually redted in a significant ethnic mority presence, growing from 74,000
people in 1951 to 4.6 million in 2001 (Ome2006). The largest flows of immigrant
workers took place over the decades of the 1950s, 1960s and 1970s. However, since the
mid-1990s, net immigration to the UK hagilieased again tgoproximately 200,000 per
annum with immigrants originating from assothe world rather than overwhelmingly from

New Commonwealth countries (Salt, 2005).

The majority of post-war migrant workers fouti@mselves in the modtsadvantaged jobs
which were essentially positions the indigenpogulation had refused to take. As a result
of continued disadvantage and discrintioia in the labour and housing markets,
subsequent generations of British-born nontavipopulations still remain in similar
positions to their predecessors, although cifié ethnic minority communities do appear
to have differing levels of disadvantagedasocial and economic trajectories (Modaid

al., 1996). Ethnic minority disadvantage, disgination and diversity have been given a
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great amount of attention in recent yearsluding the influential and comprehensive study
conducted by Modoodt al. (1996) using the Fourth Nationaurvey of Ethnic Minorities.

Owen argues that the 2001 Census data highlights that ethnic minority groups remain
distinctive in a number of ways, including family formation, socio-economic composition
and demography. It is understandable thaffilsetwo characteristics will have an impact

on the third. Family formation and fertility rates result in differing population compositions
and have an impact on rates of community expansion and natural change. Socio-economic
success (or lack thereof) can impact on housing and neighbourhood choices. Owen
summarised the key distinctions resulting from his analysis of the census data. Firstly,
ethnic minority communities on average havemuch younger age profile. In addition and
partly as a result of such young age profiltinic minority populations were found to be
growing rapidly. Owen also found that inmparison with the white population, ethnic
minority communities still demonstrated higher levels of economic disadvantage due to
high unemployment rates and low employmemg¢sand, overall, are highly concentrated

geographically, more often in gieved localities (Owen, 2006 p.253).

The overall picture presented here does mask potential divarsibngst the different
ethnic groups, however. In this section, we explore the ethnic mix, age structure and
settlement pattern in detail to provide a ¢geeainderstanding of ¢hethnic composition of

the population before focusing on ethnignation patterns in Section 6.

4.1 Ethnic mix in 2001

In terms of population size, the 2001 Census data show that the white population of
England and Wales remains by far the nmstdominant group (Tabl&) with non-white
groups combining to constitute only 8.7% of the population of England and Wales. The
Pakistani and Other South Asian (POSAtegory makes up the largest minority group
followed by black, Indian and mixed. The Case and other groupsealess than half a
percentage each of the total ptaion of England and Wales.

Table 3: Ethnic composition of England and Wales, 2001

Ethnic group Population count  Percentage

White 47,520,866 91.31
Mixed 661,036 1.27
Indian 1,036,807 1.99
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POSA 1,236,929 2.38
Black 1,139,575 2.19
Chinese 226,950 0.44
Other 219,754 0.42

4.1 Age Structure

The most prominent variation between éthgroups is the obvious difference in age
structure between white and non-white groupab(& 4). White people are older on average
than people from non-white ethnic groups. Halftafse of mixed parentage were under the
age of 15. This compares with a third BOSA populations, 26% of black populations,
19% of white and other groups and 18% Giiinese. The propoon of people aged
between 16 to 29 are higher for all ethnic mitiesi than for whitesln the 30-44 cohort,
black and other groups are 1Migher than the white andational average. The groups
with highest proportions of young people, nmmixed and POSA begin to lower in
comparison to the white figure. Blacks amdlians demonstrate the highest proportions of
ethnic minority groups in the 60 plus age cohort @nnslis likely to bea result of length of
settlement. It is likely that, if disaggregdiehe Pakistanis wouldave a slightly higher

proportion of people within thimge cohort than Bangladeshigflecting their slightly

longer period of settlement.

Table 4: Age profile by ethnicgroup in England and Wales, 2001

Ethnic group 0-15 16-19 20-24 25-29 30-44 45-59 60+

White 19.20 4.68 5.73 6.39 22.33 19.58 22.09
Mixed 50.01 8.33 7.84 6.81 16.87 6.03 411
Indian 22.89 6.94 8.88 9.20 25.21 16.67 10.21
POSA 33.53 8.19 10.32 9.81 20.81 10.59 6.75
Black 25.97 6.04 6.79 7.75 32.05 11.28 10.12
Chinese 18.33 9.36 13.39 9.73 2543 15.92 7.84
Other 19.27 5.86 9.62 12.61  31.47 16.33 4.84
All people 20.15 4.91 6.00 6.60 22.55 18.93 20,.86

The place of birth statistics in the 2001 Census show that much of the change in the

minority populations has come about through ratincrease rathéhan immigration. The
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young age structures of Pakistani, Bangladesd Indian communities are a result of
second and subsequent generation families with British-born children.

4.2  Geographical distribution

As the primary pull factor for migrantsigmnating from the New Commonwealth was to
find employment, the majority #kd in urban industrial centresd large cities where jobs
in manufacturing were largely based (Masb895). Analysis of the 1991 Census showed
that the majority of ethnic minority populatis had remained concentrated in and around
areas of original settlement. Greater Londad ¢he West Midlands were in 1991, as the
main localities for the highest concentrations of ethnic minority communities (Rees and
Phillips, 1996; Owen, 1992). The 2001 Censusdias demonstrated ah concentrations
remain around the key areas of Greatemdon, the West Midlands, and Greater
Manchester, West Yorkshire and the LeicgBtettingham corridor irthe East Midlands
(Owen, 2006). Analysis of the 2001 Census datavs that within thse localities, over a
qguarter of the population of &ater London and a fifth of ¢hWest Midlands belong to
ethnic minorities. In terms of ethnic minoripppulation shares acroise country, half of

all people of ethnic minoritieseside in Greater London, wi0% living in Inner London.
One eighth of all ethnic minorities reside the West Midlands. In terms of ethnic
breakdown, the largest percentage of blesknmunities can be found in Greater London,
with over two thirds of thesgroups living there. The vast &ty of the remaining black
communities can be found in the West Midlamadsl the South East. Over one third of all
Asians live in Greater London. The second largesicentration of Asians is found in the
West Midlands, followed by Lancashire, Westrkshire and the East Miiands. At district
level, the boroughs of Newham and Brent armédo the largest coantrations of ethnic

minorities.

Figure 2 shows the population distributionsoss England and Wales for the seven ethnic
groups using the Vickert al. area classifications at eachriidy level. Each bar shows the
actual percentage of people from each ethreip living in each area type. Urban London
has the largest proportion (35%) of non-whigsidents, of which the black population
contributes the largest number. Non-white ethnic minority residents constitute less that
10% in the other three families, with the POSA group being the largest non-white group in
Urban UK. Approximately 5% of people in Ppesous Britain and only 3% of those living

in Rural UK are non-white.
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Figure 2: Percentage shares of district famy type populations by ethnic group, 2001

An alternative method of comparing these datéo compute percentages of each ethnic
group that live in each of the four types of dedtfamily (Figure 3). This clearly illustrates
the large proportion of white pple who reside in Rural UK sliricts but also highlights the
concentration of over 60% of the black ptgtion in Urban London and almost half the
POSA population in Urban UK districtglthough these figures conceal significant
differences between subegmps; a higher proportion oBangladeshis live in Urban
London, for example. The Chinese and mixedugs have similar proportions of people
within each area type. Théypth have the largest proportiofier non-white groups) living

in Rural and Prosperous Britain.
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Figure 3: Percentage shares of ethnic palations by district family type, 2001

Further detail about the didittion of ethnic populationacross England and Wales is
revealed at the district lass’ level (Figure 4). Withirthe Urban London family, it is
unsurprising that Multicultural Inner Londonshthe highest proportion of ethnic minority
residents, with over 50% @l people living in this area type being of non-white ethnic
groups. Over one third of Black Ethnic Boighs and a quarter of Central London and the
City of London are made up of non-white reside The largest ethnic minority group in all
three areas is black. Over 30% of Multicuétl Outer London is comprised of non-white
groups although Indians and then the black gsaupke up the largest percentage of ethnic
minority communities in the area class.eThlass outside of London with the largest
percentage of ethnic minoritgroups is, as expected, Maultural England, with
approximately 20% of residents being non-whift the other end of the spectrum, the
Rural UK class containing only omkstrict, the Isles of Scill, has the lowest proportion of
non-white residents. Apart from its smatixed population, the Isles of Scilly has no
counts of any the othertetic minority individuals.
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Figure 4: Percentage shares of district elss type populations by ethnic group, 2001

The percentage share of each ethnic populacmording to the district class (Figure 5)
indicates that for the white group there is no diass type which is predominant. The three
classes with the largest shamdsthe white population artne Commuter Belt, Industrial
Legacy and Mixed urban (with approximatél8%, 11% and 10% of the white population
respectively). The class type with the smallgsare (less than 1%Y the white group is

Multicultural Inner London.

100% Multicultural Inner London
Black Ethnic Boroughs
90% | E—— E—— — S — — - City of London
Multicultural Outer London
80% | The Commuter Belt
Thriving outer London
70% W Historic Cities
Isles of Scilly
60% - W Typical Towns
= Mixed Urban
50% - 1 Ageing Coastal Resorts
W Ageing Coastal Extremities
40% M Coastal Resorts
® Rural Fringe
30% - W Agricultural Fringe
W Rural Extremes
20% - = Young Multicultural
H Redeveloping Urban Centres
10% = Multicultural England
M Regional Centres
0% - m Struggling Urban Manufacturing

® Industrial Legacy

WHITE MIXED INDIAN P&OSA BLACK CHINESE OTHER

Figure 5: Percentage shares of ethnigopulations by district class type, 2001
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A quarter of all Indians lig in Multicultural Outer London and just under 20% in
Multicultural England. Indians also have ader share (8%), compared with all other
groups, in Struggling Urban Manufacturing dissicThere are alsorge shares of other
groups living in specific types of district. Nearly 30%R®SA population can be found in
Multicultural England and a further 15% Multicultural Outer LondonA quarter of the
Black group live in Black Ethnic Boroughsnd approximately 20% can be found in
Multicultural Outer London. The black group alkas the largest share for any of the
groups living in Multiculturé Inner London with approximately 10%. The mixed and
Chinese groups show similar distributions acribesdistrict classes, with the exception of
a very small percentage of mixed residingha Isles of Scilly and a smaller proportion of
Chinese residing in Multicultural England. &ddition, the proportion of the mixed group
in multicultural England is greater than tludtthe black group, white and other. Only the
POSA, Indian and black groups have over 2ff%heir total population residing in a single
class of district: Multicultural England and Multicultuir@uter London for POSAs and

Indians respectively and Black Ethnic Boroughs and Multicultural London for the black

group.

5 Internal migration propensities by ethnic group — national level

Internal migration is the major coittuting factor topopulation changeis a visnatural
change due to differential fertility and mortglrates. Internal ngration contributes not
only to changes in the number of people higo to changes in the composition and
structure of local populations, which havepimations for the physical environment but
also the economic developmentasf area. In addition, as discussed in Section 2, exploring
the changing compositions of ethnic minority p@igins is particularly relevant for issues

of equal opportunities, servigeovision and social cohesion.

5.1 National trends — ethnicity and age

It is widely accepted that one of the mastaracteristic and persistent patterns of
population redistribution through migration in Britas that associated with the process of
counterurbanisation with greatpropensities for populations toigrate from metropolitan
to non-metropolitan areas or to urban areas lowéhe settlement hierarchy (Stillwell and
Bodenet al. 1987; Champion 1989; Owen ande®n 1992, Champion, 2005, Dennett and
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Stillwell, 2008). Champion (2005, p.92) refers to theban-rural shift (the movement of
people from inner cities to the suburbs and more rural areas)plying that there is also a
process of suburbanisation taking place a#f a& counterurbanisation. Moreover, other
processes are continually occagiat an intra-city scale sues gentrification, city centre
living and residualisation which are causingvridows of migrants, while flows of 16-19
year olds into cities with big univergs has been recognised by Rees and Ph{llip36)
and Champion (2005). Movements motivatgdemployment opportunities in the young
adult age groups also generate patterns ofnisation than run countéo the processes of

decentralisation that are more asated with middle and older age.

At the national level, calculation of the numieé migrants in each ethnic group expressed
as a percentage of the population of eatinietgroup (Figure 6) allows for a comparison
of migration intensities in 2000-01. The cruadges of migration, computed using end-of-
period populations, indicate thatdians and then POSAs aresdelikely to migrate than

whites but whites are less likely to migr#tan each of the remaining ethnic groups.

INDIAN
P&OSA
WHITE

BLACK

MIXED

CHINESE

OTHER

Figure 6: Migration rates in England and Wales by ethnic group, 2000-01

Propensities to migrate and variations in t/pé migration destination have been found to
be significantly influenced by age and thigefiected in changes that occur during the life
course (Champioet al., 1998). In a discussion of theaWs’ of migration, Tobler wrote
“one of the most studied regulaes is the age profile of migrantg1995: 335) and
Raymer and Rogers stress ttthae age structure of migrain has become a fundamental
concept, one that can be expressed enftnm of a model migration schedul@007: 219).
Champion (2005) and Dennett and Stillwell (2pBave shown using 2001 Census data, as

have others using previous data sousen and Green 1992; Warnes and Ford, 1995),
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that migration rates are high for young childeerd then decline until 16 before rising to a
peak in the early 20s. Young adults at this la@ee the highest propensity to migrate across
all age cohorts and this can égplained by moving to universs or to employment after
school/college or to jobs tef completing university. This followed by a reduction in
migration from the mid-20s to mid-30s associatgtth establishing families and early child
rearing. Migration rates do not pick up againiluntll after retirement age in the 70s and
80s which can be associated with greater fieedare and moving to be in close distance
to family members for the elderly. This is known as the life course theory which is
influenced by key stages in people’s lives rathan simply a result of biological age itself
(Warnes, 1992). Age can theved be crucial in understaing greater propensities for
communities to migrate and, as Champion suggégtd% of people in non-white ethnic
groups changed address within the UK in gne-census year, a rather higher proportion
than for the white population (11.2%). Thidfdrence probably ares from the younger
average age of the forme(2005, p. 96).

In terms of the absolute volume of mitjom flows taking place in England and Wales by
age group and ethnic group (Talb), it is interesting tmbserve that, amongst the non-
white groups, it is the POSA group that amest numerous in the child age range and
blacks have the most migrants in the studg® range. POSAs dominate again in the early
adult ages but blacks are more numerousderoages, significantly so in middle working

age.

Table 5: Migrant numbers by age and ethnic group

ALL White Indian POSA Chinese Black Mixed Other
Total 5,434,372 4,909,144 100,868 125,491 33,253 137,719 94,051 33,846
0-15 1,072,292 938,732 18,147 35,533 3,829 31,244 39,201 5,606
16-19 391,498 349,409 8,423 9,041 3,898 10,025 8,577 2,125
20-24 964,354 869,943 20,838 22,314 10,647 18,711 16,047 5,854
25-29 787,218 709,696 17,035 19,576 4,997 18,711 10,676 5,527
30-44 1,320,495 1,188,119 25,945 27,857 7,261 45,345 15,368 10,600
45-59 484,654 455,130 6,636 7,111 1,842 8,568 2,862 2,505
60+ 413,861 398,115 3,844 4,059 779 5,115 1,320 629

Source: ONS Commissioned table C0711a

When age-specific migration rates aremputed (Figure 7) using end-of-period
populations at risk as the denimiaors, the schedules tellrather different story. Despite

their relative magnitude, thedians and POSAs experience flowest migration rates in
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almost all ages and the ratéferentials are most noticbke at ages 16-19, 20-24 and 25-
29. At age 20-24, the POSA rate is only about 1/#%s than half the rate of migration for

the Chinese, the most mobile grouphas age and at @gl6-19 years also.

200

—P&T5A

—CHINESE.
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Figure 7: National migration rates for ethnic groups by age, 2000-01

The difference between ethnic group migratimensities are most noticeable in the 20-24
age range although the gap between the rates fan®\and others is pprent for those in
their late teens. It is particularly intereggito note that POSA migrants aged 16-19 are only
marginally higher than those aged 0-15. @ittee inclusion of students on the 2001 Census
migration counts, we conclude that POSAs kess inclined to move away from home to
study in higher education or in fact talee home aged 20-24. Evidence from elsewhere
(Phillips et al., 2004; Johnsomt al, 2005) indicates that Bangladeshis have the highest

levels of segregation amongst all ethnic groups.

5.2 Inter and intra-district shares

In addition to age being an important selextinfluence on migration, there are also likely
to be marked differences in distance wiigration according toage and ethnicity
(Champion, 2005; Finney andngdson, 2008). Using dataom the 1991 Census, Stillwell
et al. (1996) found that migrantef working age were more likely to move longer
distances, from region to region, when compasiti migrants as a whole, children and
the elderly who were more likely to corinmovement to shorter distances. In this
instance, we use the distinction betweenvements between and within districts to

examine distance variations by ethnic group and by age (Figure 8).
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Overall, about 77% of all migrants move withdistricts and 23% movieetween districts in
England and Wales. The Chinese have tlghdst proportion of ter-district migrants
whereas the Pakistanis and Qtls®uth Asians have the highgsbportion of intra-district
migrants. Moreover, the Chinese demaatstrthe highest propdts to move longer
distances for all age groups apart from 20a2¥en the Indians alsbave over 30% moving
between districts. The age grol-19 is the one iwhich the overall prportion of migrants
between districts exceeds 30% and where the ethnic differentials are most apparent. Nearly
half the Chinese of this age group mowader distances whereasly one quarter of
Pakistani and OSA migrants move betweadistricts. The POSA group has the lowest
proportions of inter-district mignts in all age groups aparoiin those aged 60+ where the

black migrant share is even less, with only about 12% moving between areas.

6 Internal migration using the district classification

6.1 Net migration balances by area type
Table 6 provides a summary of the aggregate net migration balances by each family and
class of the Vickeret al. typology (column 3) and alsiine net balances by each of the

seven ethnic groups.

Table 6: Net migration balances by ethnic group and area type, 2000-01

Area All White Indian P&OSA Chinese Black Mixed Other
Ala Industrial Legacy -2261  -1B18 -289 -187 -161 107 35 32
A2a  Struggling Urban Manufacturing -8156  -B992  -449 119 25 1204 6 -69
A2b  Regional Centres 3536 2708 367 143 238 27 -63 116
A2c  Multicultural England -10654  -9921 -1030 -214 -13 390 -147 241
A3a  Redeveloping Urban Centres 15076 13005 406 413 285 415 594 -42
A3b  Young Multicultural 424 614 16 -58 -132 -6 117 -127
Bla Rural Extremes 1453 1476 -16 29 -33 14 -20 3
Blb  Agricultural Fringe 14538 14705 -79 69 -345 68 250 -134
Blc  Rural Fringe 15815 14859 387 37 -140 312 346 14
B2a Coastal Resorts 5904 6276 -65 57 -126 -57 2 -183
B2b  Apgeing Coastal Extremities 12286 12206 -39 147 -104 38 61 -3
B2c  Ageing Coastal Resorts T7i5 7812 -4 -8 -18 7 -26 12
B3a Mixed Urban -2333 -2335 1339 -462 73 237 188 -353
B3b  Typical Towns -566  -1770 81 236 -3 226 104 -38
C Prosperous Britain -4001  -12316 2496 1084 517 3017 865 336
Cla Historic Cities 4925 3986 455 115 165 229 -59 34
Clb  Thriving outer London -4086  -7713 949 730 163 1399 174 212
C2a  The Commuter Belt -4840  -B589 1092 239 189 1389 750 90
Dla  Multicultural Quter London -21730 -23958  -397 612 88 1901 -515 533
D2a&hb Central and City of London -12576  -Be05 106 -641 45 -2133  -B28 -470
D3a  Black Ethnic Boroughs -7726 -688 -310 -5p4 -217 -3095 -689 -163
D3b  Multicultural Inner London -6704  -3062 -1300  -B12 21 -1222  -300 -29

Source: Computed from ONS Commissioned table CO711a
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At the top level of the area hierarchy, Unb&ondon is the family type that shows
overwhelming losses of population throught meigration; over 48,700 migrants leave
Urban London for the rest of England awhles whereas the Rural UK family gains
almost 55,000 migrants in net terms and i ¢mly family to gain. The net losses from
Urban UK and Prosperous Britain are smallcomparison. The pattern of net loss from
Urban London is consistent acsoall ethnic groups as aretrgains in Rural UK for all
groups apart from the Chinese and Other, whesses are recorded. In both families, the
balances are dominated by the net flows for whites. In the case of Urban UK, however, net
losses of Indians as well as whites are evidédrereas the loss of whites from Prosperous
Britain is significantly offseby gains in all the other ethnic groups, particularly blacks and

South Asians.

At the class level, more interesting variatiangst within families. Whilst all classes of
Urban London lose through net migration whites, Regional Centres, Redeveloping
Urban Centres and Young Multicultural distsich Urban UK all gain white net migrants.
In Rural UK, Mixed Urban and Typical Towraso lose white migrants while Historic
cities in Prosperous Britain gain whites. In Urban London, it is not only whites that are
leaving Black Ethnic Boroughs and Multicultudainer London; net migration losses are
apparent for virtually all ethnic groups, areas in Multicultural Outer London, net gains
are recorded for all non-white groups excémdians and mixed. Central and City of
London gains Indians and Chinese through mégration but loses through net out-
migration of other non-white groups, particlyablacks. The processef decentralisation

of migration within Greater andon are considered in more detail in Stillwell and Hussain
(2008).

As far as Urban UK is concerned, the mogh#icant balances in absolute terms are those
of net gain by blacks in Struggy Urban Manufacturing distristand net losses of Indians
from Multicultural England. Apart from @@ by blacks and those of mixed ethnicity,
Multicultural England loses migrants inhetr non-white groups, whereas white gains in
Young Multicultural districts are partiallyfiset by net losses by those in the POSA,
Chinese, black and other groups. In Rug#, the balances of net migration are all
relatively small, with the Chinese only geig in Mixed Urban ditricts and blacks only

having net losses in Coastal Resorts. In contrast, absolute net migration balances for non-
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white ethnic groups in Prosperous Britain are rather more significant. Whereas whites are
leaving Thriving Outer London and The Commugelt in net terms, these areas are
gaining migrants from all non-white groups, part&ly blacks. This is the reason for the
relatively high rates of net migration gain fooBperous Britain that are shown in Figure 9.

Net migration gains, relative feopulation size, are most sifjoant in Prosperous Britain

for all non-white groups, although the blaakd mixed groups also have positive net
migration rates for Rural UK, whilst the @ese and other groups have negative net
migration rates for this family of districts. Rates of Chinese net out-migration from

London, however, are low compared with tha$eother groups, pécularly the mixed

group.

35
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Figure 9: Rates of net migration byethnic group and family type, 2000-01

6.2 Age disaggregation

The ethnic group net migratiorate patterns that we hayeesented in Figure 9 can be
disaggregated by age to reveal more of the ¢exity of the interactions between districts
in different family types, as illustrated fFigure 10. In all age groups, the aggregate net
rates are determined by the white ethnic grdugsause of their numerical dominance of
the migration flows as well as the populatidenominators. However, there are some

interesting differences in the age-specific mgyration rates betweehe ethnic groups, not
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least when we compare the first two graph&igure 10, the net tes for 0-15 and 16-19

year olds.
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Figure 10: Net migration rates by ethnic group, age group and family type, 2000-01

Rates for the 0-15 age group in each ethnic gstapv some degree of conformity with net
losses from Urban London, although these araidated by high rates of net-outmigration
for whites of a similar magnitude to thosethe parental age group, 30-44. Apart from
children of other ethnicity, athe remaining rates are poséifor Rural UK and Prosperous
Britain, with highest rates in both these fantilpes being associated with blacks. In direct
contrast, the ethnic rates ofgrmation for the older teenagers are mostly negative for these
two families whereas rates are mostly positive for Urban UK. The Chinese group
experience the highest rates of net loss fromaRuUK yet have the highest rates of net gain
from Urban UK and Urban London, whereas thates of black net in-migration to
Prosperous Britain is moreah double that of the 0-15agroup. Other than the Chinese,
London is not attractive in net migration raegms to internal migrants from non-white
ethnic groups, and the balanice white is zero; there are as many older white teenagers

leaving Urban London akere are arriving.

The variations between ethnicogips in net migration rates are equally disparate for the
two age groups of those in their 20s. London benbkugely from high rates of white net
in-migration of those aged 20-24, partly refieg the net inflow akr graduation, but only
marginally from those aged 25-29. The highasts of net in-migration in the latter age
group are of blacks and Asians into Prospeiigin, with Urban UKhaving rates of net

loss for all ethnic groups except blacks. Ethgnioup net migration rates for the two older
working groups conform much more witinose of the 0-15 age group, although rates of net
gain or loss are lower in those aged 45-B8gative rates of net gnation in the oldest
category, 60 and over, are for whites from Urban London, although rates for this family

type are negative across all ethnic groups. Resitet migration rates for this age group of
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migrants are highest for the PakistamdaOSA and the Chinese groups moving into
Prosperous Britain.

Figure 11 illustrates the variations in nefgnaition rate between ethnic group by class of
district. The graph juxtaposdsstograms of net migratiorates for 21 classes for each
ethnic group, enabling some contrasting featuoed®e identified, such as the different
spatial patterns of net rates for Indians carepg with Pakistanis and Other South Asians,
and the relatively high rates of net loss @itinese from Rural UK classes compared with

the gains in these classes by blacks.
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Figure 11: Rates of net migration byethnic group and class type, 2000-01

Table 7 provides a summary of the rates afmigration loss and gain for all migrants and
each ethnic group that are higher than 1%. TAgeing Coastal Resorts are the only class

of districts that gain at a rate over 1%,emns the City of London and Multicultural Inner
London are the two classes of districts that lose by rates of over 1%. Across the spectrum
of ethnic minorities, negative and positive net migration rates range between -5% and +6%.
Analysis at the class level shows consadbde diversity among ethnic groups in net
migration rates and there is no clear pattef losses and gains for any two groups. For
example, Indians and POSAs do not follow simpatterns of net rate gains or losses in a
consistent enough way for general conclusitmge drawn about preferences among all

South Asians.
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There are similarities however between Indiand Whites in terms of net rate losses and
gains within all the Urban UK classes. Indians consistently mirrored whites in terms of
whether there were net losses or gains to tea gpe. However, this was not the case for
classes that are subcategories of Rural H&re the white group showed gains in all the
rural classes with the exception of Typidawns and Mixed Urban. POSAs also showed
gains in all rural classes except for Ageinga€tal Resorts and MigeUrban. Indians, on

the other hand, showed gains in otiigee of the eightural classes.

Table 7: Class types with rates of netnigration gain or loss >1% by ethnic group,
2000-01

Ethnic Gain classes Net rate Loss classes Net rate
group (%) (%)
All Ageing Coastal Resorts 1.02 | City of London -1.10
Multicultural Inner London -1.18
White Ageing Coastal Resorts 1.04 Multicultural Outer London -1.35
Multicultural Inner London -1.12
Indian RegionaCentres 2.85 Industrial Legacy -2.26
Rural Fringe 2.45 Rural Extremes -5.63
Historic Cities 1.45 Black Ethnic Boroughs -1.18
Thriving Outer London 1.72 Multicultural Inner London -1.66
The Commuter Belt 2.00
P&OSA | Rural Extremes 4,92 City of London -1.21
Agricultural Fringe 1.20 Black Ethnic Boroughs -1.51
Coastal Resorts 1.21 Multicultural Inner London -1.09
Ageing Coastal Extremities 2.93
Thriving outer London 1.44
Black IndustrialLegacy 1.33 Coastal Resorts -1.57
Struggling Urban Manuf 2.56 City of London -2.07
Rural Extremes 2.90 Black Ethnic Boroughs -1.80
Agricultural Fringe 1.31 Multicultural Inner London -1.16
Rural Fringe 2.54
Ageing Coastal Extremities 1.13
Typical Towns 3.32
Historic Cities 2.18
Thriving Outer London 3.05
The Commuter Belt 3.32
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Chinese| Regional Centres 3.12 Industrial Legacy -1.53
Redeveloping Urban Centres 1.44 Young Multicultural -2.17
Historic Cities 2.12 Rural Extremes -4.60
Thriving Outer London 1.72 Agricultural Fringe -5.09
The Commuter Belt 2.00 Rural Fringe -1.70
Coastal Resorts -3.73
Ageing Coastal Extremities | -2.94
Ageing Coastal Resorts -1.43
Black Ethnic Boroughs -1.35
Mixed | Redeveloping Urban Centres 1.05 Rural Extremes -1.04
Young Multicultural 1.15 City of London -1.89
Agricultural Fringe 1.44 Black Ethnic Boroughs -1.36
Rural Fringe 1.39 Multicultural Inner London -1.64
The Commuter Belt 1.14
Other RegionaCentres 2.12 Struggling Urban Manuf -1.03
Multicultural England 2.33 Young Multicultural -2.62
Ageing Coastal Resorts 1.07 Agricultural Fringe -2.93
Thriving Outer London 1.31 Coastal Resorts -6.23
Multicultural Outer London 1.42 City of London -1.66

Within Urban UK, Regional Centres showedesof net gain for all ethnic minorities
except for the mixed group. The only groupeowgained within Multicultural England
were black and other. Young Migliltural showed a mixture of net losses and gains for the
ethnic groups. Redeveloping lkém Centres showed gainsr fall groups except other.
Amongst the classes within Prosperousanit Thriving Outer London and the Commuter
Belt gained for all ethnic minority groups. dtioric Cities showed gains for all groups,

including Whites, but not mixed.

Within Urban London, there were losses foriteh in every class. The only class that
showed losses for every ethnic group isd8l Ethnic Boroughs. Central and City of
London had gains of Indians and Chinese bss$ds for all other groups and Multicultural
Inner London showed losses for all groups ekxder Chinese. Multicultural Outer London
showed losses for Indians and the mixed grand gains for POSAs, Chinese, black and
other.

Although the net rates for thetéd population fall within arL1% range, when broken down
by age, net rates for losses and gains are rhiggter. This is both as a result of a smaller
population at risk denominaton some cases, whilst in otheases, it is due to high
propensities to migrate among some age cohdgxpected, 16-19 year olds produce the

largest net rate increases and losses fierdnt types of area. Regional Centres were
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popular among all ethnic groups aged 16-2#hwet gains across all groups. Historic
Cities was a popular class for 16-19 year olds with gains for all groups. Young
Multicultural also gained for all migrantsged 16-19. AgriculturaFringe showed losses

for all 16-19 year olds with the excemi of the black group. Both Mixed Urban and
Typical Towns showed losses for all 16-19 year olds, although the latter gained for all 25-
44 year olds. All ethnic grougged 20-29 experienced rateggain within Thriving Outer
London. Central and City of London was unpoputarall groups aftethe age of 30, as

was Black Ethnic Boroughs after the age 6f Zhe Commuter Belt showed gains for all
groups aged between 30-44 and Rural Fringe av@opular destination with gains for all
groups from the age of 30 onwards.

7 Conclusions

This paper has demonstrated that whilst eggte flows of migratin between and within
districts in the year beforthe 2001 Census were dominated by flows of white migrants,
with relatively coherent counterurbanisatioritpans of net losses from large urban areas
and net gains to more rural areas, the ratesigfation for non-white ethnic groups vary in
magnitude with Asians having relatively loates compared with whites and other ethnic
minorities having relatively high rates, and wdliferent groups hawg different spatial
patterns of redistribution. I the POSA group that has tlmvest migration propensities
and which has the highest proportion ofgrants travelling over relatively shorter
distances. Moreover, when the age dimemsis added, we observe distinctive age-
migration profiles for each ethnic grouptiiv POSA migrants on the one hand having
propensities to move in the 1® age group that are higher than fochildren aged 0-15,
yet the Chinese on the othemkiahaving rates that are mdhan double those of the POSA
group. These differences in propgynare due to a range of diffent cultural, familial and
socio-economic factors associated with eathihe groups concerned which also partly
determine the spatial pattern of out-migrataonmd in-migration. A further exploration of
these issues using additional data soummdd add insight into understanding the low
rates. Comparing proportions of students fittvese ethnic groups livg in university halls

of residence or all student households, for gdancould provide an indication of whether

these ethnic groups have a greater prapetssmove away from home for study.

The complexity of the spatial patterns is diffit to understand effectively, especially if the
spatial analysis involves the full matrix déws between all the districts in England and
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Wales. The need to summarise spatial patterns is the reason why we have adopted an
existing classification district system as agamising framework and ithis paper we have
chosen to examine net migration taking platéwo levels: between four families and 23
classes of district. The result is a seradsfindings about the intricacies of non-white
migration when compared with white magion. Whilst all ethnic groups are leaving
London in net migration terms, the Chinese atiter groups are also leaving rural areas;
whites and Indians are leaving Urban UK whertbase areas are gaining migrants from all

the other ethnic minorities; and while ProsperBuisain has a negative net migration rate

for whites, the districts in this family gain overall from all non-white groups.

Vickers et al identified five classes charactedsby concentrations of ethnic minority
groups or as being particularly distinaivbecause of their ethnic minority populations.
These are Black Ethnic Boroughs, Melitural Inner London, Multicultural Outer
London, Multicultural England ahYoung Multicultural. Wherthe net flows for these
areas are aggregated all ethnic minority gsodemonstrate greater net out-migration with

the exception of other. This is in keeping with the arguments regarding dispersal presented
in Section 2. Therefore, using national areasif@sitions such as these, it can be asserted
that ethnic minority communities are moving aweym areas with high concentrations of
ethnic minorities rather #n relocating to them.

By definition, groups who do not have an established presence in a country tend not to be
given political representatioand recognition in the form dheir own category within
official data collection (Thernsim, 2001). It could be argudidat this is the case with the
other group, who were largely comprised of recent migrants to the United Kingdom. If this
were true, in keeping with debates covered in section two (Ellis and Wright, 1998) new
migrants move to areas with the most asable vacant housing, often areas where there

are established ethnic enclaves.

Further disaggregation by ageogp and by district class demarages the extent to which
more aggregate flows conceal many differenoesropensities and patterns of small sub-
groups. This paper has concentrated on netatmgr balances and ratevhich themselves
conceal information about the magnitude auadterns of outflows and inflows. Further

work might usefully explore the gross floweamponents as well as the flows taking place
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within the families and classes using migratasficiencies, inflow/outflow ratios and rates

of turnover and churn.
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