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[bookmark: _Toc515911792][bookmark: _Toc515912017]Abstract
Spatial segregation of ethnic minority groups is changing the demography within cities. Society have segregated inhabitants for thousands of years, usually on socio-economic, religious or ethnic grounds. The spatial segregation of ethnic minority groups has been linked to negative effects on individuals and neighbourhoods and is a dominant issue in popular and political discourse. The influence of socio-economic status on the residential mobility behaviour of ethnic minority groups is especially interesting, due to its multifaceted nature. In this thesis, the assimilation theory and the residential mobility behaviour of different ethnic groups, based on their socio-economic status, will be observed in order to identify whether the changing patterns of ethnic colocation fit with the predictions of assimilation theory. Where more than half of the population has an ethnic minority background, London represents a compelling case study form which to explore such patterns. As such, the thesis utilises aggregate spatial census data at the Local Authority District level between 2001 and 2011 to compare the changing nature of ethnic group concentrations, disaggregated by socio-economic class. The results show a partial confirmation for the assimilation theory and in addition find differences in the residential mobility behaviour of the different socio-economic classes within the ethnic communities. The results suggest that the assimilation theory is based on counter urbanisation. This theory is partially applicable on most ethnic groups, especially for the higher socio-economic classes. However, the socio-economic variable has different effects within the ethnic groups. Further research should focus on individual ethnic groups, but also take the socio-economic class variable into consideration, as it affects the migration of ethnic groups. 




[bookmark: _Toc515912018]1. Introduction
1.1. Background
What can be observed – especially in US cities – is that similar types of households segregate in specific neighbourhoods. There exists a large stream of academic literature on ethnic segregation in the USA and Europe (Massey & Denton, 1989, Musterd, 1998, Kearns & Parkinson, 2001, Friedrichs et al., 2003 in Bolt et al., 2010). Segregation is the undesired effect of selective residential mobility that can have negative effects on the liveability of certain neighbourhoods. The literature on spatial segregation tends to emphasise the negative effects on ethnic concentration (van Kempen & şule Özüekren, 1998). These negative effects have impacts on the households of ethnic minority groups. According to the literature these impacts can include poor social networks, limited local resources and constrained job opportunities. Discrimination reduces the ability of residents to match their socio-economic status with their neighbourhood of choice (Bolt & van Kempen, 2010). These impacts limit the chances for residents to escape poverty and move to a better neighbourhood. Spatial segregation has negative consequences for cities and for the residents that live in these neighbourhoods. On the other hand ethnic colocation can have positive effects, as van Kempen and Özüekren (1998) point out, with potentially improved social contacts and help in preserving cultures of specific groups, access to religious institutions and cultural amenities. 
However, if the negative effects outweigh the positive effects, than the chance that the assimilation of these people into other neighbourhoods is obstructed is high. According to Bolt & van Kempen (2010) the residential mobility of ethnic minority groups is a key indicator for minority groups’ incorporation into the society. 

In the United Kingdom, Catney (2016) states that neighbourhood diversity/segregation has been one of the dominant issues in the changing ethnic demography of the U.K. Catney argues that ethnic diversity was largely an urban phenomenon, but is increasingly becoming a suburban/rural phenomenon too. Most of ethnic minorities come from concentration areas, and Catney’s research could indicate that, slowly, ethnic minorities are matching the dominant suburbanisation/counter-urbanisation patterns of the white British population (Lomax et al., 2014). Where assimilation theory is discussed below, such patterns would appear to fit with its predictions. However, while this is a very general picture, the research presented in this thesis aims to drill down into the importance of additional socio-economic aspects that might reveal hidden issues of immobility and continued segregation. 

1.2 Research aim
With this in mind, the main research question addressed in this thesis is:
“What are the variations between ethnic groups in their propensity to co-locate in London?”
In order to address this main question, several secondary questions have been formulated: 
1. ‘According to the existing literature, how does socio economic status influence the residential mobility behaviour of different ethnic groups?’ 
2. ‘Does the assimilation theory hold for the location choice of ethnic minority groups?’
3. ‘Which ethnic groups show higher propensities for ethnic concentration?’

These research questions will be addressed in different sections of the thesis. Sub-question 1 and 2 will be answered with a critical review of the existing literature in Section 2. Sub-question 3 will be answered with the census data analysis and a critical review of existing literature in section 4. 
 


2. Theoretical Framework
The assimilation theory hypothesises that the residential mobility behaviour of minority ethnic groups will resemble the residential mobility behaviour of the native majority more and more in the course of time (Bolt and van Kempen, 2010). Ethnic minorities tend to concentrate in city neighbourhoods and these concentrations are generally not seen as a desirable situation (Sturgis et al., 2011). This spatial segregation is associated with disadvantages for the people who live in those ethnic neighbourhoods and even for the city or the economy as a whole (Van Kempen and Priemus, 1999). These disadvantages are holding back the residents of concentration neighbourhood, which results in the concentration theory, which argues that ethnic minority groups are often “trapped” in their neighbourhood. However the research of Catney (2016) on the diversifying demography of the U.K. population and the migration towards rural area’s states otherwise. This will be analysed in the literature review.

2.1. Ethnic migration variations in existing literature. 
Finney and Simpson (2009) did research on the migration patterns between 1991 and 2001. The White group experienced counterurbanisation, with movement out of london and other metropolitan cities into smaller cities, mixed urban and rural areas. The african group has, due to immigration, the largest growth in every district apart from rural areas, they are the exception to the counterurbanisation patterns. Indian and pakistani growth did not differ between urban and rural areas. However urban areas grew more through natural growth than immigration for the pakistani, Bangladeshi, Indian and Caribbean groups. The Chinese group, natural growth was greatest in dispersal areas (Finney and Simpson, 2009). Catney continued to research the migration patterns with 2001 and 2011 census data. She found that every ethnic group has decreased its share in inner London and all but Banladeshi, Carribean and Pakistani groups have decreased their share in outer Lodon too. These decreasing share in Inner and Outer London by White Britisch, Indian and mixed groups are matched by gains in less urban or rural areas. The Indian population show the most consistent loss in share in major urban centres, possibly due to their higher socio-economic status and educational prosperity (e.g. Catney & Sabater, 2015 in Catney, 2016). The Chinese and Other groups show small losses in mixed urban-rural areas and increase in Urban areas. The Chinese groups have traditionally been more spread compared to other groups, but is showing higher signs of segregation (Catney, 2016). Where the African group was shown ‘over-respresented’ in inner London in 2001 by Finney and Simpson. Their share remained the highest of all non-white groups, although declining.  

2.2 Socio-economic status and the assimilation theory.
The article of Bolt & van Kempen (2010) states that according to North American investigations on the spatial assimilation model (Alba et al. 1999; Clark 1998; Fang and Brown 1999; Massey 1985; Zhou and Logan 1991) variables such as language proficiency, length of residence, generation (first and second) and socio-economic status often prove to have the effect predicted by the assimilation model. With socio-economic class (SeC) being a factor that can go both ways. The SeC is a status that measures an individual’s economic and social position in relation to others. This status is based on income, education and occupation (Brekke et al., 2018). Immigrants who grow on social skills will be better able to convert their socio-economic resources into proximity to whites and other desired locational outcomes (Bolt and van Kempen, 2010). Households who are likely to move to better neighbourhoods are highly educated and wealthy members of minority ethnic groups (Bolt and van Kempen, 2010). Those with higher human capital are more likely to relocate because they stand to gain most from migration in terms of wage returns (Sjaastad, 1962). However the ethnic enclave model criticizes the assimilation model stating that the assimilation model to readily assume that minorities want to move into white neighbourhoods. Members may feel at home in their neighbourhood and choose to live in concentration area’s where they can contribute to the welfare of the community, because they feel it is important to live in proximity to their countrymen (Bolt and van Kempen, 2010). Therefore the socio-economic factor is important because it gives a better understanding in residential mobility behaviour of ethnic groups with different socio-economic classes. According to Catney, working class/low soc-econ class members of specific ethnic minorities show different migration streams. The Chinese group has relatively high absolute levels of migration, and especially so for longer-distance movement of its intermediate and lower socio-economic class. The Chinese group is more dispersed than others, but show movement towards its own co-ethnic concentrations, rather than away as for the other groups (Catney and Simpson, 2010). White migration is more likely among intermediate and low socio-economic groups than among professional and managerial groups. This is explained by London’s high cost housing market. So the socio-economic gradient is a market-led migration, where the higher income members are better able to move to better housing and environment (Catney and Simpson, 2010). However while income is an important determinant of migration for all ethnicities, other determinants also impact the migration. 

Racially motivated movement prevents assimilation. For example in America it is harder for black minorities to move into predominantly white neighbourhoods that matches their socio-economic status (Alba and Nee, 1997 in Bolt & van Kempen, 2010). Bolt & van Kempen (2002, in Musterd et al., 2007) state that in Dutch cities, ethnic groups have fewer opportunities moving upwards in housing, due to low income or discrimination. Permentier et al. (2008) found a very strong negative association between ethnic concentration and neighbourhood reputation. Putnam’s (2007 in Catney, 2016) also finds, using US data, lower levels of neighbourhood trust and community engagement due to spatial segregation. However British based studies questioned Putnam’s findings, because they found minimal connection between neighbourhood trust and economic disadvantages (e.g. Sturgis et al., 2011 in Catney, 2016). This could mean that the relation between ethnic diversity and neighbourhood reputation is different in America and Europe. These findings suggest that the assimilation theory is right by negative effects as discrimination and limited chance prevents households from moving into their desired neighbourhood. This concentration theory argues that these residents are trapped in their area. However Muster & van Kempen (2007) found a negative relationship with ethnicity and the likelihood of being a satisfied stayer, but not necasserily a relationship between ethnicity and being a unsatisfied trapped resident. The findings in these papers are partly confirming the assimilation theory, that on the one hand the level of education, income and generation have positive influence on the assimilation of ethnic households. But on the other hand do the lengthening of residence and the socio-economic status not always convert into a rising orientation towards non-concentration neighbourhoods (Bolt & van Kempen, 2010).  
2.3 Conceptual model:


The conceptual model shows that the migration of ethnic groups is linked to the socio-economic status. The assimilation theory is the guideline in this thesis. Migration patterns are always compared with the assimilation theory in the thesis. 
3. Methodology
The methodology for this thesis consists of the descriptive analysis of changes over time using secondary aggregate data from the UK Census 2001 and 2011 (ONS, 2011). I seek to establish how migration in the UK has evolved between the 2001 and 2011 censuses.
The UK census is taken decennially and aims to cover the full population, the primary purpose is to provide the English government with high quality information about demographic and socio-economic characteristics on which the government can build policies and spending decisions.  

Having data on the full population is important due to the relatively small size of ethnic minority groups in the UK, and the desire to disaggregate them further by socio-economic status. The census provides detailed geographical aggregations of data including the share of the population that is member to different ethnic minority groups and socio-economic class. The socio-economic class variable aggregation will be analysed to find a pattern within ethnic groups based on class differences. 

This thesis uses Ward level geography, there are 649 number of wards in greater London (ONS, 2011), and this level of geography was chosen because wards are small enough to enable a comparison of changes in ethnic colocation within London while being large enough to avoid issues of small numbers (i.e. percentages can be very erratic when based on small population counts).

Etnic groups.
The census data from 2001 and 2011 differs from eachother. The 2001 census data gives the option to look into ethnic groups and their socio-economic status on different specific ethnic groups. 
The grouping of the ethnic groups are as follows:

	2001 Original

	White
	Mixed
	Asian or Asian British
	Black or Black British
	Chinese or Other Etnic Group

	British
Irish
Other White
	White and Black Caribbean
White and Black African
White and Asian
Other mixed
	Indian
Pakistani
Bangladeshi
Other Asian
	Caribbean
African
Other Black
	Chinese
Other Ethnic Group


Figure 1
The 2011 census had two options for ethnic groups, either the detailed ethnic group or the broader ethnic group classification. The detailed ethnic group census data has information on specific ethnic race, but does not allow for the disaggregation by socio-economic status. However, the broader ethnic group classification is less specific and more general than the 2001 census data. The division of the ethnic groups are as follows: 




	2011 Original

	White
	Mixed/Multiple ethnic group
	Asian/Asian British
	Black 
	Other Ethnic Group

	English/Welsh/Scottish/
Northern Irish/British Irish
Other White
	
	
	Caribbean African
Black British
	Other


Figure 2
The 2011 census data does not give specific numbers on ethnicities within a race. For example it does not show the numbers on the Indian or Pakistani ethnicities within the Asian group, but only the total of Asians or Asian British. To be able to make the right comparison I had to merg the different specific ethnic groups from the 2001 data into a more general groups to match the 2011 census data group distribution. I merged the 2001 census data etnicities into comparable groups (see figure 3).

	2001 Regrouped

	White
	Mixed/Multiple ethnic group
	Asian/Asian British 
	Black 
	Other Ethnic Group

	British
Irish
Other White
	White and Black Caribbean
White and Black African
White and Asian
Other Mixed
	Indian
Pakistani
Bangladeshi
Chinese
Other Asian
	Caribbean
African
Other Black
	Other


Figure 3

I chose this approach because the 2011 census data has practically the same ethnic groups covered. The main groups still contain a majority of Indian, Pakistani, Bangladeshi and Chinese. For the black race the majority consist of African, Caribbean and Black British. Unfortunately the specific data on the different ethnicities is lost and total numbers of the population is known, but when the majority of each race exist than the data is still viable to analyse to discover a pattern.

[bookmark: _GoBack]The socio-economic status variable is divided the same in both census data into eight different levels, with one being the highest status and eight the lowest. One is higher managerial, administrative and professional occupations. Two is the lower managerial, administrative and professional occupations. Three is intermediate occupations. Four is small employers and own account workers. The fifth class is lower supervisory and technical occupations. The sixth class is semi-routine occupations. Seven are routine occupations and the eighth class has never worked or is long-term unemployed.

Another variable in the census data is age, where the 2001 census data covers the age population of 16 to 74 years old. The 2011 census data had 3 options: Age 16 and over, Age 16 to 64 years old and Age 65 and over. The choice was between age 16 and over or 16 to 64 years old. The decision is 16 and over because research on elderly migration showed that elderly are most likely to move immediately after retirement or at a later age because they are in need of (in)formal care (Pennington, 2013). The 16 years and over data would give, in comparison with the 2001 cenus data, the most complete picture off the moving behaviour of ethnic groups.



To cover the whole city of London, the city has been divided in 4 zones, namely: The City Centre, The Outer Centre, the Suburbs  and Outer London. This map is also shown in a visual presentation in Appendix A, figure 2.
The wards are choosen to cover all directions within each zone. The wards, see figure 4, used for this analysis are the following.

	1. The City Centre
	2. The Outer Centre
	3. Suburbs
	4. Outer London

	St James’s 
	Abbey Road
	North Richmond
	High Barnet

	Bishop's
	Holloway
	Stonebridge
	Heathrow Villages

	Prince’s
	Victoria
	Fairfield
	Gooshays

	Cathedrals
	Brockley
	Chislehurst
	North End

	
	Gipsy Hill
	Loxford
	Coulsdon East

	
	Wandsworth
	Bounds Green
	

	
	
	
	


Figure 4
After the data gathering, the data is put in percentages of the total population, because the 2011 census data has a lot more response then the 2001 census data. Raw numbers would only show increase in every ward for every ethnicity. The empirical analysis (sub-question 3) utilises the census data and calculates relative change (%) between 2001 and 2011 according to ethnic group colocation and socio-economic status. Indicating the differences the percentages of 2011 have been subtracted with the percentages of 2001 and the sum of those numbers is the increase or decrease of the ethnic population relative to 2001 in that area. The higher the number the bigger the difference is, if the number is low, then the difference is minimal. This only accounts for the bigger groups, namely White, Asian and the Black community.

No qualitative data is used because off the inaccessibility of United Kingdom actors, that work with spatial segregation related subjects. The secondary data that is used in this thesis consist of scientific literature and census data. An example of the census data that is used is the U.K. census data, with detailed geographical data on the mobility behaviour of specific ethnic groups in combination with their socio-economic status. This will provide information that is necessary to find an answer to the main research question and help support answers on the secondary questions. Due to the size of the census data and the amount of wards in London with data in mobility, a number of cases will be randomly chosen as data for the analysis. The quality of the data is overall good, but there are limitations. The data is in numbers, but the 2001 census data collection has a lot less response than the 2011 census data collection. This data will be converted to percentages on the total population in the ward, this means that changes in smaller populations than show as big differences. For the small ethnic populations the numbers will be ignored and the positive or negative changes will be taken into consideration. The analysis will be a descriptive analysis.

Ethical considerations are good to make, however they are less applicable to this thesis because of the use of secondary data. The only ethical considerations made is the right use of paraphrasing and quoting.

4. Results
In this section the data analysis will be covered. Section 4.1 will shortly address sub question 2. Section 4.2 will then go on to the results of the census analysis. Section 4.3 will evaluate the findings of the data analysis and compare it with existing literature addressing sub question 3. 

4.1. Assimilation theory and location of choice.
If the assimilation theory did hold for the location of choice, then all residents who moved out the ethnic neighbourhood, would follow the white migration into suburbanisation and counter urbanisation. Bolt & van Kempen (2010) state that Ethnic groups prove to move less often out of concentration neighbourhoods than indigenous groups. People with a higher level of education are more likely to opt for non-concentration areas, but not necessarily into predominantly white neighbourhoods. Actually, the general members of a minority group move more frequently from non-concentration areas into concentration neighbourhoods. According to the paper the permanent bond with own ethnic groups and culture is obstructing assimilation, and not so much the persistent discrimination (Bolt & van Kempen, 2010). The paper concludes that minority groups still end up in a concentration neighbourhood more often than the indigenous groups and that there is an ethnic specificity in the moving behaviour of ethnic households. In the U.K. the area type with the largest increase of British Whites are mixed urban-rural areas, which are also attractive for ethnic minority groups (Catney, 2016). Partially confirming the assimilation theory again, with the fact that ethnic groups follow white migration into mixed urban-rural areas.

4.2. Findings on residential migration based on socio-economic status.

Figure 5: Percentage differences of the White population relative to 2001
	White 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8

	Central
	10,9
	-3,1
	-0,5
	2,6
	-4,9
	-5,8
	1,7
	-0,9

	Outer centre
	-1,4
	-5,8
	4,1
	8,5
	-5,7
	-2,6
	2,9
	0,0

	Suburbs
	-17,1
	-34,4
	5,9
	22,3
	-4,2
	5,4
	13,0
	9,3

	Outer London
	2,8
	-16,0
	-2,3
	8,4
	-11,1
	-2,8
	6,8
	14,3


Figure 5

The White British population was the largest population in every ward, where they usually accounted for 45% a 60% of the population. Figure 5 shows that the members with a high Socio-economic class (SeC) status, 1 and 2, moved to central London with an increase of 10,9% and they left the outer ring of London. Notable is that overall their presence is moderately decreasing in relation to the 2001 census, The decrease in the suburbs could mean that most high SeC members of the white community actually leave London and follow patterns of suburbanisation/counter urbanisation (Catney, 2016). The white ethnicities significantly left the outer areas of London as the table shows, except for the ward High Barnet, see figure 6. The expectation for the outer London area would be a decrease in share, but a big increase in the number of white residents that changed the score to a positive 2,8. High Barnet differs with all the other wards in outer London, who suffered a small idle. This could be interpreted as a phenomenon that overall the outer London areas experience a loss of high SeC members due to counter urbanisation, but a few wards in outer London could actually be more attractive to high SeC ethnic people.


Figure 6: Outer ward differences White population.
	White
	
	1
	2

	High Barnet
	9,6
	6,6

	Heathrow Villages
	-3,4
	-7,0

	Gooshays
	
	-1,1
	-4,8

	North End
	-1,8
	-6,8

	Coulsdon East
	-0,4
	-4,0


Figure 6
The SeC members from class 3 and 4 show a moderate increase in all areas, see figure 5, with the suburbs having the biggest increase in the white demography share. The classes 5 and 6 actually have a moderate decrease in every area and outer London has the highest change in white ethnic share with 11,1%. The share of the lowest SeC members of the White ethnic groups in the central area fairly stayed the same, but their settlement into the outer area of London increased significantly with peaks of 13% and 14,3%. 
Figure 7: Percentage differences of the Asian population relative to 2001
	Asian 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8

	Central
	13,0
	34,3
	10,3
	-3,3
	1,4
	-24,6
	-5,3
	-25,8

	Outer centre
	15,2
	36,4
	7,0
	-5,8
	-12,5
	-1,2
	-2,0
	-37,1

	Suburbs
	-21,5
	4,0
	7,0
	0,0
	-0,5
	1,9
	-1,3
	10,3

	Outer London
	11,0
	0,5
	-5,0
	-6,2
	-14,3
	7,2
	4,5
	2,2


Figure 7

The Asian population has made a couple of big changes in a ten years’ time span (Figure 7). The first notable thing in figure 7 is the high SeC members, class 1 till 3 of the Asian population moved to the centre of London, and with a smaller share also into outer London and lowering their numbers in the ethnic demography in the suburbs. Catney (2016) states that the minority group who most consistently lose its share in urban centres is Indian, and the Pakistani have a more modest share loss in urban centres. The showed increase in central London in Figure 7 is therefore contradictory. In the literature Simpson and Finney (2009) state that is the urban increase is the result of: “migration to urban areas of the children of geographically isolated Chinese immigrants who favoured the catering industry in the 1960s and 1970s”. The classes 4 and 5 show a moderate to significant decrease in all ward area’s except for the suburbs. And the lowest SeC citizens of the Asian race moved out of the central areas, probably due to the high rental prices causing that they can’t afford to stay and move into the suburbs and outer areas of London. Their migration differs to the white community migration, which contradicts the findings on Asian movement towards rural and less urban areas by Catney. 
Figure 8: Percentage differences of the Black population relative to 2001
	Black 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8

	Central
	1,4
	-6,7
	-10,6
	6,7
	-2,0
	-1,8
	7,4
	5,6

	Outer centre
	-12,5
	-35,8
	-19,5
	31,9
	-4,1
	13,6
	8,9
	17,4

	Suburbs
	-14,2
	-12,0
	-4,4
	24,0
	-8,6
	13,1
	5,8
	-3,8

	Outer London
	-10,5
	1,0
	-16,3
	7,4
	-3,4
	2,9
	7,8
	11,2


Figure 8
The Black community, as shown in Figure 8, differs from the White ethnic groups and the Asian ethnic groups. The first notable fact is that the high SeC classes, are underrepresented relative to the 2001 census data. The black ethnic share in the demography in these wards is significantly lower, with lows of -14,2%. Although their share in London remained the highest of all non-Wwhite groups, it is declining. Their loss in London is accompanied by gains in other urban areas and less urban areas (Catney, 2016). The lower SeC group members settle in all the other wards with the outer centre and the suburbs as the main destinations. Except for the level 5 class that is shown in the table, they also have a small decreasing share in all wards in every zone in London. 
Figure 9: Percentage differences of the Mixed population relative to 2001
	Mixed 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8

	Central
	19,2
	19,1
	-0,7
	-0,8
	-4,3
	-1,3
	4,1
	-35,3

	Outer centre
	5,7
	19,8
	-17,6
	26,9
	1,3
	-16,2
	-2,5
	-17,4

	Suburbs
	-16,0
	-16,5
	8,0
	16,3
	2,8
	5,5
	-6,3
	6,2

	Outer London
	19,0
	-0,4
	-10,9
	-1,4
	7,1
	-19,2
	-13,0
	18,7


Figure 9
There are two more ethnic groups within the census data, but their overall share of numbers in the ethnic demography is significantly lower than all other ethnic groups. Small changes in numbers could lead to high percentage differences, as shown in figure 9 and figure 11. Therefore the values of the percentages can be questioned. However for the patterns of the mobility behaviour nothing changes, because the numbers do show if wards face an increase or a decrease of specific Socio-economic Classes. The migration pattern for the mixed community is comparable to the Asian ethnicities. The behaviour of the High SeC matches the Asian migration, where the higher socio-economic classes chose the centre of London to accommodate. This time the ward High Barnet in the outer zone of London has a higher increase in mixed demography share then the other wards (see Figure 10), making the percentage higher than expected. The lowest SeC differ from the Asian and White community where they would move into the suburbs and outer London, the members of the mixed ethnic groups show a big decrease in these areas, except for the class 8 members in the outer London wards.

Figure 10: Outer ward differences Mixed population.
	Mixed 
	1
	2

	High Barnet
	15,9
	5,7

	Heathrow Villages
	-5,3
	-2,6

	Gooshays
	 
	7,3
	-6,1

	North End
	1,5
	2,8

	Coulsdon East
	-0,3
	-0,2


Figure 10
Because the other ethnic group table shows a lot of differences (see figure 11), and not a clear pattern in the mobility behaviour of their members and taken into consideration that their input in the total population is often lower than 1%, it is smart to lay that data aside and focus on the data on the bigger groups who show more clear patterns in their mobility behaviour.





Figure 11: Percentage differences of the Other ethnic groups population relative to 2001

	Other 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8

	Central
	22,8
	-1,0
	-13,4
	6,7
	-4,4
	-13,8
	8,2
	-5,1

	Outer centre
	31,0
	-21,2
	4,1
	27,3
	20,6
	-50,6
	17,5
	-28,8

	Suburbs
	-0,8
	-10,0
	6,9
	10,6
	18,7
	-28,5
	10,5
	-7,4

	Outer London
	43,9
	-68,4
	-31,0
	18,8
	12,5
	-19,4
	-0,3
	43,9


Figure 11

4.3. Review of variations between ethnic groups based on socio-economic status.
According to the assimilation theory, the ethnic minority groups will resemble the mobility behaviour of the native majority in the course of time. The ethnic enclave model states that members with a high socio-economic status may not want to leave, they may stay in their neighbourhood and contribute to their community. Which ethnic group within the city of London meets the requirements for these theories? The white ethnicities set a new assimilation theory, they have been leaving London in huge numbers setting a pattern of counter urbanisation/suburbanisation. Increasingly ethnic minorities show similar migrations. Figure 5 showed an overall decrease of high SeC members in London. This confirms what is found by Catney (2016) stating that the absolute population increased between 2001 and 2011, but the percentage share of the population decreased. This means that these members left and went to a place that suits them better, which is confirmed by Catney (2016) who states that mixed urban-rural areas showed the largest increase of British whites. The mobility behaviour of the lower SeC of the white ethnic groups is also explainable. They move to the outer zones of London, due to high house prices and rents in Central London (Bracke, 2015).

According to Catney the Asian community meets the requirements for the counter urbanisation. However the findings in figure 7 show otherwise. The higher socio-economic classes of the Asian ethnic groups showed a significant increase in central London. Although the high SeC members of the ethnic white groups showed a decrease in population share in the centre of London, that decrease is still minimal. The white population covers 45% to 60% in most wards. A decrease of 2% a 4% would still mean that the white population is overrepresented the most in these areas. The highest white population share was in central London according to the census data. Therefore the mobility behaviour of the higher SeC of Asian groups into the central wards of London is in line with the assimilation theory, because of the population size of white ethnicities in these areas. It is notable that the size of Asian member is very high and still concentrated towards the same areas. This is explained by the migration of geographically isolated Chinese immigrants in the 1960s and 1970s (Finney and Simpson, 2009) and the fact that they co-locate more as a ethnic group. The Socio-economic middle classes show similarities with that of the ethnic white community. The lowest classes 7 and 8 both settled in the outer areas of London, the difference with the lowest classes is the fact that the Asian ethnic group left the centre with bigger numbers then the native majority did.

The Black community is more applicable to the ethnic enclave model, due to the differences it shows with the ethnic white and Asian groups. The high SeC members of the black community don’t move into the centre of London, like the Asian ethnicities do, but they moved out of these areas. Reason can be that they actually follow the ethnic whites to areas outside London, because the population share of these SeC decreased in all zones except for central London, which showed a minimal change of 1.4%. The socio-economic classes 4 to 8, with an exception for 5, show an overall increase in all the zones, especially the outer centre, the suburbs and outer London. According to Catney (2016) the African community more than doubled its population between 2001 and 2011 in the United Kingdom. The increase of these classes can be explained by the population growth. 
However the fact that only the lower SeC show a growth and the high SeC show a decline is also a signs that the black community moves to similar neighbourhoods.

The mixed ethnic group shows less clear patterns, due to their lower number of people within London. This groups have considerately grew in the United Kingdom between 2001 and 2011. There are two variations in their residential mobility behaviour with the assimilation theory. The high SeC members of the community settle in central zones within London and the lowest SeC members move out of the central and outer zones of London. The lowest members of the ethnic white, Asian and Black groups settles more in the outer zones of London, but the members of the mixed ethnic group don’t show this behaviour. A reason could be that the amount of lower SeC members within the mixed ethnic group lowered in numbers. Another reason could be the fact that the fluctuations of numbers have more influence on the percentages outcome.
5. Conclusion
5.1. Main points
The spatial segregation of ethnic groups is a phenomenon of today’s society that brings up many questions. The 2001 and 2011 census data provided an opportunity to better understand the mobility behaviour of ethnic groups and the influence of socio-economic status among ethnic group members on migration. The socio-economic variable has a market-led migration, such that members with higher incomes show a higher propensity to move to better environments and housing, away from low income areas (Catney and Simpson, 2010). The assimilation theory does partially hold for the location of choice for ethnic groups, because the white counter urbanisation is visible in other ethnic migration streams. However there are differences between ethnicities in their migration pattern and in their propensity to co-locate. The White population is leading, and is less affected by cultural background and social bonds, their migration choice is probably based on terms of housing/environments. The UK white population is a reference group for the counter urbanisation and suburbanisation. The numbers do show that groups of white people have similar mobility, which is in line with the ethnic enclave model. Their main migration is into mixed rural-urban areas, which are also attractive areas for other ethnic groups (Catney, 2016).  The variations are especially visible between the high SeC members of each ethnic group. The increase in central London for high SeC Asians is contractionary to the counter urbanisation of the High SeC Whites. For the High SeC class it is therefore arguable whether a high socio-economic status automatically means that they would follow the assimilation theory. On the other hand the lower SeC show similar sign of leaving central London and moving towards outer areas where house prices are lower.  
The black community shows a clear sign of socio-economic behaviour according to the ethnic enclave model, where members feel the need to stay within their community. In the end is the assimilation theory applicable on every ethnic group, because most ethnic groups show signs of counter urbanisation/suburbanisation. However the socio-economic status does not have the same effect for every ethnic groups. Because counter urbanisation is happening especially among professional and managerial classes, policy should focus on stimulating the social mix. Another policy implication is based on the fact that migration follows available and affordable housing. In urban centres housing is expensive and policy should focus on the availability of social housing in urban centres.


5.2. Reflection
Looking back on the research, I find that the research contains strengths and weaknesses. A strength is the explanation of the socio-economic variable on the residential mobility behaviour. The motives people have to stay and leave are hard to contain in a single theory. This thesis offers knowledge obtained through secondary quantitative data collection which adds academic findings on the matter. Another strength are the figures that show how the data has been processed and functions as a visual guide in the result section. A weakness of the thesis is the fact that the census data uses aggregated data. Therefore it doesn’t show information on individual level on the reasons for moving. 
5.3. Future recommendations
For further research on this topic, my advice is to look more into the individual ethnicities within racial groups. This would allow better research on the residential moving behaviour of ethnic groups. This can result in better housing policies for these groups and reduce spatial segregation furthermore. Another recommendation would be to look into household structures. It is not taken into consideration in this thesis, however the household structure is influential for migration, and it is interesting to combine this with socio-economic status to find out what the variations are. 
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A. Zoning map of London
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