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      Chapter 1
    


    Introduction


    
      Chinatown Unbound
    


    
      ‘Chinatown’, as a distinctive ordering of space in cities the world over, has always
      been a richly storied place. For many decades represented as a stigmatized and closeted ghetto of aliens, today
      it tends more often to be portrayed as a valued tourist destination and multicultural asset to cities as distant
      from each other as Singapore and San Francisco, Toronto and Melbourne, Amsterdam and Havana, London and Yokohama.
      Strewn globally across the nodes of a diaspora that now numbers in the tens of millions, and in this age of
      China’s so-called rise, Chinatown has undergone a status transition in a number of the world’s cities: from
      marginal enclave under various regimes of colonialism to ‘positional good’ in a world of circulating symbols and
      cross-city referencing (Lowry and McCann 2011).
    


    
      This book considers the shifting status of one such Chinatown, in Sydney, of all
      Australian cities the most defined by Asian social networks and identities, as it evolves to the present day.
      With an eye to ‘new horizons of the global’ (Ong 2011, 1), the book attempts to go behind the stereotypes and
      multiply the understandings of a place whose relentlessly communal scripting, we will argue, requires recasting
      for the present day.
    


    CHINATOWN RE-ORIENTED: FROM EAST TO WEST


    
      The Chinatowns of North American, Australasian and European cities have been the focus
      of successive generations of social science research. According to early studies, these colourful quarters of
      vibrant exoticism owe their existence to the generations of Chinese migrants that made their lives there. The
      restaurants, pagodas, curio stores, red and gold shop fronts, green-tiled upturned roofs,  ceremonial arches and neon lights are conventionally seen as
      intrinsically connected to the Chinese and their immigrant experience in the West (see figure 1.1).
    


    
      This model of Chinatown, as an enclave whose intrinsic Chineseness presumably shapes an
      internalized history, spawned a wave of academic work from the 1960s to 1980s. Spanning the fields of history,
      sociology, anthropology, geography and ethnic studies, research in this tradition documented the composition and
      character of (mainly North American) Chinatowns. In geography, Chinatown was conceptualized as a launching point
      in the assimilation of Chinese immigrants, as an urban village pitted against encroaching land uses and as a
      transposed Chinese architectural form (e.g., Cho and Leigh 1972; Burnley 1975). In history, sociology and
      anthropology, the practices of cultural transfer abroad and dynamics of social organization and community
      stratification in new environments were documented (e.g., Crissman 1967; Salter 1978; Wickberg and Con 1982). In
      the early 1970s David Lai summarized the then-prevailing conceptualization of Chinatown in North America as ‘a
      concentration of Chinese people and economic activities in one or more city blocks which forms a unique component
      of the urban fabric. It is basically an idiosyncratic oriental community amidst an occidental urban environment’
      (1973, 101). Succinctly, this is the model according to which Chinatown is a colony of the East in the West. As
      such, in Gwen Kinkead’s (1992) depiction of New York City’s Chinatown, it is a ‘closed society’ isolated from the
      movement and modernity of the surrounding city: insular, traditional, communal and, to outsiders,
      enigmatic.
    


    
      That this kind of orientalist appreciation of Chinatown remains current in the Western
      popular imagination even today is exemplified by a recent article in Traveller, the tourist supplement of the Sydney Morning Herald. In an article entitled ‘My Kind of
      Chinatown’, the author pronounces:
    


    
      What makes a really good Chinatown? It has to provide a distinctive enclave of
      otherness. . . . The best Chinatowns must be authentically Chinese . . . the best Chinatowns are in-your-face
      Chinese. They aren’t polite, pretentious or pretty, but they have strange sights and happy energy. Street vendors
      rub winter-melons to a sheen, young ladies rub feet to wince-inducing relaxation, chefs puff cigarettes at
      kitchen doors as cats slink among the dust bins. Convivial restaurants are jammed, shops elbow-jostling, and
      everywhere daily life unfolds. (Johnston 2013)
    


    
      This book explicitly resists the understanding of Chinatown as a space of timeless,
      romanticized otherness to be savoured – an exotic place for tourists to explore and enjoy. Instead, Chinatown
      should be seen as a real, densely lived and worked place, defined by everyday transactions, practices and
      interactions, and very much entangled with its surroundings at urban, national and transnational levels – a place
      with complex social and cultural histories  involving a multiplicity of Chinese and non-Chinese actors, and currently configured and
      reconfigured within the local and global dynamics of the broader city within which it is located.
    


    
      In this respect this book follows in the footsteps of Vancouver’s Chinatown, published by one of us more than a quarter
      of a century ago (Anderson 1991), which inverted the logic of the orientalist portrait. Specifically, it turned
      the explanation of such enclaves away from an essentialized Chineseness, acknowledging the power of Chinatown’s
      many creators to define and manage identity and place. Tuned to the genealogical method of post-structuralist
      critique that at the time was destabilizing seemingly natural categories (including those of race), as well as to
      Doreen Massey’s (1991) ‘extraverted’ notion of place, the Vancouver study tracked Chinatown’s production within
      multiple scales of Canadian governance: from the time Chinatown was marginalized by state practices as
      Vancouver’s vice town through its 1930s depiction and doctoring as a ‘little corner of the Far East’ to the
      district’s rendering as a slum fit for renewal in the 1960s, and beyond to its figuration and fashioning as
      Vancouver’s civic asset and ‘contribution’ to multicultural Canada in the 1970s and 1980s. Bringing into a single
      narrative the often-opposed periods of pre- and post-war Canadian history, Vancouver’s Chinatown elicited Chinatown’s making through mutable
      guises of racialization, both classical and
      contemporary.
    


    
      Problematizing Chinatown within this century-long passage of time enabled a more
      fundamental conceptual purpose too. Following Edward Said’s Orientalism
      (1979), this was to historicize time, space, place and ‘race’ in the
      power-differentiated dynamics that produced Chinatown as a colony of the West (more so than the East). In the
      classic vein of identity-politics critique that was emerging across the social sciences and humanities during the
      1980s, Vancouver’s Chinatown demonstrated the
      sense in which the racialization of identity and place was not cast in stone but was constituted by the global
      vectors of colonial history and international migration.
    


    
      Likewise, the critical conceptualization of ‘Chinatowns’ in a settler colony on the
      other side of the Pacific, in Australia – where colonial histories of white racism also persisted through the
      policy shift to multiculturalism in the 1980s – could be ‘re-oriented’ as Western formations (Anderson 1990).
      That is, they could be understood as enactments of white racialized regimes, deployed not only in the interests
      of white domination but also by people of Chinese origin themselves. Other Chinatown studies of the period
      demonstrated, too, how racialization practices took shape and exerted force within the dynamics of economic
      restructuring, especially gentrification pressures and labour exploitation in the likes of Manhattan’s Chinatown
      (Zhou 1992; Kwong 1997; Lin 1998). In short, any particular Chinatown needs to be understood in its profound
      economic, political and ideological embeddedness rather than in terms of some racialized, cultural and communal
      essence.
    


    CHINATOWN DIS-ORIENTED: THEORIZING FROM ‘ELSEWHERE’


    
      The twenty-first century introduces an order of complexity and contradiction – indeed,
      disorientation – to the dualisms of West and East around which both critical and popular accounts of global
      Chinatowns have been framed. For in the contemporary world of transnational movement and exchange – as a
      generation of globalization scholars has by now amply demonstrated – global West and global East increasingly
      converge and diverge in a dialectic that is transforming regions, cities and localities. (On globalization and
      urban localities, see, e.g., Smith 2001; Mitchell 2004; Hum 2014.) Across the transnational field of the
      Asia-Pacific region, the ‘gateway’ cities that house the large majority of Chinese-origin immigrants and their
      descendants have been transformed as ‘active markets’ (Knight Frank 2015, 5), for Asian investment (Sassen 2001;
      Ley 2010) involving small and large players, and criss-crossing mobilities and socialities of capital, languages,
      technologies, media content and ideas that far exceed the geographical movement of bodies (Wong 2017). The rise,
      since the late 1970s, of China as an economic force in global capitalism has, in particular, rendered out of date
      the power coordinates implied by the discrete categories and hierarchies of ‘the West’ versus ‘the East’. Heavily freighted with both fear and fantasy
      (Pan 2012; Vukovich 2012), China’s so-called ascendency is reconfiguring geographies, as well as possible subject
      and speaking positions for enunciating knowledge about them.
    


    
      These shifts provoke a reappraisal of some unexamined assumptions in previous analyses
      of the Chinatown phenomenon, including those inspired by critical race studies. For arguably, even in the
      critique of Western cultures of race and racism, it might be possible to discern the unexamined
      centring of a white ‘we’ that is ‘us’ and ‘here’ (West)
      and a ‘they’ that references ‘them’ and ‘there’ (Asia). Not only does this narrative ordering fail to
      sufficiently grasp the increasing entanglement of ‘here’ and ‘there’ and ‘us’ and ‘them’ within the historicity and spatiality of global modernity
      and capitalism, but it also risks imputing an inexhaustibility to a Western racist imaginary, which forever
      relegates the non-Western, non-white subject to the realm of passive otherness.
    


    
      Indeed, a too-tidy account of self/other distinction would risk overlooking the racial,
      class and gender intersections that have always complicated dominant patterns of solidarity and marginalization.
      For example, in the Canadian context, an alliance of white women employees with their Chinese employers fought
      against a 1930s City of Vancouver vendetta against the reputedly morally dubious practices conducted inside
      Chinatown restaurant booths (Anderson 1996). In the Australian context, a class alliance of Chinatown
      organizations with white building and labour unionists joined forces 
      against a City of Melbourne plan to ‘orientalize’ that city’s Chinatown in the 1980s. In
      each of these cases, the emphasis was less on genealogically denaturalizing Chineseness and Western senses of
      positional superiority than on considering relationships of class and gender across racialized difference
      (Anderson 1998).
    


    
      Yet, arguably, those accounts of intersectional identifications – the rich and more
      comprehensive exemplification of which is registered in important volumes such as Cities of Difference (Jacobs and Fincher 1998) – still upheld the
      premise that ethnic enclaves were characteristic, even emblematic, sites of ‘difference’. Critically and
      descriptively, the project here was to read and disrupt representations of their (usually reviled) otherness. A
      number of issues, however, ensued from this starting point. Alterity – for all that it was historicized in the
      routine of critical race theory, and even complicated by class and gender positionings – continued to figure as
      an a priori structural marginality, rather than
      being posited as a topic for interrogation in each new situation and phase of encounter. While working hard to
      avoid the trap of essentialism, ‘otherness’ was habitually aligned with particularity, and cultural distance and
      ‘sameness’ with a presumed norm.
    


    
      This problem – of a departure point for the study of cultural relations that presumes
      marginality even as it tries to critique the power-differentiated hierarchies that produce it – has been evident
      in other works too. For some decades, critical post-colonial work has sought to theorize from ‘the margins’.
      Influenced by the critique of orientalism and the emergence of subaltern studies in the 1990s, this diverse body
      of work interrogated the hierarchical dualism whereby ‘centres’ are loci of power and privilege and ‘margins’ are
      spaces of disadvantage and oppression, in part by attempting to revalorize marginality as a site of resistance.
      But thinking from the south, for example – perhaps most famously condensed in Raewyn Connell’s
      Southern Theory (2007) – risks defensively reiterating
      a counter discourse that ‘speaks back’ to the metropole, rather than transforming and taking theorizing itself
      ‘elsewhere’. From behind its own fortified shield, ‘southern theory’ can potentially and paradoxically re-centre
      a spatialized marginality as eternally strange, lacking and alienated. It risks locking the subjectivities and
      agencies of the so-called marginalized inside the confines of a seemingly limitless figuration of absolute
      ‘difference’.
    


    BEYOND ‘CITIES OF DIFFERENCE’: NORMALIZING DIVERSITY


    
      Certain epistemological challenges for research on the contemporary complexities of
      urban intercultural relations follow from these observations. As 
      Jacques Derrida (1990) posed in philosophical terms a few decades ago, we might
      increasingly ponder in relation to migration-related ‘difference’ and the institutional frames that have
      historically inaugurated it: ‘difference’ yes, but in relation to whom? Under which circumstances and conditions,
      where? Difference according to what measures? And equally: what, precisely, is difference being set against? Who
      is not different? Is the ‘centre’ that functions
      epistemologically as norm and totality itself so coherent? And relatedly, if somewhat tangentially here, how
      might we think ‘inclusivity’ beyond the conventional idea of the ‘inclusion’ of minority difference into a
      taken-for-granted centre? These are questions of scholarly positioning to which we return at various points in
      the chapters of this book. It is sufficient here to note that an unintended upshot of those 1990s accounts (of
      relationships across axes of difference) was to continue to anchor a narrative plot of minority/majority
      disconnection, even as categories of distinction were
      themselves problematized.
    


    
      Difference and differentiation are, of course, fundamental elements of embodied being
      and relationality. The naturalized categories of difference obviously exist in the everyday understandings of
      actors and as strategic tools of social and political mobilization. Indisputably, too, the term ‘Asian’ continues
      to operate as a racial signifier in a settler-colonial immigration nation such as Australia (Kwok and Khoo 2017).
      And the demands of moving across languages and cultures for non-citizens – not to mention for those displaced by
      political turmoil – cannot be denied or dismissed, any more than the unequal relations that often underlie
      racialized or ethnicized forms of identification. Yet the polarizing logic of sameness/difference is not
      the only point of departure for figuring
      cultural relations in contemporary cities. The prosaic negotiations of ‘super-diversity’ (Vertovec 2007) in daily
      urban life drive intercultural encounters in various directions, not only – even if often – towards cultural
      racism and stigmatization of ‘foreigners’, as pointed out by scholars focusing on the complex experiences of
      ‘everyday multi-culturalism’ (Wise and Velayutham 2009), where ‘bumping into alterity’ is a routine occurrence
      (Noble 2011). In this regard, ethnicity – or racial difference – may or may not be the key determining factor: it
      may or may not matter in the conduct of social practices in particular contexts. This cautions us against the
      uncritical adoption of an ‘ethnicity bias’ which presumes its salience in advance of its study (e.g., Fox and
      Jones 2013); instead, we should heed the calls of sociologists such as Rogers Brubaker (2006) and Andreas Wimmer
      (2013) to focus not on ethnic identities as givens, but on the always-provisional and contestable
      making of ethnic categories and boundaries. This
      tallies with well-known theoretical moves within cultural studies that stress that identities are a question of
      ‘becoming’ rather than being (Hall 1990), and that argue strongly against the ‘ethnic absolutism’ (Gilroy 2002)
      plaguing  contemporary understandings of race
      relations and multicultural realities. In the context of cities – particularly with regard to sanctioned sites of
      difference such as Chinatown – Nina Glick-Schiller and Garbi Schmidt’s (2016) attempt to uncover the
      ‘simultaneity of unities and diversities’ in the city-making efforts of all urban residents, not only migrant but also non-migrant, is
      useful here. Similarly, Janine Dahinden (2016, 2208), in her appeal for a ‘post-migration’ social science, wishes
      to reorient ethnicity research away from ‘migrant populations’ to ‘overall populations’. These lines of enquiry
      would seem to usefully confound the frozen conjurings of ‘insider’ and ‘outsider’ that risk sustaining stories of
      cultural disconnection and disparity.
    


    
      Rather than repeat, then, the manoeuvre of critical race analysis that identifies the
      procedures that make exclusionary discourse and practice possible, an alternative tactic is adopted in this book.
      It entails starting from the premise that ‘diversity’ across all manner of measures is by today so woven into the
      ecosystems and networks that constitute cities as to be the norm, not the exception (Berg and Sigona 2013). This
      is a premise that, for our purpose here, populates the ‘we’ of ‘our’ imagined communities with multiple
      standpoints that are figured not as objects and problems to be studied and
      solved, but as conditions of contemporary cultural life. And, beyond a story of ‘super-diversity’ – a
      characteristic that (we shall see) does usefully capture the demographic complexity of Sydney’s Chinatown today –
      the tactic entails an epistemological decentring of Chinatown itself as an object of study. Accordingly, we do
      not start by assuming Chinatown is ground itself for the figure of ‘difference’ even as it continues to be defined and known in its implicit
      associations with ‘Chineseness’. Instead, the question we ask is this: can Chinatown, in this early twenty-first
      century, usefully be considered as a disruptive force for conceptions of the city at large? More generally we
      ask: what happens when we think of this place in terms of its ‘potentialities’ (Wolf and Mahaffey 2016) rather
      than only ever in terms of its boundaries (whether ethnic, cultural or spatial)? Emphasized here is a dynamic of
      place-making tuned less to what it closes down than to its generative capacities within, across and beyond
      multiple lines of difference. Such a dynamic necessarily involves a multiplicity of diverse actors, processes,
      ideas and solutions, both planned and unplanned – subject to the complex interplay of top-to-bottom designs and
      bottom-up social activities and initiatives.
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      Figure 1.1 Sydney’s Chinatown (photo by Andrea Del
      Bono)
    


    CHINATOWN IN THE CITY: FROM ENCLAVE TO ASSEMBLAGE


    
      This line of enquiry, then, entails conceiving of Chinatown beyond its circumscribed
      nineteenth-century legacy as a ‘Chinese’ minority settlement in an overwhelmingly dominant white society. Across
      the increasingly dense generational layers of Chinese and other Asian migrations, it asks: how to conceive the
      place called Chinatown within a world of shifting geopolitical power configurations and hierarchies? More
      specifically, how to apprehend Chinatown beyond a normative ‘western model of modernity’ (Ong 1999; Eom 2013),
      according to whose boundary work it can only ever be a space of negation? If we grant that epistemic shifts of
      geopolitical perspective will be needed to better comprehend urban intercultural relations in the age of China’s
      rise – a topic that receives more contextualization in the next chapters of this book – how might we reframe
      knowledge about these once-subordinated spaces?
    


    
      Consistent with these revisionings, we argue throughout this book that the concept of
      Chinatown needs – first – to be unhinged from a still widely accepted enclave paradigm that enacts its own
      iteration of a ‘there’ and ‘them’ with a fixed ‘inside’ and ‘outside’. This enclave framing cannot sufficiently
      engage with the implications of the now-comprehensively established transnational turn through which various
      social sciences and cultural studies conceived the iterative engagements of mobile subjects across multiple
      societies.  Stuck in a ‘methodological
      nationalism’ (Wimmer and Glick-Schiller 2002) that presumes a discretely given nation/state/society as the unit
      of analysis, the enclave model fastens Chinatown to a territory that is internal to a nation-state that is,
      itself, unhelpfully conceived as a landlocked space. It upholds the uncritical distinction of a bounded ethnic
      space hived off from a normatively conceived national space (Jackson et al. 2004; Barabantseva 2016). Even
      studies recognizing that ‘Chinatown has always been a transnational phenomenon’ (Mayer 2011, 1) tend to proceed
      from the premise that as a node or hub (in a global network of ideas, capital, labour, markets and technologies),
      it nonetheless sits outside the rhythms and logics of its ‘host’ setting as an anomalous entity. A ‘communitarian
      bias’, then, of the kind that Glick-Schiller and Ayse Çağlar (2016) argue is still evident more generally in
      urban and migration studies, continues to haunt Chinatown’s conceptualization. One of this book’s main aims is to
      deconstruct the persistent image of Chinatown as the delimited locale of a natural ‘Chinese community’ (Ang 2014;
      Anderson 2017).
    


    
      Just as ‘diversity’ calls into question that which is considered ‘normal’, so does a
      (re)conceptualization of Chinatown beyond its enclavic communal script resonate with work in urban theory that
      problematizes the ontology of ‘the city’ that is usually considered to ‘surround’ Chinatown. In this regard, Ash
      Amin and Nigel Thrift’s (2002, 8) characterization of the contemporary global city is particularly
      pertinent:
    


    
      The city’s boundaries have become far too permeable and stretched, both geographically
      and socially, for it to be theorized as a whole. The city has no completeness, no centre, no fixed parts.
      Instead, it is an amalgam of often disjointed processes and social heterogeneity, a place of near and far
      connections, a concatenation of rhythms; always edging in new directions.
    


    
      In other words, in today’s rapidly globalizing world, the idea of ‘the city’ as a fixed
      place cannot hold – hence, the increasing influence of scholarly perspectives that emphasize ‘flow’ rather than
      ‘fixity’. In Aihwa Ong’s (2011, 3) observation, for example, ‘the city is . . . a milieu that is in constant
      formation, drawing on disparate connections, and subject to the play of national and global forces’. This
      observation applies also to places within the
      city, such as Chinatown. Places are not, in Massey’s (2004, 17) words, ‘some kind of hearth of an unproblematic
      collectivity’, the settled seat of some unproblematic ‘local community’, but are always the product of wider
      relations. As such, they are continuously made, unmade and remade through their ongoing (dis)connections with a
      wide range of flows in and out of their always-porous and provisional boundaries. More recently, scholars from
      different research traditions concerned with the dynamics of mobility, migration and socio–spatial interconnectedness have elaborated the term
      ‘translocality’ (after e.g., Appadurai 1996; Smith 2001) to further capture the sense in which networks not only
      meet, but are themselves transformed, in the materialities of place (see, e.g., Brickell and Datta 2011; Greiner
      and Sakdapolrak 2013).
    


    
      Chinatown, while certainly such an unbounded place, continues to have labels imposed on
      it by multiple constituencies, not least in the form of various actions to package and fix its quintessential
      ‘Chineseness’. In recent urban theory, this flow/fixity dialectic has been productively transcended in the idea
      of ‘urban assemblages’ (Farias and Bender 2010), which stresses the ‘heterogeneous connections between objects,
      spaces, materials, machines, bodies, subjectivities, symbols, formulas and so on that “assemble” the city in
      multiple ways’ (Farias 2010, 4) – as a tourist city, a transport hub, an economic zone, an ethnic precinct and so
      on. Chinatown can be considered as one such urban assemblage, the complexity and openness of which will be our
      point of emphasis in what follows. For in this perspective, analysis focuses not only on the transformation, but
      also on multiplicity, of urban morphologies, together with the unstable, multi-scalar relations into which
      localities and cities are networked (Dovey, Pafka and Ristic 2017).
    


    
      This assembled and relational image of ‘place’ and ‘the city’ hints at the kind of
      multi-speed and -layered spatial formation that was often associated with the global city debates of the 1990s
      and 2000s. As Saskia Sassen (2001, 347) argues:
    


    
      The global city represents a strategic space where global processes materialize in
      national territories and global dynamics run through national institutional arrangements. . . . Methodologically
      this means that globalization can also be studied through detailed sociological and anthropological examinations
      of these processes as they take place in cities.
    


    
      This book provides precisely such a fine-grained examination of these processes, as it
      positions a select Chinatown within the dynamics of a field of ‘trans-Asian urbanism’ in the age of China’s rise.
      In so doing, the book resists the habitual subordination of the local to the global. Indeed, extending Massey
      (1991, 1993, 2005), it adopts ‘place’ as a method of grounded analysis in itself, one in which place, as an
      assemblage, is not merely a ‘site’ or a ‘window’ into wider processes, but an organizing analytical framework
      through which urban cultural change can be theorized. The upshot could be revealing in the case of Sydney’s
      Chinatown. For it now becomes possible, as this book hopes to demonstrate, to chart more generative cultural
      currencies at large: specifically, a range of new modes of cultural economy that might be prefiguring trends in
      Australia’s urban culture(s) more generally, which are not simply, nor necessarily, extensions of a normatively Western model of modernity.
    


    SYDNEY’S CHINATOWN IN THE TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY


    
      The rapid diversification of ethnicities, categories of migrant, class positionings,
      educational background, skill sets, languages, generational cohorts and globally distributed links in a number of
      today’s Chinatowns signals the shifting ground beneath the enclave model. Of course, there is wide variation in
      the fortunes of global Chinatowns, from decline and dissolution (especially in US cities; see, e.g., Tsui 2011)
      to revival and restoration in other settings (such as Singapore; see, e.g., Yeoh and Kong 2012) and instigation
      from scratch (such as the newly fabricated precincts in North Carolina, South Africa, Australia’s Gold Coast and
      Las Vegas; see, e.g., Marshall and Varley 2012; Dawson 2013; Huynh 2015). This book makes little attempt to
      compare and contrast their various fates (see, e.g., Eom 2013; Wong and McDonogh 2013; Yamashita 2013; Ang
      forthcoming), instead adopting the case of one Chinatown through which we can track changing urban cultural
      dynamics in a world of Asia-led globalization. There is also a proliferating complexity to Chinese urban
      settlement itself, as ‘original’ Chinatowns in many world cities, including Sydney, are supplemented by satellite
      Chinatowns and ‘ethnoburbs’ (Li 1998), which are themselves intricately differentiated (see, e.g., Cheng 2013).
      Again, this book does not explore in any detail Chinese settlement formations across the surface of the Sydney
      metropolitan area, nor their modes of connection with the City of Sydney’s Chinatown, important as those changing
      dynamics and ‘trans-local’ relations may be.
    


    
      The base of Sydney’s Chinatown became the Haymarket district of the Central Business
      District (CBD) in the late nineteenth century. Now, a multiplication of Asian mobilities, hybridities and
      trans-generational traces is transforming this part of Australia’s most Asian city (see figures 1.2 and 1.3).
      Multilingual, multi-ethnic and multi-generational, Chinatown today has, in a number of senses, ‘moved on’. Once
      coded as a foreign space – a threat or exotic accessory to what was referentially assumed to be the white space
      of the city and nation – today it exceeds all senses of enclosure. It defies the containment and isolation called
      up by the very term ‘enclave’: the sense, also, in that word, of some ominous potential for ‘contagion’ (Shah
      2001; Bhattacharya 2012). For it is precisely the ambiguity of Sydney Chinatown’s spatial boundaries today that
      anticipates wider shifts in Australia’s regional orientation. As the so-called Asian Century (not unfalteringly)
      unfolds, ‘Chinatown dis-oriented’ conjures the vision of an Australian urbanism that is increasingly detached
      from any essential reference to Europe. It opens horizons to a terrain of trans-Asian  urbanism not just of and for urban Australia’s diverse Asian
      constituents. It does so more generally for a national culture that will continue to be made out of a ‘shared
      history’ in and with Asia (Walker and Sobocinska 2012) – and increasingly so, in insistent appeals for Australia
      to develop more sustained forms of ‘smart engagement with Asia’ (Ang, Tambiah and Mar 2015).
    


    
      This is not to defer to the enthralling imaginary of an Asia-led future. The contours of
      globalization, in terms of borders, nation-states and transnational communities, are currently being redrawn,
      perhaps profoundly; and across the globe, recent tumultuous political events are shattering all certainties of
      simple transition. Australia’s border relations, as carved from an anglospheric past, continue to be notoriously
      brittle as well as blurred. As well, the fates of global Chinatowns, including Sydney’s, cannot simply or
      universally be predicted from a global geopolitics geared to China’s rise. (On the ‘failure’ of the recent
      Chinatown project in Costa Rica’s San José, see Dehart 2015; and on the ‘varied trajectories’ of global
      Chinatowns, see Ang forthcoming.) Nor is there blindness to the instrumentalism of a growing economic orientation
      to all things Chinese, or denial of the often fierce conflict and contention – not to mention new forms of
      inequality – surrounding Chinese influence abroad, perhaps especially in urban land and property markets (Rogers
      and Koh 2017). Power shifts are inherently fraught and fitful, and an account of Chinatown’s productive
      potentialities should not shade into – or be elided with – an uncritical advocacy of place that stokes the
      neo-liberal underpinnings of ‘Global China’. It should be clear, therefore, that our purpose in eliciting the
      dynamics within the frayed edges of multi-Asian presence at the heart of Australia’s most Asian city is not to
      uncritically celebrate their economic bridging function to Asia. Instead, we take those edges to signal the
      fracturing of the referential benchmark that white corporate and colonial Sydney has long presumed for itself.
      Confounded, too, is any singular epistemological standpoint for public and scholarly conceptions of Chinatown.
      Succinctly, then, this book’s account of the contemporary complexity of Sydney’s Chinatown provides a decentring
      of perspective, complicating Chinatown’s conception beyond a parochial and negating anglophonic canon that
      continues, even through critiques of orientalism, to constitute it as a place of alterity.
    


    A TRANS-ASIAN METROPOLITAN CULTURE: A PREFIGURATION FROM SYDNEY’S
    CHINATOWN


    
      Against a backdrop of significant cultural change, linked to the intensifying
      circulations of people and capital across the Asia-Pacific, a deepening unsettlement is being provoked, in
      Sydney’s southern CBD, of the stale distinction – and hierarchy – between an Australian ‘us’ and an Asian ‘them’.
      This shift is  condensed in Chinatown, from
      where, in the words of Chinese Australian artist Lindy Lee (whose public art receives consideration in chapter
      9), it might even be possible to envisage a future in which difference is no longer ‘other’ to a mainstream, but
      inherent to the very fabric of an evolving metropolitan culture. Just fifteen to twenty years ago, Sydney’s
      Chinatown could be characterized as ‘the sort of place a cosmopolite might go as they live out a life which is
      open to otherness’ (Jacobs 2001, 25). In the same vein, Chinatown is ‘interesting – from without’, to use the
      words from that time of a Sydney architecture critic (Farrelly 1997).
    


    
      Today, Sydney’s Chinatown substantially exceeds its stereotype as an enclave of
      otherness within a multicultural landscape. It may still carry the mark of that figuration for some, but for many
      young people, it is a place neither of anomaly nor of curiosity; more likely, according to our Asian-student
      survey reported in chapter 8, ‘It’s a bit dirty’! For many, Chinatown is just ‘a natural backdrop, nothing
      special, just there’, as Lee put it in an interview (12 February 2014); while for Aaron Seeto, former director of
      Gallery 4A, a non-profit contemporary Asian art gallery in Hay Street, Chinatown is no ‘exotic space’, but
      embodies ‘some kind of contemporary and future city’ (cited in Shaw 2009, 4). It is no longer marked as the
      marginal ‘outside’ of the modern CBD. Symptomatic of this conceptual shift is the agency (sketched here in
      various chapters) of multi-generational Australians of diverse Asian backgrounds shaping not just the form and
      fabric of contemporary Chinatown, but, no less, its public conception. The terms of engagement over ‘the power of
      definition’ (Anderson 1991, 24) are shifting in a place that might be considered – beyond its enclavic scripting
      and more generatively – as a key infrastructure
      of Sydney’s global city-building agenda. It is one of the city’s strategic platforms for producing increasingly significant relations of exchange across
      trans-Pacific cities (see Eom 2017 for a historical account of the mobile urban forms and ideas reconfiguring
      select Asian Chinatowns and relations among cities). As for non-Asian residents and workers of the southern CBD,
      there is an anecdotal sense, in our research, in which processes of trans-Asian connection do not necessarily
      imply an ominous scenario of white decline and loss. For them, too, the southern CBD is a flourishing contact
      zone whose flows, paraphrasing Massey (2005, 111), are always coming from, and are on their way to, many distant
      ‘elsewheres’.
    


    
      Behind this projection from Sydney’s Chinatown is no fantasy of cosmopolitan hope and
      smooth transformation, according to which migrants on the margins become citizens at the core. But in the
      politics of urban cultural exchange a reordering is under way: one that demands a multiplication of the referential points of Chinatown’s narration
      beyond the singular (Western) one that informed the writing of the likes of Vancouver’s Chinatown a quarter of a century ago. In Sydney’s
      Chinatown today, we argue, we can see the figuration of a trans-Asian urbanism in a city at the edge of Asia, as it becomes increasingly
      entwined within the shifting forces of power and influence associated with Asia’s ascendancy and, in particular,
      China’s rise.
    


    THE QUESTION OF NAMING AND THE BOOK’S MATERIAL


    
      As will become clear throughout the book, ‘Chinatown’ is not an innocent label with
      which to name and demarcate a place. In the Sydney context, as we will discuss in chapter 2, the area currently
      known as ‘Chinatown’ was not officially named thus until the 1980s. At the same time, the boundaries of Chinatown
      – where it begins and where it ends – have always been rather ambiguous in the context of a dynamic, rapidly
      changing urban environment. When we refer to ‘Chinatown’ or ‘Sydney’s Chinatown’ throughout this book, we will
      maintain this ambiguity and presume it to be both a real place (an area within the city) and an imagined one,
      known in the public mind as a place of ‘difference’. At the same time, there is a need here to distinguish
      between what we will call ‘core Chinatown’ and a more extended area in Sydney’s southern CBD, which we refer to
      throughout the book as ‘Chinatown Haymarket’ (see figure 1.2). The latter also figures in various official
      denominations of the area in question (such as in census data and other local government reports), referred to
      variously as ‘Chinatown and the Southern CBD’, ‘Chinatown Village’ or ‘Haymarket Village Centre’. The
      inconsistency in naming is itself an indication of the ambiguity of boundaries – an ambiguity we take to be
      suggestive of the extensions and adaptations of trans-Asian urbanism currently in evidence in Sydney. In the same
      vein, we use terms such as ‘area’, ‘locality’, ‘neighbourhood’, ‘district’ and ‘precinct’ interchangeably to
      refer to the place under discussion.
    


    
      As, we hope, will become clear in the book, the term ‘trans-Asian’ refers to the way in
      which, in Chinatown Haymarket, a form of urbanism has developed where, as a consequence of the waves of Asian
      migrations and the dynamics of transnational cultural flows and connections, a multiplicity of Asian cultures
      comes together. This multiplicity generates – in the context of a city whose modern history was shaped
      predominantly by its origins as a European colonial settlement – new forms of urban life that transcend any
      particular Asian, Chinese or Western culture, through diverse cross-cultural reciprocal learning, inter-Asian
      combinatory inventions and trans-Asian cultural innovation.
    


    
      This book draws on research undertaken between 2012 and 2015 as part of an Australian
      Research Council Linkage grant in collaboration with the City of Sydney (ARCLP 120200311). The project aimed, as
      stated earlier, to document Sydney Chinatown’s shifting place identity in the
      context of rapid globalization and growing Chinese and Asian influence. Its multidimensional data set included
      analysis of the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) Census of Population and Housing and other statistical
      data; a survey questionnaire completed by 362 international and local students of Asian background; two student
      focus groups comprising international and local students of Asian background; semi-structured interviews with 80
      key informants; participant observation at different Chinatown events, functions and venues; field trips with
      Chinatown and City of Sydney guides; and media analysis including content from mainstream newspapers, Chinese
      newspapers and Chinese social media such as Weibo. The book also draws on material from Andrea Del Bono’s (2016)
      PhD thesis, ‘Chinese and Italian Place Brands in Contemporary Sydney: Assembling Ethnicity and/in the
      City’.
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      Figure 1.2 Map of Chinatown Haymarket
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      Figure 1.3 Location of Chinatown in metropolitan
      Sydney
    

  


  
    
      Chapter 2
    


    Chinatown in Australia’s Asian Century: From Enclave to Global
    Hub


    
      Areas known as ‘Chinatown’ exist in many major cities around the world. According to
      Wikipedia (2018a), the label ‘Chinatown’ appears to have first been used in connection with the Chinese quarter
      of Singapore in the nineteenth-century, which the British colonial government called ‘China Town’, a
      word-for-word translation into English of the Malay name for that quarter, ‘kota China’ (Wikipedia 2018a). In the
      Western world, one of the first mentions of ‘Chinatown’ emerged in the mid-nineteenth century in relation to San
      Francisco’s Chinese district, and the term spread quickly throughout North America. It is unclear when the term
      was adopted in Australia – the Wikipedia entry mentions an 1861 New South Wales newspaper article that denoted
      local Chinese communities as ‘Chinatown’, although historian Shirley Fitzgerald (2008a) surmises that the term
      was not widely used in the early days of Chinese presence on this southern continent – but throughout the
      twentieth century, urban concentrations of Chinese migrants in Australia were increasingly referred to, as
      elsewhere in the world, as ‘Chinatown’.
    


    
      ‘Chinatown’ is thus a global phenomenon, and it is commonly understood as a
      self-contained Chinese district – an ethnic Chinese enclave – in cities outside China. Today, the concept of
      Chinatown is familiar in ordinary language and popular consciousness for its mythical significance, associated as
      it is with instantly recognizable, stereotypical features such as red lanterns, pagodas and cheap Chinese
      restaurants. In this mythology, all Chinatowns are essentially the same: wherever one goes, one might find in
      Chinatown the same kinds of things and people that mark such an area as essentially and eternally ‘Chinese’, a
      timeless, transplanted ‘China’. But this common understanding needs to be unpacked, which this book aims to do
      with regard to that of Sydney, Australia. Of course, Sydney’s Chinatown does share with other Chinatowns some
      common characteristics: its history is strongly connected to the 
      history of Chinese migration, and aspects of its contemporary iconography – including
      its fair share of red lanterns, pagodas, stone lions and, last but not least, Chinatown arches – speak not so
      much to an authentic Chineseness, but to a kind of universally known ‘Chinatownness’ (Mayer 2011, 15). Behind or
      beyond this clichéd surface appearance, however, more complex, locally embedded and nationally inflected
      histories and circumstances need to be taken into account to make sense of this particular Chinatown. Moreover,
      as this book will argue, Sydney’s Chinatown today cannot be properly understood without considering its
      transnational dimension as a place where Australia’s interconnectedness with the Asia-Pacific region is most
      intensively materialized. This is particularly significant at a time when Asia – and especially, China – has
      become the most economically dynamic region in our globalized world. In this regard, Sydney’s Chinatown today may
      be considered as a prefiguration of a changing world order, one where ‘the West’ is no longer absolutely
      hegemonic and the balance of global power is tilting slowly towards Asia, particularly China.
    


    
      Australia is a particularly interesting vantage point for examining this global shift,
      because it is the Western nation that has been, over the course of the past half-century, most deeply affected by
      the so-called rise of Asia and China. International trade figures bear this out. In 2016, China was by far
      Australia’s largest trading partner, making up almost a quarter (23.1 per cent) of Australia’s total imports and
      exports, at a value of $155 billion1,
      and growing (DFAT 2017). This is more than double that of Australia’s trade with the US
      (9.6 per cent), Australia’s second-largest trading partner. Moreover, almost all of Australia’s top 15 two-way
      trading partners are in Asia (e.g., China, Japan, South Korea, Singapore, Thailand, India, Malaysia, Hong Kong,
      Indonesia, Taiwan and Vietnam), while only three (the US, UK and Germany) are elsewhere in the world. In this
      regard, it is illuminating to compare the Australian situation with that of Canada – the country most often seen
      as comparable to Australia. China and other Asian countries have rapidly become very important trading partners
      for Canada too. But the US is by far Canada’s largest trading partner, while European Union (EU) countries are
      also more important for Canada than for Australia. Mexico is also significant for Canada, due to the NAFTA free
      trade agreement, as is, to a lesser extent, Brazil, reflecting Canada’s regional location in the Americas
      (Statistics Canada 2018). For the US and the EU, meanwhile, despite China’s importance growing steadily over time
      for these two largest world economies, transatlantic trade with each other remains the most important (Eurostat
      2018). In short, it is fair to say that of all Western countries, Australia today is most closely economically
      interconnected with Asia.
    


    
      The increasing concentration of Australia’s international economic exchanges on the
      countries of Asia has been gathering pace since at least the 
      1980s. This is a reflection not only of Asia’s spectacular economic growth in recent
      decades – the 1997 Asian financial crisis notwithstanding – but also of Australia’s relative geographic proximity
      to Asia. While historically, modern Australia has – as a product of European settler colonialism and a part of
      the Western world – always oriented itself to Europe (especially the UK) and the US (so much so that, in the
      solicitous words of the famous historian Geoffrey Blainey [1966], Australia, as a far-flung outpost of the West,
      suffered from a ‘tyranny of distance’), today Australia’s reality is to a much greater extent determined by its
      actual entanglement with Asia and China: economically, but also, as we shall see, demographically, by virtue of
      its location within the Asia-Pacific region. This development, which has unfolded over the course of the
      twentieth century, has had significant implications for Chinatown, whose traditional status was, after all, that
      of the insulated home of an unwanted minority population. A brief overview of the evolution of Sydney’s Chinatown
      throughout this period provides some pointers to the changes and transformations that have taken place.
    


    EARLY CHINATOWN


    
      The global history of ‘Chinatown’ should be understood within the conjuncture of local
      and transnational forces that took shape in the mid- to late nineteenth-century. This was a period characterized
      by global mass migrations, propelled by the rise of rapid, inexpensive transportation, the growth of global
      markets and industrialization and the colonization of frontiers of the so-called new worlds, deeply linked to the
      expansion of a Europe-centred global economy (McKeown 2011). Millions of Chinese, the vast majority of whom came
      from the southern provinces of Guangdong and Fujian, migrated out of China, mostly to Southeast Asian colonial
      hubs such as Singapore, Penang and the Dutch East Indies, but also much further afield around the world, to
      pursue economic opportunities and better livelihoods. Only a small fraction of these Chinese migrants ventured to
      Australia, beginning in the 1850s, attracted by the goldfields of Victoria (many more went for similar reasons to
      California). However, from very early on, white settlers in these frontier colonies worked to marginalize, if not
      exclude, the Chinese. In fact, California and Australia were the first to enact discriminatory anti-Chinese laws,
      based on the notion that the Chinese posed a threat to white communities through unfair competition, which would
      degrade the conditions of labour. This racist transnational alignment against the Chinese was pursued in the
      conviction that Western civilization was superior, and in the belief that white settler communities had the right
      to build an egalitarian, self-governing society that would determine its own membership. The Chinese had to be
      excluded from such membership  because they were
      seen as unfit to be part of such a society. As Adam McKeown argues: ‘By 1885, Anglophone communities around the
      Pacific were enclosed behind an anti-Chinese barrier’ (2011, 121).
    


    
      In Australia, this eventually led to the introduction of the Immigration Restriction Act
      in 1901, which became known, infamously, as the ‘White Australia policy’. This act was a population policy based
      on racial nationalism, aimed at severely restricting non-European migration to Australia and embodying
      Australia’s desire to maintain itself as a white, British nation (Tavan 2005). However, although this law had the
      desired, strong effect of leading to a decline in Australia’s Chinese population – from 32,717 in 1901 to 14,349
      in 1933 (McKeown 2011, 197) to just 6,594 in 1947 (Fitzgerald 2008b, 57) – it did not completely annihilate
      Chinese communities throughout the country: many Chinese, after all, had already established themselves over
      decades, if not generations, and were adept at circumventing, bending and breaking regulations in order to
      survive and, for some, thrive. This was especially the case in Sydney, where over half of Australia’s Chinese
      population was living by 1947 (Fitzgerald 2008b, 58).
    


    
      In 1900, Sydney’s Chinese population numbered around 3,500, and it remained at that
      level until after World War II. But, as Fitzgerald (2008b) points out, apparent stability of this population
      obscures the fact that the numbers were maintained only through a drift into the city of Chinese from rural New
      South Wales, which saw a collapse in its Chinese population due to dwindling opportunities. Meanwhile, this urban
      Chinese community was ageing. In the 1930s and 1940s, ‘it was a community in decline and increasingly
      marginalised in Sydney affairs’ (Fitzgerald 2008b, 11). Throughout this period, virulent anti-Chinese sentiment
      governed both Australian community attitudes and the laws and actions of the authorities, which subjected the
      Chinese to constant surveillance and produced endless reports on their presumably unacceptable lifestyles, making
      life for Chinese difficult.
    


    
      This hostile environment would have been one of the reasons for the Chinese to seek
      comfort in each other’s company and to congregate in just a few areas of the city. Wexford Street was one such
      area; by 1900 it was almost entirely occupied by Chinese households. To them, the area had become ‘home’; but to
      the wider community, this area was a slum, and the name ‘Wexford Street’ became synonymous with vice and opium
      smoking. The area became a casualty of Sydney city council’s slum clearance and street widening policy in the
      first decade of the twentieth century, when hundreds of houses on Wexford Street were demolished to make way for
      the new, wide Wentworth Avenue – still a major thoroughfare from Central Railway Station to the eastern suburbs
      (Fitzgerald 2008b). Fitzgerald mentions official city council records of the day, which express a certain
      satisfaction with this efficient resolution of the ‘Chinese’ problem (2008b, 157). Other streets in the
       area that had many Chinese tenants were also
      bulldozed. In response, many Chinese moved a little west, into the area around Dixon Street in Haymarket, where
      the city’s fruit and vegetable markets were located. This was one of the poorest areas of the city, where small
      businesses and restaurants could be set up with low rents. Gradually, however, some Chinese started to buy into
      the area. Several buildings in Dixon Street were purchased by clan associations and retailing firms, boarding
      houses were set up by merchants for market gardeners and family-less old Chinese men and other commercial and
      community activities concentrated in the area, turning Dixon Street into the centre of what is now known as
      Sydney’s Chinatown.
    


    
      For many decades, this area, too, was reviled as a ghettoized enclave within the city,
      which remained out of bounds for mainstream society; raids were routinely performed on Dixon Street, continuing
      the association of the Chinese with immoral behaviour and criminality. For many Chinese, however, the area
      functioned as a refuge from the hostile social environment they were forced to live in, a home away from home
      where they could have a sense of community and belonging (Ang 2016). As one long-time Chinatown community leader,
      who grew up in Sydney in the 1940s and 1950s, told us, the Dixon Street area was ‘a natural place to come to’ for
      people like him. As he described Chinatown:
    


    
      Yeah, it wasn’t for the Australian or local people, it was for Chinese at that time.
      When I was a child, when I was 14, I was here and it was all market gardeners and really busy and little old
      butcher shops along there and the clan shops, all old style, and gambling dens on the corners, they were still
      operating, and the opium den was still operating for a couple of years I was in Sydney. It wasn’t a place where
      you’d see many Australian people. (Interview 30 January 2013)
    


    
      This period was a difficult time to be Chinese in Australia. While immigration
      restrictions were relaxed from the 1950s onwards, resulting in more new Chinese migrants entering Australia, the
      white Australia ideology still endorsed ‘assimilation’ – i.e., encouraging the disappearance of any traces of
      ‘Chineseness’ – as the preferred trajectory for Chinese integration into Australian society. By the early 1960s,
      according to one study, less than 15 per cent of Chinese residents lived in the Dixon Street/Haymarket area,
      compared with over 50 per cent at the turn of the century (Fitzgerald 2008b, 185). Many Chinese families,
      especially the more wealthy ones, migrated to the suburbs. Of these, more than three quarters were thought to
      have no contact with Chinatown at all. Haymarket was quite moribund, dominated by old men, so much so that a city
      council representative commented in 1972 that ‘one must admit to a sense of shame when one shows a San Franciscan
      our version of a Chinatown’ (cited in Anderson 1990, 149). The enclave, it would seem, was in terminal
      decline.
    


    
      Assimilation, however, was by no means a completed
      process. In fact, there was a multiplication of Chinese organizations from the 1960s onwards – churches, schools,
      clubs, commercial associations – in part as a consequence of the arrival of newer Chinese, especially students,
      who came from a range of countries in Southeast Asia. At the same time, older Chinese organizations – such as the
      Chinese Youth League – enjoyed a rejuvenation, especially after the Australian government, under reformist Prime
      Minister Gough Whitlam, recognized the People’s Republic of China (PRC) in 1972. Diasporic links with China had
      been for the most part severed when the communists took over China in 1949. Most Chinese in Sydney were not
      communist supporters, and after 1949 their frequent close contact with the ancestral homeland – by correspondence
      or by regular trips back and forth – ceased. This situation began to turn around from 1972 onwards. The Whitlam
      government also finally abolished the last remnants of the White Australia policy. These developments had major
      implications for Sydney’s Chinatown (Fitzgerald 2008b).
    


    MULTICULTURALISM AND CHINATOWN


    
      Just as the philosophies behind the White Australia policy were not a uniquely
      Australian invention, its gradual demise was also part of a more global turn of events, which saw Western
      societies, especially anglophone, settler colonial societies around the Pacific, gradually overturn long-standing
      racial exclusion laws that, for decades, had aimed to keep out Chinese, Asians and other non-white immigrants.
      Both domestic and international pressures, not least from the newly decolonized nations of Asia and Africa, led
      the US to overhaul its discriminatory immigration policy by introducing a new Immigration and Nationality Act in
      1965, which shifted US policy away from selecting immigrants by national origin (Zolberg 2006; FitzGerald and
      Cook-Martin 2014). There was a global mood shift against blatant, institutionalized racism and assumptions of
      white superiority, the legitimacy of which was increasingly difficult to defend: leading other countries to
      follow the US’s suit in abolishing its race-based policies. Canada did this in 1967, and in Australia the gradual
      process of removing race as a discriminatory factor in immigration policy was finalized in 1973 by the Whitlam
      government, which ratified all international agreements relating to immigration and race, such as the United
      Nations International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination (1965).
    


    
      This watershed transnational development, which enshrined the principle that
      nation-states could no longer exclude would-be migrants on the basis of their race, has had far-reaching,
      world-making consequences, the ramifications of which continue to be felt to this day. In particular, it has led
      to the exceedingly diverse multiracial and
      multicultural societies of countries such as the US, Canada and Australia today. In Australia, these new,
      non-discriminatory immigration policies led to a steep rise in Asian migration from the 1970s onwards. The
      aftermath of the Vietnam War, which ended in 1975, led to a huge exodus of Indo-Chinese refugees, 80,000 of whom
      were allowed to resettle in Australia in the decade following. And after the Tiananmen Square events of 1989, the
      Australian government decided to allow thousands of mainland Chinese students who were in Australia to remain,
      leading huge numbers of them to take up permanent residency and citizenship. Meanwhile, migrants have also
      arrived in large numbers from Southeast Asia, often on skilled or business migration visas, many of whom are of
      Chinese ancestry, descendants from an earlier phase of Chinese emigration. This enormous growth and
      diversification of Asian and Chinese migration in the late twentieth century has very important implications for
      Sydney’s Chinatown, as subsequent chapters of this book will elaborate.
    


    
      Meanwhile, it is important here to note an adjunct policy development that was closely
      related to the changing immigration landscape: multiculturalism. This, too, is not a national, but a
      transnational, phenomenon. For example, as a policy framework for the national management of diverse populations,
      it has been actively deployed since the 1960s in post-colonial nation-states such as Singapore and Malaysia,
      which were presented with the challenge of turning the legacy of colonial pluralism into a working national unity
      (Goh 2008). In developed Western societies it was Canada that first introduced multicultural policy in 1971,
      stipulating the official recognition of the diversity of ethnicities, languages, customs and religions brought
      into the country by successive waves of migrants. Canada, from this perspective, can be viewed as a ‘mosaic of
      cultures’, which multiculturalist philosophy expressly values as an enriching contribution to a nation’s social
      and cultural life. Multiculturalism thus implies a very different approach to migrant integration: it no longer
      advocates assimilation, but, on the contrary, encourages migrants to maintain their cultural heritage and express
      their cultural identities. Similar to Canada, Australia has also strictly adhered to an official multiculturalism
      policy since the 1970s. Indeed, some disagreements or dissensus on the details of the policy implications
      notwithstanding, there has been consistent overarching support for multiculturalism across the political
      spectrum, seen as the best way to integrate increasingly diverse migrant populations and safeguard national
      harmony. It is now common parlance to refer to Australia as a ‘multicultural nation’: it has become part of the
      nation’s doxa (Tavan 2012).
    


    
      For the Chinese in Australia, these developments brought about a paradigm shift in their
      social status. No longer were they officially seen as an unwanted, alien ‘other’, forced to lead a marginalized
      existence; instead, they were now accepted as an important component of Australia’s multicultural mosaic. Chinese organizations and language schools now
      received funding from the government. The new multicultural broadcasting network, the Special Broadcasting
      Service, established in 1975, delivered radio programs in Chinese from the beginning to cater for the Chinese
      population, and has continued to expand its broadcasts in both Cantonese and Mandarin to this day. Importantly,
      these changes have also affected the fate and fortune of Chinatown.
    


    
      The logic of multiculturalism altered the positioning of ethnic subjects within the
      nation-state: they were no longer asked to assimilate and hide their cultural difference away, but rather to
      reveal it and put it on view. For example, the National Agenda for a Multicultural Australia encouraged ethnic
      minorities to ‘share their distinctive heritage with their fellow Australians’ (Office of Multicultural Affairs
      1989, 47), and government policies were expected to facilitate this process. This spirit of multicultural
      thinking extended across a broad range of policy areas, including urban planning. It was in this context that old
      Chinese districts such as that of Haymarket, once deemed to be abject ghettoes, were targeted by local and state
      governments for major revitalization schemes, not by erasing their cultural otherness, but by enhancing their ‘Chinese atmosphere’ (Anderson 1990; Mak 2003).
      Eager to demonstrate its commitment to multiculturalism, the City of Sydney approved a plan to ‘beautify’ Dixon
      Street in 1972, which included the installation of ‘Chinese-style decorative lanterns’ on Dixon Street
      properties, a ‘steel-structured portico of Chinese design’ and the supply of litter bins with ‘Chinese motifs’
      (Anderson 1990, 149). A few years later, a proposal to convert Dixon Street to a pedestrian mall was put forward,
      and the idea was realized in 1979, when the street was closed to traffic. The design was expressly developed to
      reinforce the ‘distinctive Chinese character’ of the area (Anderson 1990, 150), and two large, Chinese-style
      ceremonial arches were erected at both ends of the pedestrianized section of the street, between Hay Street and
      Goulburn Street. This, indeed, was the moment when the Dixon Street area was formally given the public name
      ‘Chinatown’. It was officially opened by the lord mayor of Sydney on 15 August 1980 (Anderson 1990).
    


    
      This purposeful designation of Sydney’s Chinatown was inspired in part by the example of
      North American Chinatowns, once again demonstrating the transnational mobility of policy ideas, in this case
      ideas for urban design and planning (McCann 2011). For example, the ceremonial arches in San Francisco’s
      Chinatown, arguably the oldest and largest Chinatown in the Western world, were erected in 1970, and since then
      many cities around the world have sought to emulate the construction of such archways to demarcate their
      Chinatowns as essentially ‘Chinese’ spaces (Allen-Kim 2013). As a result, Chinatowns are now globally
      recognizable as generic precincts with highly distinguishable architectural, design and cultural characteristics. Some critics have argued that
      this represents an essentialist confinement of Chineseness: an orientalist move that turned Chinatown into ‘a
      sterile, pre-digested version of culture which omitted diversity and complexity’ (Mak 2003, 96). In this regard,
      as Kay Anderson (1990, 151) contends, ‘the history of Chinatown’s upgrading in Sydney suggests that European
      representations of the East were the ones that shaped government and apparently, media, decision-making toward
      the area’.
    


    
      Certainly, the fashioning of Chinatowns around the world is strongly shaped by an
      orientalist imagination, articulated in highly stereotypical, quaint and reified representations of Chineseness
      and Chinese culture. But it should be noted that this orientalization of Chinatown has often been made to happen
      with the active consent and participation of Chinese themselves. In Sydney, a Dixon Street Chinese Committee was
      established in the early 1970s to work together with the City of Sydney on the upgrade of the area. As one
      prominent Chinatown businessman recounts:
    


    
      I know when my grandfather was involved in the Dixon Street Committee in the late ’70s,
      they identified a need for Chinatown to become a little bit more Chinese. And so, they went as far as putting in
      the Chinese-style architecture to accentuate that Chineseness, and therefore to make it appeal more to tourists
      who wanted something a bit different. So they went quite far to make it something like Disneyland, but a Chinese
      version. To make it more Chinese than what you’d see in China. (Interview 31 July 2013; See figure 2.1)
    


    
      This committee, consisting of Chinese merchants and business owners with stakes in the
      area, including architect Henry Tsang and restaurateur and race-horse owner Stanley Wong, was enthusiastic about
      the Chinatown makeover and was in full agreement with the decision to make the appearance of the new Chinatown
      ‘conform to accepted notions of what a Chinatown should be’ (Mak 2003, 98). The Chinese community donated money
      to the project, raising enough funds to pay for the ceremonial arches and the importation of two large stone
      lions – placed next to the southern arch – from China. And when the city council requested public comment on the
      plans, the response was overwhelmingly positive (Fitzgerald 2008b, 191). In other words, the Chinese here
      displayed a deliberate form of self-orientalism, in complicity with the city council. (On ‘self-orientalism’ in
      other Chinatowns, see, e.g., Mak 2003; Ip 2005; Santos and Yan 2008; Umbach and Wishnoff 2008.) What they shared
      was a motivation to lift the economic viability of the area; this could be done by attracting a more diverse
      patronage. In other words, Sydney’s Chinatown plan was concocted to attract local and international tourists, and
      as such it was agreed that it should be easily identifiable to visitors as a
      ‘Chinatown’. As one Chinatown businessman remarked in 1986: ‘Chinatown has grown up and the unsavoury ghetto days
      are over. The politicians respect us now because they see Chinatown as a valuable attraction’ (cited in Anderson
      1990, 141).
    


    [image: Image]


    
      Figure 2.1 Orientalized decoration of Chinatown in the 1980s (photo courtesy of Mr. King Fong)
    


    
      Here we can see the contradictory impact of multiculturalism on Chinatown. On the one
      hand, it promoted a politics of recognition that helped establish a more congenial national environment for the
      Chinese community, but on the other hand, it also reinforced a tendency to objectify Chinese identity, in a bid
      to present it to the ‘community at large’ in an easily digestible form. Thus, ‘[ethnic] community life became
      entangled with ethnic commodification’ (Ang 2016, 261), a precinct that was once considered a blight to the city
      was now embraced as a valuable asset, but in the process it became reified as a highly circumscribed, allegoric
      piece of exotica. The dialectic of orientalism and self-orientalism is a persistent thread in the conception of
      Chinatown to this day, as further chapters in
      this book will show; and it has ensured that Chinatown’s identity – as an urban brand – has always transcended
      the actual goings-on in this urban setting, being framed as it is by a performative mix of mythology and
      reality.
    


    
      The economic pay-off of the creation of the new, branded Chinatown was substantial: it
      was commercially successful, and by 1997 it was the ninth– most visited tourist attraction in Australia (Mak
      2003). But it is important to stress, with Fitzgerald, ‘that there was something more than commercial opportunism
      motivating the rise of Chinatown’. She observes that ‘the importance of the psychological role of “place” could
      not be ignored’ (2008b, 193). Indeed, although the tourist element of Chinatown came to dominate the area’s
      functioning, traditional services for Chinese community members continued: several Chinese clan associations have
      maintained their premises on Dixon Street, and the area has continued to be a centre for a significant range of
      Chinese cultural services and facilities. Fitzgerald (2008b) describes how, in the 1980s, it was not uncommon for
      suburban Chinese businesses to close on Monday to allow their workers to access the professional and commercial
      services of Chinatown. And although such services were increasingly available in the suburbs as Sydney’s Chinese
      population grew and dispersed across the city, Chinatown continued to have a symbolic role for many Chinese,
      reflecting the long and sometimes-painful history of their presence in the city since the late nineteenth
      century.
    


    
      In 1997, David Yencken, a consultant for the City of Sydney, recommended that ‘the
      tourist role of Chinatown should not overwhelm other roles’, but that ‘the precinct should be developed as an
      integrated community’; it should be presented as a ‘modern Chinatown which combines a great variety of shopping
      and eating experiences, a full range of professional services and a range of Chinese cultural elements and
      facilities’, catering to a diverse audience of Chinese residents of Sydney, Chinese-speaking and other Asian
      visitors to Sydney and general (i.e., non-Chinese) visitors (1997, 34–35). This attempt to juggle multiple
      functions for Chinatown, combining roles as a community centre, a multicultural icon and a commercial hub, has
      continued to this day, and has continued to be an important determinant of subsequent efforts by the City of
      Sydney to ‘modernize’ Chinatown, as we will see in subsequent chapters. Apart from these precinct-focused policy
      efforts, however, we need to consider broader developments that have impacted on the recent evolution of
      Chinatown. Importantly, these include the rapid expansion of Sydney’s CBD as the centre of this sprawling global
      city, moving slowly closer to Chinatown and the Haymarket area, located, as it is, at the southern edge of the
      CBD. We will focus on the ramifications of this complex urban geography in the next chapter. At the same time,
      the boundaries of Chinatown itself have expanded, not least because of a rapid increase in population.
    


    
      Yencken (1997) commented in his report that Sydney’s
      Chinatown was very small compared with those in North America, and that it had a very small resident Chinese
      community. He recommended a deliberate policy to increase the number of Chinese-speaking residents in the area,
      as had been put in place in and around the Chinatowns in Vancouver and San Francisco, based on the recognition
      that a strong local residential Chinese community would reinforce Chinatown’s symbolic role as a ‘Chinese’
      centre. Interestingly, though, such growth in the Chinese population had already started to materialize from the
      early 1980s, when the government introduced a business migration scheme. Moreover, the Chinese-British agreement
      in 1984 to hand Hong Kong over to China in 1997 precipitated an influx of Hong Kong migrants. Australia’s large
      intake of new migrants also attracted huge numbers of other migrants from across Asia, many of whom were wealthy
      and highly educated. These new migrants either settled in the Chinatown area, taking advantage of the new
      apartment blocks that were beginning to spring up in the precinct, or established businesses and professional
      services that catered to this new, more upwardly mobile cohort. Moreover, the area also became a preferred
      destination for international students from Asia, who were flocking to Australian universities to pursue their
      education in increasingly large numbers. All these developments have resulted in enormous demographic change in
      Chinatown Haymarket, the details of which we will describe in chapter 4. At this point, suffice it to say that
      the influx of new Chinese and other Asian migrants in the area, especially since the beginning of the
      twenty-first century, has provided Chinatown with a new lease of life, which, in significant ways, has
      transcended the restricted policy visions of the City of Sydney in the 1980s and 1990s, for whom ‘Chinatown’ was
      to be a thriving but delimited ‘ethnic precinct’ to showcase Sydney’s cultural diversity and Australia’s
      multiculturalism. Instead, the enormous rise in Chinese and other Asian migration has led to a more general
      ‘Asianization’ of Australia, especially in the large cities. This process is more perceptible in Sydney’s
      Chinatown than elsewhere, a process inextricably linked to Australia’s increasing entanglement with the rise of
      Asia, and China in particular.
    


    CHINATOWN AND THE ‘ASIAN CENTURY’


    
      The so-called rise of China – and of Asia more generally – has brought about profound
      geopolitical and socio-economic shifts which have reverberated across the globe, leading some commentators to
      declare that the current age can be described as the ‘Asian Century’ (So and Chu 2015; Rachman 2017). The Asian
      Development Bank (2011) forecast that Asia as a whole will generate more than half of global gross domestic
      product (GDP) by  2050, which would return the
      region to the global economic dominance it held some 300 years ago, before the Industrial Revolution, overturning
      the hegemonic position occupied by the West for more than two centuries. In particular, China’s meteoric economic
      growth, which began with its shift from a centrally planned to a market-based economy in 1978, has raised it to
      global superpower status, playing an increasingly influential role in global affairs, especially under the
      leadership of current president Xi Jinping. China is currently the world’s second-largest economy and is
      anticipated to overtake the USA in this regard before 2030 (Hawksworth, Clarry and Audino 2017).
    


    
      These economic and geopolitical developments have gathered pace over the past few
      decades and have had an especially strong impact on Australia. Australian policymakers have been concerned with
      the country’s need to engage more strongly with this rising Asia for some time, convinced by the assumption that
      Australia’s prosperity and security is dependent on the pursuit of profitable engagement with its regional
      neighbours. If this engagement were lacking, so Australians were warned, the country would be left behind in the
      global economy and risk becoming a parochial backwater. Numerous government reports, such as Australia and the Northeast Asian Ascendancy (Garnaut 1989) and the
      more recent Australia in the Asian Century White Paper (Henry et al. 2012), can be read as repeated wake-up calls in this regard. In the latter, we are
      told that ‘the pace and scale of Asia’s rise have been nothing short of staggering’, and that Australia must take
      full advantage of it: ‘The Asian century is Australia’s opportunity. As the global centre of gravity shifts to
      our region, the tyranny of distance is being replaced by the prospects of proximity. Australia is located in the
      right place at the right time – in the Asian region in the Asian century’ (Henry et al. 2012, 1).
    


    
      What this enthusiastic embrace of a newly prosperous Asia exemplifies, however, are two
      limitations in how Australia’s rapprochement to Asia is imagined. First, it is motivated overwhelmingly by a
      neo-liberal outlook, dominated by economic expediency and a pragmatism that constructs Asia purely as a site for
      financial gain and profit. This is a narrowly transactional, instrumentalist perspective that lacks, or
      disregards, any deeper social or cultural engagement. To be sure, there have been government policies over time
      that have focused on the need for Australian society to become more ‘Asia-literate’ or ‘Asia-capable’, for
      example, through the promotion of the study of Asian languages in schools. However, learning foreign languages
      has had a very checkered history in Australia, a country where English monolingualism is a notoriously tenacious
      disposition, with persistently low numbers of students willing to learn Chinese, Japanese, Indonesian or Korean
      (Ang, Tambiah and Mar 2015). Overall, it is fair to say that, on the whole, the dominant culture in Australia has
      not yet come to terms with the shift towards Asia that the country’s economy has already decisively made.
       Despite insistent attempts, for example, by former
      prime minister Paul Keating in the early 1990s, to push the notion that Australia is ‘part of Asia’, the
      prevailing perception remains that Australia is a white, Western nation – despite its relatively recent
      conversion to multiculturalism – characterized by a sense of ‘distant proximity’ from Asia: a sense of
      psychological remoteness despite spatial or geographical closeness (Ang 2010).
    


    
      This relates to the second limitation in Australia’s imagining of its relationship with
      Asia. In dominant discourses of Australia’s place in the world, Asia is irrevocably positioned as a space ‘out
      there’, wholly separate from ‘us here’. This understanding is facilitated by Australia’s territoriality as an
      island continent, surrounded by expanses of ocean that form a natural border, literally detaching it from other
      lands. Indeed, the fear of Asia, which was such a motivating factor in the old White Australia policy and a
      foundational element in the establishment of Australia as a nation, was strongly bolstered by an insular
      imagination that wished to protect this great southern land (as Australia is popularly referred to, for example
      in tourism marketing) from invasion of the yellow hordes to its north (Walker 1999; Perera 2009). Although this
      outright racist stance is officially disavowed in today’s Australia, the legacy of this imagined geography still
      lingers, subliminally associating Australianness – the land and its people – with whiteness.
    


    
      What tends to be overlooked in such imaginations, of course, is that Australia, in
      today’s globalized world, is no longer exclusively white. As is the case with other anglophone settler-colonial
      states such as the US, Canada and New Zealand, Australia has depended heavily on immigration to build up its
      population base. In the immediate post–World War II period, when Australia’s population stood at only seven
      million, a massive immigration programme was introduced, dramatically explained by the then immigration minister,
      Arthur Calwell, that Australia had to ‘populate or perish’ (Calwell 1949). The White Australia policy stipulated
      that immigrants were recruited primarily from the UK, Ireland and other European countries such as Italy and
      Greece, but as Europe became increasingly prosperous, the pool of white emigrants began to dry up. From the 1960s
      onwards, therefore, immigrants had to be sourced from other parts of the world, which was facilitated by the end
      of the White Australia policy in the 1970s. As we have already alluded to earlier, in the past half-century there
      has been an enormous rise of migration into Australia from Asia, as well as from other parts of the non-Western
      world, including the Middle East, Africa and the Pacific. Consequently, by the second decade of the twenty-first
      century, Australia has become a hyper-diversified, multiracialized nation, with one of the highest migrant
      populations in the world: in 2016, 26 per cent of Australia’s total resident population of 24.5 million were born
      in more than 200 foreign countries, a higher proportion than in Canada (22 per cent) and the US (13 per cent)
      (Chang 2017).
    


    
      Crucially, immigration from Asia has been one of the
      most important drivers of population growth in all anglophone settler societies, a transnational trend that has
      accelerated since the beginning of the twenty-first century. In the US, for example, the Asian population grew 72
      per cent between 2000 and 2015 (from 11.9 million to 20.4 million) (Lopez, Ruiz and Patten 2017); while in
      Canada, Asians are also the fastest-growing ‘visible minority’ (to use the official Canadian term), with
      projections suggesting that more than 55 per cent of Canada’s immigrant population will be Asia-born by 2036
      (Statistics Canada 2017). According to Wikipedia, Asian Canadians made up roughly 17.7 per cent of Canada’s
      population in 2016 (Wikipedia 2018b). New Zealand, meanwhile – a much smaller country, with a population of only
      4.5 million – has seen its Asia-born population almost double in size, from 6.6 per cent in 2001 to 11.8 per cent
      in 2013 (Spoonley 2014). Australia’s situation runs parallel with these trends: it now has one of the highest
      proportions of people of Asian background in the Western world. One nationally representative survey, conducted
      in 2015, estimates that approximately 17 per cent of workers in Australia self-identified as ‘Asian’ (O’Leary
      2015), which does not diverge much from the figure of 12 to 16 per cent calculated in the Wikipedia entry for
      ‘Asian Australians’, based on 2016 census ancestry data.
    


    
      What we see here, then, is a general trend, in ‘anglosphere’ countries, of rising Asian
      populations, in a world of heightened global migrations and mobilities (Czaika and de Haas 2014). This means that
      the so-called rise of Asia does not just pertain to the ascendancy of Asian national societies in the global
      economy – as is generally understood – but must also be associated, importantly, with a significant rise in Asian
      transnational migration, leading to substantial demographic change in all these traditionally white, Western
      societies. What makes the Australian context particularly significant in this regard is the exceptional intensity
      of Asian migration in the evolution of the country’s multi-ethnic make-up. In the US, Asian Americans are only
      one among non-white groupings, with Hispanic Americans and African Americans being the other important groups
      impacting on the country’s socio-demographic landscape, both historically and in terms of numbers. In New
      Zealand, the increased Asian immigrant presence has not yet shaken up the country’s fundamental race-relations
      dynamic, dominated by the political settlement between Pakehas (white European New Zealanders) and the indigenous
      Maori, who comprise the largest non-white group, with 15 per cent of the national population (Research New
      Zealand 2014, 9). New Zealand also has a significant Pacific-Islander population (7.2 per cent) to balance the
      Asian population. For its part, Canada’s multi-ethnicity, which in many respects is most similar to that of
      Australia, remains more strongly defined by its historical and contemporary transatlantic links with various
      parts of continental  Europe, especially France
      (e.g., vis-à-vis Quebec) but also Germany, Poland and Ukraine.
    


    
      In Australia, however, where continental European immigration has also made a lasting
      impact, it would seem that there has been a more clear-cut reversal of Asian vis-à-vis European migrant
      population growth: in 2016 there were, for the first time, more Australians born in China and India combined
      (15.7 per cent) than in England (15 per cent), whence, traditionally, the bulk of migrants have come. At the same
      time, the Europe-born migrant population is ageing, while the Asia-born population is relatively young, with an
      average age of thirty-five (ABS 2017a). Moreover, although the media and public discourse have been preoccupied
      with the potential impact of Arab, Middle Eastern and Muslim migration to Australia, especially since the 11
      September 2001 attacks and the subsequent terror wars, data show that most migration to Australia from Middle
      Eastern countries took place in the 1980s and 1990s; and although the number of Muslims has grown according to
      the 2016 census, Muslim migration has remained comparatively low (Overington 2016). As officials insist, this is
      not because of any explicit anti-Muslim bias – as would-be migrants are not asked to state their faith when
      applying to come to Australia – but most likely because Australian immigration policy, as is the case with that
      of other Western countries, has taken a distinctly neo-liberal turn since the early 2000s, favouring skilled and
      business migrants at the expense of low-skilled migration, and using ostensibly objective points systems to
      select the most economically desirable migrants (Walsh 2011). Significantly, it is this policy setting that has
      contributed to the steep rise in Asian migration since 2000, attracting middle-class professionals and affluent
      entrepreneurs from the newly prosperous region. In short, it is arguably in Australia where the impact of Asian
      migration in the ‘Asian Century’ can be most straightforwardly discerned.
    


    
      The terms ‘Asia’ and ‘Asian’, which we have deployed freely so far, are of course
      problematically homogenizing and need to be disambiguated. Large-scale Asian immigration began in the late 1970s
      with the acceptance of thousands of Vietnamese refugees. In the 1980s and 1990s, most Asian immigrants came from
      Hong Kong, South Korea, Taiwan, Singapore and Malaysia. Since the beginning of the new century, however, China
      and that other giant nation, India, have evidently become the leading source countries for new migrants
      (Courtland Robinson 1999; Amrith 2011). The Chinese state relaxed international emigration of its citizens in the
      early 1980s, following on closely from the opening up of the country’s economy in 1978; and since then the number
      of Chinese emigrants has steadily gathered pace, rising from 4.1 million in 1990 to 9.3 million in 2013, which
      comprised 4 per cent of the world’s migrants in that year. Although China’s emigration rate remains  one of the lowest in the world, absolute numbers are
      inevitably huge due to its vast population of 1.4 billion people (Xiang 2016). As will be discussed in more
      detail in chapter 4, this Chinese emigration has been led, in particular, by the highly educated and the wealthy,
      who are increasingly pursuing educational, work and investment opportunities overseas for themselves and their
      families, facilitated by their rising incomes. These are the people who are now taking advantage of the skilled
      migrant or investor visas offered by Western countries such as the US, Canada and Australia. For example, 90 per
      cent of applicants in Australia’s Significant Investor visa category, which has been in place since 2012, are
      wealthy Chinese (Fang 2017). Moreover, there has also been a sharp rise in numbers of Chinese students, who now
      make up a third of Australia’s international student population – a similar proportion to that of the USA
      (Australian Government 2016). Overall, those born in China now comprise the third-largest category of migrants in
      Australia, behind those born in the UK and New Zealand: about 526,000 people, surging from just 25,883 in 1981 –
      a twenty-fold increase in thirty-five years (ABS 1981, 8; 2017b). While this hardly seems to be a large number
      (the China-born made up only 2.2 per cent of the total Australian population in 2016), it is destined to increase
      in future.
    


    
      National statistics, such as those as we have cited so far, paint a somewhat-misleading
      picture of the transformative impact of Chinese and other Asian migration. It is more illuminating to consider
      urban statistics, as it is in cities where migrants congregate: close to one in five migrants in the world – a
      large proportion of whom are Asian migrants – live in the top twenty largest cities in the world. In many of
      these cities, mostly located in the developed West, migrants make up at least one third of the total urban
      population (IOM 2015). In Canada, they congregate primarily in Toronto and Vancouver, where about 45 per cent of
      the population comprises migrants; and in New Zealand, in Auckland (39 per cent). In Australia, they cluster
      mainly in Sydney (39 per cent) and Melbourne (35 per cent), presumably because most business, employment or
      educational opportunities are found in those cities (IOM 2015). Data from the 2016 census show that while these
      two cities account for almost 40 per cent of the nation’s population, they account for 75 per cent of those born
      in China and 64 per cent of those born in India (Megalogenis 2017). More starkly still, Sydney – as the capital
      of the state of New South Wales (NSW) – now hosts almost 60 per cent of Australia’s more than
      half-a-million-strong China-born population. Sydney’s China-born population represents almost 5 per cent of the
      city’s inhabitants, significantly more than those born in England, at 3.4 per cent, prompting one newspaper,
      the Daily Telegraph, to headline that Sydney is
      now ‘more Asian than European’. Commenting on ‘how much the incredible boom in Asian migration has changed
      the face of Sydney’, the article pronounces that
      ‘Australia’s greatest city is now more Chinese than British’ (Brennan 2017).
    


    
      Such a statement is clearly hyperbolic: after all, the overwhelming majority of the
      city’s population, more than 60 per cent, was born within Australia, and these people are still predominantly
      white and European (although, as numbers of second-, third- and further-generation migrants grow, an increasing
      proportion of Australia-born will be of Asian background as well). Nevertheless, in a city such as Sydney, the
      local inflection of the global rise of China – and Asia more broadly – is tangibly palpable in its very social
      fabric. And as we will see in the next chapters, it is in Sydney’s Chinatown where this demographic
      ‘Asianization’ is not only exponentially represented, but also where its cultural and economic repercussions are
      most dramatically negotiated.
    


    
      Naturally, as Asian and Chinese migration has increased, the role and complexion of
      Chinatown also changes: as Asian and Chinese have spread throughout the city and created new urban concentrations
      in suburban areas, Chinatown is no longer the only place where they can seek refuge and cultural affirmation, as
      they are able to find it in myriad other corners of the city. At the same time, as we will see, the intensity of
      Chinatown’s Chineseness or Asianness is not so much diluted but, on the contrary, extended beyond its notional
      boundaries, as Sydney as a whole becomes more inflected with an Asian presence. In short, Chinatown is
      unbound!
    


    
      In taking these developments into consideration, journalist George Megalogenis (2017)
      proclaims that Australia needs to come to terms with becoming a ‘Eurasian nation’. ‘An Australia with two big
      Eurasian capitals [Sydney and Melbourne] cannot continue to behave as a white outpost of Asia’, he argues. Quite
      so, but let us not forget that Pauline Hanson, the far-right populist politician who was first elected into
      parliament in 1996, famously rose to prominence by expressing the white nationalist fear that Australia was being
      ‘swamped by Asians’ (Grant 1997). More than twenty years later, one could argue that the Asian presence is not
      only quantitatively greater, but also qualitatively more consequential, not least due to a global context where
      Asia – and China in particular – is now far more influential and powerful. Far-reaching consequences can be
      projected from this state of affairs, which point to Australia’s future in this Asian Century. Some sixty years
      ago, in the depth of the white Australia era, one of Australia’s greatest public intellectuals, Donald Horne,
      urged his fellow Australians to accept the reality that ‘we’re all Asians now’. As he writes in his classic
      book The Lucky Country: ‘My own view is that the
      future holds dramatic possibilities for Australia which may necessarily include racial change, that this is
      Australia’s “destiny” ’ (Horne 1964, 132).
    


    
      This future, we argue in this book, is prefigured in
      Sydney’s Chinatown today. By focusing on Chinatown, we can appreciate that Australia is already thoroughly and
      inescapably permeated by Asia: an Australia
      where anachronistic notions of the white nation can no longer hold in the face of an increasingly complex ethnic
      heterogeneity and hybridity, no longer an isolated island continent, but a country whose future is unavoidably
      entangled with the dynamic world region in which it finds itself.
    


    NOTE


    
      1. All currency entries used throughout the book refer to
      Australian dollars.
    

  


  
    
      Chapter 3
    


    Building Chinatown: Commercial Vernaculars, Urban Governance and
    Asian Spatial Templates


    
      As an urban space, any Chinatown is, first and foremost, a built environment and a space
      for property occupation, ownership and investment. We will therefore begin our exploration of Sydney’s Chinatown
      in this chapter by looking at its peculiarities as an urban landscape. Filled by buildings and other
      architectural materialities, this Chinatown is a site whose spatial look and feel is the dynamic and evolving
      result of the confluence of various forces of economic development and entrepreneurship, urban planning and
      governance, and local urban and cultural politics. In this, the role of Asian capitalist agency – of both local
      Chinese entrepreneurs and transnational actors of various Asian provenances – has been formative, as have
      distinct Asian models of architectural design and urban development, in shaping this part of Sydney’s
      downtown.
    


    
      In Sydney, Dixon Street became the centre of Chinese agglomeration in the early
      twentieth century because various Chinese merchants had managed to purchase property in the area; and, to this
      day, several Chinese clan associations still have their headquarters on Dixon Street. In the 1980s, Hong Kong
      migrants began to settle in the area, and many iconic Cantonese restaurants in Chinatown – such as Emperor’s
      Garden, East Ocean, Marigold and Golden Century – date from this era. By the early 2010s, it became noticeable
      that something was changing in Sydney’s Chinatown. Real estate agents were abreast of this: gradually, they
      noted, they had begun fielding calls from prospective offshore Asian buyers, mostly from mainland China, with
      increasing budgets and increasingly diverse requirements. Some of this purchasing would come without even
      visiting the property. More typical, perhaps, would be an organized property-buying visit (as we will describe
      further in chapter 4). This trend, an intensification of the wave of Hong Kong investment that has flowed into a
      number of key cities in the immediate post-Tiananmen period, suggests that the continuing development of Sydney’s Chinatown today might be understood
      largely in terms of forces of capital originating elsewhere.
    


    
      In the Asia-Pacific context, this is not surprising. In his book Millionaire Migrants: Trans-Pacific Life Lines, David Ley notes the
      particular linkages between Hong Kong and Vancouver that developed from the mid-1980s, leading local media to
      coin the neologism ‘Hongcouver’:
    


    
      The motivation for presenting this entity was in part satirical, possibly on occasion
      racist, but like all satire there was a significant insight. . . . Vancouver had changed substantially as a
      place, with its society and landscape internationalized in an Asian idiom. Old Chinatown of course remained
      increasingly as a cultural relic that was of limited relevance to middle-class migrants from East Asia who were
      much more at home in suburban Asian-themed malls. A far more representative landscape of a contemporary Asian
      modernity was emerging adjacent to Chinatown in the high-rise residential towers . . . in the downtown
      mega-projects of Concord Pacific Place and nearby Coal Harbour. (2010, 256)
    


    
      The remaking of Vancouver has been well documented in the scholarly literature, but it
      is only one of a number of cities that were restructured, during the 1990s and 2000s, as multi-speed spatial
      formations – where particular districts or sites within global cities are quite dramatically and suddenly remade
      by transnational circuits of capital seeking either yield or a safe haven, or both.
    


    
      In particular, Asian-originating capital was being sunk in property and land. It would
      be a mistake to see this as being confined to overseas cities – Gavin Shatkin (2017) goes as far as to term this
      the ‘real estate turn’ in Asian urban politics. Moreover, it presents an important research agenda, because
      ‘geographical switching of international investors can produce exaggerated boom–bust cycles in even mature urban
      economies’ (Ley 2010, 258). This has reinvigorated the ethnographic, site-based analysis of urban change, which
      many have revalorized as a way of ‘holding down’ the otherwise-ungraspable intensities of global change. As
      Sassen (2001) has pointed out, it is in cities where global processes materialize in national territories, and
      where these processes can be analysed in detail.
    


    
      It is also important to note that scholarship on Chinatown has shifted since the 1980s
      in rough alignment with wider trends on theorizing cities. The earlier critical cultural geographies of Chinatown
      were clearly marked by framings drawn from positivist urban models of central cities, which had been dragged from
      their apparently anodyne and empiricist mappings to the power-saturated uses of zoning and mapping in the racial
      projects of urban governance. This meant, as Anderson (1991) showed in relation to Vancouver’s early
      twentieth-century Chinatown, that boundaries were more important than just lines on a map: their institutionalization meant that council
      policies, policing strategies, bank lending and many other state and commercial practices were in fact
      spatially differentiated from neighbouring zones in the
      city.
    


    
      In many cities around the world, this had a very real impact on how Chinatowns could be
      sustained economically in central locations. For example, the case of post–War Houston illustrates how rezoning
      and tax incentive policies designed to stimulate depressed US downtowns ultimately displaced ethnic
      entrepreneurs, who became effectively suburbanized:
    


    
      Old Chinatown itself was developed by highly motivated Chinese entrepreneurs who had
      gained a financial stake in developing land in downtown. However, Chinese entrepreneurs were unable to capture
      the public subsidies offered to competing projects encroaching into their district. In this struggle over space
      and place, as subsidies reduced the cost of development for their competitors, the Chinese entrepreneurs were at
      a disadvantage, eventually being pushed out of the downtown and losing their initial investment advantage in this
      lucrative urban location. (Knapp and Vojnovic 2013, 78)
    


    
      It is this delicate dynamic – between fixity and flow, entrenchment and displacement –
      around which scholarship on Chinatown pivots. The hyper-focused geographies that study the ‘claustrophobic space
      of a few blocks’ have, as Ley observes, often had the perhaps-unintended consequence of reinforcing a sense of
      spatial apartness, which has become infused into urban sociological and geographical theory. As Ley contends,
      while ‘some authors have properly challenged the sense of disempowerment and victim status often evident in these
      representations, few have broken loose of the magnetic, rooted and static allure of Chinatown itself’ (2010,
      17).
    


    
      This chapter attempts to balance this tension – between a myopic focus on ‘old
      Chinatown’ (or what we call ‘core Chinatown’ in this book) and the global production of space – in the course of
      examining urban design and development issues that have arisen in and around Sydney’s Chinatown over the past two
      decades. It includes a description of the specific planning and design interventions by the City of Sydney that
      have shaped the area during this period, and also provides an overview of Chinatown’s complex set of commercial
      space uses. In doing so, it focuses on a range of issues that often impinge upon urban design practice, given
      that this neighbourhood is too fine-grained, multiply owned and diverse to be subject to any form of master
      planning, and possesses a clear set of logics and shared practices and experiences that demand the adoption of a
      wider spatial perspective than a more limited architectural approach could provide. A large amount of research
      exists in sociology and related studies regarding how identities have become spatialized in ethnic enclaves, not
      least in relation to Chinatown (e.g., Zhou 1992;
      Tsui 2009; Lin 2010), but less work that focuses on how urban design must confront some of these larger identity
      issues.
    


    
      Divided into four sections, this chapter begins with an outline of the morphology of
      Sydney’s Chinatown, which is attentive to the neighbourhood’s expansion from its original ‘core’ around the Dixon
      Street strip, and its influences on other, less ethnically inscribed parts of the CBD. Second, it describes some
      of the key features of the area’s urban governance. Chinatown has been subject to two formal city council
      interventions – a public domain strategy (including public art) and an urban design strategy – which have
      recently altered the streetscape in notable ways (which we describe more fully in chapters 7 and 9). But the area
      is also a very important commercial hub, where a range of autonomous business activities – from new-format
      youth-oriented restaurants to Hong Kong–style strata-titled mixed-use ‘houses’ – help form a set of urban space
      uses whose loci are semi-public premises. Chinatown is, then, an elusive object of governance, beyond the direct
      reach of local government.
    


    
      Third, we outline some of the key architectural and development features of the
      Chinatown space as inheritance, including the fact that much of the neighbourhood emerged from a Victorian-built
      fabric of relatively low-grade – yet now characterful – warehouses and market buildings. This section includes a
      discussion of the idea that Chinatowns are ‘commercial vernaculars’ – a phrase drawn from Venturi et al.’s
      Learning from Las Vegas (1977) and elaborated by Shiqao
      Li (2014) in Understanding the Chinese City,
      which highlights the importance of accounting for urban landscapes and buildings that have been primarily geared
      towards attracting customers or advertising brands. This has been an important element of cities historically;
      and while it may not drive architectural form in the way that Venturi et al. observe on the Las Vegas highway,
      the combination of shop windows, signs, advertisements, leaflets and customer practices (the enlivening of
      buildings with customers entering, browsing and emerging with branded shopping bags) adds up to an important
      visual aggregate, which defines the architecture and design of neighbourhoods.
    


    
      Finally, we explore the influence of the building styles of Vancouver, another major
      Pacific Rim city, which has, as suggested earlier, been impacted by Hong Kong–influenced development in a way
      that has produced a distinctive vernacular of podium and tower architecture.
    


    BOUNDARIES, EDGES AND THE ‘OTHER’ CBD: AN ORIENTATION TO
    CHINATOWN


    
      As noted in chapter 1, the delimiting, categorizing and naming of urban districts is not
      an innocent process. There is a ‘toponymic politics’ surrounding place names, which requires acknowledgement (Wideman and Masuda 2018). In the
      specific case of Chinatowns, much of the ‘orientalist’ discourse that has emerged has been the result of decades
      of red-lining, policing and surveillance of marginalized migrant groups. This is as true in Sydney as it is in
      Milan, Singapore, San Francisco or Vancouver. In this context, it is clear that the naming of an area
      as Chinatown has a very specific urban cultural,
      political and economic geography. And so, as we provide an orientation to the study site with which this book is
      concerned, it is necessary to always grasp these areas as provisional, contested and power-laden. With this in
      mind, we will work with the conceit of identifying four distinct areas in the broader precinct of Chinatown
      Haymarket, as follows (also see figure 1.2):
    


    
      1.‘Core Chinatown’ lies between George, Hay, Liverpool and Harbour Streets, encompassing
      Dixon Street and also looping in a southern area between Hay Street, Ultimo Road and Thomas and Quay Streets. For
      most people, including the local council, businesses, tourists, visitors and many residents, Chinatown has a
      fairly narrow definition, based around the pedestrianized zone on Dixon Street and the mixed-use multi-storey
      blocks such as Sussex Centre and Dixon House. As already discussed in chapter 2, the official marking of this
      space as ‘Chinatown’ took place in the 1970s and 1980s, when the ceremonial arches at the two ends of the
      pedestrianized Dixon Street were erected as part of a deliberate effort to orientalize the area. The area was
      also subject to a council-commissioned feng shui report at the time, acknowledging the importance to the community of ‘directions of entry,
      partitions of spaces, uses of materials, schemes of decoration, placement of furniture, and so on’ (Li 2014, 67).
      Since then, the area has become an important space for outdoor eating at the main Chinese restaurants lining the
      street. The night markets on Friday and Saturday are also a significant magnet in this area. In recent years, the
      area has been the target of various council-led public domain, public art and urban design interventions and
      capital works. These include the redevelopment of an earlier pagoda structure as a tourist information kiosk, the
      introduction of new street furniture such as modernist (red) chairs, new lamp-posts, and new paving. We will
      discuss the most important public art interventions in the area in chapter 9. It is notable, however, that these
      improvements contrast with the privately owned mixed-use properties, some of which appear shabby and seem to have
      been relatively untouched for many years. This core of Chinatown has many markers and reminders of the settlement
      patterns of Chinese migrants in the immediate post-war period. For example, there are several clan houses, Ko
      Yiu, Dong Guan and Zeng Cheng; nearby there are other buildings occupied by long-time Chinatown-based
      organizations such as the Chinese Youth League,
      on Dixon Street north, and the Kuomintang headquarters on Ultimo Road.
    


    
      2.‘Commercial Chinatown’ is an extended set of office blocks of varying age and standard
      at the northern edge of Chinatown, lying between Bathurst, George, Liverpool and Sussex Streets and integrating
      Chinatown into the ‘orthodox’ Sydney CBD. The narrow block between Sussex Street and Day and Harbour Streets,
      north of Liverpool Street, is sandwiched at either end by the Millennium Towers and Emporio apartment’s
      developments, and includes the offices of the Australian Chinese
      Daily. ‘Commercial Chinatown’ has been an important site of both new developments
      such as Regent Place and the Sovereign Centre – a 21-storey office building at 99 Bathurst Street, erected in
      1988 – and longer-established presences, such as Hong Kong House, location of the main trade and government
      affairs office of the city-state. It is also important to note that the Queen Victoria Building, one of the most
      iconic and visited of Sydney’s buildings, is owned by the Malaysian Ipoh Group. Interestingly, this area also
      included Liverpool Street’s ‘Spanish Quarter’, a now-diminishing cluster of restaurants and tapas bars; and
      indeed, the purchase in 2009 of the Capitan Torres restaurant and deli for $7.7 million by the Pak family and the
      sale of the Spanish Club opposite were taken by the media as a sign that ‘Chinatown’ had clearly expanded
      northwards (Bibby 2009).
    


    
      3.‘World Square and Pitt Street’ designates a newly developed area of high-rise towers
      around the World Square development – one of Sydney’s largest retail and mixed-use complexes – which backs onto
      what some media commentators have dubbed ‘Asia-town’, given the presence of high concentrations of Korean and
      Thai restaurants and businesses (see chapter 5). Here, we can see some challenges to a hegemonic Chinese identity
      for the southern CBD. This area has been marked by the local council as the symbolic core of Koreatown, with
      office buildings such as 338 Pitt Street housing premises for Korean Broadcasting, Korean-speaking travel agents
      and financial services firms and a Korean working-holiday centre. The Sydney Korean Business Association is
      located at 363 Pitt Street, and the laneways between George, Wilmot, Pitt and Central Streets provide the annual
      site for Korean national festivities. The World Square branch of Rydges Hotel has a standing reservation for
      Korean Air staff. Meanwhile, the section further south on Pitt Street, towards Campbell Street, has now become
      known as Thai Town. Unsurprisingly, this area is dominated by World Square itself, comprising the whole block
      between George, Liverpool, Pitt and Goulburn Streets. The public spaces in the World Square complex are dotted
      with slightly disguised Asian motifs: for example, the roaring bull sculpture in the Hordern Arcade marks the
      fact that 1997 was the Year of the Bull, as commemorated by developer Joo Kee Tan of OSW Properties – the choice also apparently noting the developer’s
      persistence in completing the complex development (McCormack 2009, 89). There is also a huge dragon sculpture in
      the central courtyard, hovering above the central flight of stairs: a public artwork made of shimmering,
      laser-cut, light-responsive steel plates, conceived by Singaporean-Australian artist Suzann Victor.
    


    
      4.‘The Southern CBD’ includes Central Railway Station, the University of Technology
      Sydney (UTS) and the large Central Park mixed-use development. This area, which lies to the east, south and west
      of Paddy’s Market and the Market City shopping centre, includes The Peak, a 42-level residential tower above the
      shopping centre (see figure 3.1). This area is dominated by UTS and by international students, many of whom come
      from Asia and are likely to be housed in room-shares in the many high-rise blocks – ‘vertical villages’ that
      surround the area in Pyrmont and Ultimo, as well as around George Street. In many ways, this is the most dynamic
      section of the precinct, and the one most likely to be subject to future development activity. A combination of
      factors has meant that, despite heated debates over Barangaroo – the vast, newly redeveloped precinct located on
      the north-western edge of the Sydney CBD – this area of the city will be of equal
      significance for the future development of inner-city Sydney. To the west, on the old wholesale market yards
      running down to Pyrmont and Darling Harbour, the NSW government has been active, assertively redeveloping the
      Sydney Convention and Exhibition Centre as well as the Sydney Entertainment Centre in Darling Harbour; the
      introduction of The Goods Line – the reworking of a disused railway line as a partly elevated urban walkway from
      Central Railway Station to Darling Harbour; the construction of the UTS ‘Gehry building’, which was funded by
      Chinese-Australian businessman Dr Chau Chak Wing; the construction of the Central Park apartment complex,
      developed by Singaporean property group Frasers; and the associated revitalization of surrounding Chippendale
      streets.
    


    [image: Image]


    
      Figure 3.1 Corner of Sussex and Hay Streets, Haymarket with Golden Tree sculpture in foreground (photo by Andrea Del Bono)
    


    GOVERNING CHINATOWN: THE CITY OF VILLAGES


    
      Chinatown is located within the local government area of the City of Sydney. Over
      several decades, the City of Sydney has seen its boundaries and capabilities reduced or expanded, subject to the
      preferences of the two major political parties, the Australian Labor Party (ALP) and the Liberal Party of
      Australia. The 2004 election of an independent lord mayor, Clover Moore, as a direct voter rebuke to the
      gerrymandering practices of the ALP, epitomized a long-running battle between a (not always stable) coalition of
      working-class residents and gentrifiers in the inner suburbs from the 1970s against the powers of the ‘big end’:
      a heady NSW concoction of organized labour and the ALP, business-friendly state Liberals, and major CBD-focused
      financial institutions and property developers. Such battles have tended to focus on the provision of public
      space and higher urban amenity, as well as a resistance to perceived overdevelopment of industrial sites in the
      inner city (e.g., see Bonyhady 1993). An important element of these ‘urban villages’ is the main street, usually
      focused around small shops, pubs and services, and found in the likes of King Street (Newtown), Redfern Street
      (Redfern) and Oxford Street (Darlinghurst and Paddington).
    


    
      After its first election victory, Moore’s city council had to reconcile the strategic
      aspects of governance (in particular regarding major commercial property owners in the central city that serviced
      global and national corporations, and that contribute a substantial amount of city revenues in the form of
      business rates) with the small-scale upgrade of the surrounding residential neighbourhoods, reflecting Moore’s
      voter base. The result was, in early 2007, the ‘City of Villages’ strategy: a vision of inner Sydney driven by
      councillor and influential ex-chief planner John McInerney. The strategy encompassed a series of local action
      plans, with allocated budget streams dedicated to micro-scale improvements of the built environment of the city’s inner suburbs: from Glebe in the
      inner West to Kings Cross and Potts Point in the inner East. The strategy identified a series of strands that are
      now becoming orthodoxy in urban planning: environmental initiatives, improved walking routes, improved public
      transport, creative industries, public art, cultural history, family orientation and heritage ‘celebration’ (City
      of Sydney 2007). The strategy was followed by the Sustainable Sydney 2030 vision statement, which was released
      for public discussion in 2008 and formally launched in 2009, a more strategically focused vision for the city’s
      development. With the input of numerous consultancy groups, the most talked-about contribution was that of Danish
      architect Jan Gehl, noted for his advocacy of a pedestrian-dominant mode of urban space use in central
      Copenhagen, and also credited with the restoration of central Melbourne’s laneways and greater ‘liveability’ in
      that city’s CBD.
    


    
      The City of Villages strategy broke down the inner city’s territory into a number of
      distinct ‘villages’, with a corresponding set of local action plans. The most important of these were designated
      as ‘activity centres’, bringing the municipal strategy into closer alignment with the New South Wales Metro
      Strategy, an ongoing process of state-wide metropolitan planning. The strategy was based around 100 projects with
      a total value of $350 million. The village metaphor was held to be appropriate in describing Sydney’s jumble of
      ex-industrial districts, waterfront enclaves and tightly clustered residential neighbourhoods. It bore some
      relationship to the conflation of new urbanist discourse with the creative-city discourse already noted elsewhere
      in NSW (Barnes et al. 2006), and also related well to the gentrifier politics that powerfully underpinned Moore’s
      voter base.
    


    
      The choice of ‘village’ as the appropriate metaphor for the strategy’s collection of
      local action plans reflects a number of trends in contemporary urban discourse. As used in urban studies, the
      metaphor connotes haphazard or organic growth compared to the rationally planned metropolis. It implies a sense
      of face-to-face neighbourliness, and a sense of social contract and local community. Interestingly, it also has a
      strong presence within real estate marketing discourse, relying on a strongly reflexive intuition of urban
      geography: ‘Highgate borders’, ‘NoBo’ and ‘Stoke Newington Village’ are well known within studies of London or
      Manhattan, for example (Bridge 2001). It also resonates with the phenomenon of ‘gay villages’, where certain
      codes of social behaviour not always tolerated elsewhere thrive, with an implied economic enclavism attached to a
      progressive identity politics. Further, the village metaphor can be seen as a policy tool of entrepreneurial
      planning, which includes ‘attempts to renew dilapidated shop fronts, increase population densities, create
      pedestrian-friendly zones with repaved footpaths and incorporate public art, mosaics, heritage markers and
      plaques, water features and vegetation’ (Barnes et al. 2006, 338).
    


    
      In relation to Chinatown, the City of Villages strategy
      had a particular significance. It had a clearly defined ‘Main Street’: Dixon Street, which had been given clear
      demarcation during the 1980s through the installation of the traditional Chinese gates. As a retail
      neighbourhood, it faced many of the same challenges as other inner-Sydney villages: in particular, small shops
      with low levels of capitalization, with a vulnerability to sudden rent rises or taxation hikes, very limited
      budgets for advertising, high levels of personal time invested in running and stocking the business and limited
      budgets for addressing shoplifting, burglary or vandalism. And yet, such businesses also possess a degree of
      community support that allows them to survive major shocks such as the opening of an inner-city shopping mall, a
      sudden rise in interest rates or a major drop in consumer spending in times of economic recession. Chinatown had
      both of these characteristics and was also under threat by the increasing size of developments in the immediate
      area.
    


    
      However, the political context of Chinatown has been somewhat different. In many ways,
      the incorporation of Chinatown into a ‘village’ strategy allowed the city council to avoid accusations that it
      was racializing the neighbourhood by its designation as a heritage district (Jacobs 2001), even though – as we
      will discuss in chapter 7 – in the place branding of Chinatown Haymarket it is its ‘Chineseness’ or ‘Asianness’
      that gets highlighted. This had been a particularly fraught issue some years previously. In the mid-1990s, new
      planning controls for the city centre, including Chinatown, were announced by the City of Sydney. Under the new
      Central Sydney Local Environmental Plan (LEP), the floor-space ratio (FSR) in Chinatown was increased from a
      range between 4:1 and 6:1 to between 6:1 and 9:1 (Yencken 1997). The LEP also abolished the Conservation Area
      provision for Chinatown and introduced a height restriction of 50 metres, equal to approximately 15 to 17
      storeys.
    


    
      These new FSR and height restrictions met with significant controversy, holding up a
      mirror to the paradoxes and contradictions of what is more generally called ‘neighbourhood character’ (e.g., see
      Ley 1995; Dovey, Woodcock and Wood 2009). Complaints were particularly vocal from a group of property owners in
      Chinatown known as the ‘Haymarket Property Owners Association’ who objected to the discrepancy between the city
      centre’s allowance of a FSR of 15.5:1 and Chinatown’s maximum of 9:1. Furthermore, although the plan increased
      the general FSR in Chinatown, in some areas – such as east of Sussex and George Streets – the FSR was actually
      decreased, from a maximum of 12.5:1 to 9:1. The Haymarket Property Owners Association argued that the new plan
      would disadvantage Chinatown, causing loss of land value (partly linked to building height) and hampering the
      area’s future development potential. The group even considered legal action under the Race Discrimination Act, claiming that Chinatown should be treated the
      same as property in the rest of the city. As a representative of the group said:
    


    
      To depress [sic]
      floor/space ratios and building heights showed the council to have a concept of Chinatown as ‘cute old fashioned’
      . . . as quaint, which is a subjective view of how the area should evolve or look . . . the only reason for that
      is because they want to see Chinatown remain as it is, isolated because of ethnicity, because it is a Chinatown.
      (Susskind 1996)
    


    
      The city’s lord mayor of the time, Frank Sartor, refuted the criticism, insisting that
      the new planning controls were consistent with ‘normal’ higher FSRs for city cores in relation to city fringes
      (Yencken 1997). They were also in line with the city’s policy to conserve different ‘special areas’ by imposing
      height restrictions, such as those that were applied to other areas of the city – including Millers Point and
      Macquarie Street – on the grounds of their character, heritage value or relationship to parks and
      waterfronts.
    


    
      During the 1999 local government elections, Sartor went head-to-head with his Liberal
      opponent, Kathryn Greiner, the latter accusing him of racism in refusing to allow increased height limits for
      Chinatown development. Greiner was perceived to have lost the election on that policy. For Moore and her council,
      the sensitivity to development politics in Chinatown was clearly understood. Today, the expanded Chinatown
      Haymarket area is one of the City of Sydney’s official ‘villages’, with important implications for how the area
      is managed and understood.
    


    
      For example, in the 2012 Sydney Development Control Plan Haymarket/Chinatown is
      designated as a ‘Special Character Area’, but in the associated ‘locality statement’ no mention at all is made of
      the area’s Chinese significance; instead it refers to its role as the historical site for the city’s markets.
      Although the markets have now moved from the inner city (to Flemington in Sydney’s West), the statement
      says:
    


    
      the area retains a ‘market’ atmosphere, characterised by a diversity of uses, vibrant
      street life and a diverse social and ethnic mix. As an area somewhat removed from the City Centre, it retains
      fine grained subdivision patterns, narrow frontages, informal public spaces and generally low building heights.
      The consistent low street wall, and the absence of the tower form, creates a pleasant microclimate at street
      level, which is well sunlit and protected from winds. (City of Sydney 2012d, 2.1–5)
    


    
      The Development Control Plan stipulates that new development in the area must retain and
      enhance the urban character of the locality, restricting building height and bulk. However, Chinatown as such has
      not been declared a Heritage Conservation Area, and as such no traditional buildings associated with Chinatown’s Chinese history are listed as heritage
      items, and are therefore not protected from potential development. Yet this doesn’t mean that the area’s built
      environment has succumbed to some dominant Western urban form; on the contrary, it is precisely in new
      developments in and surrounding the precinct that Asian spatial templates are being deployed, inspired by the
      hyper-modernity of some parts of contemporary urban Asia, notably Hong Kong, Singapore and major cities in
      mainland China.
    


    CHINATOWN’S HYBRID URBANITY


    
      As an urban form, Sydney’s Chinatown possesses a noticeable – and for many observers,
      interesting – contrast in spatial types. Many of its earlier buildings show traces of the dockside commercial
      uses of the Victorian period. Its more recent buildings, constructed since the 1980s in particular, have a very
      different economic logic, scale and programme. In Understanding the Chinese
      City, Shiqao Li provides an insightful observation based on his theory of the
      ‘city of maximum quantities’. He notes that many cities held up as exemplars of normatively good architecture –
      for example, Renaissance Venice or the modern grid of Manhattan – are based on a valuation of proportionality,
      which has ‘found moments of clarity in churches, urban squares, blocks and gridded streets’ (2014, 29). By
      contrast, the modern commercial Asian city – of which Hong Kong is often seen as archetypal – has a very
      different design source:
    


    
      Against this heritage, Hong Kong never conceived such invisible force of proportional
      control: its quantities are functional (but not functionalist), a system of utilitarian connections without
      visual purification . . . [while] proportional quantities at the human scale are readable . . . functional
      qualities are saturated . . . resultant and thing-based. . . . In New York, skyscrapers maintain some form of
      integrity on the street level, while in Hong Kong, skyscrapers melt into a sea of densely packed signage and
      movement on the ground. (2014, 29)
    


    
      This clash between proportion and commercial function, where architectural form emerges
      from an economic programme, has, arguably, created a very particular vernacular in cities like Hong Kong. As Li
      continues: ‘The city of maximum quantities is also the city of minimum dimensions. Things in the city – seats,
      beds, corridors, rooms, pavements, footbridges, shops – are minimally dimensioned, not for aesthetic effect, but
      in the interest of maximum quantities’ (29). It could be argued that this is a key to understanding the urban
      form of Sydney’s Chinatown.
    


    
      Sitting within an interesting landscape of Victorian commercial heritage buildings, many
      of Chinatown’s shops and offices have appropriated and  hybridized this fabric. The key event of the late 1980s and early 1990s was the redevelopment of
      Paddy’s Market on the corner of Thomas and Hay Streets, just south of Dixon Street, housed in a late
      nineteenth-century brick warehouse; this coincided with the relocation of Sydney markets to Flemington in western
      Sydney. Under a regeneration plan, Paddy’s Market stall-holders were temporarily
      rehoused while a new retail podium and condominium block (Market City) was built above.
    


    
      Importantly, this site is under the control not of the local council (the City of
      Sydney) but the state government; and this, through a succession of unelected bodies (from the Darling Harbour
      Authority to the Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority to Place Management NSW), has both created a challenge to
      integrated planning and generated a very different scale of built form.
    


    
      The 1980s were marked by significant fears over the loss of Haymarket’s Victorian
      heritage, a feeling articulated at the time by the National Trust’s then environment director, Chris Pratten:
      ‘Victorian Sydney has been disappearing over the last twenty-five years, and George and Hay Street contain some
      of the last examples left’ (Hessey 1989). As Peter Tonkin, a former Urban Design Committee chair of the Royal
      Australian Institute of Architects, put it, ‘The real tragedy would be if the Haymarket ends up as a second rate
      St Leonards [a nondescript commercial office area in north Sydney] – which I believe would be a living death’
      (cited in Hessey 1989). Chinatown’s main streets are characterized by low building heights when compared with the
      rest of the CBD. Lower floors are typically used for small shops or restaurants with narrow frontages; upper
      floors contain a diverse range of activities behind their unobtrusive entrances; narrow staircases give way to,
      for example, gaming rooms – large open rooms crammed with computer consoles. These are profitable enterprises on
      the hard-to-let upper floors of Chinatown buildings (Austin 2001).
    


    
      During the 1990s, the area to the east of George Street (on the other side from core
      Chinatown) was undergoing significant development, including two major architectural events. One of these, in
      1997, was the Capitol Square development, undertaken by Hong Kong’s First Scope Development; this development sat
      between Hay and Campbell Streets (Bourlioufas 1997). It is a curiously interesting hybrid of a building: grafted
      onto the backs of a line of heritage shops on George Street on one side, and to the Capitol Theatre on the other
      (the development rights required the refurbishment of the theatre); this tiny shopping centre includes a ‘British
      pub’ on the ground floor, alongside a range of Asian restaurants, while the upper floor consists of Japanese
      novelty photo machines and games. A warren of electronics shops occupies the upper floor of the heritage
      buildings.
    


    
      In core Chinatown itself, a surge of development took place during the 1980s and 1990s,
      including the construction of several multi-storey shopping malls including Dixon House (1983), Harbour Plaza (1984) and the Sussex Centre (1992). These
      buildings were within the City of Sydney’s regulatory height limit of the time of 35 metres, and so rose up to 8
      storeys high. This type of building could be called ‘Hong Kong vernacular’ architecture (Shelton et al. 2013). By
      the late 1980s, it was being reported that Hong Kong investment had become the largest source of foreign property
      ownership in central Sydney, marking a sharp shift away from British property ownership (which had dominated in
      the 1970s). In Owen Craig’s (1988) news report, he notes that typical owners ‘varied from individuals or small
      family partnerships to the extensive property holdings of Sally Aw Sian, Hong Kong newspaper owner and heiress to
      the Tiger Balm fortune’. The latter was said to hold eighteen properties in Sydney, through six separate
      companies.
    


    
      In many ways, these warrens of internal commercial space have given Chinatown a sense of
      stability for many years. Dixon House (Hong Kong owned) and Sussex Centre (Genting, Malaysia) are particularly
      significant spaces, packing a huge range of activities and tenancies within their narrow floorplates. These two
      sites provide a focal point of commercial and cultural activity on Dixon Street and seem to bear out Shiqao Li’s
      observations. Dixon House is notable for its narrow central escalator, cramped basement food court and tightly
      held, tiny commercial units housing sole operator or family-run travel agents, fashion shops and small
      accountants. Sussex Centre is a busy mixed-use centre set over 8 levels. Its tenants include numerous small
      study-abroad agencies, skills development and language schools and some of the more established ‘Chinese’
      businesses: Jimi Feng-Shui and Fortune Consultant, and a herbal medicine shop. On level 5 is the Sussex Medical
      Centre, a whole-floor day surgery and drop-in centre which offers a wide range of general and specialist medical
      services, including pathology, dermatology and sports physiotherapy.
    


    VANCOUVERISM?


    
      Following the commercial developments of the 1980s and early 1990s, which had operated
      within relatively modest height limits, a wave of high-rise development close to Chinatown began during the
      property boom of the late 1990s and early 2000s. In 2000, a Singaporean investor – Denis Jen, hitherto unknown in
      Sydney property circles – paid $100 million for the Market City retail complex, purchased from Robert Kuok, a
      Malaysian-Chinese business magnate. Interestingly, the property media noted that Jen’s Intro Group was well
      suited for the site, which was deemed ‘better suited to a private, entrepreneurial style of owner, than an
      institution’, given that its mix of features made it more like a ‘typical Asian shopping centre’ (House
      2000).
    


    
      During this period, high-rise residential developments
      were constructed in addition to multi-storey podium retail spaces (see figure 1.2). Notable examples were Market
      City and The Peak apartments (1996); Harbour Garden Towers and Number One Dixon Shopping Centre (2000), as well
      as the World Square retail and services complex, which occupies an entire city block that includes both the
      Meriton World and Ernst & Young Towers (2004). While Harbour Garden Towers is within the 50-metre height
      limit, other developments outside the core Chinatown precinct, such as The Peak apartments at 2 Quay Street and
      World Tower at 91 Liverpool Street, are very tall skyscrapers. The former is 168 metres high with 46 floors, and
      the latter is 230 metres high, with 75 floors. Both set records for the tallest residential buildings in Sydney
      at the time of their construction.
    


    
      In architectural terms, these high-rise developments represent another major spatial
      type: the ‘podium and tower’ form of high-density commercial building that urban design scholars such as John
      Vincent Punter (2005) attribute to Vancouver – with strongly defined street lines, usually marked by a three- or
      four-storey retail podium, and a stepped-back commercial or residential tower sitting, plinth-like, on top. This
      spatial format had many manifestations in central Sydney, but the World Square development was by some distance
      the largest single development of its kind in the city. Instead of grafting a new building onto an existing
      fabric, this new high-rise development replaced the Anthony Hordern & Sons department store (1905–1970s,
      demolished early 1980s). The site remained empty for a long period during the 1980s and 1990s, blighting this
      part of the CBD considerably.
    


    
      World Square is in fact three separate developments within a single master plan. The
      first completed was the residential Hordern Towers and Rydges Hotel site on Liverpool and Pitt, a 55-storey,
      L-shaped building which wraps around the corner. World Tower was completed next, in 2004: a 75-level,
      predominantly residential tower – Sydney’s tallest residential building – which includes serviced apartments on
      the topmost levels, and which for some years had a monorail station grafted onto the façade (demolished after the
      monorail’s closure in 2013). Importantly, this block also has 77 commercial strata office units, whose tenants
      include a large number of Korean businesses. The rest of the site is dominated by the Ernst & Young
      commercial tower on George Street, and the World Square shopping centre, which snakes through a series of
      laneways organized around a central plaza, with a significant amount of retail floor-space underground. The
      large, open central courtyards on both the ground and upper levels, and the four laneways that run through the
      site, provided an interesting intervention in Sydney’s architecture. As we will discuss in chapter 8, this area
      has become a key consumption site within the wider Chinatown Haymarket precinct, and its story reflects a shift
      from the earliest development concept to one
      firmly oriented towards a modern Asian consumer market.
    


    
      By the late 1990s, Sydney had begun to see many of the same spatial forms that Trevor
      Boddy (2004) and David Ley (2010) observed in Vancouver, the exportation of a form of condominium development
      based around existing streetscapes:
    


    
      After the ‘Mid-Levels’ of Hong Kong’s harbor-side Central sprouted tall, thin
      residential towers, these were soon copied all over the Crown Colony. To succeed in this market, every new
      development desired at least a piece of a harbor view. There were no urban design view controls, just a building
      code. But even a slice of a view to water was thought to be good luck according to still-powerful Cantonese
      superstitions. Thus, an interest in variety of light and view are the simple human realities behind Hong Kong’s,
      now Vancouver’s, preference for tall, thin towers. (Boddy 2004, 16)
    


    
      Architecturally, this style could be called contemporary neo-modernist: rationalist,
      politely expressed gridded façades with ample use of glass. This coincided with the emergence of a new player in
      the property development equation – Chinese mainland property capital. Real estate sources suggest that mainland
      investors bought into freeholds (not strata, importantly) such as 541 Kent Street, 615 and 768 George Street and
      126 Liverpool Street, several of which were on a very low (sub-4 per cent) yield (interview 30 January 2013).
      More recently, a wave of high-rise development has been fuelled mainly by local and offshore Chinese capital.
      Examples are The Quay apartments, completed in 2014 by Ausbao Pty Ltd, a subsidiary of Beijing Capital
      Development Group, at 61–79 Quay Street, with two towers of 16 and 17 floors – reportedly co-funded by a Chinese
      high-net-worth individual from Beijing who had come to Australia to buy a mine but had settled on the property
      deal instead (Cranston 2009); and Greenland Centre Sydney, at the corner of Bathurst and Pitt Streets, developed
      by Chinese state-owned enterprise, Greenland Group. At 235 metres high and 82 storeys, the Greenland Centre, with
      its ‘sky-homes’, is still under construction and will be the tallest residential building in Sydney (Greenland
      Centre Sydney n.d.) (see figure 1.2). Other projects within the Chinatown neighbourhood include Urbanest, a
      52-metre-high, 16-storey student accommodation building on the corner of Thomas and Quay Streets, completed in
      2010 (and symptomatic of the growing ‘asset class’ that student housing has become for investors in Sydney)
      (Cummins 2017a); the renovation of the Chinatown Centre at 411 Sussex Street, 36 metres high and also completed
      in 2010; and two proposed commercial developments, on the site of the Commonwealth Bank at 691 George Street (52
      metres high), and on the site of the City South Substation at 29–31 Ultimo Road (53 metres high). Taken together,
      these developments attest to a Sydney adaptation of China’s ‘supertall’ development norms by Chinese property developers, as well as of those urban
      qualities for which Hong Kong’s ‘volumetric urbanism’ (Shelton et al. 2013) is known: of concentration,
      verticality, complexity and density.
    


    
      In the context of huge change in investment patterns from mainland China, the
      relationship between strata and freehold ownership has become a key dynamic in driving change in Chinatown. As
      one real estate agent put it:
    


    
      The people are always keen to buy the freehold because they own the land; strata you
      only own the airspace you have, so it always has the limit in terms of the price. The market sentiment feels that
      the freehold – you’ve got the potential to redevelop, but strata – you restrict it with that strata. So strata is
      more owner-occupier, keen to buy, and they have limited funds, but freehold is for long-term investor, they’re
      happy to buy as less return but the future development potential.
    


    
      Interviewer: So you mentioned that some of the Hong-Kong investors were quite passive –
      so does that mean that they are looking for a building which is already managed, which is already
      tenanted. . ?
    


    
      Yeah, tenanted, or maybe a good location [where] they never worry about finding a
      tenant; and passive means they are not really keen to buy development site. But mainland China, they are
      proactive, they do development. (Interview 31 January 2013)
    


    
      This proactivity has been noticeable in the previously dormant fringes of Chinatown
      Haymarket. These developments have tended to rely also on new retail and dining formats that have attracted
      younger, more experimental consumers, as we discuss in chapter 8. Number One Dixon is a very interesting example
      of the use of strata title to run commercial property. C. K. Kho, of developer Accord Pacific Holdings, pointed
      out in the early 2000s: ‘Basically, we identified that the Chinatown retail precinct is very tightly held; it is
      relatively easy for tenants to lease shops but very difficult to buy for both investors and owner-occupiers as
      most of the retail is only offered for lease’ (cited in Cummins 2005). As such, units ranging from 4-square-metre
      kiosks to single floors of 2,044 square metres were for sale at that time. However, this development has suffered
      from a lack of coherence as a result of its strata leases and remains poorly visited.
    


    
      By contrast, a few blocks north of core Chinatown, the mixed-use development, Regent
      Place – a Foster and Partners design emblematic of a neomodernist orthodoxy – shows the importance of
      high-concept retail within freehold, centrally managed developments. For a brief period in 2008, an Asian
      supermarket chain known as Miracle opened a ‘Max M’ concept store in the basement of Regent Place, bounded by
      George, Bathurst and Kent Streets. While Max M failed, Miracle’s presence continues; and the vanguard
      role of Chinatown as a primary outlet for fast-growing
      Asian casual-food dining or street-food brands is clear. These can include enterprises such as Chatime; Mamak;
      the N2 Extreme Gelato ice-cream shop set up by Australia-born Chinese entrepreneurs; or franchise outposts of
      (especially) Singaporean, Hong Kong or Taiwanese brands, from Bread Talk to Din Tai Fung.
    


    
      In addition to these developments, a set of apartments at 49–53 Dixon Street, in the
      heart of Chinatown, has recently been built by Chinese developer War Hing, originating from the Ko Yiu clan in
      Chinatown (see figure 1.2). Named ‘Hing Loong’, meaning ‘prosperity’, it pushes at the aforementioned height
      limit of 50 metres (equating to 17 storeys), which was set in the late 1990s by the City of Sydney for the
      immediate area around Dixon Street – a limit that today looks and feels conspicuously low in relation to
      buildings on the Chinatown Haymarket fringe, not to mention heights that are currently under consideration for
      Sydney’s CBD (Saulwick and Visentin 2016). Significantly, Hing Loong is not only the first residential tower in
      core Chinatown, but also the first Chinese-named residential building built in the area. It features a pagoda on
      top that recalls Chinatown’s Cantonese heritage. Designed by Allen Jack+Cottier Architects – an architectural
      firm that has been involved in various residential and commercial projects in Australia and China – the exterior
      of the building also features large open screens with a ‘cracked’ effect, referencing traditional Chinese window
      design (see figure 3.2).
    


    
      Perhaps it is this kind of experimental gesture to Chinatown’s past and diasporic
      connection to China, embedded within new developments pointing skywards, that
      accounts for the relatively muted concern our business informants expressed about the changing character of the
      area today and that, for our purposes, signals the sense in which idioms of tradition and modernity can be
      productively juxtaposed. In Vancouver, the local government relaxed height restrictions in the city’s Chinatown
      in 2008 (Mickleburgh 2013); since then many new developments have met with vocal protests about the loss of the
      area’s Cantonese character and the rise of Mandarin influences in an area considered by some commentators to be
      threatened and ‘beset on all sides’ (Klassen 2015). So acute has the sense of loss of heritage been felt in
      Vancouver’s Chinatown that there have even been efforts to have this Chinatown be designated a UNESCO World
      Heritage Site in order to save it (Dimoff 2018).
    


    [image: Image]


    
      Figure 3.2 Exterior of Hing Loong Apartments; traditional Chinese window at Suzhou
      Museum, China (photos by Alexandra Wong (left) and Lin Mei (right))
    


    
      By contrast, there has not been much interest in heritage conservation in Sydney’s
      Chinatown to date. For example, a former president of the Haymarket Chamber of Commerce did not express much
      anxiety about the loss of tradition in Sydney’s Chinatown, articulating a more forward-looking view: ‘I’m a firm
      believer of progress. I think things can’t stay the same, because the world around us and the people around us
      don’t stay the same, they change. And so I’m very supportive of Chinatown growing, Chinatown changing, improving
      and looking at opportunities’ (interview 31 July 2013).
    


    
      A long-time Cantonese restaurant owner in Chinatown shared the view that Chinatown needs
      to be modernized. As he put it:
    


    
      Why do we have to insist on conserving Chinatown in a traditional style? In fact, in
      some countries, people don’t want to go to their Chinatowns at all. Why? . . . It is because everything is
      getting old, the facilities are poor. Like the shops, they don’t have window display, but put their products on a
      wooden shelf or plastic box outside the shop to sell. It looks very disorganized. If Chinatown operates in this
      way, it will only decline. On the other hand, like some Chinese supermarkets inside a shopping mall, they also
      sell Chinese products but a lot of young people like going there because these shops are clean and hygienic and
      they display the products in a more attractive way. If Chinatown can be modernized, or have high-rise buildings,
      we can have beautiful shops; as a residential centre for Chinese people, we can supply Chinese-style products or
      design the area in Chinese style. (Interview 9 July 2014)
    


    
      It remains to be seen, however, whether this lack of interest in heritage preservation
      will continue as development in the area intensifies and old properties in Chinatown finally come on the market.
      For example, in 2017 a 3-level commercial building on 82–84 Dixon Street, described as ‘significantly
      underdeveloped’ by the real estate agent, was offered for sale for the first time after 100 years of ownership in
      the same Chinese-Australian family. Interest in the sale was fierce, with bidders flying in from Singapore, Hong
      Kong and mainland China to compete for the property. It eventually sold for $20 million to a non-Chinese local investor (Bleby 2017). The property is of
      great historical significance for early Chinese migrants and used to house a traditional Chinese teashop, the
      Live Craft Centre, and one of the oldest Cantonese restaurants in the area, Hingara; and it is one of the last
      remaining buildings in Chinatown with an intact original façade. Without a heritage order, however, there are no
      safeguards for the building’s preservation.
    


    CONCLUSION


    
      This chapter has located Sydney Chinatown’s urban form between its inheritance of
      Victorian warehouse and market architecture, on the one hand, and a transnational, developer-driven style of
      intense, vertical mixed-use buildings of various heights. Its balance has been mediated by a City of Sydney
      design and zoning code that has sought to preserve the distinctiveness of the neighbourhood; and in this, the
      influences of both Hong Kong and Vancouver are tantalizingly visible. Like both of these cities, central Sydney
      is built on a narrow peninsula of land, with water views available on most sides, and with an irregular grid of
      streets with narrow plots. From this platform, Sydney’s Chinatown has grown and intensified with new vertical
      forms of unorthodox design relative to developments in neighbouring parts of the CBD.
    


    
      In the Sydney context, the figure of the Chinese property developer has evolved in
      significant ways. The ‘overseas Chinese’ can no longer be presumed to be a singular group, associated primarily
      with Hong Kong and Guangdong Province. Instead, in Sydney’s Chinatown over the past three decades – and
      especially since the turn of the twenty-first century – long-time, local Chinese-Australian entrepreneurs have
      been joined by an influx of new investors and developers of various ‘Chinese’ provenances, primarily but not only
      from the Chinese mainland. This has resulted in a broader and deeper degree of ‘Asianization’ of the precinct,
      which has radiated beyond the boundaries of Chinatown Haymarket into other parts of the metropolis. Importantly,
      this process has been undergirded by the dramatic demographic changes that have taken place in Sydney during this
      period (see chapters 4 and 5).
    


    
      There are also significant gender inflections and complexities to the transformation of
      Chinatown’s urban form. As Gary McDonogh and Cindy H. Y. Wong (2012) note, many of the most established norms of
      public culture in original Chinatowns were dominated by men, reflecting some of the restrictions placed on the
      migration of whole families – as opposed to labouring men – during the White Australia policy era. What can be
      seen in Chinatown Haymarket since the late twentieth century, however, is an increasing ‘feminization’ of space,
      especially commercial space, as the area’s patronage has become increasingly dominated by a consumer base that is
      young, Asian and female (see chapter 8). This is
      exemplified by the proliferation of Asian boutique-fashion retailers, cosmetics shops and hairdressers in the
      area’s main streets (especially Sussex Street) and shopping arcades, which cater to this category of consumer.
      This has coincided with a period during which the Galeries Victoria shopping mall (opposite the Queen Victoria
      Building) was seen to be stocking more and more Asian-oriented fashion brands, such as Incu (Carapiet
      2008).
    


    
      Throughout this time, the City of Sydney has played cautiously in its attempts to shape
      the identity of the Chinatown district, or ‘village’, for example, by providing street furniture and public art
      that references Chinese or Asian motifs (see chapter 9). But by and large, the typography and calligraphy seen in
      the area – the signs and notices, the linguistic markings, including those on street lamp posts, in shop windows
      and in the free newspapers and magazines that can be found in doorways – provide a strong commercial vernacular
      that is generated by individual shops and businesses.
    


    
      This has provided an intriguing interplay between commercial vernaculars that have
      adapted to the heritage requirements of Chinatown’s urban landscape, and attempts to regulate or curate state
      programmes for how cities should look. Here, the normative understanding of ‘good design’ is unsettled. An
      intriguing anecdote regarding the local council’s public domain strategy bears out the tension generated by this
      interplay: the cover of the draft version features a collage of shop windows, displays and signs; while the cover
      of the final version emphasizes streetscape, ordered façades and carefully curated street furniture (see City of
      Sydney 2009, 2010a). The tension between the functional and the geometrical identified by Li (2014) is, it would
      seem, evident in plain sight.
    


    
      In this regard, Sydney’s Chinatown is an interesting case, given the histories of
      immigration and identity marking that the site possesses and communicates. The City of Sydney’s ‘villages’
      concept has tallied with an effort to define and make legible the identity of the neighbourhood, and the local
      council has worked with community representative groups to inscribe this spatially. However, the dominant
      pro-development voice of local Chinatown entrepreneurs in the city’s deliberations about the area’s future has so
      far muted discourses of Chinatown as a site for heritage conservation, unlike in many other Chinatowns worldwide
      such as Vancouver, San Francisco and Singapore. At the same time, the rapid redevelopment of Chinatown
      Haymarket’s urban fabric, which has coincided with a strong Asian cultural and financial interest in Asia-Pacific
      cities, means that Sydney is an instructive optic for understanding how the insertion of Asian spatial templates
      into Western urban form is creating new, hybridized forms of urban modernity.
    

  


  
    
      Chapter 4
    


    China’s Town? Chinatown’s Shifting Demography


    
      Set within an ex-colonial immigration nation of diverse differences, in a city that
      looks increasingly to Asia more than ‘back’ towards Europe, Sydney’s Chinatown offers an interpretive lens for
      viewing wider, even global cultural dynamics and politics. In the transnational world of Asia-led globalization
      and China’s rise, it might even be argued that this small local area holds up a mirror to a fracturing
      Eurocentrism that can no longer pose as universalism. The dimensions and manifestations of this messy, unfolding
      paradigm shift range across knowledge and policy domains, disciplinary perspectives and scalar horizons. They
      also pivot around a set of demographics, the very description of which points to the complexities and
      uncertainties of today’s age of global geopolitical transition. For in countries like Australia, which began
      accepting Chinese migrants many generations ago and which now receives them from multiple countries and is home
      to their descendants also, the very meaning and utility of the term ‘Chinese’ is thrown into question and
      contention.
    


    
      Against the backdrop of the globalizing world’s vast diversity of mobilities and
      intersecting differences, to define ‘Chinese’ presents a number of challenges. To begin with, we should remember
      that the very notion of ‘the Chinese’ as a distinct and singular ethnic group is a relatively modern and arguably
      colonial concept. Moreover, there is an extensive, varied and long-established literature on the ‘overseas
      Chinese’, the ‘Chinese diaspora’ and ‘Chineseness’, which we cannot engage with here (see e.g., Ang 2001; Wang
      2003). Suffice it to note that according to one authoritative estimate, in 2011 there were over 40.3 million
      people of Chinese descent living outside the PRC (including Hong Kong, Macao and Taiwan), residing in 148
      countries around the world. More than three quarters of these overseas Chinese live in Asia, especially Southeast
      Asia, and around 80 per cent of overseas Chinese outside Asia live in more developed countries, including Australia, Canada, the United States and
      countries in Western Europe (Poston and Wong 2016, 354). Figures such as these are inevitably rubbery, however,
      because it is difficult to ascertain objectively who counts as ‘overseas Chinese’. As Dudley Poston and Juyin
      Helen Wong remark: ‘No definition is unfailingly clear and concise because the decision on whether or not a
      person or a group is overseas Chinese is often made by governments, both Chinese and foreign, by the larger
      society alongside and within which the Chinese settlers live, or by individual scholars themselves’ (2016, 354).
      The questions of both identifying who is Chinese and determining what makes them recognizably Chinese are
      inescapably embroiled in the politics of ethnicity and national identity in any particular nation-state (Ang
      2001). In the local context, Australia’s census once classified people’s ethnicity within the narrow scope of
      ‘country of birth’ and ‘language spoken at home’. Regarding country of birth, ‘Chinese’ essentially referred to
      Chinese people who had migrated to Australia in the course of their lifetime. Languages spoken at home would
      include Mandarin, Cantonese and ‘other’ (e.g., Hakka, Hokkien, Teochew, Hainanese and Wu). This amounted to a
      rather restricted categorization of ‘Chinese’, one that excluded, for example, descendants of Chinese migrants
      who have long integrated into Australian society and who may no longer speak any Chinese language: the so-called
      ABCs, or Australia-born Chinese. Since 2001, an ancestry question has been added to the census, which is useful
      in providing an indication of the ethnic or cultural background with which a person most closely identifies,
      regardless of birthplace or language spoken at home.
    


    
      In this chapter, we adhere to the census version of ‘Chinese’, while also wishing to
      destabilize the ‘sense of equation between “Chinese” and “China”’ (Cartier 2003, 379), conceiving ‘Chinese’,
      then, as flexibly and comprehensively as possible to include those who may define themselves in some way as
      ‘Chinese’ even if they may have no direct link or historical connection with China proper (Ang 2001). This is
      particularly important because many Chinese-identified migrants have entered Australia, not directly from China,
      but from numerous other countries, especially in Southeast Asia, whose senses of Chinese identity will have been
      impacted as much by their Malaysian, Singaporean, Cambodian or Indonesian experiences, for example, as by their
      ancestral origins in China. When we consider, then, the complex strata of flows from mainland China itself, and
      the people who may have their own ideas of what constitutes Chineseness, there is a strong sense in which we
      cannot take ‘the Chinese’ for granted as a singular ‘group’ or ‘community’ (Ang 2014).
    


    
      Census data continue to be useful, however. And certainly, regarding the seismic
      cultural shifts that are under way in Australia nationally, it is notable that at the 2016 census, the country’s
      language profile included as many as six Asian languages in the top ten spoken at home, with European
      languages such as Italian and Greek continuing
      to fall in the rankings, and Korean entering the top ten for the first time (Ngo 2017). The most dramatic growth
      was in Mandarin, which increased by 170 per cent in the decade to 2016 and is now the second-largest language
      group after English, and double the third, Arabic. This chapter takes its focus from such emblematic
      developments, to consider demographic changes that are shaping Chinatown Haymarket, and Sydney more generally, in
      the twenty-first century. Broadly, these changes consist of the diversification of ‘Chinese’ ethnicities, and the
      increasingly powerful presence and influence of Chinese from mainland China. A further major development – the
      increasing range of non-Chinese Asian ethnicities now found in Chinatown Haymarket – will be considered in
      chapter 5.
    


    THE CHINESE IN SYDNEY: CHINATOWN HAYMARKET IN CONTEXT AND
    FOCUS


    
      The small, inner-city neighbourhood of Haymarket, which encompasses Chinatown, was home
      to more than half of Sydney’s Chinese population prior to suburbanization and World War II (Connell and Ip 1981).
      It was not until the mid-1960s that residential dispersal of Chinese people became significantly evident,
      especially to Randwick (near the University of New South Wales), Canterbury, Marrickville, Ashfield, Rockdale,
      Waverley, Willoughby, Ku-ring-gai, Burwood and Ryde (Choi 1975), in a suburbanization pattern that was not
      dissimilar to the rest of the Sydney population (Burnley 2002). There remained pockets of congregation, however,
      mainly according to language spoken and migration experience. Cantonese-speaking migrants from Malaysia,
      Singapore and especially Hong Kong had some degree of concentration in higher-income areas of Hornsby and
      Ku-ring-gai, as well as middle-income Baulkham Hills; while many migrants from mainland China who were relatives
      of skilled migrants and students given amnesty in 1989 settled in Hurstville and Strathfield as well as
      Marrickville, Canterbury and Ashfield. Mandarin-speaking students from northern and central China and Shanghai
      regions often settled in Burwood, Canterbury and Concord (Burnley 2001).
    


    
      Today, Sydney’s Chinese are an intricately diversified population by socioeconomic
      status, age cohort and education, as well as country of birth, and are spread widely across the metropolitan area
      in an inter-urban dynamic that owes little to the old orientalist and colonialist legacies that shaped early
      residential patterns. Barely a suburb emerges today without some component of Chinese ancestry population
      (Walters 2015), although there are significant differences in the density of Chinese populations in different
      parts of the city. Perhaps tellingly, Chinese people have settled far less in Sydney’s beach suburbs such as Bondi and Manly, which are bastions of
      Australia’s dominant Anglo-culture, and much more in areas closer to the inner city and in the middle ring of the
      metropolitan area. One of the most significant is the suburb of Hurstville, 16 kilometres southwest of the CBD,
      with 55 per cent of its residents reporting Chinese ancestry (ABS 2016a). Described by Conrad Walters (2015) as
      Sydney’s ‘real Chinatown’, Hurstville is Sydney’s biggest Chinese ‘ethnoburb’ – a term coined by Wei Li (1998) to
      describe the clustering of Chinese-origin people and businesses in the suburbs of America’s major cities. In
      Haymarket, meanwhile, ‘only’ 34 per cent of the population reported having Chinese ancestry in 2016 (ABS 2016a).
      It is therefore by no means the most ‘Chinese’ suburb in Sydney, although – as we will see in the next chapter –
      it is one of Sydney’s most ‘Asian’ areas. This casts some doubt on Chinatown’s status as the cultural centre of
      Chineseness in Sydney today, although its historical significance – and its continued branding and
      marketing as Chinatown – assures its symbolic
      centrality.
    


    
      PRC Chinese migration, meanwhile, has gathered pace since the beginning of the
      twenty-first century. People born in the PRC make up significant percentages in many suburbs across metropolitan
      Sydney and increasingly predominate among the overall Chinese ancestry population. For example, while – as we
      have just mentioned – people of Chinese ancestry make up 55 per cent of the population in Hurstville, 67 per cent
      of these were born in China. In suburbs such as Rhodes and Burwood, in the middle ring of the Sydney metropolitan
      region, migrants born in China make up almost 40 per cent of the total population.
    


    
      Such high concentrations of mainland Chinese cannot be found in the Chinatown Haymarket
      area. Nevertheless, a significant number of them, especially young professional workers, are electing to live in
      the inner city, especially in Haymarket and the southern CBD area. This is evident in census statistics, which
      show that the China-born population in the Sydney Local Government Area (LGA) increased as much as 122.6 per cent
      between 2011 and 2016, making this the fastest-growing and largest ethnic group in the city (Profile ID 2018a)
      and contributing to the growing increase of China-born people across the entire LGA to 9.7 per cent (Profile ID
      2018a).
    


    
      In the area demarcated by the City of Sydney as including the suburb of Haymarket and
      the southern part of the Sydney CBD, and roughly overlapping with what is described in this book as Chinatown
      Haymarket (see figure 1.2), 16.3 per cent of the total population of 19,380 people were born in China, according
      to the 2016 census (Profile ID 2018b). In a precinct that reported the highest number of overseas-born people in
      the entire metropolitan area of Sydney, of 90.3 per cent (Wade 2017), and which is predicted to house a 30.5 per
      cent increase in population between 2018 and 2036, (Forecast ID 2018), total numbers of both China-born and
      Chinese-ancestry populations had substantially
      increased, although not in terms of percentage of total population. For example, although the number of people of
      Chinese ancestry rose by 1,318 people from 5,286 to 6,604 between 2011 and 2016, percentage-wise their relative
      presence declined, from 34.9 per cent to 34.1 per cent.
    


    
      One of the intriguing demographic peculiarities of Chinatown Haymarket
      today, then, is that it remains a preferred locus of people from diverse Chinese
      backgrounds, even as its population composition diversifies across a range of Asian ethnicities, including Thai, Korean and Indonesian, which have entered the
      precinct in increasingly significant numbers (see chapter 5). This demographic underpins the precinct’s current
      characterization not just as ‘Chinese’ but, more broadly, as ‘Asian’ or ‘multi-Asian’ (chapter 7). It is this
      dynamic that makes Chinatown Haymarket the centre of Sydney’s evolution as a city animated by what we call a
      ‘trans-Asian’ urbanism.
    


    THE ‘NEW CHINESE’


    
      Nevertheless, the entry of skilled, educated and wealthy migrants, especially from
      mainland China, and including students and mainly Mandarin speakers, is a defining feature of Chinatown
      Haymarket’s evolving composition, and seems destined to shape its character for many decades to come. Their
      presence is particularly impactful, not only because they are numerically significant, but also because they hail
      from an emerging global hegemonic power: the People’s Republic of China. These mainland Chinese migrants are
      sometimes referred to as the ‘new Chinese’ or as ‘China Chinese’, a term coined by the late former Singaporean
      prime minister Lee Kuan Yew, to refer to new immigrants from mainland China in the Southeast Asian city-state
      (Liu 2014). As Barry Li, himself a migrant from the mainland now living in Sydney and working as a chartered
      accountant, explains: ‘The “new Chinese” are Chinese people who were born in mainland China after 1949. They grew
      up in the “new China”, which is the PRC, commonly referred to in the Western world as “Communist China” ’ (Li
      2017, 13). The significant particularity of this category of Chinese people, Li suggests, is their lived
      experience of contemporary China, a country of 1.4 billion people whose modern history is littered with
      exceptionally dramatic episodes including the Cultural Revolution and, more recently, the country’s stellar
      economic rise, which has lifted millions of people out of poverty and generated unprecedented wealth.
      Interestingly, Li does not include those born and raised in Hong Kong, Macau or Taiwan in the category of ‘new
      Chinese’, despite the fact that these places are now officially part of China. ‘They may look Chinese and are
      arguably of Chinese origin’, he says, ‘but they were born and raised in a quite different  social environment’ (Li 2017, 13). Such a perspective suggests that
      there is a subjective divide between PRC Chinese (or ‘new Chinese’) and other Chinese – to which we will return
      later.
    


    
      Most early Chinese settlers in Sydney were uneducated, low-skilled males working as
      market gardeners, café owners, grocers or shopkeepers (Choi 1975, 88). These early migrants originated mostly
      from the southern provinces of China, especially Guangdong, and many had been attracted to Australia during the
      gold rush of the 1850s. Prior to the 1980s, the China-born population of greater Sydney was very small. In the
      early twentieth century, the White Australia policy had halted immigration to Australia overall, and this,
      together with significant return migration, had resulted in a decline
      of the China-born resident population. By 1981, the China-born population was only the
      fourth-largest Asia-born group after those born in Malaysia, the Philippines and Vietnam (Hugo 2005). It was not
      until the 1980s and 1990s that migration from China significantly increased. In particular, the Tiananmen Square
      incident in June 1989, and the subsequent decision by then prime minister Hawke to allow tens of thousands of
      Chinese students residing in Australia to stay for four years as temporary residents, boosted numbers, with over
      37,000 going on to receive permanent residency, including for their families (Ip 1999, 149). This was the first
      large-scale wave of ‘new Chinese’ migration into Australia, and into Sydney in particular.
    


    
      Since the 1990s, the increased significance of China is one of the most important trends
      in international migration into Australia. The movement of people using capital, rather than labour, as the basis
      of their migration became a major new development (as it did for Canada; see Wong 1997). A phenomenal increase in
      the China-born population has taken place, from a far wider range of Chinese regions than the south. By 2016,
      there were more than half a million China-born residents in Australia, a nearly 20-fold increase from 25,883 in
      1981, and accounting for 2.2 per cent of Australia’s total population (ABS 1981, 2016b). This major shift has
      been driven by Mandarin speakers from northern and central China, who lack the networks of family ties that had
      been important in earlier migration flows from southern China, as well as Hong Kong (Inglis 2012).
    


    
      This escalation in the twenty-first century can be attributed to changes in Australia’s
      immigration rules in favour of skilled migrants, and the establishment, in the mid-1990s, of a migration pathway
      for international students in Australia (Hugo 2008; Robertson 2013). Regarding skilled migrants, the federal
      government developed policies in the 1980s designed to target migrants with experience in areas where there were
      skill shortfalls. More specifically, temporary working visas were introduced (in 1996) to allow employers to
      select migrant workers through sponsorship. Also, in 1999, the Migration Occupation in Demand List (MODL) was
      introduced under the skilled or independent
      migrant selection system to grant additional points to potential migrants whose skills were among select
      occupations, and who were educated at Australian institutions. As a consequence, ‘would-be migrants and
      educational institutions realized there was an almost seamless pathway for international students to attain
      permanent residence if they enrolled in a course of study which would qualify them for an occupation featuring on
      the MODL’ (Cully 2011, 5).
    


    
      Many Chinese students from the PRC were motivated by this migration pathway and enrolled
      in studies in Australia, facilitating an increase from approximately 5,000 in 1994 to over 231,191 in 2017
      (Australian Education International 2000, 2018). The growing affluence of China’s middle class saw more parents
      fund children to study abroad, and, in addition, a rise in recruitment activity by Australia’s universities
      boosted enrolments (Hugo 2008). At the same time, the PRC government relaxed application procedures for passports
      and also approved self-financed overseas study, a shift that encouraged many Chinese students to, as stated
      earlier, see overseas study as a means to emigration (Xiang and Shen 2009). When they finished their studies,
      many applied for migration through the skilled migration scheme and successfully obtained permanent residency in
      Australia as part of a process called ‘onshore migration’ (Robertson 2013). By 2017, 28.9 per cent of the
      overseas students studying in Australia were from mainland China (Australian Education International
      2018).
    


    
      The growth in the ‘new Chinese’ population of Australia in the past few decades can also
      be attributed to changes within China itself. With the liberalization of the PRC economy since the 1980s, there
      has been a massive increase in mobility within the nation, especially towards the industrialized eastern coastal
      area, and, in turn, an exponential increase in the numbers of Chinese with the means to travel overseas (Hugo
      2008). As China’s growth builds – according to one prediction, China will add a staggering 850 million people to
      its middle class by 2030 (Carr 2017) – the flows are set to accelerate. By 2015, China was the fourth-largest
      source country of international migrants around the world. The largest concentrations of these flows of mostly
      urban, middle-class people have been to the US, Japan, Canada and Australia, with significant numbers to European
      countries as well (Miao and Wang 2017).
    


    
      As Australia’s largest city, Sydney has been the most popular settlement destination for
      these ‘new Chinese’, with its percentage of overseas-born migrants rising some 500 per cent in the past
      twenty-five years. According to the 2011 census, as many as 46 per cent of Australia’s China-born migrants lived
      in Sydney (ABS 2011). The trend has escalated since then, with China overtaking England and New Zealand at the
      2016 census as the most common country of birth of those born overseas. Of Sydney’s 4.8 million people,
      4.7 per cent were born in China compared to 3.1 per
      cent from England, a shift whose symbolic significance was dramatized in newspaper headlines about a city that is
      ‘now more Asian than European’ (e.g., see Brennan 2017). This population is also relatively young, with 67 per
      cent below fifty years old in 2016 (ABS 2016c). This is probably due to immigrant selection criteria, which give
      more points to younger applicants, as well as the large proportion of international students from China studying
      in Sydney. In 2016, approximately 50,000 such students were enrolled at the city’s universities and another
      50,000 at vocational and English-language institutions (Munro and Ng 2017).
    


    
      As Australia’s most globally connected city, Sydney is a leading centre for
      international finance and business, with 40 per cent of Australia’s top 500 corporations having headquarters
      there (Hu and McClure 2014; City of Sydney 2018), along with more than 200 multinational corporations. Further
      facilitating trade and investment between China and Australia was Sydney’s selection in 2015 as a global renminbi
      (RMB) hub (State of NSW Department of Industry 2017).1 Investment from China into Australia has already seen significant inflows of RMB in recent years,
      with Sydney now among the top five global RMB clearing hubs (out of a total of twenty-two globally) by proportion
      of total trade.
    


    
      Such high concentration of finance, business services and other knowledge-based
      industries in Sydney has attracted a high proportion of knowledge workers from China and other countries. In
      2008, some 78 per cent of permanent China-born arrivals to Australia were drawn from the top three managerial and
      professional categories of employment (Hugo 2008, 90). The 2016 census shows a continuation of this trend of
      highly skilled migration: Sydney’s China-born population was relatively well educated, with a median age of
      thirty-seven years, and 42.7 per cent of them having a degree or higher qualification (compared to 28.3 per cent
      of the total population of greater Sydney). Further, 63 per cent were fluent in English, and 42 per cent were
      employed in professional or managerial occupations (compared to 40 per cent of the population of greater Sydney),
      with the majority employed in café and restaurants (5.5 per cent), banking (3.2 per cent) and computer system
      design and related services (3.0 per cent) (ABS 2016c). Chinatown Haymarket continues to serve as an important
      entry point for these new migrants, given its central inner-city location, proximity to a range of educational
      institutions, high density and, importantly, an intensified Asian ambiance. As one real estate agent we
      interviewed explained: ‘New migrants coming here . . . in a lot of cases . . . stay in the city first before they
      have decided which suburb they are going to move to . . . they usually would buy a unit in the city as a place
      they can live and then keep it for investment later’ (interview 6 February 2013).
    


    WEALTHY CHINESE AND PROPERTY
    INVESTMENT


    
      In addition to the migration of professional knowledge workers from China, Sydney has
      received an increasing number of wealthy migrants from China through Australia’s business migration programme.
      Under the current Investor Stream, applicants who have net assets of $2.25 million and make a designated
      investment of $1.5 million in Australia are eligible to apply for Australian residency. Moreover, two newer
      categories called the ‘Significant Investor’ and ‘Premium Investor’ streams were introduced in November 2012 and
      July 2015, respectively, allowing applicants who invest $5 million and $15 million, respectively, in complying
      investments in Australia, to gain residency without any age limit or English requirement (Department of Home
      Affairs 2018a). Data from the Department of Home Affairs showed that since the commencement of the Significant
      Investor visa programme, 1,919 visas were granted, of which as many as 87.1 per cent were for applicants from
      China (Department of Home Affairs 2018b).
    


    
      With their substantial business assets and experience, wealthy Chinese migrants are
      impacting Sydney’s urban economy, perhaps especially in the domain of property development and real estate. That
      this is abundantly evident in Chinatown Haymarket is confirmed by a local banking manager for Westpac who came to
      Australia from Beijing in 2003. In his words: ‘I would estimate around 80 per cent of business owners in
      Haymarket are Asian. . . . From a banking perspective, the area has many high net worth customers. Haymarket is
      holding one of Westpac’s biggest term deposit books’ (Kevin Chen, cited in Haymarket Chamber of Commerce 2017a,
      21). In chapter 3, we saw how Asian templates for urban design and space use have given Chinatown Haymarket a
      distinctive character in the context of changing dynamics around questions of heritage and high-rise development.
      Here, we provide some background features of this investment inflow, which are a key influence on contemporary
      changes taking place in Chinatown Haymarket.
    


    
      From the time the White Australia policy was rescinded in 1973, and especially during
      the 1990s, in anticipation of Hong Kong’s return to China, investors from Hong Kong and Singapore became active
      in Sydney. In the second decade of the twenty-first century, with Australia a popular destination for China’s
      burgeoning outward foreign investment, this activity has seen demand grow dramatically from mainland investors.
      Real estate agents we interviewed could tell from personal experience how this shift played out. As one
      interviewee, who works as a specialist in Asian relationships for a large international property firm, told
      us:
    


    
      Well basically in 1986 [when he started doing property sales after arriving from Hong
      Kong a year earlier] we could see a lot of Hong-Kong Chinese interest moving out from Hong Kong, and as Australia or Sydney is such a fantastic
      place many Asian people were keen to come [too]. But fortunately I am Hong-Kong Chinese so [it was] easy to get
      close to the Hong-Kong Chinese. Now we’re actually getting more mainland Chinese people coming, and the investing
      is more diversified than the Hong-Kong Chinese. The Hong-Kong Chinese used to be very keen on residential and
      just some sort of retail property, but now you will find that the mainland Chinese people are demanding much more
      diversified things such as rural, agricultural vineyards and also big commercial, not just normal retail and
      residential. So the market has changed dramatically in terms of price range as well, it used to be from 1 to 5
      million . . . but now even $100 million doesn’t bother them, they are still very, very keen. (Interview 30
      January 2013)
    


    
      Mainland Chinese investment can be attributed to a number of ‘push-and-pull’ factors in
      Australia and China. In terms of ‘pull’ factors, changes to Australia’s foreign investment policy in 2008, which
      allowed developers to sell up to 100 per cent of their product to overseas buyers and obtain foreign investment
      pre-approval for non-residents, facilitated international property purchases. In regard to the ‘push’ factors,
      the growing wealth of mainland Chinese people and lack of investment channels in China (caused by the
      government’s tightening of control over China’s property market and instability in its stock markets) encouraged
      wealthy Chinese to look for opportunities overseas (Knight Frank 2015).
    


    
      By 2009–2010, China had overtaken Singapore as the largest Asian investor in Australia’s
      real estate sector, with total investment approval valued at over $2.4 billion (Foreign Investment Review Board
      2010, 53). In 2013–2014 this amount rose dramatically, to $12.4 billion, representing a staggering 416 per cent
      growth in five years (Foreign Investment Review Board 2014, 31); and in 2016, Chinese companies had bought as
      many as 38 per cent of all residential development sites sold in Australia, decreasing to 33 per cent in 2017
      (Knight Frank 2017, 2018). According to a 2014 interview with the co-founder of
      juwai.com, a popular online platform for mainland Chinese to purchase
      overseas properties, Australia was ranked second in the top five markets (also including the US, UK, Canada and
      Singapore) for Chinese property buyers (Bloomberg 2014). Based on search-count data, Sydney continues to be one of the most searched cities worldwide
      on its website (juwai.com 2016). The reasons for Sydney’s – and
      Australia’s – attractiveness are many, ranging from the economic to the cultural to the practical. As one real
      estate agency director observed:
    


    
      When we talk about Chinese investors, they choose us – number one, it’s close, only
      eight to ten hours flight. Number two is, the education system is okay, the climate is good and the environment
      is much cleaner. And in terms of our political system, it’s relatively stable compared to other countries. I
      think  that contributes a lot to the reason why
      Australia is so attractive to investors. (Interview 3 May 2013)
    


    
      Chinatown Haymarket has become one of Sydney’s key real estate hubs for such Chinese
      property investment, with property showrooms opening at a number of sites around the precinct, especially during
      the recent real estate boom, commencing in the early 2010s. A growing number of ‘new’ Chinese migrants and
      Australia-born Chinese have set up real estate agencies and professional firms in the area to provide a range of
      property-related information and services. In these roles, people of Chinese background are serving as mediators
      of a distinctly new domain of affluence leveraged from Chinatown. Statistics from the City of Sydney reveal that
      between 2007 and 2012 there were over 90 businesses in property development in operation and 493 businesses in
      professional and business services aggregated in Chinatown and CBD South Village (which roughly overlaps with the
      area demarcated as Haymarket Village Centre), an increase of 15.4 per cent and 32.9 per cent, respectively (City
      of Sydney 2012a). These services included property conveyancing, migration and education advice, and accounting
      services. Moreover, nine major banks, including international banks such as the Bank of China and HSBC, have
      opened branches in Chinatown Haymarket. Mortgage loan services are available at these banks for both local and
      overseas property buyers, often provided by Chinese-speaking staff. Chinese migrants have also been leveraging
      their transnational networks (and the generational density of Sydney’s Chinese population) to organize
      large-scale property expos.
    


    
      In 2012 and 2013, two such expos, entitled ‘Chinese Sydney Property Expo’, were held in
      Dixon Street in Chinatown and Lower Town Hall in Sydney’s CBD, respectively. Organized by Window to China, a
      property-service company founded by Chinese-Australian entrepreneurs from Hong Kong based in Chinatown, each
      event attracted over twenty exhibitors and 3,000 customers. At the expos, a large number of relatively new
      Chinese developers, such as Longton, Springfield and War Hing, and mainland Chinese real estate agents including
      Property Investors Alliance and BE100, were exhibiting their property projects, alongside major national property
      developers and real estate agents who saw the expo as an opportunity for them to penetrate Asian markets. Most of
      the properties exhibited at the expo were off-the-plan apartments in locations with high concentrations of
      Chinese population, including Haymarket and Sydney’s southern CBD. In 2013, with the support of China Eastern
      Airlines – one of the expo’s sponsors – 150,000 invitations were sent to members of the airline’s frequent flyer
      program, and a business-class discount was offered to those who attended the expo after flying from China. Close
      to 100 registrations were subsequently received online to take up the discount offer (organizers of Chinese
      Sydney Property Expo, interview 3 May 2013).
      Such property expos are now organized annually, not just in Sydney, but also in other Australian capital cities.
      In October 2017 the Sydney Expo was held in Sydney’s Town Hall and was accompanied by a brochure published
      entirely in Chinese.
    


    
      The level of mainland Chinese interest in Sydney property has been described as no less
      than ‘phenomenal’ (Commins 2014) and has given rise (as elsewhere around the world) to vigorous debate about its
      potentially damaging impacts on the local real estate market. Media stories have regularly suggested how foreign
      (i.e., Chinese) real estate investment has pushed up house prices and caused a reduction of housing
      affordability, especially in Sydney: both influencing and amplifying public opinion in this regard (Wong 2017).
      Even though there is no empirical evidence for such a causal relationship, a survey conducted by Rogers, Wong and
      Nelson found that as many as 78 per cent of Sydneysiders agreed or strongly agreed with the statement that
      ‘foreign investment is driving up housing prices in greater Sydney’ (2017, 446). This public concern has led to a
      recent tightening of foreign investment regulations, with the NSW government introducing foreign-buyer stamp duty
      and foreign-buyer land-tax surcharges to reduce foreign (i.e., Chinese) demand for Australian real estate
      (Cranston 2017), along the lines of Canada’s restrictions to its investor immigration program in 2014 (Young
      2014) and similar moves in other global cities such as Singapore, Hong Kong and Vancouver (Irvine 2017). Combined
      with the introduction of tougher capital controls by the Chinese government, this tightening has resulted in a
      cooling of mainland Chinese demand that persisted through 2018.
    


    
      Nevertheless, although cash flowing out of China has significantly reduced, Australia
      remains a ‘preferred destination for Chinese investors able to get their money out’ (Cummins 2017b). It remains
      to be seen what the long-term impact of these recent developments will be, but in October 2017 it was still
      reported that as many as ‘one in four new home-buyers in Sydney were Chinese’ (Irvine 2017). As at January 2018,
      reports suggested that the number of foreign buyers of residential property had declined further, but this was
      partly offset by a rise in foreign investment in commercial real estate (Sood 2018).
    


    CHINESE DIVERSITY AND ITS IMPACTS


    
      The generic use of the referent ‘Chinese’ in media reporting about ‘Chinese investors’
      is highly problematic, as it fails to differentiate between foreign and local Chinese buyers, many of whom are
      actually Australian citizens. This is a cultural-political problem that may lead to a misrepresentation of
      Chinese Australians as outsiders, harking back to Australia’s long history of anti-Chinese prejudice and possibly
      having a detrimental impact on community
      relations (Rogers, Wong and Nelson 2017). Nevertheless, perceptions that mainland Chinese buyers dominate the
      category of foreign investors are not inaccurate: one 2017 estimate suggested that foreign investors were buying
      the equivalent of 26 per cent of the value of new dwellings in NSW, and that 87 per cent of the value of foreign
      purchases in NSW in the first six months of 2017 was accounted for by purchasers from (mainland) China, Hong
      Kong, Taiwan and Macau (Irvine 2017). However, perceptions that mainland Chinese property buyers are always
      wealthy investors are not necessarily correct, despite high-profile media reports on high-net-worth Chinese
      tycoons purchasing trophy homes and other luxury goods across Sydney and Australia (Pearlman 2015; Cadzow 2018).
      As Li (2017) explains, wealth in China is highly concentrated: about 1 per cent of Chinese families own about
      one-third of the country’s total wealth, mostly in the form of cash and real estate. However, given the
      population size of the PRC, even 1 per cent translates into 13.8 million super-rich Chinese, many of whom have
      for years sent their money overseas, including to Australia. Yet, although wealthy people certainly make up an
      important component of new Chinese migration into Australia (Megalogenis 2017), most mainland Chinese property
      buyers are ordinary middle-class migrants or parents buying for children to study in Australia. Nevertheless,
      Rogers, Wong and Nelson found that almost 60 per cent of Sydneysiders believed that ‘the majority of Chinese
      foreign property investors are super-rich’ (2017, 447).
    


    
      The arrival of Chinese from the PRC, and the apparent wealth associated with them, has
      not gone unnoticed in Chinatown, where we could detect some muffled discontent about the growing visibility of
      mainland Chinese. Here, however, anxiety about the ‘new Chinese’ was not expressed by mainstream (Anglo-)
      Australians, but often by people who were themselves of Chinese background. As one local Chinatown real estate
      agent responded, with some thinly disguised dismay, when asked what kind of changes the mainland Chinese have
      brought to Chinatown:
    


    
      I suppose initially what you see is the money, the wealth. I mean, we used to say that
      Hong Kong and South-East Asian people had much more money, but this generation of Chinese has huge amounts and
      what we see first are usually the children or the ones that are here to study. . . . With our business we do a
      lot of rentals, we rent out a lot of apartments, and so of course we have to look at their bank accounts to see
      whether they qualify. But the amount of money they’re holding in these accounts [is] staggering. (Interview 30
      January 2013)
    


    
      This observation may be overgeneralized, but it does point to a broader trend occurring
      in Chinatown: the arrival of newer cohorts of migrants from diverse Chinese origins, especially from the
      mainland, has changed the social complexion of Sydney’s Chinatown, in particular for those who have had a
      long-standing relationship with it, such as the Chinese
      who have historical connections to the area. What becomes clear is that a generic ‘Chineseness’ cannot be the
      basis of a shared sense of co-ethnicity (Liu 2014).
    


    
      Before the 1960s, as we noted earlier in this chapter, Sydney’s Chinese population
      traced its ancestral origins predominantly to southern China; the majority belonging to clans from Chung Shan
      (Zhongshan 中山), Ko Yiu (Gao Yao
      高腰), Dong Guan (東莞), Sze Yup (Siyi 四邑), He Shan (鶴山) and Zeng Cheng (增城) (Williams 1999). Ching Y. Choi attributes these concentrations
      to the legal-sponsorship system through which new migrants were sponsored by fellow Chinese to enter Australia.
      The majority of Chinese in Sydney, including (as noted earlier) those from Hong Kong in the 1980s, belonged
      broadly to this Cantonese-speaking group (Choi 1975).
    


    
      The ‘new Chinese’, on the other hand, come to Sydney from all over China, in particular,
      from large cities such as Beijing, Shanghai and Guangzhou. Their migration to Sydney has changed the social
      fabric of Sydney’s Chinatown, once dominated by Cantonese speakers. Census data show that Mandarin speakers are
      increasingly outnumbering Cantonese speakers in Haymarket village centre: while in 2001 there were more Cantonese
      speakers in Haymarket, by 2016 Cantonese speakers were greatly outnumbered by Mandarin speakers (see figure
      4.1).
    


    
      This change in the language, and also culture, of Chinatown represents a major shift,
      and it has made some older-generation Chinatown locals feel uneasy – and even
      alienated – from the place they had come to call their communal ‘home’ (Ang 2016). A similar sentiment has been
      expressed in Chinatowns elsewhere in the world, where signage shifts associated with a diversifying ‘linguistic
      landscape’ (see Lou 2016 on Washington, DC’s Chinatown) have brought tension and conflict. Local language
      politics have been heated in Vancouver’s Chinatown, for example, where signs of Mandarinization (such as the use
      of Ni Hao, meaning ‘hello’, in Mandarin on
      billboards) have rallied a resistant ‘Cantosphere’ of language classes, artistic exhibitions, cooking workshops
      and more: to try to preserve the use of, and Vancouver Chinatown’s identification with, its Cantonese heritage
      (Klassen 2015). Such tensions, while undoubtedly simmering, have not found any public expression to date in the
      context of Sydney’s Chinatown. One Malaysian-Chinese resident of Chinatown, however, was not shy in expressing
      her concerns about the growing influence of mainland Chinese migrants. In her words, they ‘are more schooled in
      nationalistic superiority and the sense that wealth alone elevates you morally and socially, than broader ideas
      of egalitarian inclusiveness’ (interview 24 February 2015). That nationalist divisions do exist is exemplified by
      a case, reported in the New York Times, of a
      Taiwanese student waitress who was fired by a mainland Chinese restaurateur in Sydney because she had expressed
      the view that Taiwan was not part of China (Cave and Xu 2018). It would be prejudicial, however, and potentially
      dangerous, to homogenize all mainland Chinese migrants along such ideological lines.
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      Figure 4.1 Number of Cantonese and Mandarin speakers in Haymarket Village Centre,
      2001–2016 (Profile ID 2018c)
    


    
      More pragmatically, commercial service providers in
      Chinatown have noticed a demographic shift and responded accordingly. Cantonese-style restaurants, previously
      ubiquitous throughout Chinatown, have begun to include northern Chinese dishes on their menus and have hired
      waiting staff who can speak Mandarin as well as Cantonese. One local bank lending manager, a multilingual man of
      Malaysian-Chinese background who has worked in Chinatown since 1989, commented that ‘when I first went to
      Chinatown I spoke Cantonese all day. Now it’s shifted to speaking Mandarin all day’ (interview 29 April 2015). He
      added that in his observations, the Chinese clients he encounters are clearly an internally divided group:
    


    
      They are totally different cultures. If I speak to a Cantonese, it’s basically one
      group and Mandarin is another group. You don’t find them mixing that much. [Cantonese-speaking] southern Chinese
      in general – they don’t like the Mandarin-speaking people. They don’t like the Beijing people. Shanghainese don’t
      like the Beijing people, the Beijing people don’t like the Cantonese people. (Interview 29 April 2015)
    


    
      The former ‘solidarity’ of Chinese people in Chinatown, then – building on the bonds of
      migrants’ townships of origin through traditional clan societies, and the sense of being a minority in a dominant white society – has been
      fading in the present day. Historically, Chinatown was the headquarters for many of these clan societies, founded
      over one-hundred years ago. Many functioned as community organizations to facilitate the integration of new
      migrants from villages into Australia, providing assistance in finding work and housing, remitting money,
      providing translation and so on (Inglis 2011). The clan shops that were opened in Chinatown provided social
      spaces, mostly for men, where early Chinese migrants residing in Sydney could meet and socialize. Clan societies
      also owned various buildings in Chinatown, including Goong Yee Tong (for Dong Guan people) at 50 Dixon Street;
      Luen Fook Tong (for Zeng Cheng people) at 52 Dixon Street; and another that was the Sydney headquarters of the
      Kuomintang Nationalist party. Off limits to passers-by and tourists (unless on organized tours), such
      institutions contributed to associations of Chinatown with mystery and enigma. But they continue to provide
      services (such as holding migrant letters with no fixed addresses); and one, called Yiu Ming Hung Fook Tong (the
      clan society for Gao Yao people), which was established in the 1870s to support clan-related market gardeners in
      suburban Sydney, was still investing in real estate in 2008 (Jensen 2008).
    


    
      One interviewee, a long-time Chinatown community leader, pointed out that these clan
      societies have been in decline due to a ‘generational change’ in interests and activities that make social events
      organized by these societies unattractive to young people (interview 30 January 2013). (See figure 4.2). Besides,
      according to another interviewee, also a long-time community leader, a number of governance issues within these
      organizations – such as improper financial management, internal politics and an inability to secure successors –
      have hindered their development (interview 8 May 2013). The declining role of such societies and community
      associations implies a loss of ‘bonding capital’ and ‘relationships of trust and reciprocity’ (Putnam 2000, 22)
      and the rise of more anonymous transactional relations in Chinatown.
    


    
      The diminishing role of Chinatown as the centre for Chinese associational life in Sydney
      was demonstrated in the City of Sydney’s floor space and employment survey (FES 2012), findings of which are
      detailed in chapter 6. Notwithstanding the emergence of newly established community-building institutions such as
      Chinese newspapers, television and radio stations (Inglis 2011, 61), the survey showed the area retains
      relatively small community and social capital sectors – accounting for just 0.7 per cent and 3.1 per cent of the
      total business and employment counts, respectively, in Haymarket Village Centre (City of Sydney 2012a). The
      evident decentralization of Chinese community organizations means that Chinese people in general are less likely
      to use Chinatown to attend social events than older-generation Chinese migrants. Suburbanization also affects the
      conditions of possibility of ‘public familiarity’ – one of the criteria for the development of social
      capital and social networks (Li and Blokland 2014, 244) – among the Chinese themselves.
      As one of our interviewees, a long-standing Chinatown community leader, said, the community is not so tight-knit
      now, or, again in his words, ‘it’s fractional . . . with different nationalities coming in’ (interview 30 January
      2013).
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      Figure 4.2 Clan houses in Chinatown (photo by Andrea
      Del Bono)
    


    
      Consistent with the suburbanization trend of Chinese societies, Chinese
      Australians themselves have moved away from Chinatown and settled in the suburbs, as
      noted in previous chapters, since at least the 1960s (Choi 1975). In contrast to New York’s Chinatown in
      Manhattan, for example, where a significant number of long-term Chinese residents still live in rent-controlled
      apartments (Tabor 2015), current residents of Sydney’s Chinatown are mostly more recent migrants from the Chinese
      mainland and other parts of Asia, as well as a more ‘transient’ population of international students, business
      people and workers on short-term visas, living in recently built, nearby high-rise apartments. This much more
      fluid population has resulted in the waning of any strong sense of community. As one local student with Chinese
      ancestry, a resident of The Peak apartments, told us:
    


    
      I really think there is a lack of kind of community . . . because in the building that
      I live – I’ve lived there for five years and I don’t think I see most people. Like most people here are new, they come and go every half a year or a year
      and so for me . . . I envy people that feel like they have a community. (Interview 24 August 2014)
    


    
      As Sydney’s Chinese population has continued to grow, a large number of newer Chinese
      community organizations have been established. A veteran Chinatown community leader estimated that today there
      are over 300 Chinese community organizations dispersed (widely) across greater Sydney. The two biggest are the
      Australian Chinese Community Association (ACCA), founded in 1974, with over 11,000 members, and the Chinese
      Australian Services Society (CASS), founded in 1981. Notably, affiliations within these more recent organizations
      are no longer based on township of origin, but on geography, ethnicity, gender, business sector, profession,
      political stance, religion, hobbies, art and culture and many other interests. These organizations have not only
      taken over some of the roles formerly played by clan societies, such as services for new immigrants (e.g.,
      information on employment opportunities, housing), but also complement wider social welfare services by focusing
      on the special needs of particular groups (e.g., providing Chinese-speaking child care, elderly care, medical or
      legal services).
    


    
      In contrast to the traditional clan societies, contemporary Chinese community
      organizations are much more likely to build wider networks. As one prominent community leader of several Chinese
      community groups explained: ‘There used to be lots of negative aspect[s] in the past, the way that the Chinese
      used to be portrayed . . . I’m trying to build bridges between the Chinese community and the mainstream. . . . I
      try to promote and show some positive things’ (interview 8 May 2013).
    


    
      Although these Chinese community organizations have achieved a ‘bridging effect’ (Putnam
      2000, 22) by developing such networks, this does not appear to have deepened linkages among the large number of Chinese community organizations in
      Sydney. A City of Sydney community development manager said, ‘I don’t see there is much collaboration, they just
      see them as individuals . . . there is lots of competition [including for funding] between these different
      groups’ (interview 8 April 2013). In order to address this issue and foster stronger collaboration between
      Chinese community organizations, a Sydney Chinese Services Interagency (SydCSI) network was set up in 2009 to
      provide a platform for community organizations within the City of Sydney LGA to meet and organize joint events.
      However, the initiative did not appear to gather a lot of traction, with the last joint event, a Great Gap Debate
      addressing the question, ‘Who exactly are Chinese Australians?’, held in 2014. These newer Chinese community
      organizations have tended to rely heavily on government funding support, giving rise to questions about their
      sustainability. In turn, the City of Sydney recently changed its support strategy: instead of providing funding for individual events, the local
      council now seeks to promote capacity building and strengthen organizations’ governance skills so that they can
      explore alternative financial sources such as fundraising and learn to use their resources more
      effectively.
    


    
      The diminishing role and function of Chinatown’s social capital sector, together with
      the dispersal and specialization of Chinese organizations across the wider metropolitan area, does not
      necessarily imply that Chinatown today is devoid of community integrity and vitality. On the contrary, community
      dynamics are lively, complex and unstable, and the distance we note in this book from the uncritical
      ‘communalism’ with which Chinatown has historically been aligned should not be taken to imply that we desert
      altogether the idea of ‘community’ itself. Indeed, assuming that the term ‘community’ is conceived as an
      ‘assemblage’ of jostling interests and attachments, rather than a stable unity or ‘epistemic truth’ (Del Bono
      forthcoming), Chinatown presents a key instance of it. As a differentiated place, it is bound less by
      communitarian solidarity and shared identity than by the multiple ways ‘it’ comes to be performed and assembled
      in networked relation to other places in the city (see also chapter 7 in this regard).
    


    
      For example, one Chinatown-based organization, the Chinese Youth League of Australia
      (CYL), often activates a rhetoric of ‘the Chinese community’ despite the ethnic heterogeneity of its members. The
      CYL was formed in Sydney against the backdrop of the Sino-Japanese war in the 1930s by a group of patriotic
      Australian Chinese, who gathered with the aim of raising funds to support resistance to the Japanese invasion of
      China through theatre-related activities. In 1986, the CYL acted on the state government’s call for
      multiculturalism and hosted its first ever Chinatown carnival. In 1988 it was invited to participate in the
      Australian bicentenary celebrations, staging its song and dance epic, Dragon
      Down Under. Performances were held at the Sydney Opera House as well as venues in
      Melbourne and Brisbane; and a final performance was presented to the prime ministers of China and Australia at
      Parliament House, Canberra. In 2000, CYL members had the honour of participating in the opening ceremony of the
      Sydney Olympic Games. Today, the organization still has its headquarters on Dixon Street in Chinatown. Its
      multigenerational membership, estimated to be over 7,000, is introduced on the organization’s website as a large
      group of individuals who come ‘from all walks of life’ (Chinese Youth League n.d.). The active core of the CYL
      includes Cantonese-speaking elders who migrated from southern China to Australia before the White Australia
      policy was dismantled; middle-aged men and women from different parts of China who have spent a significant part
      of their life outside of Australia and who do not always speak English fluently; highly educated Australian
      professionals with Chinese background; first-generation Chinese Australians with complex migration histories
      and transnational capital built during personal
      experiences in different countries across the world; and young Chinese expatriates who arrived in Australia with
      a student visa (Del Bono 2016). The organization’s membership is thus no longer predominantly made up of
      Cantonese speakers.
    


    
      Cantonese, therefore, can no longer be presumed to be the shared language of the CYL,
      and this can result in communication issues among some of its members. In response, the community organization
      now occasionally recruits young Chinese mainlanders who grew up with a bilingual Mandarin and Cantonese
      background. These ‘new Chinese’ not only assist during the preparation of the many cultural initiatives
      (promoted, in particular, during special events such as Chinese New Year) but also, most importantly, act as
      points of connection between the CYL’s two major ‘Chinese’ linguistic spheres. The recruitment of
      Mandarin-speaking staff is also a direct response to the increasing status and power of China as the official
      determinant of representative ‘Chineseness’ in the Chinatown context. The way the CYL manages the different
      linguistic codes within its membership is an interesting diplomatic issue in this regard. English and Cantonese
      are the most widely spoken languages among the membership, but on official occasions – such as in speeches by the
      organization’s president during ceremonial events where politicians and representatives of the Chinese Consulate
      are present – the language of choice is Mandarin Chinese. Ironically, on such occasions, long-time
      Cantonese-speaking elders of the community are excluded, as they tend not to understand Mandarin; but they seem
      to implicitly accept this exclusion, grudgingly or not, in the interests of displaying a united, authoritative,
      sanctioned Chinese identity to the outside world (Del Bono 2016). Despite its internal diversity, then, a
      communitarian ethnicity is pragmatically mobilized by the organization when it wishes to ‘give visibility’ to
      Chinese identity and culture on specific occasions; and this becomes an act that strategically aligns with the
      ends of place branding, as we will see in chapter 7.
    


    
      The demographic changes occurring in Chinatown have led some older-generation Chinese to
      advocate for the importance of nurturing historical consciousness of what makes Chinatown special as a space of
      significance for Chinese in Australia. As one long-time Chinese community leader, who has had an association with
      Chinatown since the late 1950s, said:
    


    
      One thing that [Chinatown] doesn’t have which I would like to see, it would be nice to
      have a centre, whether it be a museum or some centre where you could meet, hold talks. . . . We don’t have
      anything like that, and that’s a pity. . . . One of the things I would like to see is a lot of the heritage and
      history of the settlement from China, there’s nowhere where it’s on display here. That’s something I’m very keen
      on. (Interview 8 May 2013)
    


    
      In 2018, the idea of setting up a museum dedicated to
      Chinese-Australian history remains on the agenda, worked on by various established stakeholders in Chinatown (see
      chapter 10). Their key concern is that newer generations of Chinese and more recent migrants may not have much
      knowledge and understanding of the distinct experiences of earlier migrants to Sydney and Australia, risking a
      cultural amnesia that might wipe out the historical memories of generations past (McNab 2017). That such a
      concern is not unfounded is suggested by what Li (2017), as a ‘new Chinese’, has to say about Chinatown. His
      perspective deviates vastly from those whose experiences were shaped by both their minority positioning in a
      white Australia and a China that was – for most of the twentieth century – a poor and marginalized nation in the
      international landscape. Highlighting the much more comfortable situation of migrants from the PRC today, Li
      seems to dismiss the importance of history:
    


    
      The experience I have today is distinctly different from the experience of previous
      generations of Chinese migrants in Australia. They never had so many people of similar background around them, so
      they tended to stick together and build their own community in Chinatown. It helped them to retain their identity
      and stay connected with their own people. Today Chinatown is nothing more than an entertainment centre, with
      restaurants and karaoke bars its main draws. (2017, 139)
    


    
      Such a consumerist view of Chinatown would be anathema to community-minded
      older-generation Chinese, caught as they are between the realistic prospect of major developments across and
      around Chinatown and a desire to maintain Chinatown’s historical legacy as a communal centre of Chineseness in
      Sydney, and Australia more broadly. Yet, as we have seen in chapter 3, even among long-standing local Chinese
      entrepreneurs (such as Cantonese restaurant owners) there is strong pro-development sentiment, with less interest
      in conserving Chinatown’s heritage, which they see as impeding the area’s modernization. At the same time, even
      some of the most staunch advocates of Chinatown have begun to loosen their attachment to the precinct. As the
      former president of the Haymarket Chamber of Commerce, who grew up frequenting Chinatown with his parents and
      still has property in the area, admits:
    


    
      I don’t think I ever brought [my young kids] into Chinatown, and that’s probably what
      my generation will be more like, you know, whilst I’ve got a connection to Chinatown, with my kids I think it
      will be almost non-existent, unless I deliberately bring them in . . . and teach them about some of the history
      of Chinatown and things like that. (Interview 31 May 2013)
    


    
      As the Chinese presence in metropolitan Sydney becomes both more pervasive and more
      diverse, the tiny precinct of Chinatown remains as a reminder of the enormous change that has taken place in the course of more than 100 years of Chinese
      transnational migration.
    


    CONCLUSION


    
      The differences between ‘old’ and ‘new’ Chinese diasporas within the Australian cultural
      context are having a profoundly disruptive impact on the meaning of ‘Chineseness’. This disruption is
      particularly manifest within Sydney’s Chinatown, which, during the 1970s and 1980s, along with other global
      Chinatowns, came to represent the public face of an orientalized ‘Chineseness’ to be savoured and consumed. At
      the same time, the Chinatown precinct has long been the communal ‘home’ of early Chinese migrants and their
      descendants, a refuge for the affirmation of their Chineseness in a hostile, white world (Ang 2016). Such a
      communitarian view increasingly overgeneralizes the homogeneity of Sydney’s ‘Chinese community’.
    


    
      The arrival of Hong Kong Chinese migrants in the 1980s had already begun to dilute the
      homogeneity of the Chinese diaspora, as had the arrival of people with Chinese ancestry from other parts of Asia
      and beyond. This internal diversity is registered in the following comment, from a long-time local Chinese
      community leader:
    


    
      Do not think the Chinese community as homogeneous. There are so many different groups
      there, ranging from those whose ancestors came in the 1800s, to those who have come very recently. . . . There’s
      a lot of difference within. . . . It’s a very mixed group here. (Interview 8 May 2013)
    


    
      Today, the growing visibility and influence of mainland Chinese migrants, investors,
      students and tourists has brought a qualitatively different disruption to the meaning of Chinese identity, to the
      point where it may even be futile to continue to speak of a ‘Chinese community’ at all, no matter how diverse
      (Wong and Ang 2018, 34). As stated earlier in this chapter, this problem is reflected in media reporting related
      to ‘Chinese’ property investment that has accompanied Sydney’s recent housing boom. It seems that many residents,
      real estate agents and journalists have been unable to differentiate Australian Chinese (who are Australian
      citizens or permanent residents), Chinese nationals (overseas Chinese) and ethnic Chinese from Southeast Asia
      (e.g., Singapore or Malaysia), lumping them all together as ‘Chinese’ and rekindling old fears and prejudices
      reminiscent of the situation of the late nineteenth century that led to the White Australia policy (Rogers, Wong
      and Nelson 2017). Differentiation has also come to characterize the organizational life of Sydney’s Chinese population, as demonstrated in this chapter, casting
      into further doubt and contention the utility of a group label (Ang 2014).
    


    
      As each new generation and cohort of Chinese and other Asian migrants negotiates its own
      positionality in relation to the wider society – and to other groups – Sydney’s Chinatown is increasingly
      shedding the ‘communitarian bias’ (Glick-Schiller and Çağlar 2016) that has (pre)cast the district’s scholarly
      and public conception. When conceived in its transnational and diasporic context, Chinatown today is a complex
      sedimentation of multiple – and sometimes contradictory – traces, in a global city that is itself coming to terms
      with the emerging age of China. In this context, it remains to be seen the extent to which Chinatown will
      literally become ‘China’s town’ – to use the incendiary language of Sydney’s Daily Telegraph when describing Sydney as a whole after the release
      of the 2016 census data (Brennan 2017). In this scenario, mainland Chinese influence would become an overbearing
      dominant force submerging all other identities and cultures in Chinatown Haymarket, and Sydney more broadly. An
      alternative, more desirable and arguably more likely scenario would be that the area will continue to be a porous
      and fluid urban hub, where a dynamic multiplicity of identities and cultures, attachments and interests –
      different kinds of Chinese, different kinds of Asian, Australian and many others – intersect and interact. In the
      next chapter, we will explore the potential of this scenario.
    


    NOTE


    
      1. China’s renminbi currency has been progressively
      internationalizing, such that by today it is the second most used currency in international trade and financial
      transactions after the US dollar (Commonwealth Bank 2016).
    

  


  
    
      Chapter 5
    


    Towards ‘Asia-Town’? Chinatown’s Cultural Diversity


    
      The rising presence of Mandarin-speaking mainland Chinese is not the only story to tell
      about demographic change in Chinatown Haymarket. The intensification of class distinctions that has attended the
      latest wave of mainland Chinese migration to and investment in the area, as described in the previous chapter, is
      just one of a number of dimensions that challenge the image of cohesive communalism evoked by the stale
      stereotype of Chinatown as an ‘enclave’. There is also marked differentiation of character and composition in
      terms of ethnicity, the major focus of this chapter. Chinatown today is much more than ‘Chinese’ – despite
      becoming more intensively, and precisely, that. It also comprises a mix of other, especially Asian,
      ethnicities.
    


    
      As a country with a highly proactive immigration policy, Australia has seen a steady
      diversification of its population since World War II, and in global terms, Australia now has a particularly high
      percentage of overseas-born residents: according to 2013 OECD data, 27.7 per cent of Australia’s population was
      born elsewhere, with only Luxembourg and New Zealand having higher levels of foreign-born populations (OECD
      2017). By 2016, according to the ABS, the figure had risen to 28.5 per cent (or 6.9 million people) (ABS 2017c);
      but, as we have already noted in chapter 2, migrants have mostly settled in the large cities, and especially
      Sydney and Melbourne. Also, as we have seen in chapter 4, Sydney’s Chinese population itself became increasingly
      diversified, both by generation and by country of origin, in the post– World War II era. In the 1950s, ethnic
      Chinese students from Singapore and Malaysia entered through the Colombo Plan. In the 1970s, there were many
      ethnic Chinese among Vietnamese and Cambodian refugees, who fled their countries in the thousands in the wake of
      the Indo-Chinese wars. Then, from the 1980s onwards, middle-class people from Hong Kong, Taiwan, Singapore,
      Malaysia and Indonesia (many of whom were ethnic Chinese) migrated via Australia’s business migration scheme, becoming the dominant migrant flow
      of Chinese to Australia until the late 1990s, since which time the majority of Chinese have come from the
      PRC.
    


    
      As discussed in chapter 4, this ‘Chinese’ diversity figures significantly in the
      demographic, and especially linguistic, profile of Chinatown today. However, the too-easy conflation of the term
      ‘Chinatown’ with ‘Chinese’ obscures one of the most notable demographic characteristics of Chinatown’s ethnic
      diversity today: the large number of migrants from many more, diversely Asian countries, who have taken up
      residence there. Census data show that by 2016 Haymarket had greater Sydney’s highest percentage of population
      born in Asia (including Northeast, Southeast, South and Central Asia), accounting for 68 per cent of the total
      population in the area (ABS 2016a). This is higher than Rhodes (64 per cent) or Hurstville (58 per cent): two
      metropolitan Sydney neighbourhoods that, compared with Haymarket, as we have seen in the previous chapter, are
      characterized by much higher densities of China-born and Chinese-ancestry population (see table 5.1). In other
      words, Haymarket’s population mix is much less dominated by Chinese ethnicities than some of these other more
      suburban areas, located outside the inner city. The suburb of Harris Park, which is part of the City of
      Parramatta in western Sydney, is exceptional in this regard by way of comparison, however: while its Asia-born
      population makes up 61 per cent of the total population, only 5 per cent of its population were born in China,
      while 46.4 per cent were born in India – many of the latter having migrated since the beginning of the
      twenty-first century, generating the suburb’s reputation as Sydney’s new ‘little India’. Hurstville, Rhodes and
      Harris Park (see figure 1.3) are thus each dominated by one particular new migrant group and can therefore be
      referred to as genuine ‘ethnoburbs’ by Li’s (1998) definition, but Haymarket, by virtue of its inner-city
      location and its more diverse population mix, exceeds that descriptor.
    


    
      Haymarket is therefore not just the most ‘Asianized’ precinct in the entire metropolitan
      Sydney region; what makes it particularly distinctive is that its Asian population is much more diverse than
      other areas. When we look at the provenance of this Asian population, we can see
      a number of interesting trends. Figure 5.1 shows the top ten overseas countries of birth for residents of
      Haymarket between 2001 and 2016; all these countries are Asian. Not surprisingly, we can see that there has been
      a steady rise in the number of people living in Haymarket who were born in mainland China. While in 2001 only 9
      per cent of Haymarket’s overseas-born residents were born in China, by 2016 this had risen to 19.1 per cent. The
      Hong Kong–born population, on the other hand, declined from 4.6 per cent to just 1.6 per cent in the same period
      (Profile ID 2018d). This reflects the decline of Cantonese and simultaneous rise of Mandarin as the Chinese
      language spoken at home, which we have already discussed in chapter 4.
    


    
      Table 5.1 Density of Asia-born, China-born and Chinese-ancestry populations living in
      selected precincts in metropolitan Sydney (% of total population) (ABS 2016a)
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      Note: Figures include those born in Southeast Asia,
      Northeast Asia and Southern and Central Asia, using Country of Birth of Person (BPLP) data of the 2016 Census.
      Chinese ancestry figures are based on the census Ancestry Multi Response (ANCP); respondents were able to report
      up to two ancestries.
    


    
      However, the most dramatic rise in numbers has taken
      place in the Thailand-born population. While those born in Thailand made up only 2.4 per cent of Haymarket’s
      overseas-born population in 2001, by 2016 they formed the largest group, at 20.8 per cent, even larger than the
      mainland China–born population (Profile ID 2018d). This rapid rise has been an important demographic foundation
      for the emergence of a distinct ‘Thai Town’ in Haymarket, which we will discuss next. Another important Asian
      group in Haymarket are those born in South Korea, although this group’s strength in numbers appears to be
      declining. While in 2006 it made up as much as 10.2 per cent of the Haymarket overseas-born population, by 2016
      this figure was only 5.1 per cent (although the size of the group in absolute numbers has remained relatively
      steady). Nevertheless, the Korean presence in Haymarket has translated into the emergence of a ‘Koreatown’, which we will also discuss later. Other
      groups in the top ten overseas countries of birth in Haymarket were those born in Indonesia, Vietnam, Taiwan,
      Japan, India and Malaysia, giving the precinct, overall, a distinctly mixed, plural complexion encompassing the
      gamut of Northeast Asian, Southeast Asian and, to a small extent, South Asian ethnicities. These changes in
      demographic composition indicate that in the past two decades, Haymarket (including Chinatown) has undergone a
      significant shift: from a predominantly Cantonese Chinese district to a hybrid, multicultural, inter-Asian or
      trans-Asian precinct.
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      Figure 5.1 Top ten overseas countries of birth for residents of Haymarket,
      2001–2016 (Profile ID 2018d)
    


    
      This increasing diversity of Asian residents in Haymarket is reflected in the growing
      number and variety of Asian restaurants and Asian-style shops in the area, such as Korean fashion boutiques and
      gift shops, Malaysian eateries and Taiwanese dessert restaurants. In addition, a variety of
      Asian-language-speaking businesses and professional and personal services – ranging from Chinese doctors and
      lawyers to Korean beauty parlours and Thai grocery stores – can be found in Haymarket, often nestled side by side
      in an intricate and dynamic mix: a coexisting heterogeneity of what Massey (2005) calls ‘throwntogetherness’.
      What we have concentrated here in one place are, in Massey’s words, ‘intense and heterogeneous constellations of
      trajectories, demanding complex negotiation’ (Massey 2005, 155).
    


    
      We will consider an instance of such complex negotiation later in this chapter, when we
      discuss the cultural politics surrounding the Sydney Chinese New Year Festival. For now, however, the
      heterogeneous mix of contemporary Chinatown Haymarket calls attention to the increasingly multidirectional,
      transnational dimension of diaspora across a diversity of identities and associations that are excessive to an
      outmoded ‘enclave’ discourse. As outlined in chapter 1, this is a discourse that reproduces the representation of
      Chinatown as a singular and homogeneous place, the ‘difference’ of which is considered to render it anomalous to
      a normative core culture. Yet not only is the so-called core culture against which Chinatown is
      characteristically set itself constituted by a proliferating diversity that includes (and requires) multiple and
      fluid identities, but there are also complex and contradictory identifications evolving in the transnational
      context among people of Asian origin in Chinatown Haymarket, which problematize any one-dimensional idea of a
      bloc of ‘Asian’ settlement and difference.
    


    
      An absolutist notion of racialized/ethnicized ‘difference’ is, of course, often deployed
      in general understandings of Australia’s diverse urban landscape, even today – sometimes in exclusionary ways.
      This is the case even as cultural fluidity and openness are commonly practiced in mundane daily interactions,
      where intercultural encounters across ethnic differences and ‘bumping into alterity’ are common experiences
      (Noble 2011; Harris 2013). The very persistence of the idea of Chinatown as an exotic ‘other’ space in some dominant discourses, especially those related to
      tourism, speaks considerably to the fact that the orientalist myth continues to have its attractions. Meanwhile,
      as discussed in the previous chapter, the actual cultural complexity one now finds on the ground in Chinatown
      Haymarket poses a challenge – emotionally and culturally – to some older Chinese-origin people who continue to
      maintain a sense of cultural ownership of Chinatown and its history; and who are invested in the memory of this
      place as a refuge from precisely such nineteenth- and twentieth-century forms of exclusion. For these Sydney
      Chinese, Chinatown was, and continues to be, much more than the image of despised otherness it used to carry
      during the white Australia era: it was the place where they themselves nurtured a sense of community and
      collective identity (Ang 2016).
    


    
      It is important to acknowledge such experiences and memories within the evolving urban
      assemblage that gives (unstable) form and definition to Chinatown for various publics from various perspectives,
      over various time periods. An arguably more powerful representation in the Sydney context has, however, been the
      script of ‘communalism’ that has for so long rendered Chinatown marginal in relation to the greater public realm
      of the city. Here we wish to work against that script (though not necessarily against ‘community’ per se) by
      eliciting identity formations in the area that, today, go largely unrecognized. These formations reflect and
      anticipate the broader ‘Asianization’ of Sydney as a city (Inglis 2011, 61) – a burgeoning, possibly inevitable
      trend, given the Asian region’s increasing global clout and its enormous economic, cultural and social
      implications for Australia (Ang et al. 2015). In this light, Chinatown can no longer be seen as a threatening or
      exotic ‘other’, but as constitutive of the mundane cosmopolitan interactions of Sydney’s southern CBD, of which
      Chinatown Haymarket is a key part. At the same time, however, the very co-presence of diverse Asian groups within
      the one area does not necessarily lead to smooth convergence into a happy, pan-Asian unity. On the contrary,
      differences, if not outright conflicts, do transpire between and across diverse Asian communities, even as
      inter-Asian interconnections are commonplace.
    


    
      To flesh out some of the intricacies and tensions that attend to Chinatown Haymarket’s
      ‘Asianization’, we will focus on some recent controversies associated with the Chinese New Year Festival, as
      diverse Asian groups argue over ownership and naming of the event. First, though, we will delve into one of the
      most peculiar developments in Haymarket in the past decade or so, the emergence of ‘Thai Town’ (in Campbell
      Street) and ‘Koreatown’ (in Pitt Street): two artificially erected, ethnic micro-precincts whose very existence
      seems to run counter to the ‘bursting of the enclave’ idea that we have been both documenting and arguing for in
      this book so far. In highlighting the peculiarity of both Thai Town and Koreatown in Haymarket, however,
      it is useful to return briefly to the census
      data and make particular mention of one other group: people born in Indonesia. This group has steadily risen over
      time in terms of absolute numbers, especially since the late 1990s. In fact, by 2001, as many as 17.5 per cent of
      Haymarket’s residents were born in Indonesia, dropping to 11.5 per cent in 2016: still a substantial number, and
      representing the third-largest Asian group in the precinct, behind only those born in Thailand and China (Profile
      ID 2018d). And yet, this group has not made any distinct imprint on the urban fabric of Chinatown Haymarket:
      there is no trace of an ‘Indonesia-town’ in the precinct, nor are there any significant Indonesian restaurants or
      other establishments in the area (although local Asian supermarkets do tend to carry a large range of Indonesian
      ingredients and products). This is in contrast with both the Thai and the Korean presence in the area,
      culminating, as we discuss further later, in the establishment of a Thai Town and a Koreatown. Why should this be
      so?
    


    
      The City of Sydney has long been aware of the existence of this Indonesian minority but
      does not know much about it. A small survey commissioned by the city in 2007 found that most Indonesian migrants
      to Sydney lived either in Randwick, close to the University of New South Wales (where there is a visible concentration of Indonesian restaurants and services),
      or in Haymarket and the CBD area. A large number of these Indonesians are international students, a significant
      proportion of whom go on to apply for permanent residency (Putru 2007). Virtually none of these, however, seem to
      have taken the initiative to set up businesses in Haymarket, unlike Thais and Koreans. According to the manager
      of the only Indonesian restaurant in Chinatown, Delima – a fine-dining establishment that operated for eight
      years until 2017, and specifically did not cater for students – ‘Indonesian food is not very popular in
      comparison to Thai or Korean or Japanese to the Asian community’ (interview 24 September 2014). An Indonesian
      student representative we spoke to suggested that Muslim Indonesian students do not like going to Chinatown
      because of the lack of halal food there and their concern with the prominence of shops that sell pork (interview
      13 August 2013). This says something about the limits of ‘trans-Asianness’ or ‘inter-Asianness’ circulating in a
      precinct such as Chinatown Haymarket. It also puts into perspective the level of entrepreneurial initiative and
      organizational resolve of other groups such as the Thais and Koreans.
    


    THE EMERGENCE OF KOREATOWN AND THAI TOWN


    
      In the competition of cities worldwide to attract tourists, residents and businesses,
      local authorities seek to market their cities by recasting them variously as centres of knowledge, finance,
      recreation, entertainment and/or tourism (for a
      review, see Lucarelli and Berg 2011; for a critical perspective, see, e.g., Medway and Warnaby 2014). The
      phenomenon of targeting specific areas (not necessarily, but often within, cities) has also given rise to ‘place
      branding’ as an ever-more strategic narrative exercise in creating public knowledge and experience of places
      (Kearns and Philo 1993; Kavaratzis and Ashworth 2005; Zukin 2009).
    


    
      Chinatown, as a richly storied place the world over, has long been a focus of efforts by
      governments, development agencies and local businesses (including those run by Chinese-origin people themselves)
      eager to cultivate and capitalize on these districts’ orientalist representation (Anderson 1990). Indeed, this
      instant legibility as an ‘exotic’ destination for Western, and also Asian, audiences has doubtless contributed to
      the mobility of the Chinatown ‘brand’ across cities of the world (Ang 2017; Eom 2017). In chapter 7 we will
      consider the recent efforts of the City of Sydney to update Chinatown Haymarket’s brand in a time when
      ‘traditional’ notions of what Chinatown stands for – namely, that it is essentially ‘Chinese’ – are no longer
      adequate. Here, though, we turn to the consolidation in recent years of a spatially more expansive but also more
      differentiated ‘Asia-Town’ within the broader Haymarket area, one that reflects and communicates the area’s
      increasingly diverse Asian population. The agency of Korean and Thai migrants in the emergence of Koreatown and
      Thai Town will be highlighted here.
    


    
      Sydney’s Koreatown has grown up along a few blocks of Pitt Street in Sydney’s southern
      CBD, within easy walking distance of Chinatown (see figure 1.2). More precisely, it is located on Pitt Street
      between Bathurst and Goulburn Streets, and Liverpool Street between George and Elizabeth Streets; near the Korean
      Cultural Centre, next to Hyde Park and adjacent to the World Square shopping centre. After the signing of a
      working-holiday agreement between Australia and South Korea in 1995, relations between the two countries grew
      closer, and Australia proved an attractive destination for Korean visitors and immigrants. Since that time, over
      20,000 Koreans have come to Australia on working-holiday visas each year, reaching a peak in 2008–2009, when
      nearly 40,000 Korean working-holiday-makers arrived (Department of Immigration and Border Protection 2011). These
      young people who came to Sydney were used to the dense urban culture of Seoul, in particular, and sought out
      apartment residencies near Chinatown (representative of a Korean business association in Sydney, interview 2
      November 2012). Within a short time, several Korean businesses, including restaurants, grocery shops and health
      and beauty stores, opened along Pitt Street to cater for them, as well as noraebang (karaoke) and bulgogi (Korean barbecue) venues. Other Korean professional
      businesses, such as education agencies, accounting and legal firms, and colleges established by Korean migrants,
      were opened in nearby office buildings. In 2011, the Sydney Korean Business Association proposed to the City of Sydney that a distinct Koreatown be
      established; and in 2012 a directional sign for ‘Koreatown’ was erected at the corner of Pitt and Liverpool
      Streets as a formal recognition of the Korean community in the area. The first Koreatown Lunar New Year Festival
      was held in 2012; others since have been held, and further – as yet unrealized – proposals include the
      development of a Korean-style street food market in the laneways of Central and Wilmot Streets.
    


    
      Sydney’s Thai Town is located further south, in Campbell Street near the corner of Pitt
      Street, just a few blocks from the core of Chinatown (see figure 1.2). Following in the steps of the only other
      Thai town worldwide, on Hollywood Boulevard in Los Angeles, and spilling out from a Thai grocery store that had
      opened on Campbell Street in the 1980s, it emerged in the early 2000s when a few former Thai international
      students started Thai restaurants in that street (Han 2013). Later, a variety of Thai businesses opened in the
      area, including currency exchange outlets, sweet shops, textile shops, massage and beauty parlours, Thai-focused
      travel agencies and so on, attracting more international Thai students who felt comfortable living in the area.
      In 2012, following a visit of the Thai prime minister to Sydney, Sydney’s Thai Consulate represented the Thai
      community to lobby for the establishment of a Thai town within the City of Sydney. In an extension or elaboration
      of the practice of what might be called ‘urban cultural diplomacy’, the Thai Consulate sought to foster the
      development of a localized portal through which Thai culture could be experienced and Australia–Thailand
      relations strengthened. In 2013, three directional signs for ‘Thai Town’ were erected, on the corners of Campbell
      and Pitt, Campbell and George and Pitt and Goulburn Streets. The Thai Town Business and Thai Community
      Association was set up in 2014 to champion the development of the area, and a Thai Town lunar new year street
      festival was first held in 2015. Recently an iconic Sydney pub in the area, the Chamberlain Hotel, opened a Thai
      bistro and bar, and the opening of restaurants serving more specialized Thai food – such as Isaan food from
      northeast Thailand – suggests the sense in which the area is consolidating its presence. Thai shops are also
      extending around the corner of Pitt Street into Goulburn Street, and the up-market and very popular Boon Café –
      which has the appearance of a modern Italian providore – is now a destination for specialities such as its ‘Big
      Boon Breakfast’ (of Australian-adapted Thai fare).
    


    
      Chinatown Haymarket today, then, is clearly a locus that brings into proximity, both
      spatially and culturally, a range of different Asian migrants and enterprises, as well as built forms, products,
      services and other materialities with which they are associated. There is also a Japantown developing near the
      recent Central Park development (developed by Singapore-based property developer, Frasers), just south of Central
      Railway Station and only a few blocks from Chinatown (see figure 1.2). Evidence is mixed and opinion
      divided, however, as to whether proximity is proving to
      be a source of unity that might be described as ‘pan-Asian’, or that might bring more intensive inter-Asian
      connections to the fore. Some of our interviewees suggested proximity is as much a force for division among ‘the
      factions of Asia’, as one local resident put it, that are now ‘thrown together in walking distance of each
      other’, especially with the intensification of mainland Chinese influence (interview 24 February 2015). For
      others, as we will see later, different forms of Asianness appear to coexist in a dynamic state of tension,
      crafting Chinatown Haymarket as a place where new and original social relations are being transacted within the
      Sydney metropolitan context.
    


    
      According to our interviews with different stakeholders from Chinatown, Thai Town and
      Koreatown, cultural interactions across these different areas appeared to be quite common at a personal level.
      For example, many Thai people had Chinese friends or business partners; many Chinese of diverse backgrounds
      frequented Koreatown for Korean food; sub-contract agreements were formulated between Thai and Korean education
      agencies; and it was not uncommon for ethnic-identified businesses to locate beyond their immediate vicinities,
      such as the Australian Academy of Thai Traditional Medicine on Quay Street and the headquarters of Thai Media
      Newspaper on Liverpool Street, both, strictly speaking, closer to Chinatown than to Thai Town.
    


    
      However, at the institutional level, it seemed that the Chinese, Thai and Korean
      communities were not functionally interacting. A representative of the Thai Consulate said that, in addition to
      the language barrier, ‘there is no formal kind of forum [where] they sit down at the same table and talk’
      (interview 5 November 2012). Our interviewees in general supported the branding of different ethnically themed
      districts by the City of Sydney, which they saw as helpful for marketing purposes – and indeed, many insisted
      that for precisely this reason, each place should retain a separate identity. One Chinatown community leader
      said:
    


    
      If you do not put efforts into identifying Chinatown, [then] you lose identity . . .
      You can have . . . Chinatown here, you can have Thai Town here and you can have Koreatown here, that is OK, but
      make it identifiable. . . . [W]hen people or visitors come . . . there should be a bit more sort of identity.
      (Interview 12 March 2014)
    


    
      The business organizations managing the development of Koreatown and Thai Town are also
      developing independently of Chinatown, with the Haymarket Chamber of Commerce (see chapter 6) yet to realize its
      potential as a unifying, precinct-wide platform. As a Sydney Korean Business Association representative stated:
      ‘There’s a distinct nature which must be realized: that Korea is not China, and this is not Asia-town’ (interview 2 November 2012). This rejection of the
      notion of an ‘Asia-town’ was corroborated by a young Korean entrepreneur: ‘I prefer Koreatown because there is
      [already] a Chinatown so why not have a Koreatown? Asia-town, it’s not specific. I don’t think it’s a good idea’
      (Koreatown café owner, interview 4 June 2014). Similar sentiments were expressed within the Thai community:
      ‘Because the Thai community has just started, maybe it’s the next step that we plan to do: be friendly with our
      next-door neighbours, Korean, Chinese’ (owner of Thai restaurant and Thai community leader, interview 20 May
      2014). For the people at the Haymarket Chamber of Commerce, who are mostly long-time Chinese Australians but
      aspire to represent the whole of the Haymarket precinct, including the areas now carved out as Koreatown and Thai
      Town, this separation is a problem: ‘These groups, even though they’re Asian, they don’t want to be part of this
      and want to identify themselves away from Chinatown’ (Haymarket Chamber of Commerce committee member, interview
      30 January 2013). It is quite understandable, however, that smaller, emerging groups would be reluctant to
      prematurely merge into a larger grouping, especially if the latter is dominated by the more established and
      arguably more powerful group in the area.
    


    
      This intentional separation of different ‘towns’ sits uneasily, however, with the
      increasingly mixed nature of each of these areas. Indeed, none of them can be described today in terms of a
      bounded ethnic exclusiveness: instead, in each of them the streets host an ethnically diverse range of businesses
      and shops. In Chinatown itself, for example, around Dixon Street, there are several popular Korean restaurants,
      while one of the most popular restaurants in the precinct is the Malaysian eatery, Mamak. Nevertheless, the
      desire for separateness noted earlier may imply a degree of wariness, or at least a sense of mutual distance,
      between different Asian ethnic groups, who tend to organize themselves along national – and linguistic – lines.
      In this regard, instead of Chinatown Haymarket forging an integration or convergence of different Asian cultures,
      the major trend is a multiplicity of parallel and cross-cutting inter-Asian cultural forms and flows. A hybrid
      multiplicity of cultures is coexisting and interacting in Haymarket that outdates stale associations of ‘ethnic’
      spaces with exclusivity. In the words of the Sydney Korean Business Association representative: ‘I think that one
      of the great aspects of Australia is that we get an emerging culture like Korea showing itself for its own
      strength, alongside other cultures. Neither culture is seeking to possess each other’ (interview 2 November
      2012).
    


    
      The heterogeneity on the ground, however, is far more complex and dynamic than this and
      is exemplified by the story of the young Korean entrepreneur quoted earlier, who has run a popular café in the
      area marked as Koreatown. Having arrived in Sydney in 2000 as a student, he later decided to stay on as a permanent resident. After some years of running a
      cleaning business and a coaching college, he decided to open Caffe Tiamo with hip and funky interior design on
      Pitt Street, targeting a young clientele and providing table service – which, according to him, is uncommon for
      cafés. As he said: ‘Most of the cafés are owned by Australians or Italians or Western people, but when [Asian]
      people run a café, it’s like our main customers are Asian, they love it’ (interview 4 June 2014). He said that 50
      per cent of his customers were Korean, 30 per cent Indonesian and the rest ‘Chinese, Thai and Western people’.
      His staff too were ‘all mixed up, Thai, Korean, Indonesian. We used to have Japanese [too], [and] Western
      people’. His business orientation is thus thoroughly cosmopolitan and transcultural, but with a strong
      trans-Asian slant. As he observed regarding the rhythm of the café’s consumer pattern: ‘Morning, it’s Western and
      at night, it’s Asian because the Western people, at night time, they go home and they’re spending that time with
      the family but Asian people, it’s different. At night time, they want to go out and have a night-time life’.
      Although the café is right in the middle of Koreatown, however, he denied that his business was specifically
      Korean: ‘We only have coffee and Western food. It’s not like Korean food’. Indeed, although his menu did include
      Asian-style drinks such as green-tea latte and taro latte – distinguishing it from mainstream cafés such
      Starbucks and Gloria Jeans – he insisted: ‘I am not willing to say this café is Korean. I don’t want to present
      my café as a Korean café’. It is for this reason that he did not participate in the Korean festival organized in
      Koreatown and is not a member of the Sydney Korean Business Association. He did not seem to be particularly
      wedded to the idea of Koreatown, though when asked about it, he warmed to its marketing potential: ‘My background
      is Korean, so why not? If this street is named as Koreatown, more people and more customers [will be] coming in.
      It’s a good point for me’. He confirmed the hope and anticipation that the area would continue to grow, referring
      also to efforts by the Korean government to promote Korean food internationally: ‘A lot of Western people don’t
      know about Korea, so my hope is that many more Western people will know what is Korean culture, especially what
      is Korean food. So now it’s booming. A lot of Western people, they’re trying to have Korean food’. In this light,
      it is interesting that, in late 2017, a few years after our interview with him, he closed the café and reopened
      it some weeks later as a modern Korean barbecue restaurant.
    


    
      This story gives us a sense of the fluidity and instability of ethnic identifications
      (and dis-identifications) among actors in
      Chinatown Haymarket, where cross-cultural exchange and amalgamation are interlaced with forms of strategic
      essentialism and intra-ethnic solidarity. The very existence of these three separate ‘towns’, and efforts to
      consolidate and strengthen them, is constantly and productively undercut by the organic processes of what
      Jeffrey Hou calls transcultural place-making, induced
      by ‘the instability of culture(s) and the emergent nature of cultural formation and reconstitution in the
      shifting terrains of today’s cities’ (2013, 7). Chinatown Haymarket is an exceptional place of opportunity for
      such transcultural creative processes. At the same time, however, it also needs to be conceived as a productive
      zone of both cooperation and conflict, where ethnic and cultural differentiations are both actively reproduced
      and, sometimes, a source of tension and discord.
    


    SYDNEY’S CHINESE NEW YEAR FESTIVAL


    
      Symptomatic of ethnic discord has been a – to-date unsuccessful – move to change the
      name of the immensely popular Sydney Chinese New Year Festival, centred in and around Chinatown for two weeks
      each February, to that of a ‘lunar’ new year festival. In a request to Sydney’s lord mayor in 2013 that Asian
      cities beyond China be invited to sponsor the event, Vietnam-born and long-term Sydney resident Thang Ngo claimed
      that ‘the Festival, as a name, is divisive because it excludes’ (Ngo 2013). Before turning to this controversy,
      however, we provide some historical background about the festival itself.
    


    
      The Chinese New Year Festival is, today, one of the biggest cultural festivals in
      Sydney. Over the years, it has grown from a small community event to what is now claimed to be one of the largest
      of its kind outside China. It was founded in 1996 by the local Chinese community, and based in Chinatown. With
      limited resources and strong resolve, the community put together a Chinese New Year market on Dixon Street and a
      small parade, watched by an audience of no more than one-hundred people. A few years later, in 1999, the City of
      Sydney became involved, taking over organization of the festival. Under the management of a professional team
      from the city council including, from 2008, Malaysia-born-and-of-Chinese-ancestry Councillor Robert Kok, the
      festival grew to a much larger scale. The sophistication of the festival today is due to the vast support it
      receives from major sponsors (such as the popular Singapore-based canned-food company Ayam and the Pyrmont Star
      Casino); the significant contributions of government, charity and media partners (such as the Hong Kong
      government and Sydney airport); and, foremost, the patronage of the City of Sydney itself.
    


    
      Today, numerous associated events – as many as eighty in 2018 – are held as part of the
      festival, which runs over a period of three weeks. The celebrations feature guided tours around the city,
      exploring the historical settlements of Chinese migrants from the nineteenth century. In addition, Buddhist and
      Taoist temples in suburbs such as Glebe, Alexandria and Surry Hills stay open for extended hours during the
      festival, to allow visitors to engage with scattered spaces
      built by clan-based organizations across Sydney. Library meeting rooms, shopping centres and public parks are
      also used for various cultural activities during the celebrations: from calligraphy workshops to film festivals.
      Food, however, is the main focus of the festivities: for the occasion, hundreds of businesses receive
      unprecedented waves of customers and enjoy outstanding advertising in the festival booklet, a professionally
      designed publication which is distributed at multiple locations.
    


    
      Until 2015, the Twilight Parade was a major highlight of the festival. Held on the last
      night of the celebrations, it travelled through George, Sussex and Hay Streets in Chinatown and ended with a
      fireworks display at adjacent Darling Harbour. Although a large number of grassroots community organizations
      participated in the parade, it was much more than a community event. A City of Sydney senior programme manager
      explained in 2014: ‘The parade is very directed, there’s community involvement, but there’s a framework around
      that’ (interview 5 September 2014). For example, in 2014, the event was made up of 56 illuminated floats inspired
      by the theme of the horse – the animal zodiac symbol for that year. Marching with the floats were over 3,000
      performers, some dressed in traditional Chinese costume. These performers came from a variety of organizations
      across Sydney, including Chinese clan groups and community organizations, local and Chinese community schools,
      Asian dance troupes, dragon and lion dance groups, martial arts groups, local university student delegations,
      marching bands, hip-hop dance groups, pop bands and so on. More than 100,000 people – locals and international
      visitors, Asians and Westerners alike – lined both sides of the road to watch the parade. The senior programme
      manager further explained: ‘We create a big tourism-driving vehicle that the community can be involved in. . . .
      And we try and make sure that we’re making them look as good as they possibly can . . . so, to [have] community
      content, but not to look like a community event, but . . . a really professional, high-end event’ (interview 5
      September 2014).
    


    
      Festivals are often devised and used strategically by municipal governments and
      development agencies to promote cities, as well as to build bridges between communities and countries (see Kong
      and Yeoh 1997; Richards and Palmer 2010). They have become ubiquitous within tourism and place-marketing
      campaigns in cities around the world. Of course, the extent to which festivals actually achieve intercultural
      (and cross-generational) exchange between people from different countries and cultures is likely to be highly
      variable, but in the case of the Chinese New Year Festival, dialogue has been opened in recent years by the
      inclusion of a diversity of Asian cultures – especially Korean, Vietnamese and Thai groups – in the Twilight
      Parade as well as in the festival programme at large. The 2014 parade, for example, juxtaposed traditional
      Chinese cultural symbols with Western-style theatrical displays and symbols of other Asian cultures (see figure
      5.2), in a move away from the exclusive exhibition of ‘Chinese’ culture – the
      assembled myths and images of which were themselves subject to careful selection by organizations such as the
      Chinese Youth League (see chapter 7).
    


    [image: Image]


    
      Figure 5.2 Cultural symbols used in the Twilight Parade: Little Bo-Peep (‘Western’
      culture); Chinese dragon dance; women in hanbok dress (Korean culture) (photos
      by Alexandra Wong (left), Andrea Del Bono (top right) and Edmund Tse (bottom right))
    


    
      However, one of the most important dimensions of the festival is, for the City of
      Sydney, its role as a vehicle for cultivating diplomatic ties – both cultural and economic – between Australia
      and China. With the support, since 2006, of the government of the PRC, hundreds of delegations from various
      Chinese provinces have been sent to Sydney to take part in the festival, and forums held involving business
      lobbies from China and members of local business organizations. It was reported that cultural exchange between
      Hebei Province and Sydney, in the time since delegates from Hebei attended the 2010 festival, has opened doors
      for deeper economic cooperation, and a new friendship agreement has recently been signed between Sydney and
      Wuhan, Hebei’s capital city (Wade 2015). This type of ‘sister-city’ relationship, included as part of the
      celebrations, adds a China-focused, transnational dimension to the festival itself in the Sydney context. A
      delegation of artists and performers from the city of Guangzhou that joined the festival in 2016, for instance,
      celebrated the 30th anniversary of the sister-city agreement signed by Sydney authorities and the Cantonese city
      in 1986, which resulted in the city of Guangzhou’s gift of the Chinese Garden of Friendship in Darling Harbour
      (see chapter 9).
    


    
      Both Chinese and Australian authorities have made of the festival a fertile terrain to
      herald messages of cultural diplomacy between the two countries, and statements of friendship and mutual
      appreciation can be observed in the media
      material distributed as part of the celebrations. In the 2013 festival pamphlet, the welcome message by Sydney
      lord mayor Clover Moore praised the important role of the Chinese New Year Festival in fostering closer relations
      with the major regions of China; in 2014, a written statement by the Chinese consul-general of the PRC in Sydney
      read that ‘Australia and China have jointly harvested a deepened friendship as well as fruitful political,
      economic and cultural exchanges. . . . By working together, [the two countries] will make [their] bilateral
      relationship a fine model of harmonious coexistence and win-win cooperation’ (City of Sydney 2014a, 5). In this
      sense, the festival not only strengthens cultural links between Australia and China: it is performing and
      leveraging ‘Chineseness’ transnationally, in the hope and expectation of stronger integration at the inter-Asian
      city scale.
    


    
      Although very successful, the structure of the festival and its unfolding in the city
      have not remained unchanged. For years, the official opening ceremony took place in Belmore Park in Haymarket,
      right next to Chinatown, where, after a speech by Sydney’s lord mayor, the stage was dedicated to activities for
      young people (with DJ sets and karaoke competitions) as well as puppet shows and workshops for children, followed
      by Cantonese opera demonstrations, mostly performed by local community elders. A few metres away from this
      ceremonial setting, stalls serving a variety of delicacies from all over Asia were arranged in the park.
      Announcements were made bilingually by an English-speaking and a Mandarin-speaking professional MC. Despite the
      spectacularized context, however, the activities and the intimate atmosphere defined by the arrangement of the
      space – with people grabbing food and dining on plastic camping tables folded out underneath rows of red lanterns
      hung on tree branches – accentuated the somehow local and community-oriented character of the celebrations. The
      proximity of the park to Chinatown also created a continuum with the performances of the afternoon, the epicentre
      of which was usually the Dixon Street pedestrian mall area and the shops nested around it, which are
      traditionally ‘blessed’ by the lion dances performed by local cultural organizations such as the Pennant
      Hills–based Choy Lee Fut and the inner Sydney–based Jin Wu Koon and Chinese Youth League. This, in particular,
      enabled Chinese community members to be more actively involved in the events, by being able to switch from
      performing to attending and to comfortably go back and forth from the headquarters of their organizations – where
      costumes and equipment were stored – to the park, located just a block away. The spatial concentration of these
      activities, therefore, endowed the launch party with the ‘community feel’ associated with Chinatown.
    


    
      Since 2016, however, the Chinese New Year Festival has undergone a major redesign, due
      to the closure of George Street for the construction of a light rail service, and the redevelopment of Darling
      Harbour, which made the staging of the Twilight
      Parade impossible. This change has led to a progressive spatial dispersal of festival events from Chinatown
      Haymarket to the wider Sydney CBD and beyond. For example, for several years now, the opening night of the
      festival has been held in the Hickson Road Reserve at Dawes Point, near Circular Quay, with a spectacle of
      fireworks over the iconic Sydney Harbour Bridge. Replacing the Twilight Parade was the commissioning of twelve
      giant lunar lanterns, each representing larger-than-life animal signs of the lunar zodiac. Curated by the
      well-known Chinese-Australian fashion designer Claudia Chan Shaw, who had been hired by the City of Sydney as
      artistic director of the festival, the lunar lanterns were created by high-end contemporary artists of Chinese
      descent such as Guan Wei, Laurens Tan and Qian Jian Hua. While these spectacular lanterns were initially
      distributed throughout the inner city, including a few in Chinatown Haymarket, in 2018 all these illuminated
      artworks were placed around Circular Quay. This contributed to making the treasure-hunt-like lantern tour in the
      northern end of the CBD the new defining experience of the Chinese New Year in Sydney, one that differed
      significantly from the previous celebrations comprised of street parades, lion dances and food markets, mostly
      occurring in the Chinatown precinct.
    


    
      Furthermore, the increasingly choreographed festival launch ceremony, which has been
      permanently moved from Belmore Park to Dawes Point, has been somewhat of a turning point for the festival, since
      it has officialized the City of Sydney’s intention to make more central the Chinese New Year for the city as a
      whole. This was particularly visible in 2016, when attendees were literally escorted from Circular Quay to the
      celebration stage – nested underneath the Harbour Bridge – by professionally trained dancers dressed as monkeys
      (the animal zodiac symbol for that year). As the sun went down over the harbour after a spectacular dance
      performance, and the haze of the fireworks was blown away by the breeze of a pleasant summer night, the Opera
      House – right on the opposite side of the harbour and clearly visible – was lit up in red, a powerful indication
      of the symbolic relevance that Chinese New Year has attained in Sydney.
    


    
      In a movement symptomatic of the ‘unbounding’ of Chinatown that this book traces,
      Sydney’s Chinese New Year celebration is thus making inroads into the wider metropolitan space and culture,
      similar to, for example, Los Angeles, where celebrations have spilled into the streets of Hollywood and sporting
      stadiums alike, in a move increasingly supported, since 2010, by China’s Ministry of Culture (Makinen 2015).
      Indeed, while the possible return of the Twilight Parade is uncertain, there is no expectation that current major
      infrastructural developments throughout the Sydney CBD will disrupt the festival itself, nor its record of
      attracting large numbers of visitors from across the city and Asia. As many as a million visitors reportedly
      attended the 2017 event, with Australia among
      the most popular destinations for outbound travel from China (of an estimated six million people in total) for
      that festival (Bloomberg News 2017).
    


    
      As the festival evolves into an increasingly professionalized, commercially promoted and
      tourism-focused event, however, its connections with the local Chinese community and with Chinatown have become
      attenuated. This is despite the City of Sydney’s care in ensuring that the festival retains its grassroots
      endorsement – for example, through consultations with a Chinese community advisory committee. However, several
      interviewees reported that this committee’s role in shaping the festival had become increasingly marginal
      (Chinese community leader, interview 12 March 2014): from being active participants, Chinese community members
      were seen as being positioned increasingly as consumers of an event that was no longer theirs, but produced for
      the city at large.
    


    ‘CHINESE’ OR ‘LUNAR’ NEW YEAR: WHAT’S IN A NAME?


    
      As the Chinese New Year Festival has become an increasingly mainstream event detached
      from its Chinatown origins, however, the very naming of the festival has simultaneously given rise, in recent
      years, to dissent and contention among Asian ethnic groups that also celebrate the Lunar New Year (Roberts 2015).
      In particular, petitions from Korean and Vietnamese people have requested that the City of Sydney change the
      festival’s name to the Lunar New Year Festival. Vietnamese community leader Thang Ngo, a key advocate of this
      move, explained: ‘To say “Chinese”, I think is very exclusive and excludes the Vietnamese and the Korean
      community in Sydney’. Speaking about one opening ceremony of the festival to which he was invited, he
      said:
    


    
      I felt really offended because they are welcoming me to a festival that I actually
      celebrate. I felt like an outsider going to a festival that [my community] also celebrates. And then every other
      speaker starts saying the same thing: ‘we hope you enjoy Chinese . . .’ So it actually gave me a bad taste for
      that festival, because it makes me feel like that festival is for them, and my festival’s for me. And that’s my
      point about inclusion, it’s offensive. . . . What’s wrong with saying Lunar New Year? Are we celebrating just the
      Chinese New Year or are we celebrating the Lunar New Year? That’s my big issue with it. (Interview 5 September
      2014)
    


    
      Similar sentiments were expressed by Korean representatives. As a Korean community
      leader and champion of Koreatown said:
    


    
      The City Council asked us to join the Twilight Parade, then for two or three years, I
      had a problem to persuade the Korean people to participate in this night because they are Chinese Twilight Parade, Chinese Lunar New Year Festival.
      [So] I asked the City Council, ‘I want you to change the name, this is not multicultural’. (Interview 2 November
      2012)
    


    
      To accentuate the difference, he said: ‘We want to make this festival more
      multicultural, more colourful, more powerful. We celebrate the Festival without the dragons and lions’. One of
      his colleagues added:
    


    
      Well why on earth would you go to a festival that disrespects your culture, you know,
      by calling it the Chinese New Year, when your culture, which is over 5,000 years old, has its own celebration or
      Lunar New Year independent from the Chinese one. So you know, that’s part of this shallow experience of Asia that
      Australia perpetuates. (Interview 2 November 2012)
    


    
      However, the proposed name change has met with strong objections from some quarters of
      the Chinese population of Sydney, who interpret it as an appropriation of ‘their’ festival. A Chinatown community
      leader, the original initiator of the Chinese New Year Festival, said: ‘The Chinese in Chinatown [were] the
      people that laid the foundation . . . we started off the Chinese New Year Festival’ (interview 12 March 2014).
      This reference to the historical origins of the Festival, as well as its grounding in Chinatown, underlines an
      important reason for Chinese resistance against the name change. In the words of a local city councillor of
      Malaysian-Chinese background: ‘If [the name change] happens it’s really a travesty, because it’s like cancelling
      Chinese New Year. It would be disrespectful to the community here, but also this will filter back to China’
      (interview 12 March 2014). Aaron Seeto, former director of 4A Centre for Contemporary Asian Art and an active
      stakeholder in Chinatown cultural development initiatives, explained that from an artistic point of view,
      changing the Chinese New Year Festival to the Lunar New Year Festival risked perverting its unique character:
      ‘Making it generic and turning it into a lunar festival is just not smart; it will actually put offside a whole
      bunch of people’ (interview 17 April 2013).
    


    
      At the same time, our interviews also showed that controversy over the naming issue was
      not simply a generalized dispute between different ethnicities: even within the Chinese community; there are
      diverse views regarding the naming of the festival. Neither can these contested views be interpreted as
      generational differences, as we found that some older Chinatown community leaders have quite open attitudes
      towards a change of name, while some Chinese university student groups have organized petitions
      against the name change. In the end, the City of Sydney
      decided in 2015 to retain the name as ‘Sydney Chinese New Year Festival’. This decision was expressed as being a
      tribute to the festival’s historical context. As lord mayor, Clover Moore, said: ‘This festival is something
      that’s continued on over the last nineteen
      years. . . . [It] started as the Chinese New Year Festival, and now it continues as the Chinese New Year
      Festival’ (Burgess 2015). In a concession aimed at resolving the dilemma, however, the local council sometimes
      uses both names simultaneously, for example, with wordings such as ‘Welcome to the Chinese New Year Festival,
      celebrating the Lunar New Year’, or referring to the festival as the ‘Chinese Lunar New Year Festival’. For Thang
      Ngo, however, this was ‘just political correctness gone wrong’. While he recognized the historical contribution
      of the Chinese community, he saw it as a failure of political leadership on the part of the city council that it
      was not able to state, ‘we’re moving into the future and we want to be inclusive’ (interview 5 September 2014).
      There was also a strong, thinly veiled hint that the reason for keeping the name was connected with the
      increasing involvement of the Chinese government, and the increasingly important economic clout of China. As a
      city councillor remarked, if the name were changed, ‘it would really destroy any goodwill that has been brought
      and I think the Chinese would stop sending the Chinese delegations over. The business delegations would stop
      coming’ (city councillor of Malaysian-Chinese background, interview 12 March 2013).
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      Figure 5.3 Street signage indicating directions to the ‘Lunar Streets’ in Thai Town and
      Koreatown during the 2015 Chinese New Year celebrations (photo by Andrea Del
      Bono)
    


    
      Here again, then, we find evidence that China’s
      growing global power looms large. While the Chinese New Year Festival was initiated by local Sydney Chinese in
      Chinatown as a small community event, its continuation today as a major Sydney-wide extravaganza has much to do
      with its role as a mutually beneficial cultural-diplomatic tool for both the City of Sydney and its counterparts
      in mainland China. Meanwhile, the city council has allowed other Asian groups to organize their own lunar new
      year celebrations. For example, in 2015, a street festival called ‘Lunar Streets’ (see figure 5.3) was held in
      Chinatown, Koreatown and Thai Town to allow the city’s Korean and Thai populations to showcase different cuisines
      and cultural performances in different parts of Haymarket. In this way, a festival that could have been a
      coming-together of the richly diverse Asian tapestry that distinctly marks Sydney’s cosmopolitan urban culture
      has generated a proliferation of multiple, ethnic-specific festivals, suggesting a fragmentation that exaggerates
      difference, rather than transcending it.
    


    CONCLUSION


    
      A defining feature of contemporary urban Australia is its significantly enhanced social
      and cultural diversity. This is richly evident in the flourishing ‘contact zone’ of Sydney’s southern CBD where,
      in the words of Massey (2005, 111), flows of assorted people are always coming from, and on their way to, many
      distant ‘elsewheres’. Within the swirl of this dynamic urban realm, a more open, connected and diverse Chinatown
      has outgrown the isolated and communal milieu of previous generations of people of Chinese ancestry in Haymarket.
      At a time when older ideas of a white Australia are being eroded, Chinatown stands liminally as a link between
      Sydney’s past and a more cross-cultural, inter-Asian, even trans-Asian future (Hawken 2015).
    


    
      So, although ‘Chinatown’, ‘Koreatown’ and ‘Thai Town’ are signposts of bounded
      identities that are still held dear by many stakeholders and are pursued strategically for marketing purposes,
      none of these ‘towns’ have clear spatial or cultural boundaries that mark them as entirely apart from one
      another. Their naming may be legitimized by the fact that they are sites of intensified co-ethnic presence and
      activity from players belonging to each of these ethnic groups, but the heterogeneity and fluidity of identities,
      affiliations and cultural flows traversing these areas exceed any notion of stable, static and exclusive
      ‘neo-enclaves’. While the subsistence of both Koreatown and Thai Town as diasporic settlements may be supported
      by the efforts of their respective country-of-origin governments – who are all too keen to promote the unique
      assets of ‘Koreanness’ and ‘Thainess’ in the interests of national cultural diplomacy – all distinct identities, both Asian and non-Asian, will inevitably
      undergo constant change and transformation through ongoing processes of hybridization and cross-fertilization,
      afforded by the cosmopolitan ecology of the global city.
    


    
      Speaking about the future of Chinatown, the former president of the Haymarket Chamber of
      Commerce endorsed a ‘progressive view’ for the precinct. Asked about what he thought about the name-change
      controversy of the New Year Festival, he said that while ‘there are still arguments to keep it as Chinese New
      Year’, he believed that a name change would be inevitable over time. As he said:
    


    
      If you look at Chinatown, [its Chineseness] is already diluted. You know . . . there’s
      those other Asian cultures involved, and that’s not going to change I think with immigration and everything else.
      . . . The celebration of the Chinese New Year could become a little less ‘Chinese’, but I think that’s fine. I
      think, you know, we can’t just remain as a Chinese celebration anymore. To grow and to be more successful it
      needs to be representative of the whole community. (Interview 31 March 2013)
    


    
      People may not accept or recognize Chinatown Haymarket as ‘Asia-town’, but this term can
      still be usefully invoked to illuminate not only the area’s heightened Asian demography, but also its intensified
      connectedness with a multiplicity of Asian ‘elsewheres’, embodying – within the locality – a reality that might
      be thought to prefigure a future Sydney. This is a future in which the Asian diversities and agencies reviewed in
      this chapter are no longer ‘other’ to a ‘mainstream’, but are inherent to the very fabric of an evolving,
      trans-Asian metropolitan culture, as the city positions itself in a China-dominated ‘Asian Century’.
    

  


  
    
      Chapter 6
    


    Doing Business in Chinatown: Beyond the ‘Ethnic
    Sub-Economy’


    
      A number of decades ago, in a sustained study of the reconfiguration of urban space and
      social relations under globalization, Saskia Sassen made the observation that ‘too often immigration and
      ethnicity are constituted as otherness’. Instead, she continued, they would be better conceived as
    


    
      a set of processes whereby global elements are localised, international labour markets
      are constituted, and cultures from all over the world are de- and reterritorialised, put[ting] them right there
      at the centre along with the internationalization of capital, as a fundamental aspect of globalization. (1996,
      218)
    


    
      The changing diasporic configurations of ‘the Chinese’ in Australia, as detailed in
      chapter 4, speak to revisions in scholarly thinking since the 1990s on precisely the inter-relationalities of
      identity, place, city and nation in a globalizing world. More specifically, those configurations suggest a
      reframing, as per Sassen’s observations mentioned earlier, of the migrant figure as an a priori site of mute marginality and otherness. Chinese-origin
      people in Australia are – from the standpoints of multiple generations and geographies – exhibiting roles and
      claiming subjectivities that disrupt old hierarchies of power and marginalization, agency and victimization. This
      is evident in the domain of business and entrepreneurship in Chinatown Haymarket, with an ongoing small-business
      character that is being revitalized not only through the ‘City of Villages’ programme of the City of Sydney, in
      its efforts to maintain the distinctive character of its precincts – and more recently, by its Central Sydney
      South Precinct Plan (2017) – but by second-generation and young, diversely Asian, migrants as well.
    


    
      This chapter opens by presenting the City of Sydney’s surveys of Chinatown’s business
      and employment profile in the years 2007 and 2012 (the latest available at the time of writing), in order to describe changes in the usage
      of space and corresponding jobs in the area. This is followed by a discussion on migrant agencies in the
      cross-cultural fertilizations and multi-scalar transactions that facilitate the ‘doing’ of business in Chinatown
      Haymarket. Finally, we turn to the case study of a key economic sector of Chinatown, the culinary industry,
      highlighting links to a shifting Chineseness in the Haymarket area. We also look at the referencing of Asian
      models of cuisine and dining experience that, like Asian spatial templates (see chapter 3) and consumption trends
      (see chapter 8), help reframe our conceptualization of twenty-first-century Chinatown as constitutive of, rather
      than exceptional to, Sydney as a global city on the edge of the Asia-Pacific region.
    


    
      These themes are considered beyond the discourse of the so-called ethnic-enclave
      ‘sub-economy’ (see Light 1972) to which Chinatown studies of the past have often succumbed. In their focus on
      what Ching Lin Pang, in the Belgian context, describes as the ‘paradigm of minorisation’ (2003), such a discourse
      tends to deny agency to minorities whose fates are considered to be bound – for better or worse – to such
      ‘sub-economies’. For Light, these are considered to include the range of immigrant and ethnic-minority strategies
      for economic self-help, in the context of disadvantage in ‘the general labour and resource markets’ (Light 2004).
      It is this ‘exclusion’, or ‘reluctance to mix with foreigners’, Light stated in a review some years later, that
      prompts ‘immigrants and ethnic minorities’ to seek ‘employment or self-employment in the ethnic economy of their
      group’ (Light 2004, 6–7). Furthermore, for Alejandro Portes (1981), and Kenneth Wilson and W. Allen Martin (1982)
      in their early study of Cuban enterprises in Miami, as well as other researchers in the following decade (see
      Barrett et al. 1996 for a review; Kaplan 1997), this economy is characteristically, though not necessarily,
      clustered in spatial terms.
    


    
      An extensive literature has since evolved on ‘ethnic-enclave economies’ and ‘ethnic
      sub-economies’ across the fields of sociology, economics, geography, political science, business and management
      studies, anthropology and more. Topics of interest have included the function of such economies in advancing or
      constraining ethnic occupational mobility; ‘formal’ versus ‘informal’ (and ‘illegal’) ethnic economies; the
      phenomenon of enclavic business sectors, as
      distinct from spatially concentrated co-ethnic businesses; practices of class and gender exploitation within such
      economies; financing and credit sources; and the related subject of ethnic ‘social capital’ in resource networks
      of trust, assistance and mutual benefit (for reviews, see, e.g., Logan et al. 2002; Portes and Shafer 2007).
      Here, however, our concern is not with the intricate dynamics and transactional networks among businesses within
      Chinatown Haymarket, for which a detailed ethnography of the specialization and differentiation of various
      adjacent firms there would in any event be
      required (see, e.g., Werbner 2001 on a Manchester example). Instead, our interest is in conceiving Chinatown
      Haymarket’s business sector without recourse to the conjurings of boundedness and separation of enclave-economy
      discourse; nor its problematic renderings of a ‘backward’ alterity where communal solidarity is thought to be the
      currency of business, rather than the ‘arm’s length’ contractual format of ‘mainstream’ business or,
      alternatively, where essentialist notions of ethnic values are thought to be conducive to successful
      entrepreneurship (Light 2004, 25).
    


    
      Manifestly exhibited in Chinatown is, of course, and, as we shall see, a spatial
      concentration of co-ethnic firms and businesses, many of them small and medium-sized enterprises. The
      characteristics and peculiarities of businesses are visibly evident in the urban streetscape, and the variously
      Asian-inflected commercial streetscapes reflect not just traditional, but also more modern, Asian consumer
      formats and lifestyles. There is a uniqueness of personalized services and products catering to especially, if
      not exclusively, Asian preferences (see also chapters 7 and 8) that attests to Chinatown’s function as a
      ‘vernacular zone’ for ‘intra-communal’ economic activities and dynamics (Khoo 2009, 6). Nonetheless, beyond any
      determinative spatial metaphor, Chinatown’s economy – of workers, customers, investors, property and business
      assets, goods and other materialities circulating across its retail, commercial and entertainment sectors – can
      also, and perhaps more productively, be conceived within the local and transnational production, supply and
      distribution chains that, we argue, assemble it.
    


    
      Wei Li (1998), in her comprehensive development of the concept of the ‘ethnoburb’,
      Michel Laguerre (2000) in his formulation of the ‘ethnopole’, Tarry Hum (2014) with her notion of ‘global
      immigrant neighbourhood’ and Jiwon Kim (2018) with his concept of ‘transclave’, among others, have already gone
      some way to reframing ethnic-enclave economies as anchors of global processes, and global cities as aggregates of
      transnational nodes. A migrant-owned or -managed real estate outlet in Chinatown, for example, is likely to
      function as a platform within a much wider network connecting shop front and diaspora – as Carlos Teixeira (1998)
      argued many years ago for Portuguese shops in Toronto; just as we will see, later, that the language and
      knowledge capacities of Asian Australians can make them key facilitators (see Tung and Chung 2010), even
      ‘authority figures’ (Ong 1998, 155), of a domain of affluence that far exceeds the Haymarket milieu they might
      live in, work in, or just frequent. The restaurants of Chinatown point beyond themselves to market gardens,
      trucking companies, grocery stores, noodle factories, interior decorators, import-export firms, creditors and so
      on, in an uncircumscribed assemblage of human and non-human materialities that plays out across a variety of
      sites and differentially positioned ethnicities: some Asian and some not. And by way of a further and final
      example here, it is no accident that the NSW
      government recently chose to support a coworking space at Dixon Street in the heart of Chinatown, founded by
      well-known Chinese-Australian businessman and former Haymarket Chamber of Commerce president Brad Chan, as
      Australia’s first global hub to house Asia-focused start-up companies and freelancers, approach Asian markets and
      provide a ‘landing pad for international Asian investors’ (Jobs for NSW 2017). The hub also holds informal talks
      on entrepreneurial experiences (for example, in January 2018, on the expansion of Domino’s Pizza and Subway
      franchise brands into China, and changing PRC consumer tastes) as well as mentoring sessions (including
      competitive ping-pong sessions!). A hotspot of innovation, entrepreneurship and experimentation with technology
      would appear to be consolidating in Chinatown Haymarket, and in this and other developments we discern a
      prefiguring of wider analytical relevance to this book: a sense in which ‘othered’ identities and spatial
      entities may be formative of, rather than incidental to, the contemporary logic and ecology of the City of
      Sydney.
    


    BUSINESS AND EMPLOYMENT PROFILE OF CHINATOWN HAYMARKET


    
      Every five years, the City of Sydney conducts a floor space and employment survey (FES)
      in order to gain an overview of the changing economic activities and space usages throughout the city. The survey
      data provide a useful entry point, for the purposes of this book’s investigation, into the various forms of
      Chinatown’s transformation in the twenty-first century. In this section, we focus on 2007 and 2012 FES data on
      commercial activity in the area demarcated by the City Council as Chinatown and CBD South Village, which we refer
      to generically as ‘Chinatown Haymarket’ throughout this book, as well as for the more limited nine blocks
      designated as ‘core Chinatown’ (see figure 1.2). The data provide indicative evidence of the distinctive
      characteristics of, and changes across, Chinatown Haymarket during this time period, as well as the smaller, core
      Chinatown area.1
    


    
      Table 6.1 provides comparative data for core Chinatown, Chinatown Haymarket more
      broadly, and the City of Sydney LGA as a whole, over a range of variables. (See figure 6.1). Chinatown
      Haymarket’s economy exhibited some significant shifts between 2007 and 2012. Notably, the precinct recorded a
      higher growth rate than the City of Sydney overall in terms of number of businesses and workers. Between 2007 and
      2012, growth figures for business and employment in the City of Sydney were 10.5 per cent and 13.6 per cent,
      respectively, compared to growth of 16.2 per cent and 23.4 per cent, respectively, in Chinatown Haymarket.
      However, core Chinatown saw the largest increase in the number of workers, which
      grew by 29.2 per cent; the number of businesses in the area also grew but more modestly, by 10.7 per cent. In
      addition, Chinatown Haymarket also recorded a greater percentage increase in total business floor area between
      2007 and 2012 than the City of Sydney: 7.6 per cent, compared to only 3.5 per cent in the City of Sydney LGA as a
      whole. In core Chinatown, the increase was even more significant: 10.3 per cent. Combined, these data suggest
      that overall the number of businesses in core Chinatown has increased, employing more people and occupying more
      floor space.
    


    
      Table 6.1 Comparison of key FES data for core
      Chinatown, Chinatown Haymarket (Chinatown and CBD South Village) and the City of Sydney LGA, 2012
      (City of Sydney 2012a, 2012b)
    


    [image: Image]


    [image: Image]


    
      Note: Core Chinatown figures are compiled by the
      authors based on unpublished data supplied by the City of Sydney (30 May 2014). Chinatown Haymarket and City of
      Sydney LGA figures are cited from City of Sydney (2012a, 2012b)
    


    
      In the City of Sydney as a whole, professional and
      business services was the largest economic sector (accounting for 16.5 per cent of businesses) and the finance
      and financial services sector employed the largest number of workers (22 per cent). By contrast, Chinatown
      Haymarket (including core Chinatown) was largely dominated by two sectors, namely food and drink, and retail and
      personal services. These two sectors combined accounted for 39.7 per cent of businesses in Chinatown Haymarket
      and as much as 49.8 per cent in core Chinatown in 2012. In core Chinatown, these two sectors employed as many as
      61.2 per cent of all workers. (Interestingly, in the broader Chinatown Haymarket area, the number of workers in
      the food and drink sector, while large – 6,125 people – was dwarfed by workers in the finance and financial
      services sector, because the area takes in very large corporate entities such as the Commonwealth Bank, Ernst
      & Young and the Australian Tax Office in the high-rise periphery of the precinct, including the World Square
      development.) This suggests that Chinatown Haymarket (and especially core Chinatown) is still – and increasingly
      – largely focused on service industries. In particular, Chinatown Haymarket has the city’s second-largest amount
      of floor space dedicated to the food and drink sector. Restaurant/dining space in Chinatown Haymarket increased
      nearly 19,000 square metres (18.4 per cent) between 2007 and 2012 (City of Sydney 2012a). One of the areas with
      remarkable growth in dining space is Dixon
      Street north, in core Chinatown. This is the area where ‘young’ Chinatown has flourished in recent times, as
      discussed further in chapters 7 and 8.
    


    
      The dominance of the food and drink and retail and personal services sectors is
      consistent with the conventional understanding of Chinatown as a tourist precinct for consumption and leisure
      (i.e., mainly for dining and shopping). However, the rapid growth of the professional and business services
      sector, with an over 30 per cent increase in employment between 2007 and 2012 for Chinatown Haymarket, is also
      remarkable, indicating the growing economic importance of the southern CBD for this global city. In core
      Chinatown, the number of workers in this sector even doubled, although still only making up 10.7 per cent of
      those employed in the area by 2012. Throughout the City of Sydney LGA, professional and business services was the
      fastest-growing sector by business count among all city-based industry sectors. Nonetheless, there are some
      significant specificities in the case of core Chinatown. The rapid rise of professional and business services in
      the area (from a relatively low base) may indicate its gradual integration in the broader Sydney CBD, but the
      area’s distinctiveness continues to reside in its being a consumption and leisure precinct – especially
      Asia-accented consumption and leisure. We discuss this further in chapter 8.
    


    
      Historically, as noted in chapter 4, Chinatown was a centre for community services, due
      to the location of Chinese clan associations and cultural organizations in the area. Community solidarity was
      built on the bonds of migrants’ townships of origin through these traditional clan societies, and the clan shops
      that were opened in the Chinatown area provided social spaces where early Chinese migrants residing in the city
      could meet and socialize (Fitzgerald 2008b). By the early 1980s, the Australian Chinese Community Association of
      New South Wales (ACCA) reported that increasing competition for upper-floor spaces in Chinatown, and the
      increasing concentration of land ownership ‘on the part of Asians, particularly ethnic Chinese individuals and
      companies’ from ‘overseas’, but also ‘locally based’, were placing pressure on the availability of the low-rental
      space required by community service organizations (Australian Chinese Community Association 1982, 72 and 79).
      More recently, as we have already mentioned in chapter 4, FES data showed that the social capital sector in the
      core Chinatown area experienced a substantial decline (down 13.5 per cent), with community groups in core
      Chinatown downsizing and reducing their capacity. This suggests that the role of core Chinatown as a community
      centre for servicing the needs of Chinese people has significantly diminished (though not its long-standing
      ‘marketplace’ function as a meeting place). Although clan societies still own various buildings in Chinatown,
      they are less equipped to attract a new generation of members ‘due to changes in interests and pastime’ of
      young people, according to a Chinatown
      community leader we interviewed (interview 30 January 2013).
    


    
      Returning to the issue of industry structure and employment, it is significant that
      companies in core Chinatown are still predominantly small businesses, with 64 per cent of businesses having fewer
      than four workers. In 2012, the average number of workers per business across all sectors in core Chinatown was
      just 7.8 people, compared to 20 workers in Chinatown Haymarket and the City of Sydney LGA (City of Sydney 2012a,
      2012b). This speaks to the distinctive quality of Chinatown’s historic built fabric, with a concentration of
      small lots and independent enterprises that continue to inform its business composition and low-rise texture.
      This distinctive small-scale quality derives from other factors as well. In 2012, the average floor space for a
      business in core Chinatown was 213 square metres for all sectors, which was much smaller than the average of 764
      square metres in the wider City of Sydney LGA. The work space per worker in core Chinatown was 27.4 square
      metres, compared to a work space of 37.9 square metres in the City of Sydney LGA (City of Sydney 2012b). This
      confirms that Chinatown has a higher density of business operations than the City of Sydney LGA as a whole,
      suggesting parallels with many Asian cities and their characteristically high-density commercial space profiles
      (Daniels, Ho and Hutton 2011). The dominance of smaller companies in the area also indicates that Sydney’s
      Chinatown is yet to experience encroachment by large corporations, as has been the case, for example, for the
      Soho-based Chinatown of London, where there is also a much greater concentration of (non-Asian) business
      ownership (Boffey 2015). It will be interesting, not least for the City of Sydney, to observe any shifts in this
      trend into the future, given that, currently, as for Vancouver (Klassen 2015), there appears to be no policy in
      place regarding the type of business that can
      occupy Chinatown’s commercial space. More generally, store diversity seems an especially vital consideration at a
      time when retail in the Western world’s CBDs is becoming increasingly dominated by large players – global brands
      and franchises, ‘big retail’ and iconic technology giants (Vitaud 2018).
    


    
      For now, the business sector in core Chinatown continues to grow and thrive in its
      current form, with small businesses and independent entrepreneurs still concentrated along or near Dixon Street.
      Indeed, there would seem to be scope for precisely this fine-grained business character of the precinct to
      organically evolve despite the pressures of
      nearby high-rise developments (see chapters 3 and 10). This, however, cannot be taken for granted, especially
      with the multiplicity of large-scale developments now taking place in the broader southern CBD area. One local
      observer predicts a gentrification of sorts: ‘The old Chinatown will probably not change over the next five or
      ten years. You’ll find all these restaurants, small ones – but once the Darling Harbour development comes in, it will change. The restaurants will be more
      up-market’ (senior bank lending manager, interview 29 May 2015).
    


    
      In short, at a time when the future of Chinatown may be hanging in the balance (see more
      in chapter 10), careful management is required, not just economically, but also culturally and socially.
      Recently, the City of Sydney acknowledged the area’s ‘role as a growing hub of start-up professional, business,
      cultural and community services’ (City of Sydney 2017, 3). And while, thus far, there is evidence of such
      services and spaces emerging in the professional and business sectors (notably the Haymarket HQ initiative
      mentioned earlier), it will be interesting to observe the actual prospects for, and forms of, new ‘cultural and
      community services’ that populate Chinatown into the future.
    


    MIGRANT AGENCY AND PLACE-MAKING: DOING BUSINESS IN
    CHINATOWN


    
      One of the many problematic consequences of the migrant/host categorical divide that
      continues to ‘haunt’ urban and migration studies (Glick-Schiller and Çağlar 2011) is its figuration of the
      migrant as mutely marginal before the forces of incorporation that shape a fitful passage into new settings.
      According to familiar ‘assimilation’ discourse, ethnically coded minorities enter the more-or-less welcoming arms
      of a referential culture called the ‘mainstream’, which is considered to determine their fates. Accordingly,
      their ethnic enclaves are either ‘stepping-stone’ communities out of which migrants ‘transition’, or ‘ghettoes’
      from which out-movement is ‘blocked’ (Ward 1971; Portes 1981). The figuration of such enclaves is shaped by (what
      is presumed to be a) a determinative dominant culture. As communities unto themselves, they are considered to
      have a major impact on their co-ethnic residents and businesses, but cause little concern or interest to
      ‘outsiders’ other than as tourist destinations.
    


    
      Yet migrant business owners and their descendants are often place-makers who shape
      cities, as much as they are shaped by their surrounding environments. Yen-Feng Tseng (1995) has demonstrated the
      significant impact of Taiwanese entrepreneurs on once-moribund commercial landscapes of suburban Los Angeles
      (notably Monterey Park). Wei Li, Yu Zhou, Gary Dymski and Maria Chee (2001) have done likewise for
      Chinese-American banks – with their multi-scalar ‘social capital’ networks – in Los Angeles county, while
      Glick-Schiller and Çağlar (2009) showed more generally how – beyond the familiar scripting of migrants as
      ‘faceless labour’ that serves urban transformation processes – they can be active ‘scale-makers’ who change the
      parameters through which localities like Chinatown are connected to wider metropolitan and transnational settings. That is, migrants’
      pathways, networks and imaginaries are not just located in social fields of relationships. They forge the fields that link localities and cities to flows of capital, goods, ideas and cultural
      representations within – of course – differentiated power relations.
    


    
      The significant boost, in recent years, in the professional and business services sector
      in Chinatown, as noted earlier, is, at least in part, a reflection of the changes in composition of Sydney’s
      Chinese diaspora that were detailed in chapter 4. In contrast to the traditional migrant stereotype, contemporary
      Chinese migrants, especially those in business and professional occupations, can be highly empowered as
      transnational ‘flexible citizens’ (Ong 1999). Many actively take advantage of their connections, knowledge and
      information across (at least) two countries to engage in various forms of transnational production and
      consumption, with a substantial impact, not only on Chinatown’s economic activities, but also on the economic
      capability of the City of Sydney more generally. There are opportunities, too, for earlier migrants – as well as
      their Australia-born children – to perform various forms of transnational activity and identity as business
      mediators. With their established ‘home-ground advantage’ and networks, they can – and do – service aspirational
      and cashed-up Chinese in areas such as property acquisition, business introductions, accounting and the kinds of
      social skills training that helps migrants chart their way into Australian professional circles (Brickwood 2017).
      Real estate agencies and ancillary firms have been set up in Chinatown Haymarket to provide property-related
      information and services to co-ethnic customers near and far. International capital from across the Chinese
      diaspora can follow social networks into localities like Chinatown when overseas real estate investment is sought
      (see Light 2002 on ‘ethnic place entrepreneurs’ in Los Angeles), just as Chinese banks inject capital into
      Sydney’s real estate market in support of immigrant or second-generation property developers whose competitive
      advantage in local real estate resides precisely in their access to Asian venture capital and overseas marketing.
      Chinatown continues to be a busy platform for such inter-scalar and intergenerational transactions, with the
      Haymarket Chamber of Commerce describing the area as ‘an important base for many companies trading in Australia
      and Asia’ (Haymarket Chamber of Commerce 2017a, 19). A Chinese-origin local bank lending manager confirmed this,
      stating that ‘we do get a lot of money coming into the branch from China’ for investing in local Asian
      businesses, property acquisition itself (in his words, wealthy Chinese like to ‘collect’ properties), and for
      funding student education (interview 29 April 2015).
    


    
      Far from being a ‘premodern hangover’ of cultural attributes, ethnic social capital can
      be used as a ‘bonding, bridging and linking’ resource for mutual benefit ‘within and across cultural boundaries’
      (Nederveen Pieterse 2003, 5). The Haymarket
      Chamber of Commerce, based in Chinatown and established in 2007, is a key instance. According to the
      organization’s website, it represents the broadly conceived interests of more than 3,000 businesses in the
      Haymarket area today (Haymarket Chamber of Commerce n.d.). According to past president Brad Chan, the
      organization was established by a younger generation of long-time Chinese-Australian business owners as ‘a
      deliberate attempt to look beyond Chinatown and . . . try to reach a broader community’ (interview 31 May 2013).
      The youthfulness of the chamber is underlined by its recent launch of a sub-committee of ‘young leaders’, mostly
      Australia-born, multilingual entrepreneurs and students of diverse Chinese and Southeast Asian family and
      business backgrounds (Haymarket Chamber of Commerce 2017b). Indeed, the Australia-born businessman and past
      president described the generational shift that is at stake in Chinatown with these words: ‘The next generation
      of entrepreneurs are not so appealing to the older Chinese’, while at the same time, ‘more members of the chamber
      are joining in order to do business with China’ (interview 31 May 2013). The chamber initiated ‘Asia Panel’
      events precisely for this constituency – a generation that is increasingly setting the terms for Chinatown’s transformation from ethnic
      accessory to, in the words of the city’s lord mayor, ‘a pivotal part of Sydney’s role as a global city’ (Clover
      Moore, cited in City of Sydney 2010b). In this sense, the organization is a key actor in positioning Chinatown –
      as well as the Sydney CBD more broadly – in national and global markets. Vested in the networks that forge
      business and trade at multiple scales, the Haymarket Chamber of Commerce and the City of Sydney are engaged in an
      increasingly strategic orientation to each other. (More generally, see Jen Tsen Kwok [2017] on the tensions
      surrounding political representation within Chinese organizations in Australia, with their varying
      network-building capacities and levels of political access.)
    


    
      The focus of Chinatown business is not merely or necessarily always ‘outward’, however,
      to interests that exceed their local scale of operation. In the case of Manhattan’s Chinatown, a significant
      example of the role of multi-generational Chinese in ‘place-making’, through the provision of business services,
      is afforded by the US-born children of small-business owners. At a time when land values are rising, art
      galleries and luxury commerce is moving in to replace the likes of garment factories, and traditional
      establishments closing, second- and third-generation American shopkeepers of Chinese descent are exerting their
      control over the character of Chinatown, including its resident population. By ‘repurposing’ traditional
      Chinatown businesses (such as porcelain-ware stores to contemporary ceramics), as well as opening non-traditional
      Chinatown businesses (like bike and phone shops), younger generations of business owners – in their refusal to
      sell – are effecting a number of significant
      shifts. First, they are complicating the current understanding of property owners (as driven strictly by profit);
      second, they are reversing the narrative of Chinatown’s inevitable decline; and third, they are accenting
      Chinatown with a more contemporary Asian character (Urban Omnibus 2017).
    


    
      In the case of Sydney’s Chinatown, as we have seen in chapter 2, business owners have
      been participants in shaping the area’s character since at least the 1970s, when Chinatown was ‘re-oriented’ with
      traditional Chinese motifs in order to make it more legible to both tourists and a wider society that had begun
      to embrace the multicultural diversity in its midst (Anderson 1990). More recently, entrepreneurs of Chinese and
      Asian backgrounds – including in services such as migration agencies, accountancy and legal firms, real estate
      and property-development enterprises, language class providers and finance and financial services firms – are
      establishing many of the new businesses in Chinatown. As such, they are playing a significant role in renewing
      the economic networks and cultural ambiance of what Hou (2013) calls ‘transcultural place-making’ in Chinatown
      Haymarket today. That is, in Hou’s reworking of Massey (2005) (so as to emphasize an even more dynamic and
      reciprocal understanding of socio-spatial complexities) Australians of Chinese and other Asian backgrounds are
      facilitating the cross-cultural fertilizations, as well as the multi-scalar transactions, out of which the area
      is composed and assembled.
    


    CREATIVITY AND INNOVATION IN CHINATOWN’S CULINARY ECONOMY


    
      The Asian culinary sector has long been a key driver of visitation to Chinatowns the
      world over. In the case of Sydney, Chinatown’s food and drink industry began to flourish in the 1980s and 1990s,
      with the opening of many Cantonese-style restaurants by Hong Kong immigrants who had migrated to Australia in
      anticipation of, and after, that country’s handover to China in 1997 (Yencken 1997). That cohort was followed by
      a new wave of Asian and mainland Chinese migrations in the 2000s, as described in chapters 4 and 5 of this book,
      with various types of Asian restaurants opening in Chinatown, including Thai, Korean, Vietnamese, regional
      Chinese (Shanghai, Szechuan, Xinjiang, Yunnan, Uyghur, Fujian, Hunan, etc.), Taiwanese, Japanese, Malaysian and
      Filipino, to name only the main ones. Consistent with a wider trend of cities using food, meal and taste ‘trails’
      to brand their places (Berg and Sevón 2014), Sydney’s Chinatown is now promoted as a major Asian culinary hub in
      the likes of Destination NSW’s tourism guides, and markets itself as a hub of gourmet food events (see chapter
      7).
    


    
      As noted in the previous section, food and drink was
      the second-largest business sector in core Chinatown in 2012, accounting for about one-fifth (20.4 per cent) of
      the total number of businesses in the area. More precisely, the number of businesses increased from 182 in 2007
      to 204 in 2012, an increase of just over 12 per cent. Food and drink was also the fourth-largest sector for
      employment in the broader Chinatown Haymarket precinct, incorporating areas such as Thai Town and Koreatown, as
      well as World Square, which has many different eating outlets. The sector consisted of 582 businesses in 2012, an
      increase of 23 per cent from 474 businesses in 2007; it experienced the addition of 2,267 workers during this
      period, representing an increase of 59 per cent in employment. Seating in restaurants and cafés increased by 30.4
      per cent and 29.5 per cent, respectively, between 2007 and 2012 (City of Sydney 2012a).
    


    
      In its differentiation and experimentation, the cultural economy of Chinatown’s culinary
      industry today is a far cry from the generic ‘chop suey’ or ‘chow mein’ cuisine that was adapted for non-Asian
      tastes and once-characterized menus in Chinatowns, especially in Western cities (Roberts 2004). As early as the
      1890s, in the case of restaurants in American Chinatowns, a selection of South China dishes including
      sweet-and-sour pork, chow mein and egg rolls was curated to cater to American tastes, while the cookbook
      How to Cook and Eat in Chinese, published in 1945,
      brought recipes into American kitchens after World War II, when China and the US were allies (Hayford 2012).
      Although regional cuisines from throughout China were included, the book contributed to the idea of a unified
      ‘Chinese food’ that had never existed in China – an idea that, today, has much less currency in Sydney’s
      Chinatown, and variously so in the imaginaries of the wider city’s consumers. In what follows we elicit the
      diversity of new Asian restaurants comprising Haymarket’s foodscape, together with a brief account of the
      different circumstances of their formation, using material from our 2014 interviews with fifteen restaurateurs,
      as well as selected restaurant ethnographies undertaken by Del Bono (2016).
    


    
      Illustrative of the diversity of the restaurant scene in Chinatown Haymarket today are
      the following profiles of four restaurants, all established in the past ten years. The first is a Szechuan
      restaurant started in 2014, in Dixon Street north, by a third-year university student from China, with money from
      his family in China. The interior design of the premises is colourful, hip and fun. The owner said his friend
      helped him with the interior design to make it fit the taste of his customers, the majority of whom were young
      people. He said it was difficult to operate a Szechuan restaurant in Chinatown, as there were already a few
      competitors. He admitted that his business turnover was still not as stable as he would like, but he planned to
      do more promotion on Chinese social media, especially Weibo. In his words: ‘Our food is more spicy than
      other restaurants because I want to offer the
      authentic taste of Szechuan food to our customers’ (Szechuan restaurant owner, interview 12 May 2014).
    


    
      The second example is a Korean barbecue restaurant in Koreatown, run by a woman who
      migrated from Korea with her family when she was two. Now she manages her family’s restaurant with other family
      members. Having grown up in Australia, she admitted that she tended to manage her restaurant in a ‘Western way’.
      However, she was very concerned about the ‘authentic’ tastes of her food, so she said she buys most of the
      ingredients from Korean suppliers. Her restaurant is located at the back of a main street, but many customers
      like it because it gives a more ‘authentic’ Korean feel. As she put it: ‘Being down in a driveway in the back has
      a bit more Korean feel, because in Korea there is a lot of alleyways’ (Korean restaurant manager, interview 28
      May 2014). Although her business had been very robust, she said she preferred to keep it small-scale, as a
      family-run business.
    


    
      The third example is the case of a Thai woman who owns five very popular Thai
      restaurants. She came from Thailand thirty years ago and has been very entrepreneurial in business ventures,
      always bringing in new ideas. The concept of one of her Haymarket restaurants is ‘Thai street food’ –
      specifically, Thai desserts. To make Thai dessert a highlight, she deliberately installed a kitchen at the front
      of the restaurant so that chefs could demonstrate how to make these desserts in front of customers. This strategy
      had proved very successful, with her restaurant prospering: ‘I start to build the front kitchen for dessert in my
      restaurant, with the main kitchen at the back. That’s a hard job because I don’t know whether people like it or
      not, but I like to present [Thai desserts]’, she said (Thai restaurant owner, interview 20 May 2014).
    


    
      Innovation is also central to the philosophy behind our fourth example, a modern
      pan-Asian Hong Kong restaurant. The owner migrated from Hong Kong in 2012. Now she owns two modern pan-Asian
      restaurants in the city (one in core Chinatown, the other in Barangaroo in the northern CBD). Although the
      restaurant’s interior design mimics the style of old Hong Kong in the 1950s and 1960s, the restaurant actually
      serves a modern pan-Asian cuisine, based on a playful reinterpretation of Hong Kong, regional Chinese, Taiwanese,
      Korean, Japanese, Thai and Malaysian flavours. The restaurant emphasizes hygiene, quality of ingredients, modern
      cooking processes and a variety of choices, rather than authenticity of the cuisine. It has successfully
      attracted a large number of young urban customers, especially international students and professionals who grew
      up with a similar modern, pan-Asian food culture in their home countries. ‘[Our customers] can distinguish the
      difference of our food [from a traditional Chinese restaurant], which is cleaner, healthier, less oily, and the
      taste is akin to the modern Hong-Kong cuisine’ (modern pan-Asian-restaurant owner, interview 11 August
      2014).
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      Figure 6.1 Diversity of food choices in Chinatown (photos by Andrea Del Bono)
    


    
      These examples demonstrate that many restaurants in
      Chinatown Haymarket are highly innovative creations, in terms both of cuisine and of restaurant design and
      marketing. They also tend to take advantage of their transnational connections by introducing modern culinary
      consumption trends from Asia into Sydney. Defying the traditional view that ‘ethnic’ restaurants are mainly set
      up reactively, by migrants seeking to overcome ‘blocked mobility’ in ‘host’ countries (Waldinger et al. 1990;
      Collins et al. 1995), contemporary Asian restaurants in Sydney’s Chinatown tend to be characterized by highly
      strategic decision making. Their owners are creative in crafting a niche product and market for a diversity of
      customers, Asian and non-Asian. Among this study’s interviewees, several were business migrants from Hong Kong
      who opened restaurants in order to fulfil Australia’s immigration policy requirement; others were current or
      former international students from China, Thailand or South Korea who had decided to stay in Australia and set up
      a restaurant; yet others had other professional careers or qualifications, but engaged in the restaurant business
      because they saw a ‘market opportunity’ in Chinatown. Some were second-generation Australians who carried on the
      family restaurant set up by their migrant parents or were appointed by overseas parent companies in Asia to
      manage a restaurant in Sydney. One was a former refugee (from Vietnam) who opened a restaurant after losing his
      previous job in a factory. In general, most restaurant owners we interviewed were well educated (almost all had
      diploma or degree qualifications) or were from a middle-class background.
    


    
      The main reason for these restaurateurs choosing to locate their businesses in Chinatown
      Haymarket was its locus as ‘the centre for Chinese people’, ‘the most Asian-populated area’ or ‘the natural place
      to do business with Chinese’. In one interviewee’s words: ‘We like Chinatown because it’s busy. It’s buzzy and
      that’s why our businesses are around Chinatown and because . . . a lot of our clients would be Asian or Chinese.
      Chinatown doesn’t just draw Chinese, however, it draws people from other Asian countries and it draws tourists’
      (Japanese restaurant owner, interview 25 September 2014).
    


    
      The interviews also confirmed the close relationship between the Asian culinary industry
      and immigration, as all had a migrant background – either as migrants themselves or as direct descendants of
      migrants. Their cultural knowledge regarding Asian culinary trends gave them crucial cultural capital that helped
      them spot potential openings and angles for their businesses. As two interviewees put it, respectively:
    


    
      We just found in Hong Kong this special type of cuisine, the Yunnan cuisine, it was a
      very big hit in Hong Kong. So then we had a look in Sydney, and . . . we started to create the brand and the type
      of cuisine. (Regional Chinese restaurant owner, interview 24 September 2014)
    


    
      The restaurant business in Hong Kong is far more sophisticated and advanced than in
      Australia, so I decided to bring some of the concepts from Hong Kong to modernize our Chinese restaurant in Sydney. (Modern Chinese restaurant
      owner, interview 13 August 2014)
    


    
      These forms of culinary transfer point to an intensifying ‘Asianization’ of commercial
      space in Sydney’s southern CBD, the understanding of which deserves further clarification here. For,
      characteristically and historically, the ‘Asianization’ of space has had a negative and racialized inflection in
      the Australian context, conceived as the threatening encroachment of a ‘yellow peril’ (Ang and Stratton 1996; Ang
      2001). But here, as elsewhere in the book, ‘Asianization’ can be thought differently and more productively, to
      highlight alternative Asian modes of cultural change and leadership that bring Sydney into the orbit of a
      trans-Asian cosmopolitanism, inspired by thoroughly modern models of twenty-first-century Asia. In this
      reframing, a multiplication of reference points
      does not succumb to the usual Western-originated universalism of Europe’s modernist project, which places Asia in
      a position of always ‘catching up’ (Robinson 2006; Chen 2010; Roy and Ong 2011). Singapore, for example, has
      become the template for many Asian (and non-Asian) city plans, providing a platform for ‘inter-Asia referencing’
      (Chua 2015) across regional sites that, we argue, increasingly extend to Pacific-Rim cities like Sydney (see
      chapter 3). Further, in the culinary examples of relevance to this section, there is ‘modelling’ via Hong Kong
      and other Asian cities – not a mimicry, it should be emphasized, but a strategic selectivity, according to
      cuisine type and flavour recontextualized for the changing tastes of the Sydney market, just as Asian cuisines in
      Hong Kong and elsewhere in Asia are themselves constantly transformed by Asian and non-Asian ‘travelling culinary
      cultures’ that, for James Farrer (2015), call into question what might even be meant any more by ‘Asian
      cuisine’.
    


    INTER-ASIAN REFERENCING AND TRANSNATIONALISM


    
      The epistemological shift at stake in a different mode of comparativism – one that
      directs our attention to cultural transfer among and across ‘inter-Asian’ locations – is exemplified by a
      specific food product on sale in Sydney’s Chinatown. The ‘Emperor’s Puff’ is a small fried pastry filled with
      cream and sold in a paper bag as a street snack, by a Chinatown bakery owned by a Chinese-Australian family of
      Cantonese provenance, which also owns a number of restaurants and other food outlets in core Chinatown (see
      figure 6.2; see also chapter 7). When asked about the origins of the delicacy, one of the bakery’s owners
      said:
    


    
      My father saw the machine . . . do these puffs when he was in China eleven years ago.
      He went back and bought one. We didn’t expect it to be so successful. . . . The idea itself is Korean . . . this is manufactured in South Korea. The cake is a Chinese sort of
      thing. You would find it in Korea, but in Korea it would have red beans. And the mould would be a fish. We tried
      to sell the fish-shaped cake, but not many people bought it. So we gave up on that one and adopted this shape
      instead. (Interview 28 May 2013)
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      Figure 6.2 Chinatown Friday-night market patrons queuing up for Emperor’s Puff
      (photo by Andrea Del Bono)
    


    
      In a characteristically self-orientalizing move, the name of the pastry recalls China’s
      illustrious imperial past and draws on a mythical representation of the East, in order to cater to a market
      segment’s expectations of generic ‘Chineseness’ when visiting Chinatown. But more relevant here is the high
      degree of complexity that we learn is inherent in the commodity itself, and which is belied by its name.
      Specifically, the pastry originates in South Korean street food culture (appealing also, then, to Chinatown’s
      multi-Asian patrons), and the instrument to realize the invention was imported from China by an Australian
      business, which draws on the transnational networks that link its founder to his ‘homeland’. Here, too, the
      agency of this entrepreneur appears in a trajectory of inter-Asian borrowing and creative reinvention that
      escapes the figuration of the mutely marginal migrant. In this reading, then, the pastry resonates with the
      ‘complicated stories’ of diasporic Chinese cuisines across various Southeast Asian contexts and beyond (2011), where ‘food and foodways’
      undergo, as above for Farrer (2015), any number of iterations of ‘de/reterritorialization’ that problematize
      popular understandings of anything so singular as a ‘national’, perhaps even regional (‘Asian’ or
      ‘Mediterranean’) cuisine.
    


    
      As mentioned in the opening section of this chapter, studies of ethnic business have
      highlighted the importance of ‘co-ethnic networks’, which manifest in the form of suppliers, labour and client
      relationships (Waldinger et al. 1990; Collins et al. 1995). Today, this holds true to only a degree for Sydney
      Chinatown’s restaurants. In terms of supplier relations, all the restaurant owners/managers we interviewed stated
      that suppliers were selected based on price and quality, while co-ethnic suppliers were used only for specialized
      products such as particular herbs or spices, or live seafood. As for workers, a number of studies have pointed
      out that the accent and appearance of waiters in a restaurant can help project an image of ‘authenticity’ (Zukin
      1995; Beriss and Sutton 2007). In the case of Asian restaurants in Chinatown, most interviewees admitted that
      they preferred to employ workers from ‘Asian countries’, mainly for practical reasons, such as easier
      communication between staff and customers, and better knowledge about Asian cuisines in terms of flavour and
      ingredients. However, many added that the ethnicities of their workers did not necessarily align with the origin
      of the cuisine they served. It was not unusual, for example, for a Korean restaurant to employ Chinese or
      Japanese waiters, or for a Thai restaurant to employ workers from Malaysia or Indonesia, or for Indonesian
      workers to hold jobs in Chinese restaurants. What we have here, then, is a degree of inter-Asian mixing and
      trans-Asian fluidity that exceeds the boundaries of fixed ethnic categories in a way that, once again, calls into
      question the abstracted ‘Chineseness’ with which Chinatown is characteristically aligned.
    


    
      All interviewees stated they used a mix of permanent and contract labour in their
      restaurants. The most common preference was to use permanent labour for positions that required specialized
      knowledge and skills, such as chef and senior management, and casual workers for unskilled positions, such as
      waiters or kitchen hands. Employing flexible contract workers – often international students – allowed restaurant
      owners to adjust their labour force according to their level of business on different days or during different
      months, in the expectation of lowering operating costs and maintaining a profit margin. The recent revelation of
      systemic wage theft across Australia, where 30 per cent of international students and other temporary migrants
      have been found to earn as little as half the minimum legal wage – with Asians the ‘worst hit’ and food services
      ‘especially severe’ (Berg and Farbenblum 2017, 5; The Business Times
      2017) – suggests that Chinatown’s restaurants may well be sites where staff are subject
      to exploitation, even though no evidence of non-compliance came to light in our interviews. (See Fran Martin 2017, however, for confirming evidence in
      Melbourne’s Chinatown; and Peter Kwong 1996 on labour exploitation in Manhattan’s Chinatown.) Interestingly, too,
      though, one restaurant owner we spoke to in 2017 indicated that it had become more difficult to recruit
      international students for available jobs, as many more recent students, especially those from the PRC, were now
      much wealthier and no longer needed to work in order to partly pay for their studies.
    


    
      As for co-ethnic clients/customers, a number of studies stress the importance of a
      co-ethnic market base in the initial phase of business development, after which businesses are considered in need
      of a market beyond the ‘ethnic enclave’ (see, e.g., Waldinger et al. 1990). Our study confirmed that while a
      co-ethnic market remains vitally important today in Sydney’s Chinatown, it is no longer the case that Asian
      restaurants merely target co-ethnic customers. In fact, a significant number of the restaurants studied,
      especially those that were more established, tended to have a higher percentage of non-Asian customers (in some
      cases, over 50 per cent). In this sense, and as variously argued in this book, Chinatown’s patrons unsettle the
      confines – both local and ethnic – of its enclavic script. Indeed, it might be said that Chinatown is a site
      where taste and ethnicity cross-cut each other in a loose ‘culinary citizenship’ (Duruz 2011, 214), the practice
      of which negotiates cultural relations – if not necessarily affinities – across a diversity of consumers and
      cuisines.
    


    
      With its high concentration of Asian food businesses, Chinatown presents fierce
      competition among restaurants. However, none of the interviewees considered competition in negative terms:
      rather, they thought of it as a positive force to make them more innovative or to prompt improvement of their
      quality and service in order to differentiate themselves. The ‘innovative milieu’ (Camagni 1991) of Chinatown was
      reflected in a wide range of elements in these restaurants, including interior design, new concepts and dishes,
      cutting-edge technology and equipment, fresh ways of offering service, new marketing strategies and so on. As two
      interviewees explained, respectively:
    


    
      Yeah, [competition] is getting more fierce, so every time we do something, we try to
      make sure it’s slightly different to the market. We have different venues. Each venue we try to do it slightly
      different to [the others] . . . we just try to be, where possible, innovative in the industry. (Hong Kong-Chinese
      owner of Japanese restaurant, interview 25 September 2014)
    


    
      Our menu is slightly different . . . with all the technical support from overseas like
      Hong Kong and Singapore, we have innovated the flavour. . . . [T]he competition . . . is not noticeable . . . our
      clients come here for the interior design . . . and . . . that type of deluxe service. (Marketing manager of
      Chinese fine-dining restaurant, interview 18 November 2014)
    


    
      Once again, with an eye to sites of Asian consumer
      modernity such as Hong Kong and Singapore – and their increasingly experimental menus, as well as adventurous,
      design-led restaurant spaces and dining experiences – Chinatown’s restaurateurs have developed instructive
      transnational models with which to sharpen their point of difference. They take their frame of reference not from
      a homogenizing ‘orientalism’ of Western imagining for Western consumers (Anderson 1991), but derive it from
      transnational influences that are grounded in the identities and trajectories condensed in Chinatown Haymarket
      today.
    


    
      The entanglement of Chinatown’s culinary industry in transnational networks can be
      observed in a number of more specific senses: for example, two interviewees’ restaurants were set up with the
      support of foreign capital from Asia; all interviewees used transnational labour, such as employing chefs from
      overseas through the (now-rescinded) 457 visa scheme, or taking on international students or working-holiday
      makers as waiting staff; some restaurants imported specialized ingredients or sauces from their places of origin
      (while all depended on ingredients sourced widely from across the Sydney metropolitan area and beyond); and some
      restaurateurs looked towards their ‘home’ countries and Asian regional locations for developing possible joint
      culinary ventures. It is also the case that international tourists and students were major sources of custom for
      many restaurants, with a few of the restaurateurs working closely with overseas tourist operators to bring
      tourists directly to their restaurants.
    


    
      Many interviewees pointed out that competition from suburban areas with large Asian
      concentrations, such as those of Hurstville, Eastwood and Cabramatta, has caused restaurants in Chinatown to lose
      custom. Unlike in the past, when suburban residents of Chinese background had to travel to Chinatown for Asian
      food and groceries, now they can dine at suburban Chinese restaurants that are close to their place of residence,
      with ease of parking (a long-standing problem in Chinatown), and sometimes at a cheaper price. On the other hand,
      restaurants in Sydney’s Chinatown were thought to benefit from the central location and are often still a
      preferred choice for family reunions and community celebrations, business meetings and corporate functions, as
      well as for international tourists. On this point, a speaker at an event convened in 2014 by the Haymarket
      Chamber of Commerce, who was senior director of Asian markets at Knight Frank (an international commercial and
      residential property consultancy), stated that Chinatown’s restaurants were more likely to be the venues for
      Australia–Asia business exchanges and collaborations than ‘a coffee at Martin Place’ (cited in conversation, 18
      September 2014).
    


    
      The growing resident Asian population in Chinatown Haymarket was also considered by some
      interviewees to compensate for the loss of custom to the suburbs. As the owner of a traditional Cantonese
      restaurant said: ‘Our target customers have been changed over the years. In the past, Chinese restaurants
      [in Chinatown] tended to rely on the Chinese customers
      from the whole NSW, but nowadays, in Sydney, there are so many high-rise apartment buildings, the number of
      residents has increased a lot, they are our first group of customers’ (traditional Chinese restaurant owner,
      interview 9 July 2014).
    


    
      In recent years, two high-end, fine-dining Chinese restaurants were opened with much
      fanfare in Chinatown, with the hope of capturing the growing market of affluent mainland Chinese business people
      and tourists. ‘China Republic’ was closed after operating for about one year, and ‘Waitan’ had to readjust its
      business positioning and pricing strategy before it, too – despite heavy financial backing from mainland Chinese
      and Singaporean investors – was forced to close its doors in 2017 (Waitan sales and marketing manager, interview
      18 November 2014). These less-successful ventures may have suffered from lingering stereotypes of Chinatown as a
      place for ‘cheap eats’ and ‘cheap labour’, while there is also some evidence in the area of the problem of
      imitation, where new restaurants copy successful concepts and directly compete with each other: for example, at
      least five hot-pot restaurants can be found in one small strip in Dixon Street north. Finally, here, the
      emergence of more franchised food and drink outlets in Chinatown suggests that – alongside the area’s more
      experimental entrepreneurs attempting boutique food platforms and novel interiors – there are also entrepreneurs
      seeking easier ways of starting businesses.
    


    CONCLUSION


    
      Just as the notion of a ‘parallel’ civic society – made up of community associations and
      clan organizations – has characterized accounts of Chinatowns for many decades (Tsui 2009), so the idea of an
      ‘adjunct’ or ‘sub’ enclave economy has contributed to the association of these localities with isolation and
      insularity. Portes’s early description of the occupational and labour structure of immigrant groups ‘which
      concentrate in a distinct spatial location and organize a variety of enterprises serving their own ethnic market’
      (1981, 290) set the tone for essentializing the clustering of ethnic enterprises, connecting it with the
      tenacious imaginary of a ‘mosaic’ of ethnic cultures visible in the urban landscape. In this imaginary,
      immigration was aligned ipso facto with
      ethnic-minority community formation, of which a business cluster was considered a key institutional
      infrastructure. Further, the resources of such clusters were considered as inherent features or static
      attributes, rather than as potential characteristics.
    


    
      This chapter has attempted to ‘think’ business enterprise in Sydney’s Chinatown in the
      twenty-first century, beyond such associations with segregation and communality. Consistent with now-well-worn
      theorizations of economic space, not as
      territory or circumscribed locality, but as ‘networked and socially produced through the manufacture and flow of
      distinctive goods between nodal points’ (Werbner 2001, 673), we conceive of Chinatown in the circuits that
      produce it. More specifically, after Antoine Pécoud’s (2010) and Nederveen Pieterse’s (2003, 36–37) attempts to
      open up the study of ethnic economies, we situate Chinatown in a ‘hyphenated’ network of ‘cross-cutting and
      cross-community ties’ that acknowledges ‘the hybrids, the inbetweens’ of its entrepreneurship as it reaches
      across time – that is, generational cohorts – and space.
    


    
      In this place-positioning, we acknowledge that Chinatown is indeed comprised of a
      spatial core of Asian business in Sydney – a key, centrally located one, at that, and visually distinctive.
      Despite the intensification of globalization in shaping Chinatown, a ‘space for place’ is – in Thomas Gieryn’s
      (2000) words – in all its materialities and fixities, to be granted. We acknowledge, too, that there is an
      ethno-cultural specificity to (variously) Asian business activity: also, and differently here, that a more
      comprehensively critical account of the ‘doing of business’ in Chinatown would require the perspective of
      employees and workers for whom the area may well represent – perhaps even enable – oppressive labour practices of
      the kind that, as noted earlier, have been observed for other global Chinatowns. For that matter,
      Chinatown Unbound, as part of the title of this book,
      is not intended to evoke a self-evident ‘good’ in the wider, neo-liberal deregulation that is currently shaping
      the City of Sydney for foreign investment, tourism and property development, together with the soaring
      inequalities evident in these areas (O’Neill and McGuirk 2002).
    


    
      Nonetheless, an emphasis on communality, solidarity and the local exceptionality of place obscures a number of important
      developments that have been elicited in this chapter. These include the generative place-making agencies of
      entrepreneurs of multiple Asian backgrounds; their multi-scalar interconnections; and the advent of new and
      differently Asian modes of production and consumption, of which the culinary sector was chosen as a key instance.
      In keeping with the formulation of ‘worlding’ presented by Roy and Ong (2011) in their analysis of the
      ‘inter-Asian referencing’ practices in which Asian cities increasingly engage, a new spatial imaginary is
      installed by these place-making agencies. For, after Anoma Pieris (2016), in contrast to binary readings of power that reiterate a politics of
      differentiation and hierarchy (as between West and East, global North and global South), such Asian modes of
      production and consumption should not be considered conventionally as ‘satellites’ of Asia that ‘contribute’ to a
      multicultural Sydney. As will be seen again in chapter 7, such modes are not ‘merely’ forms of worlding that can
      be catalogued as ‘different’: the politics of urban vibrancy can be thought anew. For, when considered
      non-normatively, Asian-Australian entrepreneurial and consumer forms – in all their improvisations – multiply the very referential
      points for apprehending Sydney’s urbanity and identity. According to a mapping of heterogeneity, then – one that acknowledges a range of templates
      including and beyond Western cities – they do themselves constitute the diverse fabrics and cultures of the
      southern CBD itself.
    


    NOTE


    
      1. 2017 data were not available at the time of writing.
    

  


  
    
      Chapter 7
    


    Branding Chinatown: From Flexible Chineseness to
    Multi-Asianness


    
      As we have seen in previous chapters, Sydney’s Chinatown in the Haymarket precinct has
      undergone a significant change in the past two decades. Its central location in the southern part of the CBD and
      its great accessibility to public transport links – being traversed by multiple bus and light rail routes and
      with Central Railway Station just minutes away – ensure that the precinct functions as a hub of high-frequency
      foot traffic, with thousands of pedestrians constantly passing through, generating a strongly cosmopolitan sense
      of inner-city buzz. It is also, as we have seen in chapter 5, an area populated increasingly by a multiplicity of
      Asian ethnicities – a heterogeneous range of students, tourists, residents, workers and business people – giving
      the area a multicultural, trans-Asian feel that exceeds Chinatown’s traditional enclavic identity as ‘essentially
      Chinese’. At the same time, any sense of boundedness of the area has become progressively lost as the Asian
      presence in this part of the city has spread increasingly outward – to the north, east and south – beyond the
      designated boundaries of Chinatown’s core around Dixon Street. In this regard, as Christine Inglis (2013, 11) has
      observed, ‘Chinatown reflects the broader “Asianization” of Sydney as a city, even as it is presented to the
      world as being quintessentially “Chinese”. Indeed, as we will see, the conflation of ‘Asian’ and ‘Chinese’ is an
      ongoing thread in the way today’s Chinatown is understood and branded.
    


    
      The dynamic diversity, fluidity and hybridity of Chinatown Haymarket as an urban place
      has resulted in a dilution of the area’s cultural uniqueness in an increasingly Asianized global city. Moreover,
      as has been the case in other cities in the anglophone West, there are now many areas in the Sydney metropolitan
      area, other than the CBD, that boast large Asian and Chinese populations, creating suburban Chinatowns or
      ‘Chinese ethnoburbs’, to use Li’s (2009) term.
      These areas include the suburbs of Hurstville to the south, Eastwood and Concord to the west, and Chatswood to
      the north of the CBD: each of which now has vibrant concentrations of local commercial services such as
      restaurants, supermarkets and health centres catering to their Chinese and Asian resident populations. As a
      consequence, Chinatown Haymarket has lost some of its status as the go-to area for Asians. As one Chinatown
      entrepreneur, whose family settled in the area in the late 1970s and now owns a chain of food stores, says: ‘Back
      then if you wanted to buy your Asian groceries, your Asian spices, your Asian food, you needed to come to
      Chinatown. It [Sydney] wasn’t so diverse as it is now’ (interview 31 July 2014).
    


    
      Nevertheless, for the City of Sydney it remains important to stress the Asianness
      and Chineseness of Chinatown Haymarket as its key
      differentiating feature. As in many other cities worldwide that have embraced place-branding approaches,
      development strategies that highlight the specificity of selected urban areas have been eagerly adopted by the
      City of Sydney. As mentioned previously, in the context of its City of Villages policy, for instance, the city
      has divided its territory of governance into ten ‘village precincts’, of which Chinatown Haymarket is one. Each
      of these villages is said to have its own unique character, to be highlighted in its brand image. As lord mayor,
      Clover Moore, says in a marketing brochure, produced to sell the city’s wares to tourists, visitors and residents
      alike: ‘Sydney is a city of villages. Each community radiates a unique essence. Taste the culture and take away a
      slice of Sydney’ (City of Sydney 2011). For the village of Chinatown Haymarket, the brochure gives the following
      enticing sketch:
    


    
      Every day in Chinatown is a multi-Asian taste carnival. Opium dens and gambling lairs
      precede the modern microcosm of tea merchants, dumpling houses, neon food courts and Oriental food galleries.
      Follow your nose through this inner-city labyrinth for exciting new tastes.
    


    
      It is clear from this portrait that the orientalist imaginary has persisted in the way
      Chinatown Haymarket is marketed, deftly capitalizing on the dark mythology of ‘opium dens and gambling lairs’. In
      this way, Chinatown’s image as an ‘exotic Other’ space is reproduced, even as the place has become an integral
      part of Sydney’s broader downtown area. The tendency here is to equate Chinatown’s exoticism with well-known
      stereotypical signifiers of Chineseness. For example, the brochure describes the ‘defining experience’ to be had
      in Chinatown Haymarket as ‘a Sunday morning spent selecting individual morsels from yum cha bamboo baskets on Dixon Street’. Despite the clear attempt
      to create a clear-cut place identity, however, the ambiguity of the brand image is exposed by its description as
      a ‘multi-Asian taste carnival’ in the very
      first line of the brochure text. This points to an instability or uncertainty about the brand identity of the
      precinct. Is it ‘Asian’ or ‘Chinese’? And what do these identity markers mean anyway in the context of place
      branding, especially when they take place in a complex scenario such as that of Sydney’s Chinatown?
    


    
      Place branding is achieved by transforming urban areas into ‘identifiable local
      products’ (Zukin 2009, 45), which enter into competition with one another through the marketing of their unique
      ‘flavour’. This is a global strategy that is enjoying popularity in cosmopolitan cities, where local governments
      and business communities are only some of the stakeholders involved in the marketing initiatives that aim to cash
      in on cultural heterogeneity in the post-industrial urban economy (Lin 2010). As Deborah Stevenson writes,
      ‘cities world-wide have embraced [branding] approaches with enthusiasm, since they are generally preoccupied both
      with gaining a position as a “world class city”, and cashing in on urban tourism’ (2013, 145).
    


    
      But the construction of a brand identity for a precinct is not straightforward. To begin
      with, the precinct itself needs to be spatially demarcated, even if such areas cannot be treated as ‘separate
      territorial islands of social relations’ (Brenner 2000, 368). The installation of vertical red flags reading
      ‘Chinatown’ along George Street, bordering Chinatown’s designated ‘core’, indicates how, despite the growing
      connection between Chinatown Haymarket and the rest of the CBD, city authorities still rely on carving out the
      precinct as a distinct, branded space. There is an emphasis, in other words, on the role of borders as they
      delimit the precinct and create a distinctive visual experience for tourism purposes. The branding process also
      involves the mobilization of selective strategies of ‘competitive differentiation’ (Anholt 2006) which must
      highlight the area’s distinctiveness and deflect the increasing levels of cultural complexity to be found in the
      actual life of the precinct.
    


    
      In this chapter, we will see how the idea of the ‘multi-Asian taste carnival’
      occasionally used to market the Chinatown Haymarket precinct can be understood in the context of a constant
      tension between reified, traditional and orientalized constructs of Chineseness and more flexible and modern
      forms of identification: reflected, for example, in the plans for one of the most recent upgradings of the
      precinct’s public domain. Moreover, we will see how building the place brand is currently participated in by
      local commercial actors as well as by community organizations, which claim a stake in its construction. In these
      efforts, presented here as a work of improvisation transacted across multiple tensions, a flexible brand for the
      precinct is maintained that can accommodate both diverse versions of Chineseness and multiple renderings of
      Asianness.
    


    DIXON STREET: COMPLEX STAGE FOR THE
    CHINATOWN BRAND


    
      Tim Edensor explores the relation between tourists and the spaces they visit by
      discussing the contrasting forms of ‘enclavic’ and ‘heterogeneous’ stages. This distinction is useful for
      clarifying how Chinatown Haymarket is a precinct ‘whose enclavic or heterogeneous nature is unclear’ (2000, 333).
      This blurred distinction is also crucial for understanding how tensions between essentialism and complexity lie
      at the core of branding efforts for Chinatown Haymarket today, and how different actors incorporate the
      precinct’s brand image into their activities in different ways. Dixon Street, especially the section that is
      bookended by the two iconic ceremonial archways at Hay and Goulburn Streets, exemplifies these tensions. The
      maintenance throughout the decades of the distinctive oriental features that drove the beautification of the area
      in the 1970s and 1980s illustrates what Edensor calls the ‘enclavic’ tourist stage. A defining characteristic of
      this space is the ‘visual order’ that ‘theming’ imposes on it. In such a space, according to Edensor, ‘the
      pedestrian gaze is directed to particular attractions and communities and away from “extraneous chaotic elements”
      ’ (2000, 329). In Dixon Street, such ‘visual coherence’, to use Sharon Zukin’s term (1995, 77), is achieved by
      means of a series of material assemblages that accentuate the nominal Chineseness of the precinct.
    


    
      For example, street signage around the Dixon Street area is displayed in rectangular
      golden boxes framed in red, in which the English name of the street is accompanied by the Chinese version. The
      Chinese version of the English name often has no meaning in itself: it is just the verbatim transliteration of
      the English word. Factory Street, for example, a side street that connects Dixon Street to Darling Harbour, is
      translated into Faduoli Jie; while Ultimo Road,
      south from Market City, the precinct’s biggest shopping mall, is translated into Oudingmo Dao. Such faux bilingual street signage shows how Chinese
      linguistic characters – even if they are nonsensical – are deployed to accentuate the exotic Chineseness of the
      area. The iconic nature of this part of the precinct is also enhanced by the pagoda-shaped, green-tiled upturned
      roofs, which were installed on several buildings on Dixon Street during the 1970s beautification projects (see
      figure 7.1).
    


    
      Besides its obvious tourist-oriented iconography, however, Dixon Street offers sights
      and scenes that disrupt the sanitized tourist gaze of exotic Chineseness. It is in Dixon Street, for example,
      that Falun Gong1 activists hand out flyers to
      passers-by and ask them to sign petitions that denounce the brutality with which their movement is repressed in
      mainland China. Dixon Street is also increasingly targeted by buskers, street performers and beggars, who share
      the tree-shaded public seating along the pedestrian area with groups of elders and young students, who enjoy milk
      tea during their class breaks. A few metres from a newly established café next to one of the two ‘Chinese’
      archways, a musical duo dressed in ‘traditional Chinese costumes’ performs regularly (see figure 7.2). The
      information sheet that can be found next to their improvised platform reads that one of the instruments played by
      the duo – a bowed string instrument similar to a violin and called erhu
      – ‘became popular in China during the Song dynasty’, whereas the other – called
      zheng or Chinese harp – ‘was already a popular musical
      instrument in the Shaanxi province almost 3,000 years ago’ (fieldwork diary, 19 July 2013). The use of ancient
      Chinese musical instruments and costumes exemplifies the use of the street as a space for the articulation of
      essentialist notions of Chinese culture. This, however, does not preclude the possibility of considering
      Chineseness as a malleable resource that can be accessed and transformed by an expanding range of actors (the duo
      consists of a Chinese man and a Dutch woman). Moreover, during their performances, Chinese instruments are used
      to play not only Chinese music but also popular songs from other counties. On the cover of the CDs sold by the
      duo it is possible to read that ‘if Western music is played on Chinese instruments, such Erhu and Flute, new
      depth is given to famous songs as for instance Don’t Cry for Me Argentina
      or Danny Boy’
      (fieldwork diary 19 July 2013).
    


    [image: Image]


    
      Figure 7.1 Street details in the Dixon Street area that accentuate the nominal
      Chineseness of Chinatown Haymarket: green-tiled, uplifted rooftop of a souvenir shop on Dixon Street; vertical
      Chinatown flag hanging from a street light pole on George Street; Chinese-English bilingual street signage, on
      the corner of Dixon and Factory Streets (photos by Andrea Del Bono)
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      Figure 7.2 A variety of activities take place in Dixon Street, contesting the
      immobility of the tourist-oriented image: a Falun Gong activist prays beside a protest stall set up in Dixon
      Street; a musical duo performs at the corner of Dixon and Goulburn Streets (photos by Andrea Del Bono)
    


    
      Far from a ‘simply Chinese’ space, therefore, Dixon Street is a much more complex and
      heterogeneous space, where a multiplicity of activities, symbols and actors contest the immobility of the
      oriental Chineseness conveyed in the brand image associated with Chinatown. The mundane, democratic and public
      uses of the street, with the varied activities that take place, disrupt the static image of Chinese identity and
      cast light on a series of ambiguities in the branding of the precinct. In the next section, we will suggest that
      the branding of Chinatown is also reflected in the recent upgrading of the precinct’s public domain. This
      development project further highlights the ambiguous meaning and contested nature of Chineseness in the Chinatown
      brand.
    


    THE CHINATOWN PUBLIC DOMAIN
    PLAN


    
      In 1997, a report was commissioned by the City of Sydney to investigate the alleged
      decline in the popularity of the Chinatown Haymarket area despite the major upgrading that had taken place only
      two decades earlier (Anderson 1990; Yencken 1997). The report confirmed the hypothesis of a general decline and,
      in response, ‘the council undertook a round of new refurbishments to update and modernize Chinatown’ (Mak 2003,
      99). The authorities replaced the old lanterns and pagodas with modern lighting and new seating. The surrounding
      areas were repaved with granite and trees were planted; new street furniture included high-tech lighting and
      modern design. Reviewing this project, Anna-Lisa Mak writes that ‘the old “Chinesified” Chinatown had given way
      to new notions of identity’ and that, in undertaking a major urban restructuring project, the city was showing a
      willingness to help Chinatown ‘keep up with the times’ (2003, 99). However, by the late 2000s, the area was again
      felt to be ‘tired’ and, with pressure from the newly established Haymarket Chamber of Commerce, which argued that
      Chinatown needed renewed attention in the fast-changing city, the city council commissioned another major
      upgrading in 2010. This time the project not only echoed the past grand ambitions of revitalizing the precinct
      but also ‘strategically aligned’ it with the Sustainable Sydney 2030 vision and ‘City of Villages’ policy (see
      chapter 3).
    


    
      The overall strategic objective of the project, which became known as the Chinatown
      Public Domain Plan, was to ‘respect, protect and build on the area’s historic links with Chinese culture and
      communities, while recognizing the area’s importance to contributing to the vitality and diversity of Sydney as a
      global city’ (Spackman Mossop and Michaels 2010, 4). Furthermore, the project’s aim was to ‘reinforce and enhance
      the unique characteristics of the Chinatown urban experience’ (Spackman Mossop and Michaels 2010, 27), as a way
      to make it become a ‘stronger hub’. A landscape architect representative of the architect studio involved in the
      Public Domain Plan commented:
    


    
      This area has basically been off the agenda for many years. It was felt that the
      community contributed a lot to the city, but it wasn’t getting much back. I guess this is where the project came
      from. And then, of course [Lord Mayor] Clover [Moore] is very concerned about what she calls ‘the Villages’. This
      is basically where the Plan started. (Michael Spackman, interview 23 April 2013)
    


    
      The starting point for the Public Domain Plan is articulated here as a pressure to
      respond to the needs of ‘the community’, while conforming to the city’s overall ‘Villages’ project. The issues
      both of urban upgrading and of competitive differentiation seem therefore to be central to the aim of the
      Plan. Overall, walkability and the creation of
      a pedestrian-friendly and traffic-free urban area are recurrent themes throughout the final draft of the Plan.
      This was echoed by the landscape architect:
    


    
      The issue was to give the area back to pedestrians. . . . [The business community]
      wanted more space. But they did not want more cars, they wanted more walkable spaces, they wanted vibrancy. They
      wanted a stage for their festivals, for their markets. They wanted a platform. (Interview 23 April 2013)
    


    
      The landscape architect explained that the issue of public space was the main thread
      that guided the entire project. From this perspective, it is possible to appreciate the significant difference
      between the Public Domain Plan and the one-dimensional process of beautification of Dixon Street and surroundings
      in the late 1970s, which aimed to commodify Chinatown’s Chineseness. The priority given by the Public Domain Plan
      to public space has been related to the idea of a ‘Green, Global and Connected’ vision for Sydney, with its
      stated objective of working for a city ‘where its villages interrelate, prosper, and where residents, workers and
      visitors move around in a connected urban area’ (Spackman Mossop and Michaels 2010, 4; see also City of Sydney
      2013a, 3). In line with the overall vision for Sydney, the main concern of the Public Domain Plan, therefore, was
      that of creating more connections and more open space, which in turn was believed to contribute to creating more
      vibrancy for the business community.
    


    
      The Plan divided the precinct into three main parts: Chinatown North, situated between
      Goulburn and Liverpool Streets; Chinatown South, defined by significant attractions such as the shopping mall
      Market City; and a ‘highly active urban core’ (Spackman Mossop and Michaels 2010, 9), understood to be the
      central section between the northern and southern parts. The latter was demarcated by the two ceremonial arches,
      and it was indicated in the Plan as the ‘social and cultural heart of Chinatown’ (Spackman Mossop and Michaels
      2010, 9). Here, work on the public space aligned with the goals of place branding, particularly by overlapping
      the social and cultural ‘heart of Chinatown’ with the consumption-oriented activities supposed to take place in
      the ‘pedestrian mall’.
    


    
      Once again, then, we see an affirmation of Dixon Street as the privileged location of
      the ‘Chinatown Haymarket experience’. The Plan aimed to strengthen its visibility as the nucleus of the Chinatown
      brand. However, there seems to be a tension, articulated by the landscape architect, between the tight focus on
      this ‘core’ or ‘heart’ of the precinct, and the more fragmented and fluctuating zone of the area’s spatial
      domain:
    


    
      We had to recognize the way that the Council framed the project: there were boundaries.
      However, the report [that we prepared] recognized that we should understand that there are other Asian centres outside our boundaries.
      Chinatown actually . . . well originally it continues all the way up to Surry Hills. So, it’s actually been
      shrinking down back to here but now is going back to Pitt Street, Campbell Street and so on. So [Chinatown] is a
      very fluid concept, it has fluid boundaries. . . . But you know, essentially the economic, political factors made
      us look closely at Dixon Street because Dixon Street, for better or for worse, is the economic driver of this
      whole neighbourhood. . . . So it is fair to say that this central spine drove the project in a lot of the
      considerations. (Interview 23 April 2012)
    


    
      The precinct’s fluid boundaries play havoc with the consistency of the message that the
      brand is supposed to deliver to the consumer. As Robyn Mayes suggests, for a place brand to be successful, this
      must be consistent and cannot risk to become an ‘indecipherable cacophony’ (2008, 127). However, as the landscape
      architect explained, the upgrading of Chinatown’s public domain was based on the assumption that the ‘periphery’
      of the precinct is as important as the so-called core, for the ‘Chinatown Haymarket concept’ travels across the
      institutionalized boundaries within which the Public Domain Plan is meant to work. This complicates the
      construction of the place brand for the precinct. In other words, given the importance of the ‘heart of
      Chinatown’, and the stated goal to build on the historic links of the area with Chinese culture and the Chinese
      community, it is interesting to explore how notions of Chinese identity and issues of space reconfiguration are
      interwoven in the Public Domain Plan. As the landscape architect further commented:
    


    
      Sure we were concerned with the cultural identity of the area. What is identity? What
      is the appropriate response to identity? Can you really design like that or not? I mean ‘What is Chinatown?’ was
      a basic question. We had to deal with it as a dilemma. I guess our philosophy on public space is that it can’t be
      didactic; you can’t theme space; space belongs to everyone. There is not one Chinatown. There are many Chinatowns
      here. There are Vietnamese, Koreans, Filipino. . . . It is changing all the time, and this is already different
      from how it used to be five years ago. So really, the space cannot be too didactic. It cannot be a history
      lesson, and belong to only one cultural group. . . . So, we don’t impose. Cultural identity comes from the users.
      (Interview 23 April 2012)
    


    
      The design of a space that ‘does not impose a meaning’ represents, in the interviewee’s
      words, the extent to which the Public Domain Plan engaged with the ‘dilemma’ of Chineseness as the putative
      identity of Chinatown Haymarket. The fact that an imposition of cultural representation was not at the forefront
      of the team’s thinking appears rather clearly; furthermore, the scepticism towards ‘designing in a didactic
      manner’ can be interpreted as a way of engaging with cultural complexity while implementing structural
      changes for the precinct. The stress on public
      construction of space points to the fact that cultural identity is thought to come from users, and this suggests
      that notions of essentialism were explicitly avoided in the Public Domain Plan, as the urban space is recognized
      to be a much more complex experience than what can be captured in a static ethnic representation. However, the
      problematization of Chinese identity here is framed as much in terms of the redundancy of a static image (‘What
      is identity?’; ‘What is Chinatown?’) as much as in a context of change and competition: in other words, space
      should not be didactic, mostly because other groups might define the character of the area in a few years’ time,
      or other Chinatowns might emerge somewhere else. According to the landscape architect, the solution conceived by
      the Public Domain Plan to respond to the ‘dilemma’ of Chineseness was to adopt a redevelopment strategy based on
      the ‘flexibility’ of space: ‘We want to contribute to a flexible space, which can be multi-programmed. This is
      what I mean by “not being didactic about the design of public space”. It is flexible, and open to other cultures
      and other people’ (interview 23 April 2013).
    


    
      The Public Domain Plan contributed to the reorientation or rebranding of the Chinatown
      Haymarket precinct by merging two aims: the creation of more ‘connections’, focusing on the idea of improved
      public space, and the enhancement of the precinct’s ‘theme’. On the one hand, the Plan suggested a vision of
      Chinatown as a distinct urban area whose place identity should be reinforced; on the other hand, it reflected
      uneasiness with the requirement to work within strictly defined spatial borders and cultural boundaries that
      prevent engagement with what happens outside of them. The idea of a flexible platform that could be
      multi-programmed appears here as a response to the question, ‘What is Chinatown?’ and a synthesis between two
      development approaches, producing two interconnected results: an open public urban space and an ethnically
      branded precinct.
    


    
      The idea of flexibility of public space, in other words, illustrates that the recent
      upgrading of the precinct and a flexible understanding of Chineseness are two interwoven concepts. The words of
      the landscape architect suggest the rejection of a strict cultural imposition on the precinct’s brand image. Seen
      in this light, the Public Domain Plan signals its discontinuity with the process of beautification that
      orientalized Chinatown in the late 1970s. Although the Plan does not adopt an entirely opposite approach (after
      all, the project still relies on the ‘visibility’ of the ‘heart of Chinatown’), what makes this project new is
      the tension lying at its core, defined by the necessity to work within the imposed boundaries of the delimited
      precinct, on the one hand, and an understanding of the precinct as a flexible platform with fluid boundaries, on
      the other. This tension is symptomatic of the uncertainty that now attends to the centrality of Chineseness in
      the branding of the precinct. Is Chineseness still at the core of the precinct’s brand identity? Should it be? If
      so, how is it to be conceived, represented and articulated?
    


    
      Of course, the answers to these questions are not
      uncontested nor uniform, as there are multiple actors involved in the day-to-day management and running of
      Chinatown Haymarket, who have a stake in the effective branding of Chinatown. In this regard, place branding is
      not just a process engaged in by the local government and professional urban designers, but also by those who
      claim an ownership of the precinct, especially the myriad businesses and organizations that have a vested
      interest in the maintenance of Chinatown’s ‘Chinese’ – or, for that matter, ‘multi-Asian’ – brand image to
      enhance the precinct’s reputation and visi(ta)bility. To this end, in the following two sections we look more
      closely at Chinatown’s complexity in this regard through the examples of three family-owned restaurant businesses
      in the Chinatown Haymarket area.
    


    TRADITIONAL CHINESENESS IN THE ‘HEART OF CHINATOWN’


    
      J’s family owns one of the oldest restaurants in Chinatown Haymarket, located adjacent
      to one of the ceremonial arches on Dixon Street. The restaurant serves ‘traditional yum cha’ from 7 a.m., while a
      more standard à-la-carte menu is provided from 4 p.m. onwards. The restaurant is an ‘old school’ family-run
      business: this is visible not only in the organization of the restaurant’s activities, but also in the way the
      building – which is the property of the family – is used for mixed residential and commercial purposes. J is very
      proud of the successful diasporic history of his father, who migrated from China in the early 1960s and worked
      several jobs before becoming one of the most successful entrepreneurs in Chinatown. The way in which cultural
      identity has played a key role for J’s family business was evidenced when he mentioned Zhongshan – his father’s
      home town – and the connections that he traced between that part of China and Dixon Street, given that ‘they’ve
      got the clan house [pointing at the northern end of Dixon Street]; the strongest society that we have in Sydney’
      (Chinese restaurant owner J, interview 28 May 2013).
    


    
      The centrality of this regional identification in the establishment of J’s family
      business, together with the restaurant’s iconic position in the context of Chinatown Haymarket, is legitimated by
      the living heritage of the clan society and the pioneering role of his father in the Dixon Street business
      community. This forms a solid base for J’s understanding of his own position in a precinct that, according to
      him, ‘is still very Chinese’. However, a particular narrative began to emerge when J acknowledged the prominence
      of his business in the general context of change visible in Chinatown Haymarket. ‘I can say that we have been
      around the longest, because there have been restaurants that have come and gone in the last years’, he said. J
      articulated the idea of ‘change’ by drawing on
      different factors: the first being the turnover of shop ownership and the redevelopment process that is targeting
      many areas of the precinct: ‘The old ones have either retired from their business or they have closed down. Most
      of the restaurants around here stay open for many years, but some go because the building is either being taken
      back for their own usage or redeveloped’, he continued.
    


    
      Another factor that J recognized was the diversification of the types of Chinese
      commodities provided in Dixon Street. This, in his opinion, marks a substantial change compared to the
      predominance of Cantonese food culture that defined the area in the past: ‘From mid-90s up till now . . . well .
      . . there are many people from mainland China coming to Australia, and now you notice that there is more Szechuan
      food, more northern-style food’. In this context of change, J seemed to perceive a threat to the commodity
      provided by his family business, which he expressed by saying:
    


    
      There is still a market for this restaurant. . . . It’s just that the way of doing
      business, the restaurant industry is different from when my father started with his business thirty years [ago].
      Back then it would have been quite simple: as long as your food and customer service was good, you would be fine.
      But now . . . the thing is . . . all things being equal now, being all the food the same, the quality won’t
      differ much. . . . Because the food . . . to be honest . . . we don’t offer, we don’t have the ability to
      actually produce new stuff every now and then . . . you know people feel bored . . . Yum cha, I mean, dim sum
      doesn’t change much. You know, traditionally you can’t move too much from that. (Interview 28 May 2013)
    


    
      J’s comments demonstrate how ‘tradition’ has been a double-edged sword in his business,
      since it has simultaneously represented the point of strength of the restaurant but also its weakness in the
      context of the diversifying scenario visible in Dixon Street. While, on the one hand, the capacity to ‘not
      change’ and remain anchored in Chinatown has been the strategy that allowed the family firm to continue to brand
      itself as a traditional Chinese business and to cater for a Chinese clientele, ‘tradition’ also acts as a
      constraining factor that limits the margin for renewal and customer choice. The strategy by which the restaurant
      has survived in the competitive business environment of Dixon Street has relied on ‘tradition’, at the same time
      strengthening the notion of ‘difference’ by producing ethnic commodities based on traditional versions of Chinese
      culture.
    


    
      Over the past few decades, the family has opened a series of ‘traditional Chinese’
      businesses clustered around the Dixon Street area. At present, J’s family properties include a
      yum cha restaurant, a bakery that operates next door, a
      butchery and a Cantonese-style barbecue restaurant located a few hundred metres away. The concentration of these
      businesses in the ‘heart of Chinatown’ has
      allowed the family to control their operations in a more convenient way, given their proximity to one another.
      Furthermore, it has strengthened the name and reputation of the family firm as ‘traditional Chinese’, a firm that
      remains and expands its operation in the precinct despite a situation of general change.
    


    
      Interestingly, the family’s butchery is one of the sites included in the itinerary of
      the Chinatown walking tour organized by the Haymarket Chamber of Commerce. This activity is organized all year
      long, but its frequency intensifies during the Chinese New Year period. Tour guides stop next to the front window
      of the butchery and point to the chefs working beneath a line of lacquered ducks hanging from sharp hooks. In
      doing so, they provide participants in the walking tour with a ‘very Chinese’ image of Chinatown Haymarket. The
      family business, in other words, capitalizes on its fame, while reinforcing the ethnic theme of the precinct in
      the eyes of tourists.
    


    
      J’s family, however, is probably best known for the long queue outside a little window
      between the restaurant entrance and the front of their bakery next door. Here, a separate workshop run by the
      family produces the Emperor’s Puff, one of Chinatown’s most sought-after delicacies, which we have already come
      across in chapter 6. The production of the Emperor’s Puff indicates how the family business takes advantage of
      its position in the ‘heart of Chinatown’ and relies on self-orientalism as a strategy to face the increasingly
      diversifying range of products provided in Dixon Street. The fact that the pastry originates in South Korean
      street food culture, for instance, is irrelevant in the marketing of it as a ‘Chinatown snack’: a perfect
      embodiment of the Chinatown brand.
    


    
      As a first-generation Australian, J is not bothered by the stereotyped version of
      Chineseness suggested by constructs such as the Emperor’s Puff and the ‘Chinese’ archways. In fact, his business
      thrives on this reification of Chineseness. As a successful businessman, therefore, it is only logical that when
      asked for his opinion on all the stereotypical symbols and visual elements that help construct the Chinatown
      brand, J simply replied that ‘it is a good concept’, because these are elements that increase the success of the
      family business. J’s mobilization of Chineseness, in other words, revolves around a complex process of cultural
      commodification defined by the provision of ‘traditional Chinese’ products in a Chinese-themed precinct.
      ‘Tradition’ is a word that plays an important role in his embrace of this commodified version of Chineseness,
      especially because his business is located in what City of Sydney promotional material and recent redevelopment
      projects such as the Public Domain Plan have constructed as the ‘heart of the precinct’. However, his agency as
      an entrepreneur appears in a context of borrowing and reinventing, where even the most iconic of Chinese
      restaurants plays a big part in the rearticulation of Chineseness, well beyond the bounded realm of an ‘invented tradition’ (Hobsbawm
      and Ranger 1983).
    


    HYBRIDITY AND AUTHENTICITY AS BUSINESS STRATEGIES IN ‘YOUNG
    CHINATOWN’


    
      The mix and diversity of culinary offerings in Chinatown today underlines much of the
      area’s appeal for a younger Asian clientele (for more on young consumers, see chapter 8). This angle on
      Chinatown’s contemporary marketability is evident in the case of a Taiwanese restaurant in Dixon Street north.
      D’s parents opened the restaurant more than ten years ago. They chose Dixon Street north even though, at the time
      of opening, only a few businesses operated in the area. The family took advantage of a newly opened shopping
      centre and rented one of the many vacant premises in the structure. The restaurant’s menu is written in Korean
      and English, but the restaurant is named after Taiwan’s highest mountain, with signage at the main entrance in
      both English and Chinese. D commented on this choice by explaining the kind of food that the restaurant
      provides:
    


    
      We serve Chinese food for Korean people. Because you know, when you go to Korea and you
      eat Chinese food . . . you don’t eat. . . . You know the Chinese food that you get in Chinatown? The traditional
      kind of . . . sweet and sour pork or fried rice . . . Chinese food in Korea is not like that; it is a bit
      different. It caters for the Korean palate more. It might be . . . spicier, less oily than Chinese. . . .
      Whatever people think is Chinese food. (Korean-Chinese restaurant owner D, interview 4 October 2013)
    


    
      D’s words multiply the meaning of Chineseness, by ‘placing’ Chinese food in different
      socio-cultural contexts. Unlike J, D’s idea of tradition in relation to Chinese food shifts according to the
      various contexts in which it is produced and consumed: Chinese food in Korea, for example, is the ‘glocalized’
      version of Chinese cuisine that caters for the taste buds of Koreans; the type of Chinese food provided in the
      urban context of an Australian Chinatown, on the other hand, is simplified in the stereotypical images of fried
      rice and sweet-and-sour pork. Each scenario in which Chinese food is placed redefines the notion of
      ‘traditional’, contributing to the reinvention of Chineseness as a cultural commodity according to specifically
      localized consumer cultures. The complexity with which notions of Chinese identity are articulated, starting from
      an analysis of the commodity provided in the restaurant, was further explored by D as she made a leap from
      talking about her family business to explaining her own background: ‘You see, we are all Taiwanese. We are
      Taiwanese but born in Korea; but blood-wise we are like Chinese. Taiwanese people. So, I am Taiwanese, but I was born in Korea because my
      family migrated there at a certain time. I don’t know when’.
    


    
      The degree of complexity with which D described different versions of tradition was
      reflected in her analysis regarding her own cultural background. Here, D’s words illustrate how some of the
      trajectories that define the transnational movements of entrepreneurs establishing their businesses in Chinatown
      Haymarket today are mirrored by an increasing diversification of the precinct’s brand image, especially in the
      northern part of Dixon Street. The case of D’s family business, in other words, illustrates how the precinct
      provides a fertile ground to translate complex identities into commercial activities that extend the precinct’s
      brand image. In fact, D’s family has recently consolidated its position in Dixon Street by opening another
      business adjacent to its Korean-Chinese restaurant. This time, the family has opted for a Taiwanese ‘hot-pot’
      restaurant:
    


    
      We wanted to build our name. That was our main objective. And we wanted to bring more
      Chinese people in. So, research-wise, we went to Taiwan to see what kind of food is there, so that we could bring
      it here and then cater for the needs of the people here. . . . This Chinatown is smack bang in the middle, you
      are going to have people from every nationality coming and trying your food. . . . I think when you start a
      business, you look at the demographics, you see what kind of people are going to come here and then you ask
      yourself if that business is going to work or not. A hot-pot restaurant is not going to work in another suburb. .
      . . Like one where there is a huge white population. (Interview 4 October 2013)
    


    
      The case of the hot-pot restaurant recently opened by D’s family illustrates a different
      strategy to that adopted by J’s family: instead of capitalizing on tradition, D’s business has chosen to
      capitalize on the family’s complex history of migration and hybrid identity, where hybridity can be understood as
      a condition defined by ‘cultural permeability that makes of ambivalence its very source’ (Ang 2003, 150). Here,
      ‘Koreanness’, ‘Chineseness’ and ‘Taiwaneseness’ – that is to say, ‘multi-Asianness’ – all become potential
      economic resources to use within the precinct. This strategy illuminates how, in Chinatown Haymarket,
      increasingly flexible modes of ‘ethnic capital’ become resources for the economic activities of actors engaged in
      the mobilization of the brand. It suggests, in other words, that static, essentialist and traditional notions of
      Chineseness as the brand image for the precinct are complemented by more plural and open versions of
      (multi-)Asianness, which capitalize on a ‘strategic hybridity’ (Noble et al. 1999).
    


    
      The ambiguity and elasticity of Chinatown’s multi-Asianness is a resource into which
      aspiring restaurateurs of different Asian backgrounds can tap. Noting a gap in Sydney’s experience of Filipino
      food in the inner-city area, the owners of a Filipino restaurant in Sydney’s northern beaches area decided to
      shift their operations to Goulburn Street in Chinatown. R, who works part time
      in her parents’ restaurant, described it as a ‘family-oriented experience’ in which her father works as main chef
      and her mother is the operations manager, while her cousin – who studied in Singapore before moving to Indonesia
      – took care of the interior design. In addition to the market gap, the provision of Filipino food was informed by
      an issue of cultural recognition, as R said when she described the aims that lay behind the choice of
      commodifying Filipino identity:
    


    
      My mother always told me that Filipinos have a bit of an identity crisis. . . . People
      can’t really pinpoint what Filipino culture is. . . . She grew up with my grandmother cooking at home, and I am
      sure that a lot of Filipinos cook for themselves here, but there was no . . . nothing in the market. And that’s
      what she wanted to bring to the Australian culture . . . she wanted Filipino culture to be a lot more accessible.
      (Filipino restaurant part-time worker and co-owner R, interview 2 October 2013)
    


    
      At the core of the establishment of this Chinatown family business lies a desire to give
      Filipino culture a place in the market and, consequently, a ‘face’ within Australian culture, so that, according
      to R, ‘people at least acknowledge how we differentiate from other Asian cultures’. This statement elaborates on
      a question posed by Comaroff and Comaroff in regard to the current historical period, when the commodification of
      ethnicity might imply that ‘if we have nothing about ourselves to sell, does it [then] mean that we have no
      culture [at all]?’ (2009, 18). The Chinatown Haymarket precinct, in this context, emerges as the stage on which a
      ‘peripheral’ ethnic culture such as Filipino culture can be displayed through its commodification in the food
      sector. This is facilitated, once again, by the ‘flexibility’ that the precinct offers and that includes
      multi-Asianness as a constitutive element of its brand identity. According to our interviewee, the restaurant had
      become really popular in the area, having significantly expanded the range of food options. ‘We have so many
      people who just walk down the street and they are really quite intrigued because they have never heard of it
      before’, R said. The instant success of the business, however, is also due to the high number of Filipino
      expatriates who live and work in the city and who have become regular customers. This has posed an interesting
      challenge for the business owners: namely the need to conform to high levels of ‘credibility’, given that the
      Filipino customers ‘can obviously tell what is Filipino and what is not’. The family has responded to this
      pressure by recruiting mostly Filipino workers, and by providing food that is as close as possible to how it
      would taste in the Philippines. The business, in other words, has chosen to rely on ‘authenticity’ as strategy,
      if in hybridized form:
    


    
      Our cuisine is authentic as much as we can, but twisting it to the palate of
      Australians. We cook adobo, which is classically one of the most traditional dishes in the Philippines. There, adobo is quite fatty, it’s got the skin on it, it’s very greasy. And here
      Mum made it with just lean meat. With the same flavours, with the same sauce and all that, but we get a lot of
      Filipinos expecting the greasy fatty one, but here in Australia you won’t have anyone eating the fat or anything
      like that; they find it really off-putting. So, yeah, it’s very authentic, but because we are here in Australia
      we need to take into consideration that market. (Interview 2 October 2013)
    


    
      If, on the one hand, authenticity is the strategy adopted by the Filipino restaurant –
      similar to the business choice made by the ‘traditional’ Chinese restaurant in the ‘heart of Chinatown’ – on the
      other hand, we can once again see how there is a degree of backstage adaptation to ‘localize’ ethnic food to a
      different socio-cultural context. A link here can be traced with the Korean-Chinese restaurant in ‘young
      Chinatown’, as a level of compromise to accommodate local palates can be observed in both cases. Unlike D’s
      family business, however, where hybrid narratives of Taiwanese/Chinese/Korean identity were used as drivers for
      its economic operations, the case of the Filipino business seems to go in the opposite direction, since the
      owners have opted for an essentialized version of ‘Filipinoness’ to fill both a gap in the market and the demand
      for a diverse, exotic culture in the area. (The business owners have also considered adopting a franchised
      identity as a future plan.)
    


    
      Together with tradition and hybridity, then, authenticity becomes a strategy of display
      that enables ‘Filipinoness’ to become increasingly integral to the area’s definition as a multi-Asian precinct
      (see chapter 5). As such, it could be positioned as adding value to the image of ‘mixedness’ (Duruz and Khoo
      2015) of the precinct as a whole. This case, in other words, provides further evidence that the influx of newer
      businesses of different Asian provenance and mixed backgrounds has diversified the range of stakeholders taking
      part in the mobilization of the Chinatown brand, through utilizing the precinct as a space where Chineseness
      becomes a flexible resource, allowing different interpretations, meanings and modes of commodification, to the
      point of becoming, to all intents and purposes, ‘multi-Asian’.
    


    ALLIANCES AND COLLABORATIONS


    
      Restaurateurs are, of course, not the only stakeholders participating in the devolved
      and competitive processes of strategic market positioning that, individually and collectively, contribute to the
      maintenance and evolution of Chinatown’s place brand. Importantly, key players in the area can also form
      alliances to advance their converging interests, working together to create events and experiences that both
      capitalize on, and in turn enhance, the strength of the precinct’s brand image. The collaboration between the
      shopping mall, Market City and the Chinatown-based community organization, the
      Chinese Youth League, during moments of celebration in the precinct, is an example of such an alliance.
    


    
      Market City, situated adjacent to the southern end of Dixon Street, represents more than
      an ordinary shopping centre. Located in an imposing heritage building on the corner of Hay and Thomas Streets and
      spread over 4 floors, it has acquired a central role in branding efforts for the Chinatown Haymarket precinct, by
      deftly balancing its self-presentation between an essentialist Chineseness and an expanded, more hybrid
      multi-Asianness. The centre manager, a Chinese-Canadian who has lived in many places across the Pacific Rim,
      including Los Angeles and Hawaii, before moving to Sydney in 2001, says that Market City aims to portray a
      ‘pan-Asian’ image (interview 22 May 2013). Before moving to Sydney he travelled across Asia to visit shopping
      malls in cities such as Shenzhen, Tokyo and Singapore to familiarize himself with global and regional trends in
      shopping mall design, which he selectively applied to Market City’s refurbishment. Here again, then, we see an
      instance of inter-Asian referencing at work (Roy and Ong 2011; Chua 2015), whereby modern Asian urban models have
      been emulated in Sydney. The manager aimed to bring more ‘Asian influence’ into the mall, using Asian-style
      furniture, more-Asian benches, water features and so on. In its brochures and pamphlets and on its website,
      Market City introduces itself as a commercial space that offers not only ‘an eclectic mix of local and
      international brands’, but a showcase of ‘emerging Asian trends and designers’, located ‘in the heart of Sydney’s
      Chinatown’ (Market City n.d.). By featuring Australian shopping brands as well as Asian and other international
      designer clothing, accessories and furnishings, Market City represents an indoor version of the ‘multi-Asian
      taste carnival’ described by the City of Sydney as the defining characteristic of the Chinatown Haymarket
      village. We can see this reflected in the centre’s food court, completely refurbished in 2017, with its wide
      offer of delicacies from all over Asia sold by outlets including Japanese, Thai, Taiwanese and Chinese
      eateries.
    


    
      This focus on a vibrant and heterogeneous multi-Asianness, however, is complemented by a
      marketing strategy that is also oriented towards promoting the traditional image of Chineseness that forms part
      of the Chinatown brand. The use of calligraphy as a way to give the shopping centre an exotic Chinese-inspired
      ‘feel’ is illustrative in this regard. Recently, a customized ‘Chinatown’ font has been applied to every item of
      marketing material (from flyers and information booklets to discount coupons), which visually resembles Chinese
      characters. This choice echoes the faux-bilingual street signage implemented in Dixon Street, where ideograms are
      used to strengthen the consistency of the Chinese-themed street ambiance. Together with the decoration of the
      shopping centre’s main hall with reified symbols of Chineseness – such as red and golden lanterns during the Moon
      Festival and Chinese New Year – the newly adopted visual identity of the
      shopping centre illustrates how the ambiguous slide from Chineseness to multi-Asianness to ‘pan-Asianness’
      inherent in the branding of Chinatown Haymarket at large is reflected in Market City’s everyday
      operations.
    


    
      Collaboration between Market City and local Chinese community organizations is another
      way in which the shopping centre takes part in the mobilization of a flexible Chineseness for the precinct. One
      of these organizations, the Chinese Youth League (CYL), has had a fundamental role throughout the years as a
      Sydney-based Chinese-Australian voice; it is highly regarded today as one of the oldest and most influential
      Chinese organizations in the city, with a mission to ‘bring Chinese culture to the Australian community’ (Chinese
      Youth League n.d.). One such occasion is the Chinese New Year Festival, when the organization packages various
      culturally complex elements into a variety of performances, images, symbols and activities related to Chinese
      culture. This packaged ‘Chineseness’, resonating so harmoniously with the orientalist script, is a significant
      means of branding Chinatown as recognizably ‘Chinese’.
    


    
      The multiplicity of meanings attached to the notion of Chinese identity, and embodied in
      the diversity of the CYL’s members (which we have already discussed in chapter 4), is elided in the main cultural
      activities of the organization, where essentialist and traditionalist notions of Chineseness are resolutely
      embraced. Among these activities are workshops on Cantonese opera for elders; dragon dance, lion dance and
      traditional Chinese dance groups; wushu classes; and dragon boat races. The CYL also organizes trips to China,
      including an annual five-week holiday for its younger members to help them reconnect with their ‘Chinese roots’.
      These activities are promoted as vehicles through which a traditional Chinese culture is disseminated from
      ‘authentic custodians’, while constant references to ancient Chinese myths and history are made to accentuate the
      authenticity and authority of the generic Chineseness represented by these activities. Arguably, such reference
      to an abstracted, dehistoricized and depoliticized Chineseness is a way of transcending the very real internal
      diversity of the organization’s membership.
    


    
      For many years the CYL took part in the Twilight Parade organized by the City of Sydney
      during the Lunar New Year, by staging dances and performances based on ancient Chinese classics. As we have seen
      in chapter 5, the parade, the end point of which usually coincided with the side entrance of Market City on Hay
      Street (see figure 7.3), has been suspended in the past few years due to the construction of a light rail system
      on George Street. However, Market City still hosts acrobatic lion dances and blessing rituals every year,
      performed by members of the CYL and other local Chinese community organizations during both the Moon Festival and
      the Lunar New Year. ‘The wonderful Chinese Youth League will perform their traditional roaming
      lion dance throughout the centre on Chinese New Year Day’, read the ‘What’s on’ section
      of Market City’s website in February 2018: ‘This ritual will involve a blessing of stores, whereby the lion
      plucks a lettuce leaf containing a red-packet hung above the new retailer. The red packet contains money, which
      is a token of appreciation for the lion performers’ (Market City 2018).
    


    [image: Image]


    
      Figure 7.3 End point of the 2014 Twilight Parade on Harbour Street, Haymarket
      (photo by Andrea Del Bono)
    


    
      Occasions such as the Lunar New Year and other traditional festivities provide ideal
      opportunities for intensified activities to highlight the uniqueness of Chinatown Haymarket, and it is not
      surprising that it is precisely at such occasions that various stakeholders work together to mobilize the
      precinct’s brand image. On such occasions, Market City organizes events and activities to reaffirm its prominent
      position as an economic agent ‘in the heart of Chinatown’. For example, during the Moon Festival in October, the
      in-house Thai Kee IGA supermarket is given space in the centre court to display different styles of moon cakes
      and give out thousands of free moon cakes to visitors. At the same time, stakeholders such as the CYL find in the
      shopping centre an ideal platform to display their performances of traditional Chinese culture. Collaborations
      such as that between Market City and the CYL, then, show how different
      stakeholders in the precinct strategically and pragmatically align with one another in an effort to intensify and
      amplify Chinatown’s brand image.
    


    CONCLUSION


    
      The branding of Chinatown Haymarket as a place relies heavily on the maintenance of a
      reified Chineseness, translated onto the ‘enclavic’ stage (Edensor 2000) of the ‘core’ or ‘heart’ of the
      precinct, usually conveyed through symbolic practices that rely on images of traditional, classical or exotic
      China. However, such orientalist and self-orientalizing imagery is complemented by more flexible interpretations
      of the brand, which enable pragmatic and hybridized innovations that are more attuned to the heterogeneous
      realities that characterize the precinct’s life and constituencies. ‘Flexible Chineseness’, in this context,
      captures all the instances of appropriation and invention that constantly frame and reframe the meaning of
      Chinese identity in Chinatown Haymarket. This chapter has zoomed into the precinct to observe how a variety of
      agents contribute to the flexibility of its brand, sometimes reinforcing, while at other times belying, the
      characterization of the precinct as ‘simply Chinese’.
    


    
      Multiple versions of Chineseness – flexible and static, hybridized and essentialized,
      modernized and traditional – are embedded here within a wider cultural context that is changing the face of the
      precinct at large, captured in the branding process by the phrase ‘multi-Asian carnival’. The conjuring of
      ‘multi-Asianness’, then, needs to be understood as part of the process of adjustment that requires and allows for
      more flexible interpretations of Chinatown’s place brand, manifested in the endless strategies of adaptation and
      reinvention that occur across ambiguous identity and spatial boundaries. The ‘flexible brand’ is a networked
      process of assemblage that embraces the changes happening on the ground, as part of the current transition in
      which Chinatown’s status as an ethnic enclave is finally being superseded by its position as a harbinger of
      Sydney’s ‘Asian Century’ in the age of China.
    


    NOTE


    
      1. Falun Gong is the political movement that was formed around the
      Falun Dafa, an advanced qigong practice whose teachings include elements drawn from the Buddhist tradition. In
      1999, the movement was declared illegal in mainland China and, since then, practitioners of this discipline and
      followers of the movement have been arrested and detained.
    

  


  
    
      Chapter 8
    


    Consuming Chinatown: The Rise of a Trans-Asian Urban Youth
    Culture


    
      The character, identity and status of Sydney’s Chinatown today are inflected not only by
      an increasingly differentiated mix of ethnic and class positionings and subjectivities but also by a more
      youthful energy and complexion. Although the locality currently faces challenges of major planned developments in
      its surrounding area (see chapters 3 and 10), there nonetheless remains robust potential for its reinvention by,
      and for, a younger, more diverse Asian generation. In this chapter, we turn our focus to students of Asian
      background, as elicited through a survey conducted in 2014, to capture the sense in which a new place character
      is emerging in association with youth-oriented dining, retail and entertainment venues. For this group, we will
      see that the traditional/orientalized image and façade of Chinatown does not correspond to their tastes and
      activities. They preferred the newer, more modern and contemporary establishments that have sprung up in the
      precinct, and that are more in line with the urban aesthetics of Asian cities such as Singapore, and also
      Shanghai – a ‘newly’ modern city that likes to imagine itself as the cosmopolitan capital of the twenty-first
      century (a status held by New York in the twentieth century and Paris in the nineteenth century) (Lee
      2001).
    


    
      In this sense, the everyday place-making practices of this cohort are steadily moving
      Chinatown to a hybridized, modern and youth-oriented register, even as the area’s stale orientalist alignment
      with ‘tradition’ persists for some audiences and consumers. This development, and line of argument, forms the
      subject matter of this chapter, focusing also on Chinatown’s nighttime economy and shopping malls such as World
      Square as indicators of change in the precinct as a site of consumption. Collectively, the material of this
      chapter builds on earlier ones in making more visible the layers of network and transaction that reside in a
      given place, as exemplified in Gordon Matthew’s
      (2011) portrait of the everyday ‘worlds’ that are assembled at Chungking Mansions in the Kowloon district of Hong
      Kong.
    


    STUDENTS AS AGENTS OF NEIGHBOURHOOD CHANGE


    
      Previous chapters have portrayed the sense in which Chinatown’s longstanding conception
      as an ethnic enclave sits at odds with its proliferating diversity and openness. Excessive, too, to any singular
      notion of a ‘migrant’ or ‘minority’ community are young tertiary students of varying visa, citizenry and ethnic
      statuses. Belonging to a generation whose transition pathways are themselves increasingly ‘on the move’
      (Robertson, Harris and Baldassar 2018), students are today affording Sydney’s Chinatown a palpable vitality. As
      simultaneously ‘emplaced’ and ‘mobile’ (Collins 2012), they inhabit Chinatown while also changing the nature of
      it. The ‘demographic doesn’t change but the turnover is quite amazing’, said the city’s public domain strategy
      manager of an area that ‘stays perpetually young’ (interview 23 October 2013). In 2011, for example, around one
      in every three people living in Chinatown Haymarket (and nearby Ultimo) was a student attending University, TAFE
      or another Australian further education institution (Profile ID 2018e). At the time of Australia’s 2016 census,
      Haymarket households undertook the least number of formal working hours per week of all local government areas
      across all of metropolitan Sydney, a figure attributed to the large volume of international students residing
      there who, by law, can work no more than twenty hours per week during semester (Bagshaw and Wade 2017). For these
      residents, Chinatown Haymarket is the place to get Asian medical treatments, Asian haircuts, fashion and comics,
      purchase the ‘best of’ K-pop, J-pop and C-pop entertainment at MediaAsia (Woon 2017), book flights at Asian
      travel agencies, buy cheap cigarettes (Kim 2015), meet up with other students and, above all, consume the ever
      more differentiated and experimental food and drink culture that was described earlier in this book and is
      surveyed later.
    


    
      Chinatown’s Dixon Street now extends across Goulburn Street to include a northern
      section, which is under the jurisdiction of a state government authority known as Place Management NSW. This part
      of the street has gained a reputation as ‘young Chinatown’, due to the innovation and sophisticated engagement
      with marketing techniques demonstrated by the young entrepreneurs who are active there. It is in ‘young
      Chinatown’ that Chinese tapas restaurants open next door to ice-cream shops that serve
      Chinese-cough-medicine-flavoured gelato and Hainanese coffee in a cone; it is here that the fame of a
      ramen-burger eatery might be defined by a post written by a Taiwanese food blogger and gone viral; or where young
      Asian-origin Sydneysiders decide to invest in a
      new business that started somewhere in the suburbs, before adopting a franchise identity and trying their luck
      abroad. As former Haymarket Chamber of Commerce president observed in 2015, after an evening walk past ‘the more
      traditional Cantonese style restaurants’ in the southern part of Dixon Street: ‘The northern part of Dixon was
      buzzing, it had a real vibe to it, there were young people hanging around there’ (Brad Chan, panel discussion,
      Haymarket Chamber Asia Panel, 15 September 2015).
    


    
      This vibrant student presence – itself embedded in the globalizing ‘knowledge economy’
      industry (Collins and Ho 2014) – is reflected in the growth of certain businesses in Chinatown catering to young
      Asian lifestyles, an increasing number of them opened (as we have already seen in chapter 5) by young,
      Asian-origin entrepreneurs. Student housing provision, too, at urbanest Quay Street (see figure 1.2) and
      elsewhere in Haymarket – including Darling Square’s urbanest 2, which opened for rental enquiries for its 630-bed
      student accommodation in 2017 – underlines the sense in which students, however transient, are also agents of
      neighbourhood change. Often with wealthy parents who can afford to send them to Australia for tertiary education,
      the students ‘can afford high rents and enjoy the luxuries of life here’, in the words of King Fong, reflecting –
      somewhat nostalgically – in interview, upon the generational change under way in Chinatown (cited in Mudditt
      2017). Unlike other Chinatowns such as those of Singapore, New York and San Francisco, which all have large
      central-city populations of older Chinese residents in rent-controlled apartments (see, e.g., Asian American
      Legal Defence and Education Fund 2013; Zuk and Chapple 2015), there appears, on the one hand, to be little
      evidence of a significant older Chinese population still resident in Sydney’s southern CBD, and strong evidence,
      on the other hand, of a trans-Asian youth population enjoying freedom from family expectations around
      relationships and cultural traditions. Not that such students are merely ‘local’ actors. Their lives are also
      made through connections with other parts of the world, especially via digital media and online sociality. In
      this sense, lines of engagement with ‘elsewhere’ simultaneously weave together, for each student in their own
      way, fragments of ‘here’ and ‘there’ (Martin and Rizvi 2014), just as twenty-first-century Chinatown itself is an
      assemblage of local/global entanglements of people, technologies, capital, discourses and other materials.
    


    
      Student presences are not necessarily or always welcomed, however. At a national level,
      suspicion has been building – including from within Australia’s Chinese-origin population – about the
      vulnerability of university students from China to ‘influence’ from the Chinese-Communist-Party government (Joske
      2017). More immediately, in Chinatown, Asian real estate agents have spoken of challenges for property owners
      that are presented by PRC-student tenants, some of whom abuse premises: ‘From the toilet, bathrooms, right
      through to the kitchens, the whole thing’s just a mess. . . . I think coming from a communist country that has just opened up, and they’ve got this
      amount of money, the way they live is totally different to what we’ve experienced with other tenants from Asia’
      (local real estate agent, interview 7 May 2013). In 2016, Asian and non-Asian residents of the up-market
      residential and commercial Quay development, located in the heart of Sydney’s Chinatown and directly opposite to
      UTS, protested about the building’s ‘thriving sex trade’ involving ‘many overseas students’ (Chung 2016). An
      escort service of Korean sex workers had also allegedly been established on Thomas Street in Chinatown, ‘as a way
      to pay for their studies’, in the words of a private investigation manager tasked to monitor instances where the
      legal home occupation (of two sex-worker permanent residents) had been breached (cited in Chung 2016).
    


    
      Another informal economy through which student workers in Chinatown Haymarket (and
      elsewhere) are supporting themselves and transforming the area is the micro-entrepreneurial practice known as
      ‘daigou shopping’ (Martin 2017). Daigou means
      ‘to purchase on behalf’ in Chinese. In this trade, (mainly) Australia-made products are purchased, sold for a
      percentage profit and shipped by daigou agents (of whom there are currently some 40,000 in Australia, the
      majority female) to Chinese nationals increasingly concerned about the safety of their home-grown products.
      Australia is increasingly engaging in ‘clean-and-green’ ‘nation-branding’ (Wu 2017) to target precisely such
      product purchasing (and also travel planning). It is reputed that Chemist Warehouse – a chain that attracts many
      daigou buyers on account of its competitive prices and capacity to fill large orders of the likes of vitamins,
      infant formula, skin-care products, cranberry juice and other pharmacy items coveted by Chinese mainlanders – is
      planning a new outlet in the heart of Chinatown (Williams and Xu 2017). And on the ‘edge of Sydney’s Chinatown’,
      a new store was reported to have ‘almost sold out’ of its most popular product, Kangaroo Power pills, which
      reputedly boost libido (Bourke and Ismail 2017). Chinese-run courier stores have also been appearing in the area.
      Such networks, linking Australian suppliers and China’s burgeoning, affluent middle class, are increasingly
      becoming institutionalized through messaging platforms like WeChat, as well as ASX listings (for the likes of the
      Sydney-based AuMake International), in ways that might undercut the unofficial activities of the student shopper
      (Callick 2017; Sier 2017).
    


    CHINATOWN’S USE AND VISITATION


    
      While much research into tourism and global Chinatowns has been conducted with non-Asian
      visitors (e.g., Collins 2007; Collins and Kunz 2007; Collins and Jordan 2009; Santos, Belhassen and Caton 2008),
      our interviews with Destination New South
      Wales, the state government’s lead agency for tourism and major events, revealed that interest in travel to
      Chinatown is growing among all visitors to NSW, but especially visitors from Asia and, above all, China
      (Destination NSW senior analyst, interview 15 October 2013). On average, the annual number of international and
      domestic overnight visitors to Chinatown over the four years from 2014 to 2017 was 2.3 million people, a figure
      that steadily increased over each of those years. As for the source countries of the international visitors,
      China was the top international market out of a total of 1.4 million international visitors to NSW in 2015
      (Destination NSW 2015). For the year ending June 2017 – during which the number of international visitors staying
      overnight in NSW who visited Chinatown was 1.6 million – China was again, and by a significant margin, the top
      international market (Destination NSW 2017).
    


    
      As the boom in Chinese tourism intensifies for Sydney, and also diversifies, with more
      ‘independent travellers’ rather than the large package tours that are unsuited to Chinatown’s narrow streets and
      limited parking facilities, the area will continue to attract large volumes of PRC tourists. As a panellist at
      one of the Haymarket Chamber of Commerce’s ‘Asia’ panels observed in 2014, of tourists from mainland China,
      Chinatown is ‘a must-see place. They just want to go and see what it looks like and how Chinese live overseas’
      (Dominic Ong, panel discussion, Haymarket Chamber Asia Business Panel, 18 September 2014). Importantly, though,
      these tourists also come to Chinatown for the food, which is one of the main attractions of the area. Several
      restaurants have special arrangements with tour operators, and some, such as the huge The Eight modern Chinese
      restaurant in the Market City shopping centre, offer special set menus for Chinese tour groups (Market City
      manager, interview 22 May 2013). The popularity of the area for tourist groups from mainland China has
      contributed to shaping Chinatown Haymarket’s ‘linguistic landscape’ (Tufi and Blackwood 2010), as travel deals
      for popular destinations around metropolitan Sydney, pick-up and drop-off services to the airport and guided
      tours to the city’s landmarks – all written in Chinese – are pasted up on the billboards of the many travel
      agencies that cater for a Chinese-speaking clientele that can be found across the precinct.
    


    
      The comprehensive impact of this particular visitor segment for Chinatown is yet to be
      fully determined, while the area’s inclusion within a PRC itinerary and imaginary prompts some wider observations
      regarding Chinatown’s regional positioning into the twenty-first century. In the words of another speaker at the
      same Haymarket event, ‘mainland Chinese tourists that come to Sydney go to the Opera House and then they go to
      Chinatown’, forging a ‘direct, powerful network’ from the local ‘scale back into the [Asia–Pacific] region’.
      ‘That’s when’, she continued, ‘to me, Haymarket becomes . . . conceptually a neighbourhood [that] belongs in the
      region. It sits with Singapore, Hong Kong,
      Taiwan. It’s not suburban Chinatown’ (Tarsha Finney, panel discussion, Haymarket Chamber Asia Panel, 15 September
      2015). For the former president of the chamber, too – in recognizing that ‘Chinatown is one of the most visited
      destinations in Sydney’ despite its low profile in the promotional campaigns of Tourism Australia and Destination
      New South Wales – the area’s innovative spatial, culinary and work-space linkages to the wider Asian region await
      stronger ‘articulation’ to ‘bring it all together’ (Brad Chan, panel discussion, Haymarket Chamber Asia Panel, 15
      September 2015).
    


    
      But perhaps its youthful status is the most significant trend in the profile of
      international overnight visitors to Chinatown. For the year ending June 2015, the youth market (fifteen to
      twenty-nine) accounted for 42 per cent of the total number of international visitors to the precinct, and the
      second-largest age group was thirty- to thirty-nine-year-olds (19 per cent) (Destination NSW 2015). A young
      generation of Chinese millennials in their 20s and 30s that is well-educated, speaks English and is highly
      connected through the Internet is making up more of the growing ‘independent travelling’ cohort mentioned earlier
      (Becken and Scott 2016). In the year ending June 2017, for example, some 44 per cent of Chinatown’s unaccompanied
      international visitors were aged in their twenties (Destination NSW 2017). As for domestic overnight visitors in
      that year, 50 per cent were aged fifteen to thirty-nine years. The 2015 Haymarket Precinct Intercept Study
      commissioned by the City of Sydney also confirmed that a relatively large proportion (45 per cent daytime, 55 per
      cent evening) of Chinatown ‘users’ are below thirty years old (Woolcott Research and Engagement 2015). This can
      in part be attributed to the proximity of Chinatown Haymarket to a number of universities, technical colleges and
      language schools attended by large volumes of local and international students who routinely frequent, and bring
      visitors to, the Chinatown area. Yet, despite recognition by a number of studies of the contribution of youth
      communities to urban cultural economies more generally (Ley 2003; Russo and Sans 2007), this specific group of
      visitors and users has not received much sustained attention in Chinatown studies worldwide.
    


    
      Students with Asian background are an important consumer segment of Chinatown, due to
      their intimate understanding of, and high demand for (whatever they see as), ‘authentic’ and/or interesting Asian
      food. Their significance as a market cohort is also prefigured by trends set in certain Asian cities, which, as
      noted in a previous chapter, are significant here not in any ‘exotic’ or exceptional sense, but precisely as
      harbingers of developments in contemporary capitalist urbanism across Asia more generally. Consistent with the
      decline, in Singapore, in everyday cooking practices, the restructuring there of household gender relations, and
      the availability of cheap food, Singaporean young people are increasingly ‘eating out’ (Kong and Sinha 2015). And
      in Hong Kong, as another example, neighbourhood restaurants are becoming ‘adjunct living spaces’ (Johnson 2015). At the same time, the perceptions and usage
      patterns of Asian students do not necessarily conform to those of, for example, Western tourists, whose ‘gaze’
      (Urry 2002) may be not only selective but also blind to the way orientalism can be performed by Chinatown
      restaurateurs in the cultural currency of tourism (Santos and Yan 2008). Asian student usage of Chinatown, then,
      can be expected to shed light on the everyday practices through which a key set of consumers are actively
      producing and transforming Chinatown today.
    


    
      Due to the subjective nature of consumer preferences, a two-step method was carried out
      as part of the research on which this book is based. First, a survey was conducted with Asian-background
      students1 across Sydney, from October to December
      2013, with a view to understanding their general usage patterns of Chinatown. A total of 362 completed
      questionnaires were collected, with the top three self-identified ethnicities of respondents being mainland
      Chinese (39 per cent); Australia-born with Asian ancestry (23 per cent); and Vietnamese (12 per cent), with the
      rest hailing from various other Asian countries. 88 per cent of respondents were below twenty-five years old, and
      41 per cent had been in Australia for less than three years. Second, two student focus groups were convened in
      August 2014, with eleven university students each, with the aim of obtaining in-depth data about their views of
      contemporary Chinatown. The students surveyed were from five major universities in Sydney, including the
      University of Sydney, UTS, the University of New South Wales, Macquarie University and Western Sydney University;
      a technical college, Technical and Further Education (TAFE) Ultimo Institute; and UTS Insearch, an institute with
      courses for pre-university students.
    


    
      Across all survey respondents, as many as 92 per cent stated they had been to Chinatown,
      with 73 per cent reporting repeat visits at least once a month. The most popular activities for students in
      Chinatown were ‘dining or drinking’ (82 per cent), followed by ‘shopping’ (45 per cent) and ‘meeting friends’ (43
      per cent). While Chinatown is generally perceived as a tourist precinct, only about 12 per cent of the
      respondents claimed they go to Chinatown for ‘sightseeing’ (and this was mainly when their families were visiting
      Sydney). Respondents from the focus groups also confirmed that students like gathering in Chinatown due to its
      central location and easy accessibility; the large variety of Asian cuisines of high quality and reasonable
      price; and the availability of culturally specific entertainment or activities, such as karaoke with Asian songs,
      and the Friday-night markets (more detail on both is included later in this chapter). As a City of Sydney
      interviewee stated: ‘A lot of them are overseas students that relate to Chinatown . . . a good bit of
      integration, where people live . . . work and play in one area. . . . Yeah, this is the world, they can do
      everything here in one part of the city’ (Public Domain Strategy Manager, interview 21 October 2013).
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      Figure 8.1 Food usually eaten by Asian students in Chinatown
    


    
      There is a popular belief that people go to Chinatown mainly for Chinese cuisine.
      However, the steadily expanding trans-Asian ambiance and branding of Chinatown, as noted in chapter 4 (and
      reviewed in depth in chapters 6 and 7), suggests it is the flexibility and diversity of dining options that
      registers with these patrons. Indeed, the survey showed that Chinatown’s most popular cuisine among the student
      respondents was actually Japanese (43 per cent), while traditional Chinese (yum
      cha) and modern Chinese cuisine ranked second (35 per cent) and third (32 per
      cent), respectively, among the range of cuisines available in Chinatown Haymarket (see figure 8.1). One
      interviewee, who operates a few Japanese restaurants in the area, accounted for this as follows: ‘Asian people
      love Japanese food, it’s just in trend. It’s healthy, it’s maybe different to things that they have every day . .
      . they want to have something different’ (Japanese restaurant owner, interview 25 September 2014). The popularity
      of Japanese cuisine among students may also reflect the widespread consumption in many Asian countries, since the
      late 1970s, of Japanese popular culture (including television, music, manga, fashion, computer games, etc.),
      particularly among Asia’s urban youth population (Iwabuchi 2002). This consumption trend is also extending to
      youth audiences beyond Asia, as Japan consolidates its status as a ‘pop culture superpower’ (Hoskin 2015) and
      South Korea turns its long-term fear of Asian cultural invasion into a more globally extensive popular culture
      market, especially in relation to music and cinema (Joo 2011). Such Asia-driven cultural production is arguably
      extending to ‘global tastes’ – themselves
      complicated by local adaptations – as scholars start to conceive forms of cultural capital more transnationally,
      and beyond the conventional focus on the United States, UK and Western/Northern Europe (Varriale and Lavie,
      forthcoming). Significantly, here, and as elsewhere argued in this book, these developments serve to reorient the
      familiar asymmetries of Western-led ‘cultural hegemony’ through which ‘Chinatown’ has long been defined and
      dominated (Anderson 1988): and direct analytical attention to the area’s growing capacities to not only mediate,
      but initiate, flows of ideas and desires in line with the rise of Asian urban modernities mentioned in chapters
      3, 5 and 6.
    


    
      Chinatown Haymarket is clearly an appealing place for student consumers. 90 per cent of
      survey respondents stated they ‘enjoyed going’ to Chinatown, with ‘Asian food’ the top reason for visiting, and
      the terms ‘food’ and ‘restaurants’ mentioned over 120 times (among 243 responses). Most respondents described the
      cuisine in Chinatown as ‘good’, by which they meant ‘delicious’ and ‘high quality’, and many praised the variety
      of different Asian cuisines along with their reasonable prices. A second common response concerned ‘Asian
      culture’ in Chinatown. 39 respondents mentioned some welcome sense of ‘familiarity’ between the area and their
      home towns in China and elsewhere. They enjoyed the presence of the large number of Asian/Chinese people in the
      area, and those with whom they could speak their mother tongue, especially wait staff in restaurants. The
      following are some indicative replies:
    


    
      Because it has the same culture with my home town, so I love to come there.
    


    
      A sense of belonging, like going back to China.
    


    
      Many Asian people makes me feel at home.
    


    
      I’m Chinese, so it’s a bit like my home away from home. I’m not there to experience the
      culture, I’m there, to a certain extent, to just be myself.
    


    
      One interviewee, a Vietnamese community leader, explained why ‘familiarity of culture’
      is important to these students. He saw it as a way to cope with ‘culture shock’: ‘It’s a sense that you’re going
      outside of your area, but you’re going somewhere that’s a bit familiar, it’s not completely different. . . . It
      would be nice to go somewhere where you . . . only have to worry about half the things rather than 100 per cent
      of things’ (interview 5 September 2014). The third most cited reason that students gave for enjoying Chinatown
      was its ‘vibe and atmosphere’ (mentioned 23 times). Many respondents used the term ‘different’ to describe the
      vibe in Chinatown, by which they meant vibrant, busy, exciting, congested with people, noisy and fun – plus its
      similarity to the atmosphere in many Asian
      cities. Some respondents thought this vibe even marked a difference between Chinatown and the rest of the CBD,
      making Chinatown a more attractive and pleasing contrast to the suburban character of large tracts of Sydney (and
      other Australian cities). As one student put it during the focus group: ‘My opinion is Chinatown should keep . .
      . their own culture . . . because if you don’t like Chinatown [being] noisy, you can go to Darling Harbour or
      somewhere – this is a major difference from the CBD, not like all the quiet places’ (Chinese international
      student, interview 27 August 2014).
    


    
      The findings shown in figure 8.2 categorize respondents’ ratings of the most important
      features of Chinatown. Again, the competitiveness of Chinatown’s culinary industry was evident in these
      responses: the most significant feature of Chinatown for these students was ‘cheap eats and goods’, which
      recorded an average rating of nearly 4 on a 5-point scale. On the other hand, most students seemed to care less
      about ‘Asian-style architecture and shop fronts’ and ‘the history and heritage of the area’, as these two options
      scored average ratings of only 3.45 and 3.08 points, respectively, and were seen as two of the less important
      features. This stands in stark and significant contrast to the familiar premise that people visit ‘ethnic
      neighbourhoods’ to appreciate their architecture, building forms, shop fronts and local heritage (Collins and
      Jordan 2009) as part of a contained exotic experience. Indeed, notably here, respondents tended
      not to value the traditional ‘Chinese-style’ character
      of Chinatown. Just as the well-known Chinese-Australian businessman noted in an interview that the ‘newer
      tourists’ of a younger generation ‘find they don’t recognize Chinatown in that sort of historical aspect any
      more’, many students claimed that, in any
      event, Chinatown was not a faithful representation of Chinese culture. As one student said during one of the
      focus groups:
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      Figure 8.2 Rating of key features in Chinatown
    


    
      I do find Chinatown very Western-oriented. It’s like anything oriental, anything Asian,
      is kind of lump[ed] together as a category . . . it’s very tokenistic. Like it’s not [how] China actually is.
      China is very diverse, you can’t lump it together, you can’t generalize it, but it’s there because that is what
      the Western perception of China and Chinese culture is. (Local student with Chinese ancestry, interview 27 August
      2014)
    


    
      Another common complaint about Chinatown, paradoxically, was its ‘crowdedness’. A
      significant proportion of respondents described Chinatown as ‘too small’ and ‘too crowded’ (53 responses). So,
      too, was Chinatown criticized for its lack of ‘cleanliness’, with 46 responses describing Chinatown as ‘dirty’,
      with too many ‘smelly or bad odours’ and ‘rubbish on the ground’. Relatedly, a significant number found Chinatown
      ‘old’ and ‘run-down’. Similar results were gathered in the Haymarket Precinct Intercept Study, which found that
      the generally positive views of the area as ‘lively, interesting, cultural, and Asian’ were offset by negative
      views of the area as ‘crowded’ and ‘dirty’ (Woolcott Research & Engagement 2015, 5). Although these
      complaints in part reflect issues with the provision of local government services, we emphasize here the sense in
      which the exotic appeal of Chinatown – believed to be a major driver of tourism to Chinatown (Mak 2003) – does
      not seem to hold for a new generation of Asian students. The call for Chinatown to be made ‘cleaner’ was even
      placed higher than the numerous vocal calls for more restaurants (including their variety), the desire for more
      cultural events to counteract Chinatown’s ‘commercialization’ and the proposal that Chinatown’s ‘crowded’ spatial
      domain be ‘extended’ beyond Dixon Street, especially for the Friday-night markets (see later in the
      chapter).
    


    CHINATOWN’S NIGHT-TIME ECONOMY: YOUTHFUL ASIAN URBAN
    LIFESTYLES


    
      Associated with the resurgence of apartment living in inner Sydney has been a growing
      demand for vibrant nightlife. A 2007 study by the Danish architect Jan Gehl claimed that Sydney’s night-time
      economy was relatively underdeveloped in comparison to that of other major global cities, with many quiet parts
      of the city observed in the evening. The only exception noted was City South, where night-time activities and
      entertainment were found to be abundant, especially in the area around Haymarket (Gehl Architects 2007). The City
      of Sydney responded to this study with its own 2011 ‘Open Sydney’ plan to boost the city’s evening and night-time economy. Chinatown was identified
      as a potential base, given its mix of retailing, food and drink, entertainment (such as karaoke) and night
      markets – all with an Asian nightlife model based less on pubs and nightclubs than a youth entertainment,
      shopping and dining focus. As the local council’s manager of night-time economy said: ‘The growing Asian
      demographic expects the city to be open at night. People in Singapore, Hong Kong, they go to shops at night to
      have great food and their shops won’t close until 10 or 11 p.m.’ (interview 16 October 2013). A recent report
      from the Committee for Sydney similarly looked to Asian city models in its acknowledgement that ‘in many Asian
      cities, shopping is available until at least 10 p.m. For example in Singapore, shopping hours . . . are usually
      from 10 a.m. to 10 p.m. from Monday to Sunday, and some supermarkets are open twenty-four hours’ (The Committee
      for Sydney 2018, 20).
    


    
      Food and drink continue to be the biggest attractions of Chinatown’s nighttime economy,
      in particular between the hours of 6 p.m. and 10 p.m., and it emerged from our survey that the area is an
      important site of night-time socialization for students from many Sydney universities, not just the nearby UTS.
      Most restaurants in the area (except food courts) close around 11 p.m., which was also a source of tourist custom
      according to a senior analyst at Destination New South Wales (interview 15 October 2013). Some of the large,
      traditional Cantonese restaurants open even later, such as East Ocean and Golden Century, which serve customers
      until 2 a.m. and 4 a.m., respectively. According to our interviewees, their late-night customers are mainly
      workers from the hospitality and restaurant sectors, as well as students and tourists.
    


    
      Although Japanese-derived karaoke bars were introduced into Sydney in the early 2000s,
      they have become increasingly popular dining and entertainment spaces, especially among Asian populations in the
      city.2 A concentration of bars offering this type
      of entertainment has opened in Chinatown Haymarket, with the majority running until approximately 2 a.m. and some
      until 4 a.m. As one local real estate agent stated regarding the growing number of karaoke premises opening up to
      cater for Chinese mainland students: ‘I don’t think they really want to study, but because they’ve got this
      money, they buy up luxury goods, they eat out, they drink out and karaoke’ (interview 7 May 2013). Karaoke bars
      were also said to be very popular with Korean students (President of Korean Student Association, Macquarie
      University, interview 21 August 2013), as well as Thai students who go to those Chinatown bars that play Thai
      songs or use Thai subtitles (President of UTS Thai Society, interview 13 August 2013). The emerging Thai
      restaurant scene, especially in the Campbell Street area, has also been responding to this trend, and dedicated
      evenings with live Thai music bands have been organized to cater for a young clientele, with the aim of creating
      a buzzing night-time atmosphere that is hard to find elsewhere in the city. ‘The Thai needed a place where
      to hang out with Thai design and Thai food and
      drink while listening to the Thai music in the night-time’, said a local entrepreneur. ‘At the beginning we only
      had Thai customers’, he continued, ‘but now we are full. Packed. . . . You come here and you must feel like you
      are in Bangkok’ (Thai business owner, interview 10 October 2013).
    


    
      Karaoke venues typically provide private, often sound-proofed, rooms for groups of
      varying sizes, for which an hourly rental is charged; touch screens for selecting video clips of songs (from rock
      to pop to old classics, and often in multiple languages); singing equipment; surround-sound systems and communal
      dance spaces; and light meals, especially izakaya (Japanese tapas). One such establishment, Dynasty Karaoke in Dixon Street, describes itself as a
      ‘Shanghai wine bar of the sci-fi future’, complete with the usual soft- and hardware, as well as screens,
      mirrors, and jade statues. And although alcohol (usually Asian beers and cocktails) is also served in such venues
      – sometimes the karaoke rooms themselves have mini-bars – the restaurateurs and bar owners we interviewed all
      claimed that intoxication is rarely a problem for them, with qualified staff and security guards on hand to
      ensure safety.
    


    
      The Friday-night market is another of the most popular night-time events in Chinatown,
      drawing a very large crowd of mostly young people to the area from 4 p.m. to 11 p.m. Lining Little Hay and Dixon
      Streets, the market began as part of the City of Sydney’s annual ‘Asia on Your Doorstep’ campaign during
      the Sydney Morning Herald’s ‘Good Food’ month of
      October, but it has now gained popularity (and new management) and opens every Friday night of the calendar year
      (see figure 8.3). Modelled on the ‘bustling bazaars’ of Asian cities such as Bangkok, a wide range of stalls sell
      Asian street food ‘from Hong Kong to Hanoi’, with favourites including yum
      cha, teppanyaki, takoyachi (puffy battered balls
      of minced octopus), sushi, pho, roti, bibimbap, dragon-beard candy
      (toasted sesame, peanut and coconut ‘fairy floss’), red-bean pancakes, sweet-and-sour fruit (Asian liquorice),
      Korean twisted potato, ‘happy snack’ soy eggs and more (Chinatown Market Sydney n.d.). In addition, the market
      has more than fifty stalls operated by students, young designers and artists either with Asian background or
      whose designs and gadgets reference Asian culture and beyond. Walkers and consumers can engage with hybrid
      commodities and global symbols of popular culture, including NBA basketball jerseys, handmade jewellery and home
      decorations, Pokémon costumes and Lego-shaped USB sticks imported from Korea. While browsing the endless variety
      of commodities, the echo of the latest American and British dubstep hits can be heard from the open doors of a
      restaurant specializing in Yunnan spicy noodle soups.
    


    
      A 2015 study by Woolcott Research showed that 71 per cent of respondents surveyed in
      Chinatown on a Friday night had visited, or intended to visit, the night market, and over 60 per cent of those
      surveyed during the day indicated they were aware of, or had been to, the night
      market (Woolcott Research & Engagement 2015). While the students who participated in our Chinatown usage
      survey expressed positive opinions of the night market – commenting that its atmosphere, which is busy and noisy,
      had an authentic ‘Asian market’ feel – Dixon Street business operators generally had mixed feelings towards the
      market given the competition it presented, although some long-time traditional Chinese restaurants on the street,
      such as Hingara (before it closed in 2017) and East Ocean, have joined in the event, serving ‘street food’
      versions of their own fare. Others, such as the owner of a modern Hong Kong restaurant, in a telling instance of
      inter-Asian referencing, suggested that to improve Sydney’s Chinatown night market, the management might learn
      from Singapore:
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      Figure 8.3 Sydney Chinatown’s Friday-night market, Dixon Street (photo by Andrea Del Bono)
    


    
      Singapore has introduced a food street for outdoor food-stall dining. It is very modern
      and well organized. All the food stalls have been selected. They are all well-known food stalls selling quality
      food, not like the night market here mainly selling cheap things. These food stalls are very clean and more
      high-end. I think we can do a similar thing in Sydney’s Chinatown. (Interview 25 July 2014)
    


    
      Interestingly, while the Singapore case has been criticized locally for ‘sanitizing’ the
      experience (Yeoh and Kong 2012), the approval expressed here highlights a desire for more modernity in Chinatown, akin to that of
      Singapore or Hong Kong. This resonates with comments made by students in our survey, some of whom described
      Chinatown as ‘old and dirty’.
    


    
      One issue that has plagued the development of Chinatown’s nighttime economy, as
      elsewhere (Rowe et al. 2008), is that of personal safety. Although our interviews with business operators in the
      precinct confirmed that Chinatown is considered a very safe area, especially after the city council’s
      installation of CCTV cameras on the streets fifteen years ago, the perception of Chinatown as a dangerous place
      still prevails to an extent. For example, our interviewee from World Square management differentiated World
      Square from Chinatown as follows: ‘The beauty of being [in World Square] as opposed to Chinatown, in theory, is
      that you’ve got all the safety and security of a shopping centre, without being vulnerable on the trip, so . . .
      it’s easier [for the tenants] to employ staff in an environment like this’ (interview 1 May 2013).
    


    
      Similarly, according to the manager of the local council’s night-time economy team,
      Chinatown Haymarket continues to attract negative perceptions of safety and security. This is despite 2015 data
      from the NSW Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research (NSW BOCSAR),3
      which showed that crime figures in Haymarket were relatively low compared to the rest of
      the city. As many of our interviewees confirmed, there is no casino or brothel located in Chinatown, while the
      ‘triad gangs’ that were a problem a number of decades ago have left Chinatown completely. Also, improvements to
      lighting in the Chinatown area since 2000, such as in Dixon Street north, were said to help reduce petty crimes.
      And while it would be easy to attribute the discrepancy between crime perceptions and reality to enduring
      stereotypes of Chinatowns as ‘vice districts’ where opium, gambling and prostitution were considered to thrive,
      we note it was also well known among our respondents that neighbouring George Street experiences much more
      violence (related to alcohol) than do Chinatown and other parts of inner Sydney (NSW Bureau of Crime Statistics
      and Research 2015). Precisely whose perceptions
      are being registered as problematic, then, would seem to be a moot issue, with young Asians, in particular,
      exhibiting very few safety concerns into the early hours. Others, too, have more positively observed that it is
      precisely the late-night opening hours in Chinatown that make it a ‘great addition to the overall Sydney
      proposition of what makes a great global city’. Continuing in this vein, Johanna Pitman, of the Committee for
      Sydney, commented of the night-time atmosphere: ‘It’s thriving, and families are out, and it’s not just people
      drinking. In fact it’s usually not people drinking. It’s people eating, some karaoke, but not that
      alcohol-fuelled kind of evening that we’ve really been trying to find alternatives to in Sydney’ (Johanna Pitman,
      panel discussion, Haymarket Chamber Asia Panel, 15 September 2015).
    


    
      What we suggest here is that the night-time culture in
      Chinatown differentiates itself from that in other well-known nightlife entertainment areas of Sydney such as
      Kings Cross, where public safety at night has long been endangered by the binge drinking culture of (mostly)
      Anglo-Australian youth. Yet to be definitively established, however, is the extent to which this difference might
      be related to the orientations and drinking norms of Asian urban cultures. In the Asian-American context, some
      research has found a low overall prevalence of alcohol use and also of problem drinking among young adults,
      although there is also a known diversity among Asian drinking cultures. For example, greater alcohol consumption has been found in Korean and
      Japanese than Chinese populations, with further variations between drinking cultures in countries of origin
      versus those among diasporic populations (Cook, Mulia and Karriker-Jaffe 2012). Whatever is the case, Chinatown’s
      concentrated Asian inflection does seem to provide a distinct experience of urban nightlife.
    


    WORLD SQUARE, MARKET CITY AND REGENT PLACE: THE YOUNG ASIAN
    CONSUMER


    
      The World Square mega-block in Sydney’s southern CBD, bound by Goul-burn, George,
      Liverpool and Pitt Streets, and which received some attention in chapter 3, is a mixed-use development of
      residential towers, office space, a hotel, entertainment and dining venues and three levels of retail space (see
      figure 1.2). More specifically, the complex includes 795 apartments, over 91,000 square metres of office space
      and 800 hotel rooms and serviced apartments; and, by 2014, it was the number one shopping centre in Australia
      based on turnover per square metre per annum (Commins 2014). World Square is not in core Chinatown, but being
      located right on the eastern side of George Street, it is part of the larger Chinatown Haymarket area. According
      to the centre profile and performance report produced by Urbis in 2011, World Square shopping centre, which began
      operating in 2005, had an annual turnover of over $202 million, the large majority deriving from retail shopping
      in its ninety speciality tenancies. Of its annual traffic of 25 million people, one-third were local residents,
      one-third were local workers, and the remaining third were students and international visitors (Urbis 2011). In
      terms of the customer profile of its dominant users, called ‘locals’, 66 per cent were under thirty, 56 per cent
      were female, and 53 per cent reported ‘English’ and 47 per cent ‘Asian’, as ‘languages spoken at home’.
      Accordingly, the profile was broadly reflective of city-south demographic features, the Asian complexion of which
      has become even more dominant in the years since the Urbis report (see chapter 4). As for the report’s profile of
      ‘workers’, as many as 79 per cent were under fifty years of age.
    


    
      The Asian orientation of World Square can be observed
      not only in its design (see chapter 3), but also in its tenancy mix and retail fit-outs. In addition to a Coles
      supermarket, which anchors the centre, a large Miracle Asian supermarket with an Asian bakery attracts a large
      clientele on the lower-ground level. The centre’s management has been active in introducing novel Asian food and
      lifestyle trends into the shopping centre. Among them are dessert cafés and bubble-tea leases, plus the very
      popular Taiwanese Din Tai Fung restaurant on level 1, which ‘just churns through the people’, as well as Taste of
      Shanghai, which turned a ‘pretty ordinary Vietnamese operation’ into ‘double the turnover’ (manager at World
      Square, interview 1 May 2013). As indicated in our interview with centre managers, these Asian-oriented
      businesses ‘tend to outperform the benchmark’. Another attempt by the shopping centre to introduce a new Asian
      food trend was the replacement in 2014 of the large World Square Pub with an up-market, contemporary Chinese
      fine-dining restaurant called China Republic. As things transpired, and despite its lavish renovation, as well as
      a positive review from highly influential Sydney restaurant critic Terry Durack (2014), the restaurant failed to
      achieve the outcome expected, and it closed within a year of operation. In an interview, the owner of a
      long-standing traditional Cantonese restaurant in Chinatown explained that China Republic had targeted a narrow,
      affluent market segment – imagined to be cashed-up mainland Chinese tourists and business people – that could not
      (yet) consistently match the consumption patterns and spending power of the area’s more youthful demographic. He
      further explained: ‘The disposable income of people in the city north is different from the people in the city
      south. Casual dining is mainly in city south, you can get a meal as cheap as $8 to $10. But if you charge a meal
      for $80 per person, will the people come to city south for a meal like that? This is a challenge’ (interview 23
      July 2014).
    


    
      The World Square shopping centre management has been highly successful in bringing Asian
      brands and lifestyle services to the younger generation of consumers it targets: ‘We get contacted almost every
      week about something that’s new that’s coming out of Asia, that’s sweeping the Asian community and the young
      people tend to be wanting’ (manager at World Square, interview 1 May 2013). Examples are Blush Cosmetics, an
      Australian company focusing on Japanese and Korean skin care, perfume and cosmetic products – which, according to
      its website, aims to make the ‘best and most popular’ products from Japan, Korea and Taiwan available locally,
      including at its new flagship store in nearby Central Park; and Kagui, a footwear store originally from Hong
      Kong, which targets a young female market. This market is also targeted by lifestyle products such as Korean
      stationery and Kawaii hair accessories, as well as a number of Asian-managed massage shops, ‘acupoint’, and nail
      and beauty parlours, which have grown up as part of an industry that, historically, was poorly regulated and required limited conversational English from female immigrants.
      Centre management is keenly attuned to the Asian female consumer as the very focus of the centre: ‘We look at
      girls . . . they are eighteen today and they are going to be twenty-three in five years, they are going to start
      to earn the decent money, they are going to be influential decision makers. . . . [T]his market is indulgent,
      high-earning-capacity, highly mobile, very very bright, and they will require a certain standard’ (manager at
      World Square, interview 1 May 2013). Referring specifically to the young female Asian consumer, this interviewee
      points out, in somewhat stereotyping terms: ‘They are indulged from day dot with study, learning support,
      after-school learning. I mean, they are indulged and stimulated with certain perimeters [sic] and we’re a big version of Hello Kitty’ (manager at World
      Square, interview 1 May 2013). As Christine Yano (2013) writes in her anthropological analysis of the Hello-Kitty
      phenomenon that has brought ‘Japanese Cute-Cool’ to the world, there is an ambiguity to the ribboned cat icon
      that indulges an irresistible mix of girliness, cuteness, coolness, sexiness and quirkiness in the eyes of young
      female Asian consumers.
    


    
      But while World Square does indeed attract a considerable young Asian clientele, the
      centre’s mode of address is not exclusively focused on Asian culture and consumerism. On its website, World
      Square markets itself not as a specifically Asian destination but as a ‘Crossroad of Cultures’: a ‘dynamic mix of
      over 100 food, fashion, lifestyle, entertainment and essential service stores’ (World Square n.d.). In addition
      to the Asian-slanted tenants mentioned earlier, then, World Square also boasts the presence of decidedly
      non-Asian establishments such as Fratelli Famous Pizzeria; iconic Australian chef Neil Perry’s Burger Project; a
      branch of the Secret Sneaker Store; and multinational denim store, G-Star Raw. Also in World Square are very big
      Australian service providers such as Australia Post, the Commonwealth Bank and Coles supermarket. This mix does
      add a more mainstream Australian feel to the centre’s ambiance: the presence of Asian cultural outlets has
      successfully and smoothly fused with more Western offerings, in line with the cosmopolitan, multicultural ethos
      that is now central to Australia’s cultural make-up.
    


    
      It is interesting, in this regard, to compare World Square with Market City (see figure
      1.2), the other large shopping centre in Chinatown Haymarket, which we have already encountered in chapter 7. As
      we have seen, Market City markets itself very much as being part of ‘the heart of Chinatown’, and stresses its
      connection with the Chinese and Asian communities in the area. In terms of the consumers it aims to attract, too,
      Market City orients itself more towards those Asian consumers – many of them international students – whose
      tastes and desires are more candidly attuned to contemporary trans-national Asian trends, bypassing mainstream
      Australian culture, whether it’s Asian fashion or food, including more edgy Asian fare. Our international student survey, already mentioned, showed that more students used Market City (55 per
      cent) than World Square (42 per cent). As Market City’s general manager pointed out to us, ‘Market City is
      regarded as the “authentic Chinatown” while World Square is a “white Chinatown” ’ (interview 22 May 2013). This
      interviewee also observed that World Square ‘has a more luxury feel’, which he said was in keeping with its
      location a few blocks north, closer to the corporate core of the central Sydney CBD.
    


    
      This subtle market differentiation, including its spatial and racialized marking, is an interesting one to contemplate; its
      significance in the context of a broader change taking place in Sydney is highlighted by observations made by
      these managers of a third, more boutique retail and food centre in the area, Regent Place (see figures 1.2 and
      8.4). Located in a narrow arcade between George and Kent Streets, it is a few blocks north of World Square and
      Chinatown, just south of Sydney’s town hall and thus even closer to the central CBD. The centre hosts a number of
      more up-market, trendy and cool Asian restaurants, including Malaysian, Japanese, Thai and Chinese. However, when
      asked whether Regent Place specifically targets the Asian consumer, the manager vehemently denied this was the
      case, differentiating her centre from Chinatown:
    


    
      No no no no, not really. . . . If you go to Chinatown you see all dark hair, all
      Chinese people, but this is the border. Say maybe now it is 60 to 40 [per cent], that’s still a lot of Asians in
      this area, because of the apartments around and Asian visitors. But we don’t really target for one nation, it’s a
      cosmopolitan area. . . . When you’re shopping or having lunch in Martin Place [in the centre of the CBD, further
      north], you don’t see a lot of Asian . . . [they are] all Australian, and they’ve already been there a long time,
      so the Chinese think it’s not convenient so they gather here. . . . It doesn’t mean that there is a boundary but
      because of this situation, this is a centre that’s bringing it all together. (Interview 13 December 2013)
    


    
      Notwithstanding her implicit equation of Australianness with whiteness, then, it was
      this interviewee’s observation that Regent Place caters for a ‘sophisticated’, ‘mature’ Australian/Asian
      clientele: young professionals who are more cosmopolitan and adventurous in their tastes than those who tend to
      stay in more Anglo-centric Martin Place. They also have more money to spend than the younger cohort of Asian
      students, who tend to frequent cheaper places in Chinatown. You can get good food in Chinatown but not in nice
      and comfortable places where you can take visitors, said this interviewee, describing the average Chinatown
      restaurant ‘like a canteen’. At the same time, however, it is clear that Chinatown itself has seen its own
      internal market differentiation, as newer, more funky and cool places emerge. As Brad Chan, former president of
      the Haymarket Chamber of Commerce, remarked:
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      Figure 8.4 Noodle bar, Regent Place (photo by
      Alexandra Wong)
    


    
      ‘In the past, the traditional Cantonese restaurant didn’t have a lot of emphasis on an
      exciting fit-out. But you’re starting to see that the younger restaurateurs now have put a lot of money in and
      they’ll import a lot of furniture and things from China and it’s a real showcase. It’s exciting for Chinatown’
      (interview 31 May 2013).
    


    
      This is a sign that Chinatown has become an integral
      part of a globalizing city, where boundaries are blurred and Asian consumer trends are increasingly embraced by
      Asians and Australians alike.
    


    CONCLUSION


    
      Sydney’s Chinatown today substantially exceeds its stereotype as an enclave of otherness
      within a wider multicultural urban landscape. It may still carry the mark of that distortion for some non-Asian
      visitors, but for many young people of Asian origin, it is a place neither of anomaly nor of curiosity: more
      likely, as we have seen in the student survey reported in this chapter, ‘it’s a bit old and dirty!’ In this
      sense, young Asian people are not invested in Chinatown’s familiar type-casting and objectification. Their
      subjectivities and consumer preferences and practices supersede Chinatown’s orientalist image, with its in-built
      binaries of tradition versus modernity, the strange versus the familiar, the atrophied versus the dynamic, ‘them’
      versus ‘us’, Western versus Asian. The president of a mainland Chinese student club expressed the view that ‘most
      students don’t understand and don’t care about the history of Chinatown. . . . They only care about which
      restaurant offers more delicious food or which karaoke has better equipment or a better collection of songs’
      (interview 6 August 2013).
    


    
      At a time when a strong cross-cultural scene of trans-Asian identity is being forged in
      Australia (and elsewhere) out of ‘electronic music, athleisure, fashion and social media savvy’ that impacts
      consumption practices well beyond itself (Kwai 2017), the views and uses of Sydney’s Chinatown adopted by Asian
      young people cannot be dismissed or theorized-away as those of a mutely marginal minority excluded from dominant
      cultural ontologies of the city. Patently, like the Shanghai migrants to Sydney’s western suburb of Ashfield,
      who, as Lu and He (2013) demonstrate, brought their chic shop design expertise to an area of otherwise-modest
      shopfronts, such youth defy the ‘deficit model’ of migrants whose ‘traditional’ knowledges must (or will) be
      superseded by those of a more putatively advanced host culture. On the contrary, the views and uses of Sydney’s
      Chinatown by the Asian youth we have met in this (and earlier) chapters are driving innovative consumption and,
      arguably, production trends, in and beyond the area. They create opportunities for transcultural interaction
      which more generally help unfasten Chinatown’s public conception from its increasingly stale anglophone legacy.
      They move the discourse on Chinatown beyond that of a mere ‘subtext’ to city culture, sitting at the borders of
      civic citizenship, and, together with the ‘place-makers’ described elsewhere in this book, register their
      agencies in the very making of contemporary Australian urbanity at large.
    


    NOTES


    
      1. ‘Asian background’ is defined here in relation to international
      students who come directly from an Asian country, or local students who have Asian ancestry. A dominant majority
      of the students surveyed could speak at least one Asian language, and only 2.8 per cent of the respondents could
      not speak any Asian language. Indian students, despite their large number in Sydney, were excluded from this
      survey. This decision was made after pilot testing of the questionnaire with some Indian students, who stated
      they are not heavy users of Chinatown due to ‘lack of good Indian restaurants’ there.
    


    
      2. The karaoke concept, now widely globalized as well as locally
      adapted (see Mitsui and Hosokawa 1998; Xun and Tarocco 2007), usually involves a person selecting a song from a
      music database, then singing it in front of friends by following the music and lyrics displayed on a video
      screen.
    


    
      3. Crime statistics compiled by using the crime-mapping tool
      available on NSW BOCSAR’s website: http://crimetool.bocsar.nsw.gov.au/bocsar/. Within the top five crime categories reported for the
      Sydney LGA between October 2014 and September 2015, Haymarket accounted for only 5.4 per cent of total incidents
      (NSW Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research 2015).
    

  


  
    
      Chapter 9
    


    Curating Chinatown: Public Art beyond Orientalism


    
      A number of place-making initiatives in the public realm of Chinatown have recently
      sought to shift the sense of communitarian closure with which this area of Sydney’s Haymarket became defined and
      developed. If Chinatown was once considered insular and enigmatic, isolated from the movement and modernity of
      the surrounding city, today it is open, unbound and itself constitutive of an evolving trans-Asian metropolitan
      culture in Sydney’s southern CBD. For the City of Sydney’s part, a ‘Goods Line’ modelled on Manhattan’s High Line
      has opened up pedestrian and cycle links to Haymarket along Railway Square through Chinatown to Darling Harbour
      (see figure 1.2). As well, a boulevard entry to Chinatown on Quay Street has provided, in the words of the city
      council’s design director, ‘connections beyond the heart of Chinatown that . . . ensure its future vitality and
      connectivity’ (Smyth 2011). These and other projects evolved out of – as we saw in chapter 7 – the Chinatown
      Public Domain Plan (Spackman Mossop and Michaels 2010), an initiative of the City of Sydney to revitalize the
      precinct’s public space using urban design professionals, architects, transport consultants, an urban planning
      and development firm and community consultations, in ways that departed from the ad-hoc ‘renewal’ of Dixon Street
      in the late 1970s. This more recent and coordinated effort by the city council – revised still more recently
      again, in 2015, to accommodate developments in the southern CBD (Spackman Mossop and Michaels 2015) – sought to
      strategically align Chinatown Haymarket with its Sustainable Sydney 2030 vision of a ‘Green, Global and
      Connected’ city of interrelating ‘villages’.
    


    
      Such projects pluralize the range of publics towards which contemporary Chinatown is
      oriented. As we have seen in earlier chapters, Chinatown is today transforming beyond the demands, desires and
      domination of a ‘white gaze’ (Liu 2017) into a cosmopolitan hub that is open to a much wider range of Asian and non-Asian constituencies and image-makers. The
      public art projects we review in this chapter register this new ‘potentiality of place’ (Wolf and Mahaffey 2016)
      within a city that is itself located within an increasingly Asia-led
      migration, investment and trading field. In this reading, ‘place’ is not aligned with
      local specificity, or not that alone. Instead, it is conceived as an ongoing act of collaborative and contested
      curation among diverse actors that generate new lines of becoming and relation across sectors and scales.
      Succinctly, Chinatown’s place-making ‘assembles’ new relationships, materialities, discourses and practices that
      bring multiple knowledge frames – Asian and
      non-Asian – into negotiated and complex being.
    


    
      The case for this more generative take on Chinatown’s potentiality will be developed in
      this chapter through an account that contrasts the Chinese Garden of Friendship (see figure 1.2), a classical
      Chinese garden built a number of decades ago near Sydney’s Chinatown, with a recently opened public space in
      Thomas Street called New Century Garden. This is
      followed by a review of artist Jason Wing’s laneway project, In Between Two
      Worlds (see figure 1.2), together with descriptions of a range of other
      light-work installations in Chinatown. In these more recent projects, it will be seen that artists of diversely
      Asian-Australian backgrounds have acquired the means and authority to shape the very character and conception of
      Chinatown – as consistent with the ‘transcultural place-making’ agencies foregrounded by Hou (2013) and recorded
      in other chapters of this book. In eliciting the ‘claim’ staked by Asian-Australians to Chinatown’s very form and
      future (Ang 2017), the chapter thus departs from representationalist critiques of Chinatown’s making that, in
      their own way, maintain the epistemic primacy of a dominant culture’s perspective, before which Chinatown is –
      and can only ever be – a site of difference and alterity. Not only are such critiques increasingly outdated by
      emergent formations of power in the Asian Century, but they also tend to ‘centre’ an overly bipolar East-West
      imaginary, with its gulf of presumed incommensurability between ‘Asianness’ and ‘Australianness’. As this chapter
      seeks to convey, more productively ambiguous readings of Chinatown are not only possible, but are currently being brought into a political field
      of action, within the very space of this place.
    


    A TALE OF TWO GARDENS


    
      Two public spaces in the area of Sydney’s Chinatown bear the imprint of quite specific
      cultural and historical contexts: first, the Chinese Garden of Friendship, opened at Darling Harbour in 1988; and
      second, the New Century Garden, a metaphorical
      ‘garden’ whose construction at Thomas Street commenced in 2015 (see figure 1.2). Taken together, they mark
      strategic moments in the history of Australia’s
      changing relation with Asia, and China in particular. As Chinese gardens, they also share symbolic and material
      elements in their construction, especially in the use of rocks, water and wood. Both, too, are art forms of a
      kind. Considered separately, however, these civic spaces could not be more different: the one, an introverted
      enclosure, the other designed as a space of exchange, or what curators of public space call ‘porosity’; the one,
      abstracted in time and space from a remote cultural heritage in classical China, the other emerging organically
      out of its immediate time/space location in the CBD, of a twenty-first-century city on a semi-arid continent; the
      one located within the internationally circulating representational mode of traditional ‘Chineseness’ that remade
      many global Chinatowns in the twentieth century, the other attuned to precisely the flux of identities and
      imaginings that we have seen are characterizing Sydney’s Chinatown today; the one an instance of top-down
      diplomatic fiat, the other curated through collaboration across sectors, disciplines and stakeholders.
    


    
      The Chinese Garden of Friendship
    


    
      Haymarket’s Chinese Garden of Friendship, at Darling Harbour, directly adjacent to
      Chinatown, was designed in the 1980s to afford a particular kind of immersive experience. A space of retreat as
      well as sociality, its declared intention, like other such gardens elsewhere, was to enable a ‘journey back in
      time’ and a ‘window on another world’, in the words of a promotional link to the Dr Sun-Yat-Sen Classical Garden
      opened in Vancouver’s Chinatown in 1986 (Vancouver Chinese Garden n.d.). Versions of traditional Chinese garden
      styles – the scholar garden, imperial garden and miniature-scale garden – were also built during the 1980s and
      1990s in Seattle, New York, Portland and Montreal (more-or-less), as simulacra of Chinese gardens and the
      civilization they were held to embody.
    


    
      The Sydney example, near Chinatown, and today managed by Place Management New South
      Wales (the former Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority), was modelled on an eleventh-century scholar garden from
      Suzhou and announces itself as a ‘landscape replica’ of 3,000-year-old imperial parks of the Shang dynasty. It
      was designed by a team of landscape architects from the Guangdong Landscape Garden Planning and Design Institute,
      with input from an Australian schooled in Chinese garden aesthetics and a German-Australian rock artisan (Den
      Hartog 2005). Construction was undertaken by the international engineering company, Leighton, and local builders:
      plus craftsmen, carpenters and roof-tilers sent from China. Funded by the NSW state government, the garden marked
      the consolidation of diplomatic relations established between Australia and China in the early 1970s, and
      specifically between NSW and the province of Guangdong, from where many of the state’s Cantonese-speaking people had emigrated. Opened at
      Australia’s bicentenary in 1988, the garden also registered the establishment of a ‘sister-city’ relationship
      between Sydney and Guangzhou. In these scalar connections, it stood as an instance of public art in the service
      of international engagement, or what is known more generally as ‘cultural diplomacy’ (see, e.g., Ang, Isar and
      Mar 2015). More specifically, the garden was an early step in forging networks linking Australia and China in a
      strategic dialogue that has become increasingly institutionalized across cultural, political and economic spheres
      in the decades up to the present day (see chapter 2).
    


    
      Inside the enclosure, at the Hall of Longevity, near the main entrance, twin pavilions
      were erected to symbolize these relations. So, too, were a pair of sculpted ceramic dragons (paid for by the city
      of Guangzhou), which were fixed to a wall and linked by a sculpted pearl symbolizing the bonding of Guangdong and
      NSW (see figure 9.1). ‘Traditional’ in style, the pavilions were sited to overlook an intricate system of
      connecting lakes, canals, waterfalls, fountains, bridges and smaller courtyards and pavilions, all arranged
      according to feng shui principles that would bring the elements of earth, water, metal and wood into ‘harmonious
      energy flow’ (Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority 2013, 12–13). Such principles were also used to decide the
      orientation of the garden entrance. The balancing of yin-yang – between inside and outside, nature and built
      form, miniaturized and expansive vistas – was also a key design principle, echoing the classical scholar garden.
      Around all the buildings, with their wooden doorway carvings and etched glass, feature rocks were strategically
      placed, as were trees including bamboo and willow, as well as various fruit trees, such as flowering apricot
      (China’s national flower), pear, lychee, persimmon and pomegranate (a Chinese symbol of friendship).
    


    
      Billed as a ‘real authentic garden’ rather than a ‘re-creation’, the garden is described
      today as a ‘hectare of Chinese culture’ where all traces of Sydney ‘disappear’, in the words of its manager in
      2013 (cited in Barnett 2013). It is the place where visitors are invited to ‘take a walk along the winding
      pathways of ancient China’; its traditional style is marketed as the garden’s strongest appeal. In the year
      2014–2015, the garden attracted over 193,000 visitors (Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority 2015, 7), though other
      sources put the annual average visitor figure at closer to 300,000 (senior landscape architect, interview 17
      April 2014). The ‘majority’ are ‘European or Western tourists’, who have ‘very positive’, even ‘sensational’
      experiences, according to that architect, and especially enjoy the site for weddings, plus the dress-up shop
      where they can don Chinese imperial costume and take photos – unlike ‘the Chinese’, who ‘don’t use the dress-up
      shop’, nor the gardens for weddings.
    


    
      Given the potential to augment and diversify the garden’s visitor profile and appeal,
      perhaps it is no surprise that an advisory committee to the Chinese Garden of Friendship has recently been convened by the NSW government to
      draft a plan for the garden’s management – including strategies to ‘enhance its use’ – into the next decade of
      the Asian Century (Dominello 2017). With a number of members appointed to the committee from the Haymarket
      Chamber of Commerce, it might be expected that more engagement will be fostered with Chinatown Haymarket; the
      area’s local, national and international Asian constituencies; and the many future residents of the new precinct
      of Darling Square (see figure 1.2), in which the garden finds itself today (see chapter 10) (Haymarket Chamber of
      Commerce 2017c).
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      Figure 9.1 The Dragon Wall in the Chinese Garden of Friendship (photo by Alexandra Wong)
    


    
      New Century Garden: Lindy Lee
    


    
      If the Chinese Garden of Friendship is only doubtfully diasporic in adapting the
      conventions of classical Chinese garden style to the specificities of a site abroad, the New Century Garden at Thomas Street – a new public artwork just
      south of Chinatown’s core, the Dixon Street pedestrian mall, and next to Market City – is a much more nuanced
      instance. Attentive to transnational inheritances as well as the fabric of Australian environments, people,
      things and materials, it is syncretically tuned to ‘here’ as well as ‘there’. Likewise, it registers reciprocal temporalities of ‘now’ and ‘then’ while
      projecting forward to a garden (in reality, a street) for the twenty-first century. The work was curated by Aaron
      Seeto, Sydney-born and of Papua New Guinea-Chinese background, and former director of the 4A Centre for
      Contemporary Asian Art, located in Chinatown’s Hay Street (see figure 1.2). Charged with formulating a public art
      strategy in the context of the revitalization of Chinatown, including the Thomas Street area, Seeto described its
      ‘context’ as the ‘layering of different types of social and cultural experiences in Chinatown’ that ‘structure a
      range of positions around history, tradition and the social and cultural aspirations of the future’ (Seeto 2011).
      Paraphrasing Seeto, this mix included the diversification of ethnicities in the area (including Chinatown’s older
      Cantonese identity); the colonial vernacular of some of the area’s architecture, where previous generations lived
      and worked; the emergence of different types of business and more youthful entrepreneurs; the residential
      developments catering to students; together with Chinatown’s location at the intersection of key public transport
      corridors. Seeto was also intent on a design that would credit Chinatown’s history while being simultaneously
      oriented to contemporary Asian cultures and their Australian inflections. In his words, ‘contemporary Asian
      culture around the world is constantly evolving and this outwardly representational mode of Asian culture and
      future should embrace this dynamic’ (Seeto 2010, 1). To capture this sense of ‘fluidity’, Seeto wanted ‘the
      artistic role’ to be integrated ‘very early on . . . to make [it] well and truly embedded within the entire
      process’ (2011).
    


    
      The commissioning practices of the city council’s artist-led approach reflect its
      Sustainable Sydney 2030 strategy to develop a ‘cultural and creative city’ with more public space. Consistent
      with this vision, the city’s Chinatown Public Domain Plan (2010) devised a range of street revitalization
      projects to ‘enrich the quality of Chinatown’ and resist its long history of type-casting. In the words of the
      city’s design director, the aim was to mark ‘the diversity of the visual energy that Chinatown has today. We were
      absolutely not interested in projects that homogenized Chinatown’ (Smyth 2011). More specifically,
      New Century Garden originated out of a public
      conversation regarding the Chinatown Public Art Strategy (2010), a jointly devised document between the City of
      Sydney and Seeto. These dialogues revealed Chinatown’s need for more pedestrian and meeting spaces, better
      connections between Thomas and Dixon Streets and new public works ‘that tell the stories of Asian-Australian
      communities to Sydney’ according to a ‘curatorial overview’ of Chinatown, rather than as mere ‘plonk art’ (Aaron
      Seeto, interview 17 April 2013).
    


    
      Earlier chapters of this book have sought to elicit the multi-Asian inflection of
      contemporary Chinatown, including – but also far exceeding – ‘new’ Chinese among the ‘stories’, in Seeto’s words,
      ‘of Asian-Australian communities to Sydney’. The rest of this chapter considers artistic projects (beyond
      Orientalism) that hail from an explicitly Chinese
      heritage in the Sydney and wider Australian context. But it bears underlining here that various other cultural
      transactions between Australia and Asia have been enacted through the language of art. Notably, in 2013, Seeto’s
      4A gallery facilitated a collaboration between an Indonesian art collective (ruangrupa ArtLab) and Perth-born and
      Sydney-based artist, Keg de Souza. Together, they sought to performatively register the intensification of
      communal dwelling in Haymarket with a focus on mostly Indonesian students. Titled ‘Vertical Villages’,
      installations took place in Sydney and Jakarta, capturing the sense in which migration can stimulate creative
      ‘micro-cultures’ of domestic design and privacy arrangements where multi-occupants share a single room (Priest
      2013). And come 2016, a further 4A exhibition titled Jogya
      Calling, recalled the long-standing links between the artistic endeavours,
      including indigenous, of Australia and Yogyakarta, Indonesia. Interestingly, Seeto himself, who was born in
      Australia into a Chinese family with diasporic roots in Papua New Guinea, recently became the director of Museum
      MACAN in Jakarta, the first modern and contemporary art museum in Indonesia, after directing the 4A Gallery in
      Sydney’s Chinatown for eight years and a brief stint as curatorial manager of Asian and Pacific Art at the
      Gallery of Modern Art in Brisbane (Neill 2017). His arguably trans-Asian career is perhaps emblematic for the
      generative role of Chinatown in fostering Australia-Asia connections, not least through art.
    


    
      Not even vaguely reminiscent of the representational palette of oriental elements that
      characterized Chinatowns the world over in the twentieth century, the Thomas Street project – to which this
      chapter now turns – convened a close conversation among Asian-Australian artists, the City of Sydney and
      Chinatown businesses, property owners and residents. The city’s programme manager of special projects – himself
      an artist, who, according to artist Jason Wing, was ‘very instrumental’ in driving an arts-led culture at the
      city (interview 19 March 2014) – had this to say:
    


    
      Designers used to have very clichéd images of what an artistic treatment was. . . . So
      they had red lanterns and gold . . . you know . . . the lions and the gates . . . and we broke that mould . . .
      and have run [New Century Garden] from the
      [high-level] strategy and design area. We get the artist on board and then we have to hand it over to our project
      delivery people . . . from strategy to implementation there’s a bit of a flip happening’. (Former City of Sydney
      special projects programme manager, interview 15 May 2013)
    


    
      The project thus came to involve an intricate collaboration and sharing of expertise
      between artists, designers, architects, engineers, city planners, social and cultural historians, feng shui
      practitioners, stone-cutters, traffic researchers and others. Such collaboration was not necessarily
      smooth, however, with tensions observed to have
      arisen between the city’s design staff, architects, landscape designers (who adopt a more ‘decorative’ and also
      ‘pragmatic’ streetscape approach to public art), the artist (who can ‘test what can happen in public space’) and
      other more ‘engineering-heavy’ perspectives (City of Sydney special projects programme manager, interview 15 May
      2013). Indeed, negotiation was protracted, with reasons including budget constraints and traffic flow
      complexities in the wake of the light-rail installation on nearby George Street, with a final ‘awning’ element
      (see below) attached to the Market City building only completed in early 2018, after much delay. The
      five-million-dollar project has been ambitious and multifaceted, entailing closure of a section of Thomas Street;
      widened footpaths; seating; street-tree planting; and as its ‘defining element’ at the intersection of Sussex,
      Thomas and Hay Streets, a site-specific artwork by Brisbane-born visual artist, Lindy Lee (City of Sydney
      2013b).
    


    
      Lee herself was keenly tuned to the multiple idioms of the Thomas Street centrepiece.
      She had been part of the first wave of Australian artists of Chinese background, who grew up during the
      repressions of the White Australia policy during the 1950 and 1960s; she recalled her family taking long trips
      from Brisbane to Sydney’s Chinatown to source culinary supplies (interview 12 February 2014). Her connection to
      Sydney’s Chinatown persisted over a number of decades. For example, in 1996 she became a founding member of the
      4A Gallery, established – at the time of the notorious maiden speech of white nationalist, Pauline Hanson – to
      showcase contemporary Asian-Australian artistic work and voices. (Today the gallery seeks to raise an awareness
      of Asian-Australian cultural contributions as well as Australia’s place in Asia. For example, in addition to the
      Indonesian-student themed exhibition mentioned earlier, in 2016 it celebrated Sydney’s sister-city relationship
      with Guangzhou by exhibiting artworks in both cities, more generally facilitating dialogue based on the claim
      that ‘Asian cultural thinking significantly shapes the world today and will have an important impact on the
      future’ (4A Centre for Contemporary Asian Art n.d.).) Throughout the decades of the late twentieth and early
      twenty-first centuries, Lee lived the experience of successive status transitions within Chinese-Australian
      relations. Over time she grew increasingly interested in her Chinese heritage and family history, dating back to
      her father’s departure from China, while her pregnant mother stayed back, denied entry into Australia.
    


    
      Lee’s Thomas Street artwork – called New Century
      Garden, as mentioned earlier, in metaphorical reference to classical Chinese
      gardens – evokes and juxtaposes precisely these kinds of diasporic connections and dislocations. Its elements are
      usefully considered, not according to previous generations of critique of Chinatown’s (orientalist)
      representation, but instead in terms of the perspectives, practices and performances that are convening a
      new potentiality of this place. Simultaneously,
      it references many idioms, including the following: Buddhist and Taoist religious values from China; the colonial
      register of a number of Chinatown buildings; traces of Chinese-Australian history; elements of the wider
      Australian landscape; and, finally, the Sydney metropolitan setting, with its ‘movement, busyness and urbanity’,
      in the words of the project’s landscape architect, when contrasting Lee’s garden with the ‘set piece’ of the
      Chinese Garden of Friendship reviewed earlier (interview 27 July 2015). In the same sense that ‘cultures move
      on’, in that architect’s words, ‘we draw on them . . . and interpret them in a contemporary way’. For instance, a
      moon gate is a typical architectural structure of Chinese gardens, but in the New Century Garden it is not a circular garden-wall opening.
      Instead, splashes of molten bronze have been inlaid into the pavement to form a giant circular pattern 7 metres
      in diameter, created by Lee using the ‘flung ink’ method – a meditation/calligraphy practice based on Taoist
      principles.
    


    
      Here, then, tradition and modernity do not sit in opposition to each other, but coexist
      creatively and experimentally as ‘part of the continuum . . . that allows the future to unfold with vitality’
      (Lee, cited in City of Sydney 2015a). Likewise, for the City of Sydney’s programme manager of city design, the
      Thomas Street project signals a ‘contemporary Chinatown’ sitting alongside earlier generations of public art in
      the area (interview 15 May 2013). Such works include the 1980s Chinese Garden of Friendship, which, as mentioned
      earlier, will benefit from stronger dialogue with Chinatown into the future. Notable, too, is China-born artist
      Lin Li’s 1999 Golden Tree sculpture (sometimes
      called the ‘Golden Water Mouth’), made out of a gold-leaf-painted, 10-metre-high dead yellow-box gum tree from
      Condobolin in NSW, where many Chinese had settled during the nineteenth-century gold rush, which is set into the
      pavement using feng shui principles of orientation, at the corner of Hay and Sussex Streets (see figure
      3.1).
    


    
      In conceiving the New Century Garden, Lee applied the remix techniques of her creative practice. Employing a plurality of styles – as
      well as a contiguity of temporalities – she has oriented Chinatown to various publics across the generational and
      cultural hybridities of both ‘Asian’ and ‘Australian’. In her words, New Century
      Garden was a project that ‘holds ancient Chinese spiritual values as they can be
      experienced through an Australian landscape. Fire and water are important elements in Chinese Buddhism and Taoism
      – both denoting flow and change – and these symbols are also powerful in Australia given our predominant
      experiences of nature are of fire and water, bushfire, flood and drought’ (cited in City of Sydney 2012c).
      Likewise, her concentric circles of granite pavers (from an ACT quarry); bluestone boulders with polished tops
      for seating (from Victorian quarries); plus Chinese ‘scholar rocks’ burnt at high temperature to symbolize
      ‘things transformed by fire’, and interpreted
      in black rather than bronze, all reference Taoist as well as Australian ‘forces of nature’ (landscape architect,
      interview 27 July 2015). Taken together, these influences bring ancient rocks ‘alive’ to ‘feel as if they are on
      fire’, in Lee’s words (cited in City of Sydney 2015a).
    


    
      Taking account, too, of the ‘urban heat-island effect’ at Haymarket (McKenny 2014),
      Lee’s design, by 2018, came to include a set of circular shade sculptures (manufactured in China), erected
      alongside Market City on Thomas Street (see figure 9.2 and front cover of this book). Hung like floating clouds,
      the series of shade discs, called Cloudgate, are
      suspended from catenary cables stretching between the Market City building and a series of supporting columns on
      the opposite side of the street. The discs are designed to reflect light at night and filter sunlight during the
      day, casting circular patterns of shade onto the footpath and street below. More specifically, the white-domed,
      aluminium discs bear holes, made via burning, to filter light, and in this way reference ‘heat’ in Lee’s vision.
      By contrast, Lee stated that a design for ‘let’s say, San Francisco’s Chinatown’ would more likely be inspired
      ‘from the element of fog’ (interview 12 February 2014). Consistent with site-specific art more generally, then,
      Lee wanted to tune the garden to the materialities of its Sydney context as well as the new identities being
      crafted in the area. Given the sparse green canopy in the area, for example, new native Australian trees were
      considered central to the design of the Thomas Street space. Engineering challenges were eventually overcome, and
      a dedicated underground cellular technology was devised to ensure soil and tree roots could thrive beneath the
      heavy vehicular traffic in the Thomas Street shared zone (Citygreen 2016).
    


    
      If Lee was concerned to tune her project to the Sydney setting – rather than to ‘most
      Chinatowns’, which, in her words, ‘seem to be generic’ – she had no interest at all in preserving Chinatown as
      ‘just this yum cha place’ or a static ‘bit of old China’. On the contrary, she wanted her public plaza to capture
      the dynamism of an area whose ‘membrane is porous’. In this artistic sensibility, there is continuity – not
      severance – between past, present and future. A water feature in the form of ‘a cup-floating stream’ was
      envisaged to portray this ‘sense of movement’, in the words of the local council’s garden design manager, though
      ultimately it had to be replaced, due to technical challenges, with a metaphorical representation of a
      serpent-like stream, which was etched into the paving (interview 26 April 2014). Here, again, site-specificity
      was acknowledged, with ‘water’ a key local element since the time when the harbour flowed ‘right up into
      Chinatown’, in the words of the same design manager, making the area ‘quite flat’ until it ‘rises up’ at the
      Thomas Street intersection where the New Century Garden is built (interview 26 April 2014).
    


    
      ‘Flow’ was a recurrent concept for Lee in another sense too: not only in responding to
      the physical site but also in registering Chinatown’s location at the intersection of various currents. For Lee, these included ‘a bit of
      Koreatown . . . a bit of Thai Town . . . so that makes it even more exciting to me . . . as this place where lots
      of Asian cultures hang about’ (interview 12 February 2014). There were other people-flows, too, that Lee sought
      to acknowledge and invite:
    


    
      You’ve got that . . . student population, [and] student populations are always
      ever-changing and dynamic and require different things. Then you’ve got Central Railway Station, which of course
      means there is always a flood of people to-ing and fro-ing, so that’s fantastic. Then you’ve got the traffic that
      comes in from . . . just up the road where Town Hall is. So . . . Chinatown . . . is really at the intersection
      of so many places. (Interview 12 February 2014)
    


    
      For precisely this reason, Lee opted for a timed (rather than full) closure of Thomas
      Street, which would enable delivery vans to keep servicing the street’s long-standing (and new) restaurants. In
      Lee’s words: ‘It’s not a quiet space and it’s not meant to be . . . people are coming and going. But that’s got a
      kind of energy, so we don’t want to get rid of that by closing the street’ (interview 12 February 2014).
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      Figure 9.2 New Century Garden, artwork by Lindy Lee (photos by Kay Anderson (left) and
      Alexandra Wong (right))
    


    
      Lee’s work also re-engaged Thomas Street’s ‘grungy’
      market life and its modest restaurants with their ‘kitsch laminex tables’, in her words. Keeping alive the area’s
      commercial past was emphatically ‘not about gentrifying. . . . This is what it’s always been like, this is why we
      love it . . . with grunge, with grace’ (interview 12 February 2014). This point was echoed by the local council’s
      design manager, who wanted to retain the overall pedestrian and commercial connectivities of Chinatown: ‘It’s
      definitely not being gentrified, and in terms of this project and making this space work, we’re very conscious .
      . . of not making it a mall, we want these businesses to stay . . . the greengrocer there and . . . the duck
      place there . . . allowing these businesses still to thrive . . . working the spaces really hard . . . that keeps
      it vibrant’ (interview 26 March 2014). And again, this time in the voice of the project’s landscape architect:
      ‘We didn’t want to go down the path of gentrifying it. We wanted to be able to keep that really gritty working
      nature of this street, rather than turning them all into just tourist places’ (interview 27 July 2015).
    


    
      An important mark of success for urban public art such as this is the confluence of
      artwork and social functionality. In this regard, Lee’s artwork has certainly succeeded. The work spreads across
      a busy intersection where thousands of people are coming and going, and now that it has finally been
      completed, New Century Garden is a visually
      audacious but practical construction etched into the urban landscape, whose aesthetic and cultural references may
      well remain unnoticed by most passers-by. For example, the huge boulders are now routinely being used by people
      to sit on, becoming part of the ‘natural backdrop’ for the everyday experience of Chinatown (Ang 2017,
      349).
    


    IN BETWEEN TWO WORLDS AND OTHER
    PUBLIC ARTWORKS


    
      Other art projects that were curated by Aaron Seeto and city staff involved in the City
      of Sydney’s original Chinatown Public Domain Plan (2010) – and later, by other parties to the revised plan (2015)
      – included the upgrading of Factory and Little Hay Streets. Both have had their granite footpaths widened, their
      street lighting updated with lantern-style light-boxes and mature street trees planted to provide summer canopy.
      In addition, a disused Dixon Street seating pagoda in the form of a red lantern has been refashioned by
      Australia-born artist of Chinese background from Brisbane, Pamela Mei-Leng See, together with a local architect
      firm, to become an information kiosk (see figure 9.3). By day, two sliding semicircles of screen glass open to
      reveal a red interior that houses a tiny workspace and shelving with information brochures for tourists. By night
      the walls illuminate to give a red-patterned lantern effect. In See’s work titled Pao Cha (meaning to ‘steep tea’),
      carvings into the glass, of flowers (signifying leftovers in a teapot after tea has been poured), fish
      (signifying prosperity) and a stork (signifying longevity), are said to symbolize the Chinese presence in
      Australia, as well as, and, more generally, good fortune and prosperity (City Arts Sydney n.d.a).
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      Figure 9.3 Pao Cha,
      artwork by Pamela Mei-Leng See (photo by Alexandra Wong)
    


    
      Emblematic of Chinatown’s growing importance to the city’s night-time economy, a number
      of other artistic light-works have been installed in recent years. Collectively, these artworks suggest the sense
      in which light and illumination (like darkness) are constitutive elements in the composition and apprehension of
      place (Edensor 2017), the affective experience of which can be curated by artistic interventions that work with
      the medium of light (Edensor 2015). Lantern-shaped light-boxes depicting contemporary interpretations of dragon
      and phoenix iconography were attached in 2014 to buildings along Little Hay Street; and in 2017, two artistic
      light works, first installed on Dixon Street by the city in 1997, were restored, redesigned by Sydney-born
      architect and artist Peter McGregor and reinstalled following a range of consultations, including with China-born
      feng-shui specialist Howard Choy (City Arts Sydney n.d.b). One of them, the Heaven-Connecting-with-Earth sculpture – dubbed the ‘upside-down
      noodle bowl’ – is a disc with fibre-optic strands laced through a metal frame, which is lit between 6 p.m. and
      midnight each night, and suspended at the
      intersection of Dixon and Little Hay Streets, Chinatown’s symbolic centre. At the stroke of midnight it glows
      bright red, as does the other artwork, The Dixon Street Strip Lights
      Screen, which consists of panels of polycarbonate light strips in red and gold,
      suspended along south Dixon Street. Finally, here, and further underlining the range of aesthetics, agencies and
      technologies that are engaged in the artworks of nocturnal Chinatown, a digitized set of gold-coin lights was
      assembled among the trees of Dixon Street south during the ten nights of Sydney’s popular Vivid festival in 2017.
      In a joint initiative of the Haymarket Chamber of Commerce and the City of Sydney, the young graduate of a Sydney
      university, Edison Chen – together with a design team specializing in interactive light sculptures – was
      commissioned to communicate legends of Chinese money trees, whose coins are considered to symbolize luck,
      prosperity and abundance (Haymarket Chamber of Commerce 2017d).
    


    
      But perhaps the most striking Chinatown artwork, in addition to Lee’s work on the
      New Century Garden, and which also inspired these
      recent creative light works, was completed earlier, in 2012. Originating in the City of Sydney’s 2008 laneway
      revitalization programme and its collaboration with Sydney-based Aspect Studios, Jason Wing’s work,
      In Between Two Worlds, has refurbished the ‘once
      smelly’ (Fulton 2012), dark and under-utilized alley, Kimber Lane, in core Chinatown (see figure 9.4). Wing
      achieved this with a 200-metre-long artwork containing three distinctive elements: a wall mural, pavement murals
      and a suspended set of some thirty half-human, half-spirit ‘Astro-Boy’-style figures with circles on their chests
      that are silver by day and glow blue (with LED light) by night. The figures are also painted onto the walls and
      pavement. These represent, in Chinese, the ‘heavens’ and ‘fortune’, but, as we have seen in other contexts in
      this book, and as is the case in its own very distinctive way here, the work creatively extends Chinatown’s frame
      of intercultural engagement well beyond any hermetically sealed ‘Chineseness’.
    


    
      Australia-born, of Chinese as well as Aboriginal ancestry, Wing references both in his
      work. Consistent with Aaron Seeto’s interest in artworks that would grow out of the locality – including
      references to Chinatown’s colonial architecture, with its connection to the old produce markets – Jason’s
      ‘Indigenous context’ was one of the reasons for his inclusion in the original conversation over the Chinatown
      Public Art Strategy (Aaron Seeto, interview 17 April 2013). Continuing, he stated: ‘The reason why we chose Jason
      . . . it’s not just the Chinese who interact with this space, you know, this space also has value outside of
      simply that kind of heritage context’. (Indigenous traces in the area have also been brought to bear in a giant
      mural portrait of Indigenous activist and elder, Jenny Munro, looming over nearby Harbour and Goulburn
      Streets.)
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      Figure 9.4 In Between Two Worlds, artwork by Jason Wing (photo by Kay Anderson)
    


    
      This intercultural nexus in Jason’s own biography carries through into the work itself:
      in respecting the history of Chinese presence in the area, while also making legible the absent traces of
      Indigenous inhabitance that had also been part
      of his life history. His grandfather, from Hong Kong, had worked in a restaurant in Chinatown that employed his
      Scottish grandmother as a waitress, while Wing’s father had married an Aboriginal woman of the Biripi people from
      the Hunter region of NSW (Lo 2014). So, for example, the circles on his illuminated figures signify the laneway
      as the symbolic heartland of Chinatown, while also depicting, in Indigenous imagery, a campfire, waterhole or
      place of gathering. In this way, as Jacqueline Lo (2014) observes, Wing puts two disparate cultures into a very
      unconventional dialogue. The result is striking in activating, from the space of Chinatown, the sense in which
      Australia has always-already been not only indigenized, but also ‘Asianized’. For Lo, to register the present-day
      legacies of Indigenous-Asian relation in this way is to productively conjure a much more complex history of
      Australia-Asia connections than the current ‘transactional model of engagement’ (2014, 227) which so dominates
      Australian discourses of engagement with Asia (Ang, Tambiah and Mar 2015). In instrumentally emphasizing trade
      and productivity opportunities between the
      continent and its region, such discourses stoke stale and simple notions of Australia and Asia as exclusive,
      rather than entangled, categories.
    


    
      Referencing his Aboriginal ancestry, Wing described his work as ‘a journey . . . a
      walking between heaven and earth . . . that each pedestrian goes on’ (interview 19 March 2014). Interestingly,
      however, it is a journey that some older Chinatown spokespeople – objecting to the use of the colour blue, which
      is inauspicious in traditional Cantonese culture – have not necessarily been moved to take. For them, blue is
      associated with death, as opposed to the ‘prosperity’ and ‘luck’ symbolized in Chinatown’s characteristic colour
      palette of red and gold. But Wing deliberately chose blue to avoid the ‘over-saturation’ of red and gold for
      which Chinatowns are so well known (interview 19 March 2014). Explaining his rationale in words that register the
      multiplicity that is Chinatown today, Wing said:
    


    
      You know, we’re paying respect to what already exists in Chinatown, but also trying to
      create a future environment. . . . There’s enough elements to pay respect to the traditional Chinese elders . . .
      but also the artwork is not 100 per cent for them. It is also for the next generation, also for the international
      audience, it’s for local international students. . . . We are trying to reach a new demographic, a future
      demographic. So whilst I’m using traditional imagery, the colour [blue] is a symbol for . . . not-traditional
      Chinese culture. (Interview 19 March 2014)
    


    
      In this sense, Wing’s artistic intervention aims to honour Chinese culture in Chinatown.
      But in the interview he was quickly insistent to point out that the culture to which he referred was fluid – ‘weaving’, in his words, references
      to the contemporary as well as historical Australian settings out of which Chinatown’s own version of ‘Chinese
      culture’ has evolved. So, for Wing, this was better phrased as an ‘Asian culture’ into which were flowing all the
      international, including indigenous, cultures that have merged with Chinese culture in this setting. No
      ‘over-determined’ thing, as such, this emergent local culture includes, too, the presence of students,
      middle-class business people and travellers, who, for Wing, compose ‘the modern Chinatown’. These people form ‘a
      transient sort of touristy community’, in Wing’s words, one that demanded an approach that was ‘more open and a
      bit more flexible and a bit more abstract . . . to try and cater for all these huge influences. . . . [Y]ou’re
      working with a lot of moving parts’ (interview 19 March 2014). Such renderings of a dynamic, plural and hybrid
      identity for Chinatown resonate with the flexible ‘Chineseness’/‘multi-Asianness’ deployed in the place branding
      of the precinct, as we saw in chapter 7.
    


    
      Asked about his own identity, Wing stated, ‘it’s just really hard to define’, resorting
      to a description that subverts idle and absolute pigeonholing: ‘100 per cent Chinese, 100 per cent Aboriginal,
      100 per cent Australian. I mean that’s the best way for me to describe it’. Once again, the fluidity of
      identities lived and evoked in today’s Chinatown sits uneasily with the imagery of its type-casting and
      figuration as essentially and statically Chinese. Likewise, of Yokahama’s Chinatown, Madeleine Thien (2017)
      writes that ‘new hamakko – or Yokohama-ite identities, that are inextricable from Japan, have come into being’.
      In this sense, too, we are reminded that cultural identities are crafted out of distinctive ‘geographies’ (Massey
      2005), in addition to the ‘histories’ that Stuart Hall (1990) claimed of them a number of decades ago.
    


    
      In 2015 the City of Sydney made Wing’s work – of which the paintworks had been produced
      for a lifespan of three to five years, and the illuminated figures for ten – into a permanent installation (City
      of Sydney 2015b), noting accolades in numerous travel and art publications, and also the work’s receipt of
      awards, including the 2013 Australia Award for Urban Design from the Planning Institute of Australia. Despite the
      local council’s original intention to reclaim the space for pedestrian use, however, it should be noted that
      visitor flow to the laneway has not necessarily increased in the intervening years. As one Chinatown community
      leader asserted, although the artwork was certainly ‘an improvement’, ‘it hasn’t encouraged me to walk down that
      laneway because it’s still pretty dirty’ (interview 8 May 2013). Similarly, businesses and property owners have
      not so far been moved to open restaurants, bars or retail outlets in the laneway. To this extent, the
      ‘activation’ of Kimber Lane is yet to be fully realized: the laneway remains a back street used primarily as a
      dumping space for garbage bins.
    


    
      Nonetheless, parking on the immediately adjacent
      Little Hay Street has been removed and footpaths widened; throughout the precinct, pedestrian connectivity has
      been prioritized to the extent that, today, Haymarket records the highest ‘walkability score’ of any suburb in
      Sydney’s metropolitan area (Walk Score n.d.). In addition, in 2017, a cultural and historical ‘digital’ walking
      tour of Chinatown was launched by the Haymarket Chamber of Commerce with funding by the City of Sydney; new
      wayfinding signs and maps, with text in large lettering and braille, have been installed to improve pedestrian
      navigation in the area. By 2017, the area had become so busy with pedestrians that the state government was moved
      to trial in-ground strip lighting in Chinatown, to alert mobile phone users to the presence of busy intersections
      (O’Sullivan 2017).
    


    CONCLUSION


    
      Some decades ago, Massey wrote, in her argument for an ‘open’ politics of place, that
      the conventional notion of place as the locus of bounded experience fails to capture the entanglement of
      localities in wider relationalities that constitute and transform them (1991). Massey’s interventions signalled a
      key shift from conceptions that stabilized ‘place’ in, for example, locales such as ‘neighbourhood’ and ‘home’,
      to more recent relational ideas of place as ever-circulating human experience and discourse in all its textual
      and material form. In the example of the locality known as ‘Chinatown’, intensifying circulations of people and
      capital across the Asia-Pacific, in an era marked by China’s rise, have effected a series of important status
      transitions for the area. A policy shift to multiculturalism in Australian public culture and governance in the
      1970s and 1980s saw Chinatown’s conception shift from vilified enclave under regimes of colonial racism to
      ‘ethnic accessory’ celebrated for its exotic difference within a wider multicultural landscape. This was the era
      during which the Chinese Garden of Friendship, examined in this chapter, was built. Today, notwithstanding the
      persistence of – and even emergence of new forms of – racism in Australian society at large (Soutphommasane 2015,
      2018), Chinatown’s definition is further changing, according to its status as – in the words of the city’s lord
      mayor in 2010 – ‘a pivotal part of Sydney’s role as a global city’ (City of Sydney 2010b).
    


    
      This chapter has sought to register this status transition in the contrast it has drawn
      between the public art forms of the Chinese Garden of Friendship and a number of more recent works. Whereas the
      former held tight to the traditional representational palette of oriental elements that froze Sydney’s Chinatown
      in time – as ‘a potent symbol for that kind of old guard of Chinese businessperson’, in Seeto’s words –
      New Century Garden registers the spatial
      porosity, as well as the multiplicity of
      historical layers, that constitutes the locality today. Whereas the Chinese Garden of Friendship purposefully
      enclosed Chinatown and aligned it with a single orientalized street (Dixon Street), the New Century Garden seeks to connect Dixon and Thomas Streets and
      the city beyond – for that matter, to the much wider regional relationships of Sydney within the Asia-Pacific
      that are ‘greatly recognized’ by the city council, in the words of the city design manager (interview 26 March
      2014). This contrast in select expressions and inscriptions of a Chineseness that, as we noted back in chapter 4,
      should be considered as ‘shifting’ rather than absolute marks a change that is far more than symbolic. For it
      clarifies the sense in which contemporary Chinatown can be thought more generatively as a portal through which
      wider and more complex inter-Asian relations of cultural exchange are being crafted. This is not necessarily to
      narratively conjure Chinatown as a ‘bridge’ in the smooth reordering of such relations, any more than the status
      transition described earlier can be seen as linear and orderly. But these are relations in which
      multi-generational Australians of Asian background, such as Aaron Seeto and Lindy Lee – and others, too, who
      ‘occupy multiple worlds and carry with them multiple frames of reference’ (Hou 2013, 11), like Jason Wing – are
      actively intervening and creating. As ‘hybrid subjects’ (Ang 2017) with local attachments, national affinities
      and transnational connections, they are organically transforming the terms of engagement over which the form,
      fabric – and very conception – of Chinatown is being (re)shaped. Succinctly, their creative ways of making place
      authorize new and productively ambiguous ways of knowing Chinatown, beyond orientalism and its critics.
    

  


  
    
      Chapter 10
    


    Conclusion: Chinatown’s Future and the Prefiguration of an
    Australian Trans-Asian Metropolis


    
      Like the stone-lion effigies that ceremoniously announce Chinese urban enclaves to
      audiences the world over – and that grace the gates of Sydney’s historic Chinatown – the very concept of this
      place remains cast in a peculiar cultural imaginary. From ‘vice-town’ to ‘little corner of the Far East’ to
      ‘multicultural asset’ to ‘urban village’ to signifier of the cosmopolitan city, and beyond, Chinatown has carried
      a stubbornly orientalized representational baggage. This parochialism often reflects an ‘unthinking’
      Anglocentrism (Ang 2013, 432) within both popular and critical accounts of this place. So while the conjunction
      of cultural diversity and urbanism in popular readings typically evokes a vibrant scene of ‘otherness’ within a
      mosaic of cityscapes, in other, more critical, accounts of Chinatown’s orientalist figuring and fashioning, it is
      fixed in stories that over-determine racial and ethnic markers of ‘difference’. Type-cast as an enclave – set
      apart (both by constraint and by choice) from the dominant flows and rhythms of urban life – Chinatown is the
      city’s characteristic, even emblematic, site of difference and alterity.
    


    
      Using material generated by research in Sydney, on Australia’s Pacific coast, this book
      has attempted to think Chinatown beyond the deceptive simplicity of its long-standing and negating enclavic
      script. Succinctly, this script has considered Chinatown within an overly bipolar, us/them framework in which two
      (unhelpful) discursive tactics operate: first, one in which ‘otherness’ is aligned with cultural distance and
      particularity, and ‘sameness’ with a presumed cultural norm; and second, one in which ‘Asian’ and ‘Australian’
      are conceived as incommensurate categories and spatialities (Ang 2001; Khoo 2013). Trapped in a framing that is
      set by an anglophonic benchmark, Chinatown’s potentiality and ambiguity have been obscured – increasingly
      conspicuously – at a time when global power balances, including in knowledge production, are rapidly shifting
      (Anderson 2018). As Australia detaches from any essential reference to Europe,
      and the so-called Asian Century (not unfalteringly) unfolds, stronger trans-Asian presences and agencies – indeed
      new referentialities – can be discerned in the Australian cultural context.
    


    
      Two blind spots within Chinatown’s enclavic framing have been especially evident to us.
      First, the productive heterogeneity and hybridity of this place has been eclipsed by its classification as the
      minority space of some predetermined Chineseness, as if the place is annexed from its own complex diasporic
      trajectories and formative settings. Second, Chinatown’s capacity to not only transform, but also create and even
      prefigure, central Sydney’s contemporary urbanity has been obscured by its spatio-temporal alignment with
      communalism and traditionalism, as if the place is somehow detached from the modernity and movement of the
      surrounding city. Eliciting these two hidden ‘potentialities’ of place has been our substantive focus, in working
      against the binary and essentializing legacies of previous Chinatown accounts, both popular and critical.
    


    
      In demonstrating these place dynamics, we have had a number of objectives, not least to
      suggest the sense in which Sydney’s Chinatown might possess the very means to defy the fate of its counterparts
      elsewhere. Especially in the United States (Tsui 2011; Wilson 2015), but also in London (Boffey 2015; Knowles
      2016), Vancouver (Thien 2017) and Asian cities such as Surabaya (Dzidzovic 2017), Chinatown’s ‘decline’ has been
      documented. While in some settings, new Chinatowns are spawning from scratch, often in the hope of attracting
      investment from China (see chapter 1), in others, their doom has been announced. Faced with the forces of
      gentrification, rent rises, various forms of generational change and immigration shifts sparked by China’s
      growing economy (and labour shortages), Chinatowns in Boston, Manhattan, Washington, DC, Philadelphia and other
      US cities have been said to suffer new forms of victimization, with ‘displacement’, if not ‘death’, their likely
      destiny (Agence France-Presse 2013). A similar fate has been predicted for a Chinatown in a part of the
      Asia-Pacific that is closer to Sydney. Surabaya’s Chinatown was once considered the ‘vibrant hub of the city’s
      ethnic Chinese community’, but now is said to be ‘slowly becoming a ghost town’ (Dzidzovic 2017). As for the
      Canadian context, of Vancouver, Julia Kwan’s 2014 documentary, Everything Will
      Be, highlights the loss of low-rise shop-front streets and alleyways in that
      city’s original Chinatown, quoting the owner of a large real estate firm as follows: ‘The Chinatown your parents
      enjoyed here is gone forever’ (cited in Thien 2017).
    


    
      Meanwhile, in Vancouver’s suburb of Richmond, where a strong, predominantly
      Mandarin-speaking presence is evident, the Metrotown area – with its glass skyscrapers, shopping malls and
      restaurants specializing in Chinese regional cuisines – is said to resemble neighbourhoods built near public
      transport stations in Shanghai, Hong Kong and Singapore, whichreflect ‘a
      shifting global order’ rather than ‘an imagined oriental aesthetic’ (Thien 2017). Another observer estimated that
      between 2009 and 2016 there was an almost 50 per cent reduction in ‘cultural food assets’ in Vancouver’s
      Chinatown, including greengrocers, fishmongers, barbecue-meat stores and butcher-shops, Chinese dry-goods stores
      and traditional Cantonese bakeries and restaurants (Takeuchi 2017). As stated in chapter 6, it will be important
      for the City of Sydney to monitor shifts that may similarly reshape the commercial mix of Sydney’s Chinatown in
      the future. The limited scope for amalgamating lots in the area perhaps affords some insurance against radical
      land-use change in the Sydney case (commercial real estate agent, interview 30 January 2013). But the recent
      sale, to a non-Chinese developer, of the first stand-alone, non-heritage-listed property on Dixon Street to reach
      the market in approximately 30 years is rumoured to be opening the way for a Chemist Warehouse on this iconic
      street (The Urban Developer 2017; Chinatown spokesperson, personal communication 11 November 2017).
    


    
      Our contention here is that Chinatown’s type-cast alignment with tradition – which is
      often expressed nostalgically as well as negatively by Asian and non-Asian stakeholders – risks serving, if not
      sealing, precisely the extinction fate foretold for certain Chinatowns elsewhere. As long as Chinatown is
      considered to be stuck in an archaic bubble that lies outside the city’s contemporary organizing logics and
      spatial frames, the area’s capacity to renew itself, across the diversities and dynamics that have been profiled
      for Sydney in this book, risks being concealed from scholarly and public view. A more serious consequence,
      perhaps, is that the area’s capabilities for creativity and innovation will pass unnoticed in the very plans and
      policies that build city futures. Given the scale of Darling Harbour’s current redevelopment – complete with new
      exhibition centre, convention centre, entertainment centre, luxury hotel, public art installations, new
      boulevards, towering apartments and student accommodation at the new neighbourhood called Darling Quarter – there
      are, to be sure, intensifying pressures of change on Chinatown’s doorstep.
    


    
      In 2017, the president of the Haymarket Chamber of Commerce was moved to clarify a news
      report that had interpreted his comments as signalling the ‘death’ of Chinese centres of Australian cities,
      including those in Sydney. Observing the major developments mentioned earlier, the changing socio-economic status
      of Chinese immigrants to Sydney and the consolidation of Thai- and Koreatowns in areas ‘once part of Chinatown’,
      Simon Chan was reported as reflecting nostalgically with the following words: ‘In 1970 . . . when I walked
      through Chinatown I knew everybody. There’s no way I would be able to do that now’. Continuing, he was quoted as
      stating: ‘Whereas previous generations might choose to continue the family business in Chinatown’, now ‘Chinese
      Australians prefer white-collar jobs’. Nor can anyone ‘stop somebody else coming in to buy property or run a
      business’ (Mudditt 2017). Some weeks later,
      Chan posted a ‘correction’ on the Chamber’s website, disputing the interpretation of his comments and,
      apparently, recognizing the potential for extinction narratives to fulfil themselves: ‘Chinatown in Sydney is
      certainly not currently dying’, he stated, and ‘there is no negative sentiment towards the establishment of Thai
      Town and Korea Town which add to the diversity of the area’ (Haymarket Chamber of Commerce 2017e).
    


    
      In this book, we have considered Chinatown less in terms of boundaries (whether ethnic,
      cultural or spatial) and more in terms of potentialities within and across multiple lines of ‘difference’ and
      ‘sameness’. We have tried to make Chinatown’s dynamism newly visible to Asian and non-Asian Sydneysiders of
      multiple generations. Recalling Mary Louise Pratt’s notion of a ‘contact zone’ where cultures famously ‘meet,
      clash and grapple with each other’ (1991, 34) in negotiating new practices and narratives, we have suggested the
      sense in which Chinatown might be conceived less as a ‘community’ than as one such ‘zone’, with the organic
      capacity for transformation in and beyond itself. This capacity is evident inter-culturally (as per the
      convivialities and conflicts within ‘Asia-Town’ described in chapters 5 and 7), and also more expansively in
      Chinatown’s prefigurations of a more Asian-inflected urbanity for Sydney’s southern CBD. More recently, Kim Dovey
      invokes Manuel DeLanda’s (2011) notion of the city as a ‘space of possibility’ in order to capture its myriad,
      unstable processes of becoming (2016). Surveying city sites that have the capacity for transformational change,
      such as railway stations, shopping malls, industrial zones and university campuses, Dovey is interested in them –
      not as stable entities, but for the productive connectivities they make and mutate.
    


    
      As one such ‘space of possibility’, Chinatown evinces the distinctive bearings of Sydney
      as an increasingly trans-Asian metropolis. In this book – demonstrated, for example, in chapter 3’s attention to
      Asian spatial design templates, chapter 6’s profile of a culinary sector that references Asian cuisine and dining
      formats and chapter 8’s discussion of consumer trends in World Square and Regent Place – trans-Asian urbanities
      are not understood as dependent formations that mirror a generic Western model (Perera and Tang 2013). Working
      with ideas of urban ‘worlding’ (Roy and Ong 2011) and manoeuvres that make concepts derived from Asian
      experiences relevant beyond Asia (see Iwabuchi 2013; Chua 2015), we have been interested in the emergence of a
      trans-Asian culture and fabric within the affordances of the Sydney metropolitan context. Accordingly, we have
      attempted to understand Chinatown less ‘from the outside in’, according to the partialities of anglophonic
      knowledge, and more ‘from the inside out’, for its trans-Asian connections and agencies across boundaries:
      succinctly, in Chinatown as subject more than object of its histories and geographies.
    


    
      Initiatives by Asians of varying ethnicities,
      including the ‘place-making’ efforts of the young entrepreneurs and so-called daigou shoppers profiled in chapter
      8, reflect this more open disposition to place. So, too, do the artist-led renderings of Chinatown’s public
      domain seen in chapter 9, by individuals such as Lindy Lee and Jason Wing, whose hybrid subjectivities straddle
      multiple worlds, knowledges and frames of reference. Likewise, the Haymarket Chamber of Commerce is not only
      registering, but also steering, a shifting conception of its constituency, from parochial ethnic minority enclave
      to the more visibly diverse space – and transnational platform – that Chinatown Haymarket has become today (see
      the chamber’s annual Live, Work, Play guides;
      for a parallel shift in neighbourhood conception; see Kim 2018 on Manhattan’s Koreatown). Consumer demand,
      especially among students from Asia and other young people, will also actively drive Chinatown’s future form and
      fate, as chapter 8 has outlined. Given that, according to a senior lending manager of a local bank in Chinatown,
      many of the predicted 5,000 new dwellers in future housing at Darling Square will be ‘Asians and Chinese’, he
      foresaw local demand for Asian food and products continuing and even flourishing – diversifying, too, across
      student and ‘more up-market’ offerings (interview 29 April 2015). Food options might further extend, someday, to
      the street stalls and hawker-style eateries well known across Asian and Latin American cities, should the City of
      Sydney join a growing number of international cities in relaxing restrictions on the cooking and sale of food on
      streets. Beyond more conventional ‘food truck’ operations, such eateries install food and eating practices among
      the ensemble of interactions with ‘sameness’ and ‘difference’ that characterize global cities in Asia and beyond
      (Duruz and Khoo 2015).
    


    
      The notion of Chinatown as a ‘space of possibility’ is not only a projection forward in
      time, as if to desert or void this place of its history and heritage. At a moment when, as Haymarket Chamber
      president, Simon Chan, noted in his clarification, ‘there is concern for the long term prospect of Chinatown in
      Sydney’ – it seems constructive to recall the histories out of which Chinatown’s low-rise form and fine-grained
      fabric were made. Indeed, with nearby development pressure intensifying – for example, at the time of writing, a
      40-storey hotel and residential tower has been proposed at the prominent corner of Hay and George Streets (The
      Urban Developer 2018) – the case for not only recalling Chinatown’s histories, but narratively reasserting them,
      seems especially urgent. This is so, not only for the ears of city administrators, but also for the likes of ‘new
      Chinese’ residents and visitors to the area, who, in the words of former 4A Gallery director Aaron Seeto, ‘don’t
      have a concept of a Chinese community in Sydney because they don’t understand the White Australia policy, it’s
      not part of their memory’ (interview 17 April 2013).
    


    
      As described in chapter 2, Chinese immigrants settled in the late nineteenth-century in
      the Haymarket end of Sydney town, near local produce and cattle markets, and, by the 1910s, near Paddy’s Market (see figure 1.2), with its
      many surrounding boarding houses, warehouses and alleyways. Some of the more successful merchants and migrants
      opened small stores and community organizations, setting down the imprint of Chinatown’s enduringly modest
      building palette of commercial low-rise and independent tenancies. Fruit-and-vegetable trading was a popular
      enterprise for largely male migrants in a hostile culture that is not forgotten today by some Chinatown
      spokespeople, who, in turn, find their sense of home disturbed all over again by intensifying Mandarin influences
      in the area (Ang 2016). A historical imaginary that tracks backwards and forwards in time could be usefully
      brought into deliberations today over Chinatown’s future – for not only is this place a bridge in Sydney’s future
      trans-Asian reach and remit, but it is also a link in the city’s unfinished history of colonial racism and
      discrimination towards non-white inhabitants. In Massey’s call to think time and space together, or, as she puts
      it, ‘conjuncturally’, Chinatown is a ‘meeting-up of histories’ (2005, 4–5). It is a ‘gathering’ – not necessarily
      cordial, and often ridden with tensions – of a ‘multitude of trajectories’ (including Indigenous, as per chapter
      9’s discussion of the Kimber Lane artwork). As such, it is an area where the architectural aesthetics of past and
      present, of heritage and modernity, can be brought into more lively dialogue. This is not to propose any
      superficial ‘compromise’ or neat fusion of the two aesthetics, and certainly not a further ‘theming’ of Chinatown
      according to the contrivances of commodification. Instead, it is to foreground the potential in this
      densely lived, worked and storied space for more
      creative and disruptive design economies that credit its complex pasts and diverse presents.
    


    
      As the City of Sydney’s programme manager of city design anticipated some years ago,
      when observing the adaptive potential of Chinatown’s historic low-rise, ‘fine-grained’ quality for ‘connectivity’
      to developments on the precinct’s western edge: ‘The state government . . . has picked up on a kind of Chinatown
      character, a future Chinatown character . . . that would be amazing actually. I think they’ve even talked about
      it as a high-tech hub, Silicon Alley or something’ (interview 15 May 2013). This projection – one that creatively
      unsettles Chinatown’s type-cast alignment with tradition – has recently come to fruition with the collaborative
      start-up space on Dixon Street known as Haymarket HQ, described in chapter 6 (see figure 10.1). To recall, this
      enterprise has seen ‘a new breed of innovative startups [permeating] the business community, as a younger
      demographic interested in engaging with the global community is being welcomed into the Haymarket area’ (Simon
      Chan, cited in Haymarket Chamber of Commerce 2017a, 3).
    


    
      Haymarket HQ affords a novel mode of continuity over time for Chinatown’s built fabric,
      just as connectivity through space has been proposed in a number of ways in the city’s revised Chinatown and City
      South Public Domain Plan (Spackman Mossop and Michaels 2015). These include anextension to Little Hay Street in order to better link Chinatown to Darling
      Square (see figure 1.2); an upgrade of the public domain along Quay Street, through to a new street named
      ‘Tumbalong Boulevard’, in order to stimulate stronger pedestrian links between Central Railway Station, Broadway,
      Chinatown and Darling Quarter (Spackman Mossop and Michaels landscape designer, interview 22 February 2018); and
      a transit stop positioned at ‘Chinatown’ on George Street’s new light-rail service, which is expected to be fully
      operational by 2020 (see figure 1.2). Such initiatives may yet generate a credible and viable interface between
      Chinatown and the developments that are bearing down on it from many directions. There are, however, numerous
      qualifiers to quickly observe. It remains to be seen, for example, whether the public plaza proposed in the
      revised plan, ‘addressing’ Chinatown from across busy Harbour Street, comes to fruition. More ominously, there is
      no certainty that the potentially radical and unprecedented conflicts of scale and overshadowing between
      Chinatown and its increasingly high-rise immediate surrounds will come to be satisfactorily ‘resolved’ at street
      level. (The tallest residential towers along Hay and Harbour Streets will be 135 metres high, with no setbacks,
      and with no active retail frontages facing Chinatown.) Potential conflicts throughout the area can also be
      reasonably envisaged between cars, cyclists, pedestrians and light rail. Finally, here, it appears that arts-led
      works, of the kind described in chapter 9, are featuring less in the implementation of projects identified in the
      revised Chinatown and City South Public Domain Plan (2015).
    


    
      The idea of the establishment of a museum of Chinese-Australian culture and heritage in
      the soon-to-be vacated Haymarket Library has recently been advanced by the Haymarket Chamber of Commerce and endorsed by the City of Sydney and Destination New
      South Wales (though not yet by the state government’s Cultural Infrastructure Program Management Office). Our
      sense is that such a museum could be tasked with exhibiting precisely the diversity of voices and visions within
      Chinatown’s past(s), present(s) and future(s) mentioned earlier. Beyond, then, just conventionally affording
      ‘recognition of the contribution made by the Chinese community since the 1800s’ (McNab 2017) – as if to idealize
      a local tradition with a unity of values and identities (Khoo 2009) – the museum could work against the
      communitarian bias that, as we noted in chapter 1, continues to plague ethnic and migration studies
      (Glick-Schiller and Çağlar 2016), and that still haunts conventional understandings of Chinatown. In that vein,
      we noted in chapter 9 how Lindy Lee’s New Century Garden brings into productive juxtaposition the cultural heritage of a once-ostracized population in
      colonial Sydney and motifs that register its contemporary diversity and urbanity. In Lee’s work, time is not
      depicted as a linear progression, directing and assimilating ‘the past’: rather, a range of temporalities
      proliferate that capture the multiplicity of meanings and materialities condensed in Chinatown Haymarket
      today.
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      Figure 10.1 Co-working space inside Haymarket HQ (photo by Kay Anderson)
    


    
      This kind of experimentation was evoked in a number of presentations at a Haymarket
      Property Panel on ‘Design, Planning and Future Living’, held in Chinatown in late 2015. One speaker, a University
      of Technology Sydney architecture academic, observed that Chinatown’s ‘slightly chaotic’ small footprint –
      preserved over decades of ‘small family-owned holdings’ that allow ‘small restaurants, small market shops, small
      occupation of space’ – is ‘key’ to the dynamic ‘proliferation of conditions on its edge’ that this book has
      discerned there today (e.g., where Chinatown meets Koreatown). Going further, she anticipated that Haymarket’s
      ‘rise out of traditional Chinatown into an expanding precinct’ is turning Chinatown Haymarket into a ‘metropolis
      of South-East Asia’ that increasingly looks (though not necessarily uncritically) to Singapore and Hong Kong,
      rather than Melbourne and Brisbane (Tarsha Finney, panel discussion, Haymarket Chamber Asia Panel, 15 September
      2015). An Australia-born journalist of Chinese-Malaysian background also observes the wider reach and
      reverberation of contemporary Chinatown’s histories and geographies: ‘Haymarket’s Chinese heritage offers a
      tantalizing opportunity to culturally connect with the Chinese who will be such a force in Australia and the
      world this century’ (Haymarket Chamber of Commerce 2015, 17).
    


    INTO THE FUTURE


    
      The somewhat-promotional tone of the journalist cited above bears some clarification and
      qualification here. For, just as ‘history’ is not disavowed in the idea of Chinatown as a ‘space of possibility’, nor is this latter notion in thrall to some
      utopian vision of an Asia-led future-to-become. Although our purpose in this book has been to elicit ways in
      which a contemporary Chinatown exceeds the stale stories of cultural disconnection that accompanied its enclavic
      framing, we resist fantasies of cosmopolitan hope, smooth transformation and tidy resolution that would turn
      ‘migrants on the margins’ into ‘citizens at the core’. Chinatown’s generative capacities have been our point of
      empirical emphasis, together with the epistemological agenda to craft a more ‘Asia-centric’ (Pieris 2016) notion
      of Chinatown than previous generations of critique of this place. But the implications of conceiving of Chinatown
      as ‘unbound’, in the title of this book, are not lost to our critical sensibilities. This is the case in at least
      three senses.
    


    
      First, with the consolidation of a Trump-led United States and a mood of resurgent
      nationalisms, we acknowledge that global alignments are ever more uncertain across many parts of today’s
      fracturing world. Border relations, specifically in Australia, continue to be notoriously brittle, as well as
      blurred, with old and new forms of racism constraining, rather than enabling, the lives of non-white migrants and
      their descendants (see Hage 2014; Perera 2009). Although our book is not framed within the critical race paradigm
      that informed one author’s previous Chinatown account (Anderson 1991), we acknowledge that white Australia’s
      inheritance is seeped with an Anglocentrism that can all-too-easily resurface against people of Asian
      backgrounds. ‘Chineseness’ has become a shifting and malleable identification, to be sure (chapter 4), and an
      especially agile one for the purposes of place branding (chapter 7), but it is also discursively sedimented in
      the still dominantly Anglo culture of Australia, including its cities.
    


    
      To take sporadic examples across Sydney from just a single year, 2017, diverse media
      reported the following: a virulent anti-Asian verbal attack on a commuter train; an unprovoked physical attack on
      a young Chinese-Australian woman told to ‘get out of my country’; the defacement of a Chinese-Australian real
      estate agent’s billboards; the posting of anti-Chinese slogans on the walls of buildings at a local university
      and more. Come 2018, against a backdrop of deepening anxiety in many parts of the world about the PRC’s
      ‘going-global’ project, but especially in Australia – a country that has benefitted so much since the beginning
      of the century from China’s economic ascendancy – there is a rising concern, even an orchestrated moral panic,
      about the Chinese Communist Party’s expanding influence and, according to some, interference in Australia’s
      social, political and educational institutions. This was epitomized by the publication – with much fanfare – of
      Clive Hamilton’s book Silent Invasion: How China Is Turning Australia into a
      Puppet State (2018), which, in its very title, evokes the spectre of a ‘yellow
      peril’ reminiscent of the White Australia policy era. (See Brophy 2018 for a thorough review of this book, describing it as ‘McCarthyist’ in its paranoid
      call to arms against any Chinese in Australia whose loyalties are suspected to lie primarily with Beijing.) And
      in June 2018, former prime minister John Howard, speaking at an intelligence conference in London, warned of the
      threat to Australia’s security posed by the PRC’s interest in using Australians of ethnic Chinese background ‘to
      further her power and her influence’ (Miller 2018), thus casting suspicion on a population of more than one
      million people of very diverse ‘Chinese’ ancestries and identities. As Jason Li argued in a powerful rebuke:
      ‘Alienating Chinese Australians is just doing Beijing’s work for it’ (2018).
    


    
      This resurgent, arguably racialized, if not racist, anti-Chinese imagination may only
      fuel intercultural tensions, with a particular impact on the fast-growing population in Australia of diverse
      Chinese backgrounds (see chapter 4). The impact of this sharp negative turn in Australia’s affective relationship
      to China on a locality such as Chinatown – with its extended trans-local connections with China and Chinese and
      Asian cultures elsewhere – remains an issue to be vigilantly watched. This new anti-Chinese mood may be an
      indication that Australia is not as ready to adjust to the geopolitical shifts associated with the ‘Asian
      Century’ or, more troublesomely, the ‘age of China’, as it might appear. In other words, we do not claim here
      that what has been happening in Chinatown Haymarket is necessarily indicative of cultural transfers in other
      areas and cities around the country. On the contrary, Chinatown’s intensified and emphatic Asianization – to the
      extent that Asianness, here, is no longer ‘other’ but ordinary – may in fact be a disruptive exception to the
      realities of Australia as a whole, even as the vibrant trans-Asian urbanism to be found in Chinatown Haymarket is
      testimony to how Sydney – Australia’s largest city – is already becoming part of the ‘integrative cultural
      exchange networks’ (Chua 2015, 70) that drive the shaping of cultural modernities in contemporary Asia.
    


    
      Second, and somewhat differently, just as Sydney’s Chinatown has been burdened by a
      history of anti-Asian racism, so, too, do we acknowledge the potential for racisms within the diverse factions of
      Asia’s diasporas themselves. In the words of a Malaysian interviewee of Chinese origin who calls herself
      ‘Australian-Asian’, lives in Haymarket and has observed its ‘street dynamics’, as she called them: ‘Asia is
      hardly an exemplar of unity. Japan, Korea and China have been at war or at least, diplomatic discord, for
      centuries – some would argue longer. . . . It’s a region fraught with trauma and distrust – of themselves and
      their neighbours. . . . Now we have all these Asian nations jostling for a tiny space in Sydney’ (interview 4
      March 2015).
    


    
      Indeed, what is perhaps special about Chinatown Haymarket is that it harbours an
      extraordinary mix of different Asian provenances within a downtown space. But this does not only mean that
      specifically Asian racialized formations
      shouldn’t receive more detailed investigation: it also points to the important fact that the forms of
      hybridization in our account of trans-Asian urbanism speak to much more complex processes of mixing and
      hyphenation than easy and celebratory invocations of ‘multicultural harmony’ or ‘happy hybridity’ (Lo 2000; Noble
      2011). Trans-Asian cultural formations do not imply the generation of a frictionless, cosmopolitan fusion, but
      incorporate local manifestations of inter-Asian division, tension and even animosity, as we have shown in chapter
      6 with regard to the Chinese New Year Festival.
    


    
      Third, the implication of Mandarin-driven forces in Chinatown’s transformation gives
      pause to any simple boosterist narrative of a unified ‘community’, not to mention ‘resistance’, on the part of a
      once-‘frail Chinese community’ (Fitzgerald 2008c). At a time when ‘stalwart’ Cantonese restaurants are closing
      (for example, with the recent sale of the Hingara building mentioned in chapter 8 [Bolles 2017]), questions are
      being raised by new generations of Cantonese restaurateurs about their capacity to sustain a ‘traditional’
      cuisine in the face of Mandarin influences (Han and Liu 2017). There is a potentially fraught story of
      transactional politics unfolding in Chinatown Haymarket that cannot yet be told. Of course, Chinatown is no
      stranger to division and tension, especially in relation to the evolution of politics in China (Fitzgerald
      2008b). However, it is the case that, somewhat to our surprise, there appears to be little evidence so far in
      Sydney of the Cantonese activisms that have recently taken place in Vancouver: for example, art exhibitions
      protesting the ‘ominous signs of Mandarinization that have hovered over Chinatown in recent years’ (Klassen
      2015). Nonetheless, it can be said that the contours of contemporary relations among ‘new’ and ‘old’ Chinese –
      together with the proliferating Asian, linguistic, dialect, socio-economic and legal-status diversities, in all
      their local and generational improvisations – prefigure a new (dis)order of contention and uncertainty in
      Chinatown Haymarket.
    


    
      Succinctly, then, we are not proposing any uncritical endorsement or simple neo-liberal
      advocacy of an ‘open’ place where the walls come down, the heights go up and unity trumps diversity. Chinatown is
      entangled in trans-national networks of cultural and economic exchange of the kind we have examined in this book,
      but we grant that this also entails an imbrication of this place with the soaring inequities of wealth and
      property that accompany rising China’s distinctive adaptation of global capitalism in the Sydney context.
    


    
      This book has developed a case for thinking Sydney’s original Chinatown as ‘unbound’,
      released from the enclavic script that for so long delimited it. If it was once the case that, on entering
      Chinatown, ‘we’ knew where ‘we’ were – that is, in a clearly defined space within the urban scene – today it
      resists all senses of enclosure and containment. While Chinatown continues to be an idiosyncratic part of Sydney
      – and, indeed, was one of a number of areas formally declared as a ‘distinctive place’ in the 2013 Sydney
      Streets Code (City of Sydney 2013c) to guide
      improvements to streets, footpaths, landscaping and public domain spaces – it no longer conforms to the
      description of a time-capsuled East inside a modern-day West. Instead, what we witness in Sydney’s Chinatown
      today is the messiness and deep uncertainty of our contemporary moment, as an epochal shift in the global balance
      of power towards Asia, and especially China, makes its ramifications felt not only at the national level but,
      more acutely, at the local level of place. Chinatown, in this regard, is a place that embodies the complex and
      contradictory place-making forces that characterize this heady, perturbing, but also exhilarating time of global
      transition.
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