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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study, was to examine the correlates of socioeconomic status by
incorporating a set of ethnic demographic and ecological variables.

The analyses were attempted both at the individual and at the aggregate level. At the
individual level, samples representing the national population, the members of the
foreign-born group, members of six ethnic groups and that of the thirteen largest Census
Metropolitan Areas were examined. The results at the individual level,indicated that
demographic variables such as sex and age were mo1< influential on socioeconomic status than

ethnic variables. Among ethnic variables, use of English as a home language had the strongest

influence on socioeconomic status.

The aggregate analyses indicaied that both demographic and ethnic variables were

influential in explaining variation in socioeconomic status.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 The Research Problem

One of the dominant themes in Canadian sociology is the relationship between
ethnicity and social class. The purpose of this study is to investigate this relationship and
account for the factors which may explain differentials in social inequality among ethnic
groups. Data for the study is derived from the 1981 Canadian Census. A total of fifteen
variables are examined.

Social inequality is a persisting and pervasive feature of all societies, past and present.
The sociological importance of social inequality has been widely recognised among scholars
and social thinkers. Generally speaking, the concept of social inequality refers to the unequal
or uneven distribution of scarce and desired goods. From a sociological perspective, we are
confronted with the questions of 'who gets what?' "Why and how some groups get more than
others?’.

Manifestations of such inequality may be apparent along three major dimensions:
class, status and party, to use Weber's terminology. Within each dimension, a number of
indicators are used. In combination, these indicators include such things as social and political
power, occupational status, education, wealth or income. In this study, the emphasis is on
inequality among ethnic groups in terms of social class.

The study of ethnic inequality is important for at least two reasons. First it will assist
in understanding the type of race relations and associated opportunity structure which exist in
a given society. Second, it may provide new insights into state ethnic policies. For example,
Canada has adopted a policy of multiculturalism whereby all ethnic cultures are presumed to
be "equal”. Under this policy, all ethnic groups may be assisted in retaining their cultural
heritage (if they desire to do so). But this policy has been found to be effective only to the
extent it allows the symbolic display of the ethnic cultures. Beyond this, the policy of

multiculturalism has been a myth, particularly in terms of equalizing social and economic



opportunities for all ethnic groups. It is‘ expected that the present study will ’shcd some light
on this particular problem.

Porter's (1965) work on the 'Vertical Mosaic' has been a pioneering contribution in
this domain. In his study of ethnic affiliation and social class, Porter found that some ethnic
groups were relatively more advantaged than others. Porter's thesis was supported by a
number of researchers such as Richmond (1967a and 1973), Breton and Roseborough (1971),
Blishen (1970), Li (1978), Darroch (1980) and Weinfeld (1988). These studies reaffirm the
existence of ethnic inequality in Canada. The present study reassesses Porter's thesis of ethnic
inequality by examining the most recent census data for Canada.

Most of the earlier studies on ethnic inequality reflect some limitations in terms of
scope and methodology. A major methodological limitation of some of the earlier studies
involves the measurement of ethnicity (this issue is discussed in detail in Chapter Two).
Moreover, most of the earlier research is confined to relatively small samples, and is therefore
of questionable reliability. The present study attempts to overcome these shortcomings by
employing a methodologically more sound measure of ethnicity, as well as focusing on a
relatively larger sample. Furthermore, a broader perspective is taken in this study by

introducing demographic and ecological variables that are extraneous to ethnicity.

1.2 Theoretical Framework

This research attempts to investigate the web of relationships between ethnicity and
social class. The literature shows that there has been controversy regarding the
conceptualization of social class. It is therefore important to examine some of the theories
surrounding the concept of social class and clarify its premises for the present study.

Much interest in this domain has been generated by Marx's theory of social class.
According to Marx, society is dichotomized into two categories of people, which are
differentiated on the basis of their relationship to the means of production and distribution.

Application of such dichotomy based on property ownership, is of dubious value in the



Canadian context. With the changing economy, Canada has undergone considerable changes in
terms of its labour force structure as well as ownership and control of property (Porter
1965:20-21).

In view of this changing system, the concept of social class is also likely to acquire a
new meaning. Taking into account this changing system, new theories have emerged. In this
context Giddens' theory of social class draws our attention. Following Marx, Giddens
observes that means of production is a dominant factor in generating a class system (Giddens
1973:271,272). But Giddens also acknowledges the existence of a new category of people in
the class system which is distinguishable by its educational qualifications and skills. He
proposes a three dimensional framework for social class analysis, which includes property,
power and education. These three dimensions, Giddens maintains, will generate classes only to
the extent that they operate independently. But there are likely to be some deviations from the
three-dimensional pattern, when these categories overlap with one another or when some
external factors mediate the system. Because of such intricacies, the boundaries between
classes are often not easily discernible. Giddens' three-dimensional approach to social class
serves as a means of bridging the Marxist perspective with the more modern perspective. On
the one hand, Giddens takes into account the means of production as a criterion of social
class, which indicates a Marxist thrust. On the other hand, Giddens maintains that the soc.al
classes are not discrete categories and that some anomalies are likely to blur class boundaries.
He further maintains a three-dimensional concept of social class which closely corresponds to
the three-dimensional concept of socioeconomic status perceived by more contemporary
sociologists.

Some of the contemporary scholars conceptualize social class in terms of differences in
income, education, occupation and prestige. According to Blau and Duncan (1968: 6),
occupation constitutes an important component of the social stratification system in modern
industrial society. It is an indication of one's social status in the society and to some extent, it
scrves as a yardstick for assessing one's level of education as well as earning capacity.

Therefore, occupation, education and income, in combination are regarded as a measure of



one's sociveconomic status. This measure in turn, is regarded as a valid representation of
sccial class.

In the present research, social class is represented by the above noted measures of
socioeocnomic status. A major limitation of this approaches is that it tends to overlook the
element of social interaction among social classes, which reduces its sociological import.
Nonetheless, these socioeocnomic categories which are multi-dimensional in nature, appear to
be a useful measure of social class.

The emphasis in this study is on the relatiobship between social class and ethnicity. It
is presumed that differences in social class are explained by a number of factors of which
ethnicity is a critical one. Theories of ethnic stratification maintain that one's position in the
social class system is determined by the ethnic group to which he is born. A hierarchy of
ethnic goups is envisaged in these theories, which is congruent with the hierarchy of social
class. For a better understanding of the relationship between ehtnicity and social class, it is
crucial to examine some of the theories pertaining to che subordinate status of ethnic groups.

A pioneering theory in the domain of ethnic stratification is that of Noel's (1968). He
is of the opinion that ethnocentrism, competition and differential powér are the three criteria
for the emergence of a dominant/subordinate relationships among ethnic groups.

In a more comprehensive fashion, Kwan and Shibutani (1965) discussed the process of
ethnic stratification. They concluded that four different processes were involved in ethnic
stratification: differentiation, sustenance, disjunction and integration. This analysis provided
by Kwan and Shibutani delineates some of the major intricacies involved in the process of
ethnic stratification.

Van den Berghe's (1978) theory of racial stratification has also attracted much
attention among scholars, He develops a typology of race relations whereby two systems are
identified, namely the paternalistic system and the competitive system. The paternalistic
system is more prevalent in pre-industrial societies. This system follows a master-servant
model where roles and statuses are sharply defined along racial lines and are ascriptive in

nature. Therefore social mobility of racial groups in such societies is restricted.



In contrast to this, the competitive type of race relations is more prevalent in
industrialized societies. The dominant/subordinate relationship is nct as rigid as in the
paternalistic system. Racial membership remains ascribed, though class differences are not as
wide. There is more emphasis on achievement which provides an opportunity for social
mobility among the subordinate racial groups. The system also provides a potential for the
development of self -contained institutions for racial minorities, paralleling the institutions of
the dominant racial group. This eventually translates into a cleavage between the dominant
and subordinate racial groups.

This typology of race relations serves as a useful framework for analysing ethnic and
racial stratification from a macrosociological perspective. Van den Berghe's illustration of the
competitive system in particular, appears to be useful for understanding of ethnic
stratification in the Canadian context. The tension between ascription and achievement, to
which van den Berghe refers, provides a strong foundation for furthering ethnic stratification
theories in contemporary Canada.

One of the most widely recognised theories of social class in Canada was developed by
Porter (1965). Porter asserts that one's position in the social class system is determined by the
ethnic group in which he is born. A further methodological development of Porter's approach
is observed in the status attainment mode!l of Blau and Duncan (1967). This model posits that
occupational status is a function of prior achieved status and social origin variables such as
one's previous occupation, level of education, parents’ education and occupation.

The present study intends to investigate ethnic inequality from this bi-polar dimension
of ascription and achievement. As a further extension of this model, a set of demographic and
ecological factors are included for explaining the impact of ethnicity on social class. It is

expected that the inclusion of these structural variables, which are extraneous to ethnicity, will

widen our outlook regarding ethnic inequality.



1.3 Organisation of the Study

The chapter following examines the relevant literature on ethnic stratification. The
main objectives of the study are also elaborated in this chapter. Chapter Three discusses the
methodological procedures followed in the study, while Chapter Four provides detailed
information on the sample. The findings are presented in Chapters Five to Seven. In Chapter
Five differentials in socioeconomic status are examined for a sample representing the national
population as well as sub-samples representing the members of the foreign-born on the one
hand, and the members of various ethnic origins on the other. Chapter Six also examines
differentials in socioeconomic status but the analysis is based on Census Metropolitan Areas.
In Chapier Seven, the analysis is further extended by examining differentials in socioeconomic

status at an aggregate level. Finally, the conclusions are presented in Chapter Eight,



2. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The review of the literature in this chapter will be confined to studies which represent
one or the other of the distinct approaches to the measurement and or analysis of ethnic
affiliation. The results of this review will influence the methodological procedure to be
followed in the present study. For the purpose of this study, four main approaches are
identified: the ascriptive approach; the achievement approach; the demographic approach; and
the ecological approach. Studies which are discussed under each category may have elements
related to the other approaches. Thus, regardless of where a given study is classified, it should
be emphasized that such a study is not necessarily unmindful or unaware of the other
approaches. It is largely a question of emphasis, which has been the guiding principle in

making decisions about classification. Each of the four approaches will now be discussed in

turn.

2.1 Ascriptive Approach

Porter (1965) was the main proponent of the ascriptive approach. As mentioned
earlier in the introduction of this thesis, Porter's thesis is that ethnic origin, as an ascriptive
factor, has an influence on social class. As has been indicated, researchers supporting this
thesis are Richmond (1967a 1973), Blishen (1970), Breton and Roseborough (1971}, Forcese
(1973), Li (1978), Richmond and Kalbach (1980), Darroch (1980), Lautard and Loree
(1980), Pineo and Porter (1985). The extensive amount of research following this approach,
is illustrative of much controversy regarding the conceptualization of ethnic affiliation and its
methodological usage. Much of the research following this approach is bifurcated between the

use of single indicators of ethnicity on the one hand, and that of multiple indicators of

ethnicity on the other.

2.1.1 Single Indicators

Many differences prevail among those researchers who employed single indicators for

measuring ethnic affiliation. Porter (1965), for example, used 'ethnic origin' as an indicator



of ethnic affiliation. In the Canadian census, the question used for measuring ethnic origin is:
"To what ethnic group do you or your ancestors belong?" This question can only trace back
one's paternal ancestry (Blishen 1970:113). Aside from paternal lineage, the option between
'you or your ancestors' can give misleading answers where ethnic affiliation might refer to a
respondent’s ancestors without referring to his/her current ethnic affiliation or vice versa.
Above all, the question simply allows us to trace back one's ancestral roots without referring
to subjective or voluntary affiliation with an ethnic group.

In contrast, Blishen (1970:10) used country of birth as a measure of ethnicity. Others
like Richmond (1967a, 1973) used national origin. Both country of birth and national origin
are effective indicators, to the extent the respondent is a first generation immigrant. For the
Canadian born, however, country of birth and national origin lose their significance. For
example, Pineo and Porter (1985:359) observe that for native-born Canadians ethnicity is less
likely to be a significant component of their identity. With subsequent generations, ethnic
groups are likely to lose some of their ethnic attributes and assimilate into the mainstream
society, even though some aspects of their ethnic identity are still retained.

A more meaningful indicator for examining the effects of ethnicity on occupational
status would be to separate foreign-born and native-born groups. The members of the
native-born groups, because of their birth and social upbringing in a Canadian environment,
are expected to have a different set of value orientations than the members of the
foreign-born group. Such visible social differences between the two groups are likely to have a
differential impact on socioeconomic status.

In this context, Boyd (1985:405) observes that native-born males who received their
education in Canada are at a relatively advantageous position in the labour market since their
education is more readily accepted by their employers. Compared to this, the foreign-born
members not only face the barrier of translating their education from their original home
country to the Canadian labour market, but they also face the challenge of gaining fluency in

the language of the host society.



From a theoretical standpoint, the indigeneous population is likely to have more
political power and discriminate against migrants (Rex 1970). While this theory may hold true
for some groups at a certain point in time, it may not be the case for others. For example,
changes in immigration policy to recruit highly professional and skilled labourers may suggest
that, on the average, members of the foreign-born group may occupy a relatively higher
socioeconomic status than members of the native-born group.

Empirical research along this line is not entirely consistent. For example Nam (1959)
in a study of ten nationality groups in the U.S.A., found that the native-born groups occupy
a relatively higher socioeconomic status than their foreign-born counterparts, when age and
social origin are controlled for. Similarly, Duncan and Duncan (1968;362) found that the
native-born ethnic groups are found in relatively higher occupational status than the
immigrant groups.

In the Canadian context, Kalbach (1970:220) suggesis that on the whole, the
native-born groups occupy higher status jobs compared to the foreign-born groups. Contrary
to this, Blishen (1970) in a study of the native-born Canadians with eleven foreign-born
groups found the foreign-born groups to be in a relatively better occupational status than the
native-born groups. Others like Boyd (1985:423), found that the native-born groups occupy a
middle range position between high status and low status immigrant groups. Clearly, the
occupational inequality between the native-ﬁotn and foreign-born groups is not uniform
across the spectrum. Further research needs to be done before any definite conclusions can be
drawn.

Other than nativity, ethnic language is another component of ethnicity that is likely to
influence socioeconomic status. But language is also likely to have little significance among
native-born Canadians. ! For the immigrant group however, use of one's ethnic language, or
a deficiency in the use of the language of the host society can be a major impediment towards
high status occupations in the labour market. For example, Porter (1965:69) notes that many

immigrants went into low status occupations because of their deficiency in use of English and

! Darroch and Marston (1972:17) found that English is the mother tongue of a
significant number of ethnic groups who are of non British origin.
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French which are the languages of of the charter groups (currently recognised as the offcial
laanguages of Canada). Thus, ethnic groups whose home language is other than English or
French are often less fluent in these official languages. Therefore, they are likely to be at a
relatively disadvantageous position in the labour market compared to those who are more
fluent in the language of the host society. This means that occupational inequality may alsc
be attributed to the use of ethnic language or, conversely, the extent of fluency in the
language of the host country. The works of Tepperman (1975), Reitz (1977), Boulet and
Veltman (1981), Boyd (1981), and McRoberts(1985) are examples where language was uscd
as a correlate of occupational inequality. Specifically, these studies indicate that the
Anglophones more often are better placed occupationaly than the Francophones.

It appears that each of these indicators, i.e. ethnic origin, place of birth, and
language, despite some limitations, are nevertheless important in explaining discrepancies in

the socioeconomic status.

2.1.2 Multiple Indicators

Some researchers attempted to examine the effect of ethnicity on social class, by
employing multiple indicators of ethnicity.

Goldlust and Richmond (1974), in their study of immigrants' adaptation process,
employed multiple predictors such as birth place, mother tongue and religion, and found them
to be relatively less influential in explaining variation in social mobility, compared to
education, length of residence and age on arrival. The use of multiple indicators in this study
is a significant methodological contribution to the literature of ethnic stratification. But the
extent to which their findings hold true, remains to be seen.

Contrary to Goldlust and Richmond's findings, Ornstein (1981) found that place of
birth and mother tongue to be influential factors in explaining variation in socioeconomic
status among ethnic groups. But again, Ornstein’s research is confined to the province of

Ontario only which limits the generality of his findings.
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A national study of the impact of selected social origin variables on occupational
status was carried out by Boyd (1981). A number of sub-samples representing ethnic origin,
nativity, linguistic origin, and sex were used in this study. Boyd concludes that occupational
disparity exists within each of the sub-samples and contends that this disparity is largely
accounted for by by social origin variables. Boyd's research, while addressing the issue of
occupational inequality for each of the sub-samples, does not take into account the
differential effects of ethnic variables.

Literature reviewed so far, indicates that two main perspectives have been followed by
researchers in studying ehtnic inequality. One group of researchers treated ethnicity as a
correlate of occupational or socioeconomic status. The works of Porter (1965), Blishen
(1970), Boulet and Veltmen (1978), Li (1978), Darroch (1980), Forcese (1980), Omstein
(1981), Lautard and Loree (1984), Pineo and Porter (1985) are some of the examples who
followed this perspective. Another group of researchers treated ethnic groups as sub-samples
and examined inter-ethnic occupational diffeiences. Some examples in this context are the
works of Breton and Roseborough (1971), Cuneo and Curtis (1975), Boyd (1981), Boyd
(198S).

In the present study, both strategies will be used. Firstly, ethnic variables will
examined as correlates of socioeconomic status. Secondly, ethnic groups will be treated as
sub-samples whereby, differentials in socioeconomic status of each of these sub-samples will
be examined. Therefore each of the approaches examined in literature review will be
considered from this dual perspective.

We also observed some ambiguity regarding conceptualiztion of ethnicity among
rsearchers who employed single indictors of ethnicity. In order to overcome this ambiguity, we
shall employ multiple indicators of ethnicity, wherein three different indictors i.e ethnic

origin, place of birth, and use of home language will be included.
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2.2 Achievement Approach

In contrast to the ascriptive syndrome, some researchers posit an achicvement
syndrome in explaining variation in socioeconomic status among ethnic groups. They argue
that differences in socioeconomic status can be explained to a large extent by differences in
eductional and occupational aspirations (Rosen 1956, and 1959). However, studies by Breton
and Roseborough (1971) do not support this approach. Similar findings are reported by
Featherman (1971). Ornstein’s research on occupational mobility is yet another example in
this context. He examined the effects of ethnic origin, place of birth language and place of
education on occupational status. He found that many of the differences in occupational
status can be attributed to differences in place of birth, mother tongue and place of
education. This indicates that aside from ethnic variables other variables such as place of
education are useful in explaining variation in the socioeconomic status of ethnic groups.

Other studies such as those of Li (1978), Goldlust and Richmond (1974), Reitz
(1973), Featherman (1971:220) Duncan and Duncan (1968:363) have indicated that level of
education is an important factor in explaining differences in socioeconomic status across
ethnic groups.

As a further explanation to this viewpoint (influence of education on socioeconomic
status), it is maintained that differences in level of education is attributed to differences in
equality of opportunity in making education available. For example, Conant (1961), and
Sexton (1961) in their study of racial inequality in education have indicated that the American
blacks and Puerto Ricans have been deprived from benefits relating to educational
opportunities. In the Canadian context ethnic inequlaity in terms of educational opportunities
was found between the French and the British ethnic groups (Rocher 1965). Some scholars
such as Dofny and Riox (1964) are of the opinion that the French Canadians are not only
identifiable as an ethnic group but also as social class. They occupy a relatively lower social
class poosition and therefore are less priviliged in terms of access to educational opportunities.
Porter (1965) in his analysis of social class and educational opportunities has succinctly

pointed out that differences in geographic composition and ethnic composition detcrmines to
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some exteni the kind of educational facilities which are available.

In addition to level of education, researchers have included other social origin
variables. In other words occupational inequality is explained in terms of bi-polar dimensions
of ascription and achievement. In this context, Blau and Duncan (1967) postulated a social
stratification model, which demonstrates that occupational inequality among ethnic groups,

. can be attributed to differences in social origin such as education, first occupation, and
father's occupation. The works of Durican and Duncan (1968), Featherman (1971) Cuneo
and Curtis (1975) and Li (1978) are examples where Blau and Duncan's model has been
employed.

These studies are an improvement over earlier research, in the sense that they employ
multivariate analyses as compared to earlier studies most of which employed bivariate
analyses. Such studies employing a framework which goes beyond the limits of ascription,
have made worhtwhile contributions. However, given the limitations of census data, social

origin variables are excluded from the present study.

2.3 The Demographic Approach

A third approach introduced in the literature on ethnic stratification is the
demographic approach. This approach entails the incorporation of demographic variables
along with ethnic variables for explaining variation in socioeconomic ~*sti:s. The literature
reviewed indicates little evidence of such an approach.

Lautard and Loree (1984), in their study of ethnic stratification in Canada,
introduced sex along with ethnicity in order to explain variation in socioeconomic status.
Employing the index of dissimilarity, they concluded that ethnic differentiation within the
female component of the labour force is less than that of the male component. Inasmuch as
their findings are regarded as a valuable contribution to the literature on ethnic stratification,
the methodological procedures for their study are subject to question. The index of

dissimilarity has its shortcomings, in the sense that it allows comparison of only two groups at
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a time and does not make allowance for an overall assessment of more than two groups.

Goldlust and Richmond's (1974) study of adaptation of immigrants in Canada

.included demographic variables such as length of residence, nativity, and selected social origin
variables such as father's occupation and education. They found that occupational differences
between the foreign-born and native-born could be largely explained by the combined effects
of father's occupation, education, present occupation, age and length of residence in Toronto.

Other researchers have introduced age as a demographic variable along with ethnic
variables for examining occupational mobility. The work of McRoberts et al (1976) is an
example in this context.

Boyd (1985) in a study of occupational attainment of native and foreign-born
groups,included age at immigration as a control variable and found that those immigrants who
migrated to Canada prior to age 17 have higher educational and occupation‘al attainment than
those immigrants who migrated at age 17 or later. More recently, Li (1988) examined the net
effect of ethnic origin on schooling and income by controlling the effects of sex, age, natvity
and social class. He found that the net effects of ethnic origin on income and education get
attenuated when these control variables are introduced.

While these studies may be useful in facilitating our understanding of discrepency in
socioeconomic status from a broader perspective that is extraneous to ethnicity, they provide
very little support for arriving at any level of generalization. To date, the studies utilizing this
(demographic) approach have been sporadic and more in isolation employing mostly single
demographic factors within a framework of ethnic or social origin variables. The thrust in the
literature has been more towards an ascriptive or achievement approach rather than
demographic. Very little attempt has been made towards studies which systematically
incorporate a set of demographic and ethnic variables within a common framework. An
attempt will therefore be made in the present study to incoporate both ethnic and
demographic variables within a common framework. The set of demographic variables that
are included in the present study are age, age at arrival, length of residence, sex, family size

and mobility.
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a. Age :
Some of the studies on occupational mobility have included age-cohorts as a variable

in explaining differences in occupational mobility. For example, as mentioned earlier Nam
(1974) in a study of ten nationality groups in the U.S.A., found that native-born groups have
a relatively higher socioeconomic status than the foreign-born groups, when age and social
origih are controlled. This means that there are likely to be variations in socioeconomic status
in terms of aée-cohorts. McRoberts et al (1976) found that differences in occupation decrease
as one moves from the older to younger age cohorts.

From a theoretical viewpoint, age is expected to be of much relevance in explaining
discrepancies in socioeocnomic status. For example, Anderson and Frideres (1980) speculate
that ethnicity is likely to diminish with age. Based on this speculation, it is assumed that age
will have an influence on socioeconomic status, with the younger age group having a relatvely

higher socioeconomic status than the older age group.

b. Age at Arrival:

Age cohorts by themselves however, are not very meaningful in explaining variation in
socioeconomic status of members of foreign-born ethnic groups, unless their age at arrival
and length of residence in the receiving society are taken into acccunt.

The literature on adaptation of immigrant groups in the receiving society indicates
that immigrants who arrive at a younger age are likely to adapt to the receiving society faster
than those who arrive at a relatively older age. For example, Goldlust and Richmond
(1974:205) in their study of immigrant adaptation found that among immigrants, low age on
arrival was associated with high education and more rapid acculturation (acculturation in this
context refers to some level of cultural conformity to the host society on the part of the
immigrant group). This implies that in the long run, those members who arrived in Canada at
a relatively young age are likely to be at a more advantageous position in terms of attaining

high socioeconomic status than those who arrived at a relatively older age.
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Boyd (1985), as mentioned earlier, in her study of immigration and occupational
attainment found that immigrants who arrived prior to age 17 had higher educational and
occupational attainments than those who migrated after age 17. Her rationale for this age
break was to distinguish the status of immigrants prior to migrating in Canada. Chances are
that immigrants who migrated prior to age 17 entered Canada as part of a family and
completed their schooling in Canada which is more readily acceptable in the Canadian labour
market and in the long run, an advantage in terms of attaining high socioeconomic status.
This however is not the case for members who arrived in Canada after age 17. It is quite
likely that these members had their education outside Canada. Consequently, with their
foreign education, they are likely to encounter some barrier in translating their educational
experiences in the Canadian labour market. Apparently they are more likely to be placed at a
relatively disadvantageous position in the Canadian labour market.

Trovato and Grindstaff (1986:570) in their study of the economic status of
native-born and foreign-born women at age thirty, hypothesized that women who migrated to
Canada during their adolescence or later years of life are likely to have relatively lower
socioeconomic status than those who migrated to Canada during their childhood. They
maintain that the implication of this hypothesis is that the longer the immigrants reside in the
host society, the higher the level of adjustment and acculturation to the new society. From
their study they concluded that among the foreign-born women (both single and ever
married) those who came to Canada during their childhood are at a relatively more
advantaged position in the economic structure than those who arrived in Canada at a
relatively older age. From this research it appears that among members of the foreign-born
group those who arrive in Canada at a relatively younger age are more likely to have higher
socioeconomic status than those who arrive at a relatively older age. Thus, age at immigration
appears to be an important variable in explaining variation in socioeocnomic status. The
present research therefore intends to include this variable for explaining variation in

socioeconomic status.
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c.Length of Residence:
For the foreign-born members, their length of residence in Canada is also expected to

explain variation in socioeconomic status. With longer length of residence in a new
environment, the foreign-born ethnic groups are expected to adapt better. For instance,
Lieberson (1963) notes that variation in assimilation among the foreign-born groups is
apparently related to recency of arrival. As mentioned earlier, Goldlust and Richmond (1974)
in their study of adaptation of immgrants found length of residence as one of the variables
influencing social mobility. It is expected that with long lengt residence in the receiving
country, the immigrants adapt better and apparently are more likely to improve their
socioeconomic status. Thus, length of residence is expected to have a positive infleunce on the
socioeconomic status of immigrant groups. To what extent this is true in the Canadian context

remains unanswered. From this standpoint, this variable, i.e length of residence has bee

included in the present study.

d.Sex:

Another demographic variable that is expected to influence the socieconomic status of
ethnic groups is sex. Even though much research has attempted to examine sexual inequality,
there is very little evidence of research explaining the role of sex in explaining variation in
socioeconomic status of ethnic groups. Research on sexual inequality in the Canadian context
indicates that the male members of the society are in a relatively higher socioeconomic status
than their female counterparts (Abella 1986, Boyd 1986, Fox and Fox 1986, Denton and
Hunter 1982, Goyder 1981).

Boyd et al (1981) (as referred earlier), in a study of status attainment model,
examined differences in status attainment across a number of sub-groups including sex, ethnic
origin, nativity, and linguistic groups. They found that the influence of social origin variables
is much stronger for men than for women. This is still apparent when gender is broken down
by nativity. It therefore appears that male members representing the larger society as well as

those from sub-cultural groups are at a relatively higher socioeconomic status than their
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female counterparts. Further research is required for a verification of the findings. The
present research therefore attempts to include sex as a variable in order to ascertain the role
of sex in explaining variation in socioeconomic status, controlling for a number of other
ethnic and demographic variables. Given the existing disparity in socioeconomic status in
terms of sex, it is expected that male ethnic groups are likely to have relatively higher

socioeconomic status than their female counterparts.

e. Family Size:

Another demographic factor that is likely to affect the socioeconomic status of ethnic
groups is that of family size. Earlier research indicates that there is a:. .nverse relationship
between family size and socioeconomic status (Kenneth 1970). Trovato (1986:580) on
examining the socioeconomic status attainment of native-born and foreign-born women found
that among both groups, the larger the family size, the lower the proportion of women with
education, occupation and income achievement. It has also been found that, educational
opportunities become limited with an increase in family size (Cuneo and Curtis 1975:18).
With such limitations in educational opportunities, the chances of attaining high
socioeconomic status is also attenuated. It is therefore expected that other things being equal,
members representing small-size families are likely to have relatively higher socioeconomic

status than those with large families.

f.Mobility Status:

It is also expected that geographic mobility is likely to have an influence on ethnic
occupational differences. Research on geographic mobility indicates that professional men
have a higher mobility rate than unskilled and semi-skilled workers (Gallaway 1967a, 1967b),
Blau and Duncan (1967), Petersen (1972), Sharma (1980), Sandefur and Wilbur (1981:358)
note that individuals in relatively high status occupations are more mobile than those in
relatively low status occupations. The expectations of reward associated with such high status

occupations is a source of influence for such mobility. Therefore, it is expected that ethnic
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groups who are geographically mobile are likely to have higher socioeconomic status than

those who are not mobile.

2.4 The Ecological Approach

Another relevant area of research that warrants attention is based on the ecological
approach. Most ecological studies treat urban communities as areal units and focus on
aggregate or group level of analysis. Studies at the individual level often do not provide
enough information to derive generalization at macro level. Studies at the aggregate level,
more specifically when urban centres are treated as areal units, are of much.relevance for
more explicit understanding of the structural differences that may be operating independent of
the individual level analysis. Blau {1960:179) contends that structural effects show that social
pressures originating outside the individual personality are responsible for the difference in the
dependent variable. From this perspective, it becomes crucial to examine such structural
effects that operate within a larger framework of a group or community in explaining patterns
of variation in the dependent variable.

In this research, an attempt is therefore made to examine variation in scoioeconomic
status at the community level, more specifically, at the level of CMAs. Most of the ecological
studies attempted earlier, focussed on aggregate data sets because of lack of data sets at the
individual level. The present research will concentrate on both individual leve! data set as well
as aggregate level data set, which will allow us to examine the structural effects as well as
individual effects independent of each other. In terms of availability of data and feasibility of
the present research, three ecological variables are included. They are, proportion of minority
groups, proportion of labour force in manufacturing, and size of cities. An elaboration of

each of these variables follows below.

a. Proportion of Minority Groups:
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Many of the earlier studies on racial or ethnic inequality sought to explain variation in
occupation by taking the proportion of minority group present in a community (Blalock 1956,
1957, Brown and Fuguitt 1965, Frisbie and Neidert 1977, Jiobu and Marshall 1971, La Gory
and Magnani 1979, Martin and Poston 1972, Wilcox and Roof 1978). In this context, two
theoretical stances have been taken to explain the group.

According to the first theoretical perspective, job competition between the subordinate
group and the dominant group intensifies with an increase in the size of a minority group.
Therefore, hostility between the two groups increases (Blalock 1967).

The second perspective is built around the premise that the labour market is split
along racial lines with minorities working in less desirable occupations (Bonacich 1972 1976).
This viewpoint is further extended by Frisbie and Neidert 1971 who maintain that a larger
proportion of a given minority offers cheap labour for the society at large. Thus, members of
a minority group are allocated to the least desirable occupations thereby providing
opportunities for members of dominant group to move to relatively higher status occupations.

While the iwo viewpoints explicate differences regarding the influence of relative size
of minority groups on occupational status, both however, conclude that the relative size of
minority groups in a community can be expected to have some impact on occupational
inequality.

Empirical research along this line demonstrated that occupational disparity between
racial groups increases with an increase in the size of minority group. For example, Blalock
(1956, 1957), Brown and Fuguitt (1972), Frisbie and Neidert (1977) found that the larger the
proportion of minority groups, the greater the income disparity. In a similar vein, Turner
(1951), Brown and Fuguitt (1972), Lagory and Magnani (1979), Wilcox and Roof (1978)
Frisbie and Neidert 1971), Glenn (1963), Semyonov and Scott (1983) found that occupational
disparity between racial groups increased with an increase in the relative size of minority
groups. These studies did not take into account ethnic disparity in socioeconomic status per
se. Instead, these studies examined ethnic disparity in income or occupation, Ethnic disparity

in income or occupation have some relevance for this study because both income and
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occupation are regarded as indicators of socioeconomic status.

It is also important to note that research in this domain has been mostly undertaken
in the U.S.A. In Canada, research in this domain has been almost negligible. Thercfore, an
attempt is being made in this study to take into account the influence of proportion of
minority groups on socioeconomic status. While earlier studies along this line have
demonstrated that occupational disparity tends to be greater with an increase in the relative
size of a minority group, it is beyond the scope of the present study to examine this
hypothesis specifically. The intent of the present study is to examine the hypothesis that

socioeconomic status will vary with the relative size of minority groups.

b. Proportion of Labour Force in Manufacturing Industries:

In addition to the influence of relative size of minority-groups on socioeconomic
status, it is also expected that other structural components of the community such as the
industrial composition, will have an influence on socioesconomic status.

Thompson (1963) notes that manufacturing economies tend to have greater equality
between racial groups, because the range of occupations included within this category is
relatively narrow compared to some of the other industries. Therefore, a high proportion of
labour force in manufacturing industries means a tendency towards more homogeneous
o-cupations and therefore relatively lower level of disparity in socioeconomic status.

Research in this domain has in fact indicated that the occupational disparity between
racial groups is inversely related with an increase in the proportion of labour force in
manufacturing industries. For example Turner (1951), in an attempt to explain occupational
disparity between racial groups, found that proportion of labour force in manufacturing (out
of eight different industries that he included in his study) was the most influential variable in
explaining occupational disparity and that the two variables were inversely related. Similar

findings were reported by Frisbie and Neidert (1977), Lagory and Magnani (1979), and Jiobu

and Marshall (1971).
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Again most of these studies regarding the influence of industries in explaining
occupational disparity, were concentrated in the U.S.A., with little evidence in the Canadian
context. Thus, the present study intends to investigate along this line as well, thereby
examining the influence of proportion of labour force in manufacturing industries in
explaining variation on socioeconomic status. The hypothesis to be examined is that
socioeconomic status varies with an increase in the proportion of labour force in

manufacturing.

c. Size of Cities:

Another ecological variable that is expected to explain some variation in socioeconomic
status is size of urban centres, more specifically city size. According to Hoch (1976) large
metropolitan areas are associated with high levels of overall income differentiation. Lagory
and Magnani (1979) also maintain that size of metropolitan area is associated with a decreasc
in occupational disparity in racial groups. Contrary to this, Wirth (1938) and Fischer (1971)
contend that levels of tolerance are relatively higher in large metropolitan areas than in
smaller areas. Also greater job opportunities in large metropolitan areas would attract more
highly qualified labour force (regardless of racial or ethnic background) to these large size
cities. This means that occupational disparity between racial or ethnic group is likely to
decrease with increasing size of cities.

While such controversies regarding the influence of city size on occupational disparity
of ethnic or racial group precludes us from drawing any generalizations, it nevertheless
instigates further inquiry along this line.

Empirical research regarding this aspect while suggestive of occupational disparity
between racial groups, is not indicative of any definite pattern. For example, Hoch (1976) in
a study of effect of population size on wage rate, found that on the whole there was a
positive association between population size and wage rate. But this association was found to
be stronger for whites than for blacks. But the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analyses (1973) has

documented that city size has a stronger positive influence on the economic condition of
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blacks than whites. While such findings leave one to speculate about the effect city size has on
the pattern of occupational disparity across ethnic or racial groups, it nonetheless lends some
credence to the more general assumption that city size has an influence on the occupational
distribution of racial or ethnic groups.

This assumption is further supported by Lagory and Magnani (1979) in their study of
structural correlates of black and white occupational differentiation in United States. They
found that size of urban centres had strong influence on the level of occupational
differentiation between racial groups. More specifically, their results indicate that the black
racial group is more successful in competing with whites in larger metropolises than in smaller
ones.

In a Canadian study, Pineo (1985} indicated that occupational disparity varied across
communities and this disparity is much larger than the disparity at the provincial level,
Pineo's study did not focus specificaily on the effect of community size on occupational
disparity. Rather, the focus was on the effects of patterns of migration upon occupational
atiainment, whereby the effect of community size on occupational discrepancy was examined
as a background for understanding the effects of patterns of migration upon occupation.
Therefore, the findings while suggestive of occupational disparity across communities, do not
provide enough insight for further speculations.

A more significant contribution in this context has been made by Boyd (1985).'In a
study of differences in occupational attainment between members of foreign-born and
native-born groups in Canada, Boyd found that occupational disparity between members of
foreign-born and native-born groups, increases with size of urban centres. More specifically,
her findings indicate that in large urban centres the members of the foreign-born group have
relativley lower occupational status than their native-born counterparts.

In this study, an attempt will be made to examine the influence of city size on the
socioeconomic status of ethnic groups. While Boyd's study was confined specifically to the
foreign-born and native-born groups, the present study intends to extend the inquiry to ethnic

groups as well. The hypothesis to be tested in this context is that disparity in socioeconomic
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status of ethnic groups will increase with size of cities.

Thus far, an attempt has bees made to review some selective literature relevant for
our siudy. The review indicated four main approaches along which research has been
conducted. However, very little attempt has been made to incorporate all fous approaches in a
broad framework to examine the correlates of socioeconomic status. This is precisely what the

present study will attempt to do.

2.5 Main Objectives of the Study
The preceding review of the literature has addressed a number relevant issues that
merit further investigation. The present study seeks to reassess the role of ethnicity in
explainig variation in socioeconomic status, by including a set of variables extraneous to
ethnicity. Each of the four approaches examined in the literature review has provoked further
inquiry. For example, research along the ascriptive approach indicated a bifurcation between

single and multiple indicators (representing ethnic affiliation).

Therefore, thz first objective of this study is to examine the role of ethnicity in explaining
variation in socioeconomic status by including multipl: indicators i.e ethnic origin, place of birth

and home language.

The achievement approach documented that influence of ethnic origin and place of birth on
socioeconomir; status gets attenuated when level of education is taken into account(Goldlust
and Richmond, 1974). While other researchers following the bi-polar perspective of
achievement and ascription, maintain that educational opportunities are largely determined by
one's ascriptive or ethnic origin. This means that variation in socioeconomic status is not only
explained by ethnic origin but also by lack of educational opportunitics. In other words, aside
from ethnicity, variation in socioeconomic status is explained by level of education, which in

turn is attributed to one's ethnic origin. The aim of present research is to extend this inquiry



by examining effect of ethnic origin, nativity as weli as use of home language on
socioeconomic status through the mediating effects of level of education and conversely to
examine the influence of ethnic origin, nativity and use of home language on sociceconomic

status, when level of education is introduced as a contral variable.

The second objective of this research is then to examine the effects of ethnic origin, place of
birth and home language on socioeconomic status through the mediating effects of education
and conversely, to examine the effects of ethnic origin, place of birth and home language, when

education is held constant.

In the demographic domain available evidence mainfests a number of assumptions that
warrant further verification. A number of demographic variables have been introduced in this
context, including: age, age at immigration, length of residence, sex, mobility status and
family size. Some hypotheses have been formulated regarding the influence of each of these

varibles on socioeconomic status. The next set of objectives therefore involve the testing of

the following hypotheses:

Socioeconomic status is likely to be negatively associated with age cohorts, with members of

older age groups in relatively lower socioeconomic status than members of younger age groups.

Socioeconomic status of the foreign-born or immigrant group is positively related with age at
immigration, indicating high socioeconomic status for those members who arrived in Canade at

a relatively younger age than those who arrived at a relatively older age.

Socioeconomic status of foreign-born or immigrant groups is positively associated with length of
residence. In other words, the socioeconomic status of foreign-born groups is likely to rise with

longer length of stay in Canada.
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Socioeconomic status is positively associated with sex, meaning that male members are likely to

have a relatively higher socioeconomic status than their female counterparts.

Socioeocnomic status is negatively associated with family size, i.e with large family size there is

likely to be a decline in socioeconomic status.

Socioeconomic status is positively associated with geographic mobility, meaning tha: people who
are geographically mobile are more likely to have high socioeconomic status than those who are

not.

Aside from demographic factors, ecological factors have also been found to be
influential in explaining variations in socioeconomic status across ethnic groups. Earlier
research has indicated that size of city, the porportion of minority groups, and the proportion
of the labour force have an influence on socioeoconomic status. Therefore, the ninth, tenth
and eleventh objectives of our study are to examine the following hypotheses.

Socioeconomic status is likely to vary with proportion of labour force in manufacturing.

Sacioecoeconomic status is likely to vary with variation in proportion of minority groups.

Socioeconomic status is likely to vary with size of cities.



3. METHODOLOGY

This chapter deals with the methodological issues involved in testing the preceding

hypotheses. The chapter is divided into four sections which are as follows:

3.1 Source of Data
3.2. Individual Level Analyses
3.3 Aggregate Level Analyses

3.4. Scope and Limitations of Study

3.1 Source of Data

The data for this study has been obtained from a secondary source, namely, the 1981
Canadian Census. More specifically, the Public Use Sample Tape representing 2% of‘ the
original sample at the individual level has been used. Use of data from a secondary source like
the census not only is advantageous in terms of time and money, but also provides
information on a large scale, whereby it is possible to include a greater range of variables and
employ some étatistical techniques for more sophisticated analysis. The data have been
analyzed both at the individual and aggregate levels. Each unit of analysis is discussed in

detail below.

At the inidividual level, the analysis deals with a national sample, sub-samples of
foreign-born ethnic group, and sub-samples of six ethnic groups as well as samples
representing the thirteen largest Census Metropolitan Areas of Canada. These Census

Metropolitan areas are as follows: Halifax, Quebec, Montreal, Ottawa-Hull, Toronto,
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Hamilton, St.Catherines-Niagara, Kitchener, London, Winnipeg, Calgary, Edmonton and
Vancouver. For the rest of this study, Census Metropolitan Areas will be referred to as

CMAs.

3.2.1 Operationalization of Varigbles

A total of 15 variables have been included in our study, all of which are listed below

a. Age

b. Ethnic Origin

c. Home Language

d. Place of Birth

e. Highest Level of Schooling

f. Occupation

g. Total Income

h. Age at Immigration

i. Period of immigration

j. Sex

k. Mobility Status

1. Census Family Size

m. Socioeconomic Status

n. Proportion of Minority Groups
0. Percentage Employed in Manufacturing Industries

The definition and measurement of each of these variables is delineated in the next
section. It should be noted that the definition of each of these variables is derived from the

Dictionary of the 1981 Census.



29

a. Age
Age is derived from date of birth. This study is restricted to the age group 15-65

which is the working age population.
b.Ethnic Origin :

Ethnic origin refers to the ethnic group to which the respondent or the respondent's
ancestors belonged on first coming to Canada. The 1981 census listed twenty two ethnic
categories. These categories are provided in Appendix A. Some of these categories were
numerically too small for statistical analyses. So these categories have been collapsed into six
which are as follows: British, French, North-West Europeans, South-East Europeans,
Non-Eurpeans, and those groups with multiple ethnic identity. The British and the French as
the two charter groups need to be differentiated from all other groups. Hence in this study
they are identified as two distinct categories. The North-West Europeans and the South-East
Europeans have been differentiated on the basis of their broad geographic origins.

The North-West Europeans include the Dutch, Germans, Scandinavians and the Jews.
(Even though the geographic origin of the Jews overlaps North-West Europe and South-East
Europe, they have been included with the North-West Europeans). Earlier research indicated
that this group was well represented in high occupations along with the Dutch and
Scandinavians (Porter 1965). The inclusion of Jews with members of the South-East
European ethnic group is likely to over-rep.esent and distort the occupational distribution of
the latter.

The South-East Europeans include the Croatians, Serbians, Italians, Greeks,
Hungarians, Polish, Portuguese, and Ukrainians.

The non-European category includes Chinese, Africans, and all others who are not
included in the above four categories. Even though these ethnic groups do not belong to the
same geographic region, they have some common criteria such as their status as visible
minorities and their relatively more recent period of immigration to Canada compare to the
European ethnic groups. Moreover, the Non-European ehtnic categories are numerically too

small to be identified as independent categories. So they have been collapsed under one
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category and labelled as Non-European.

Multiple identity includes those ethnic groups who reported more than one ethnic
origin. Since these members appear to identify with more than one ethnic origin they will be
referred to as members with multiple identity.
c.Home Language:

Home Language refers to the specific language spoken at home by the respondent at
the time of the Census. If more than one language was spoken, then the language most often
spoken by the respondent was entered. This variable is different from mother tongue which
refers to the language first learned in childhood and which is still understood by the
respondent. Since home language refers to the actual use of the variable, it is regarded as a
more valid indicator for our purpose. This variable has been recoded into three categories, i.c.
English, French, and others. This variable has been further transformed into dummy variables

for the regression analyses.

d.Place of Birth:

Place of birth refers to the country in which the respondent was born. A total of
thirty-two categories are provided for this variable. These categories are included in Appendix
A. For the present study however, this variable has been dichotomized in terms of native-born

and foreign-born. Hence this variable is referred as nativity.

¢.Highest Level of Schooling:

Highest level of schooling refers to the highest grade or years of elementary school,
secondary school or university, ever attended; and whether or not additional training in the
form of vocational, or post-secondary non-university was present. Those currently enrolled
were asked to report their present year or grade. The 1981 Census provides 11 categories for
this variable. (See Appendix A). The number of years of schooling more clearly indicates

one's level of education, a term which will be used in the rest of the study.
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f.Occupation:
Occupation refers to the specific kind of work the person did on the job as

determined by self report,including the description of the most important duties and the job
title. Sixteen categories of this variable have been entered by the 1981 Census, based on the
Canadian Classification and Dictionary of Occupation. These categories are known to have a
'desirable degree of homogeneity with respect to the kind of work performed’. However
Pineo, Porter and McRoberts (1977) in their attempt to reassess the validity of these
categories,found some limitations in terms of homogeneity within each of them. They
concluded that aggregating these sixteen groups of occupation into three categories on the
basis of mean prestige score and standard deviations derived from Pineo and Porter's 1967
study would make these categories more valid in terms of their homogeneity. The present
study will aggregate the occupational categories into the three categories identified by Pineo
Porter and McRoberts (1977). These categories are as follows:
upper white collar
clerical, sales and service
crafts, trades and manual

In this study these categories have been identified as high status occupations, medium

status occupations and low status occupations respectively.

g.Total Income:

Total income refers to the sum of money received during 1980 by an income receipient
from the following sources:
wage and salaries, net income from non-farm self employment, net income from farm self
employment, old age pension, family allowances, unemployment insurance benefits, other
government payments, investment income, retirement pensions and other money income.
Income has been entered in thousands of dollars and ranges from no income to $100,000 or
higher. Individuals immigrating to Canada in 1981 have zero income. Also, all individuals in

Hutterite Colonies were assigned zero. This variable was entered as a continuous variable in
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this study.

h.Age at Immigration:

Age at immigration refers to the actual age of the respondent upon arrival in Canada.
For the 1981 census this variable has been collapsed into six age groups, which are as follows:
0-4 years; 5-12 years, 13-19 years; 20-34 years; 35-64 years; 65 years and over. The same

categories are being used in this study.

i.Period of Immigration
Period of immigration refers to the year when the respondent arrived in Canada which

is categorized as follows:

00 Not Applicable (inmates and persons who were

Canadian citizens by birth)

01 Before 1946
02 1946-1955
03 1956-1960
04 1961-1965
05 1966

06 1967-1970
07 1971

08 1972

09 1973

10 1974

11 1975

12 1976

13 1977

14 1978
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15 1979
16 1980
17 1981

In the rest of the study this variable will be referred to as "Length of Residence”

j.Sex:

Sex refers to the gender of the respondent and has been entered as a dichotomy. The

value of 1 refers to female and 2 refers to maie respondents.

k.Mobility Status:

Mobility status is based on the comparison between a pcrson's usual place of residence
on Census day and his or her residence five year earlier. On the basis of this relationship, the
population is classified as "movers" and "non-movers". Non-movers are persons who on
Census day were living in the same dwelling they occupied five years earlier. The category of
movers is further divided into five categories, all of which aﬁpear in Appendix A. For the

persent study, this variable has been dichotomized between movers and non-movers.

1. Family Size:

A family refers to a husband and wife (with or without children) who have been
married regardless of age; or a lone parent of any marital status with one or more children
regardless of age living in the same dwelling. For Census purposes, persons living in a
common-law type of arrangement are considered as now married regardless of their legal
marital status. Thus, size of family refers to the number of persons in such family units. For

the present study, this variable has been entered as an ordinal variable with ten categories all

of which appear in Appendix A.

m.Socioeconomic status:
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Socioeconomic status is a composite variable that has beer computed by including
occupation, level of education, and total income of the respondent. A factor analysis of these
three variables, i.e. occupation, income, and level of education was then carried out. The

scores from the factor analyses were then represented as the socioeconomic status scores.

n. Proportion of Minority Groups:

This variable is based on a dichotomy between the members of British and all other
ethnic groups. The members of the British group are regarded as the dominant group whercas
all other ethnic groups are regarded as minority groups. The French ethnic group, despite
their charter status, has been combined with other minority groups, mainly because the
former is under-represented in the Canadian power structure (Clement 1975) and the upper
social class (Porter 1965). There is however, some exception regarding the status of the
French ethnic group in the province of Quebec, where it occupies a high position in political
and social institutions (Breton 1980). Studies regarding inequality in socioeconomic status
have indicated that the Anglophones occupy a much higher socioeconomic status than their
Francophone counterparts (Morris and Lamphier 1974, Boyd 1985). Given the time frame
whithin which such studies were undertaken, it remains to be seen to what extent such
findings hold true.

In the present study, an attempt has been made to take this aspect into consideration.
As will be seen in Chapter 6, in the analyses of the Census Metropolitan Areas of Ottawa,
Montreal and Quebec where the proprotion of the French ethnic group is relatively larger than
any other Census Metropolitan Areas included in this study, minority groups have been
measured in three different ways. In the first case, the minority group includes all ethnic
groups (including the French) who are not of British origin. In the second case, the minority
group includes all ethnic groups including the British who are not of French origin. In the

third case minority group includes all ethnic groups who are neither British nor French.

0. Percentage of Labour Force in Manufacturing Industries :
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Manufacturing industries refer to one of the many industrial categories included in the
1981 Census. An industry is defined as a group of operating units, e.g companies or
establishments, engaged in the same or similar kind of economic activity, Manufacturing
industries includes 20 major groups which are as follows:
food, beverage, tobacco products, rubber, plastic products, leather industries, textile
industries, knitting mills, clothing, wood industries, furniture and fixture, paper and allied
industries, printing publishing and allied industries, primary metal industries metal fabricating
industries, machinery industries, transportation equipment industries, electrical product
industries, non-metallic mineral products industries, petroleum and coal products industries,

chemical and chemical products industries and miscellaneous manufacturing industries.

3.2.2 The Analytical Technique

Five steps were involved in the analyses. In the first step multiple regression analyses
were employed to examine the effect of ethnic and demographic variables on the
socioeconomic status of ethnic groups at the national level. In the second step, analyses were
carried out for the sample representing the foreign-born group. In the third step, the analyses
were focussed on the sub-samples representing the six ethnic groupings. In the fourth stage,
samples representing the thirteen Census Metropolitan Areas were analysed. For these CMAs
ecological variables were also included along with the set of ethnic and demographic variables
for examining their influence on socioeconomic status. In the fifth stage, a breakdown
procedure was employed to examine influence of city size in explaining variation in

socioeconomic status.

3.3 The Aggregate Analyses
For the aggregate analyses, the thirteen CMAs were treated as units of analysis. Each
of thesec Census Metropolitan Areas was treated as an observation, which provided a sample

of only 13. To overcome the limitation of a small sample, each CMA was broken down by ten
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age categories. These age categories range from 15-20, 21-25, 26-30, 31-35, 36-40. 41-4S,
46-50, 51-55, 56-60, to 61-65. This enabled us to increase our sample size from 13 to 130.

All the variables included for aggregate analyses were transformed into means or
proportions. A detailed description regarding the transformation of these variables is provided

below.

3.3.1 Operationalization of Variables
a. Ethnic Origin:

Ethnic origin is a nominal variable with six categories. For each observation included
in the aggregate sample, the proportion of each category was entered. For example, the
proportion of the British ethnic group belonging to the age group of 15 to 20 for a particular
CMA would represent on observation. The second observation for this same variable would
represent the proportion of the British ethnic group belonging to age group 21 to 25 for that

same CMA, and so forth.

b. Home Language:
Home Language is also a nominal variable and is represented by three categories, i.c
use of English, French and other langauges at home. Each of these categories are again

represented in proportions.

¢. Nativity:

Nativity was represented by including the proportion of foreign-born members.

d. Level of Education:

Level of education was represented by three variables. The first variable included the
proportion of members with education of high school or lower. The second variable
represented the proportion of members with education ranging from high school to

pre-university. The third variable represented the proprotion of members with university
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education or higher.

e. Occupation:
Occupation, like education, consisted of three variables, based on Pineo and

McRoberts' classification (1977)of occupations. The first variable represents the proportion
of members with low socioeconomic status. The second variable represcnied the proportion of
members with medium socioeconomic status. The third variable represented the proportion of

members with high socioeconomic status.

f. Total Income:

Total Income was represented by a trichotomy. The first category represented the
proportion of members with an annual income of $§1,999 or less. The second category
represented the proportion of ineinbers with an annual income ranging from $2,000 to §9,999.
The third variable was represented by the proportion of members with an income of $10,000
or higher. A cross-tabulation of education occupation and income was employed as a

guideline to derive these above-mentioned cutting points.

h. Sex:

Sex was represented by including the proportion of male members.

i. Mobility Status:

Mobility status was measured by entering the proportion of members who are mobile.

j. Family Size:
Family size included the proportion of families with more than three members. The

mean family size for most of the Census Metropolitan Areas (as will be seen later in Tables

B-9 10 B-21 in Appendix B) is about 3. Families with more than three members were

considered as above average.
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k. Socioeconomic Status:
Socioeconomic status was measured by combining the values of occupatioxi. education

and total income. The mean of this composite index was then entered as a score.

1. Proportion of Minority Groups:

Proportion of minority group was entered by including the proportion of those
members who are neither British nor French.

On analyzing the CMAs of Ottawa, Montreal and Quebec where there is a relatively
higher proportion of French compared to other CMAs, the proportions of minority groups
were examined by employing three different measures (please see section 1 of this chapter
regarding operationalization of variables for details). The differences in in the results of these
three measures were negligible. For each of of the CMAs, i.e Ottawa, Montreal, and Quebec,
the proportion of minority groups was found to be statistically insignificant. Therefore the
proportions of minority groups who are Non-British and Non-French in origin were included
in the analyses in order to maintain consistancy with the remaining CMAs. This mcasure was

therefore employed at the aggregate level.

m. Proportion of Labour Force in Manufacturing:

Proportion of labour force in manufacturing was represented by including the

proportion of labour force who are employed in manufacturing.

n. Size of Urban Centeres
Census Metropolitan Areas were employed for measuring the size of urban centres. As
stated earlier (Section 1 of this chapter) thirteen census metropolitan areas have been included

all of which have been ranked according to their population size.
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3.3.2 The Analvtical Technique

The procedure of multiple regression was employed for the analyses. As was the case
for individual level analyses, socioeconomic status was treated as the dependent variable and

all other variables were treated as independent variables. The analyses were carried out in two

stages. g\

3.4 Scope and Limitations of This Study

This research meant to investigate a wide range of issues. But given certain constraints
notably the nature of the available data set, priorities were given to some issues over others.
As well, some limiting dscisions on research procedure had to be made. From this viewpoint,
it is important to exmaine what this study meant to investigate and what were some of the
limitations encountered.

A major limitation of this study concerns classification of ethnic groups. The 1981
Canadias Census identified twenty two ethnic categories which in this study, have been
collapsed into six categories. By doing so, we have been restricted from identifying each of the
twenty two ethnic groups as a distinctive entity. The generalizations derived from the
classification of these six ethnic groupings are to some extent misleading. The six ethnic
groups were identified on the basis of their chronological period of settlement as well as their
broad geographic origin. However, within each of these groupings there are likely to be wide
variations some of which are an artifact of the method used. For example, the Jews, who are
often identified as a distinct ethno-religious group, have been included among the 'North
West Europeans,’ along with the Dutch, Scandinavians, and Germans. Even though the Jews
were included in this category for good reasons (please see section 3.2.1 of this chapter) one
should not overlook the confounding effects of this classification. Moreover, among the Jews
included in this category, it is quite possible that many have originated from Poland, and
U.S.S.R.; by geographic definition, they belong to the category 'South East Europe'.

Therefore the results concerning this latter category also have their limitations.



Such limitations also hold true for the Non-European ethiiic groups where, for
example, seemingly different groups such as the African, Caribbean, and Chinese have been
grouped under one category. Within the category 'South East European', again, there may be
some methodologically produced variations influencing the results. For example, Chimbos
(1974) in his comparative study of the Greeks and the Slovak immigrants in Ontario City
found that compared to the Slovaks, the Greeks were more concentrated in occupational
niches such as restuarant business which is a form of independent entrepreneurship. The
Slovaks, on the other hand were found to be concentrated in low status and low income
occupations. Similar variations may possibly exist for the South East European ethnic groups
included in the present study, which have not been taken into consideration given the nature
of the data available.

Another limitation of the study concerns the interchangeability of the terms ethnic
and racial groups. Differences in the conceptualization of race and ethnicity should not be
overlooked. Broadly speaking, race is defined in terms of phenotypical and genotypical traits
which are biologically based. Nonetheless, Van den Berghe (1978) notes that scholars have
often identified race on the basis of cultural differences. The concepts of race and ethnicity
will differ to the extent that the former is regarded from a biological perspective but will be
similar to the extent that it (race) is regarded from a cultural perspective. Based on this
cultural commonality, to which Van den Berghe refers, the present study has used the terms
race and ethnicity interchangeably.

The conceptual and methodological problems associated with use of ethnic origin,
home language and nativity have been discussed earlier. An attempt has been made in this
study to create a composite index of ethnicity based on the above three variables. However,
due to multicollinearity among them, such an index could not be adopted. This remains an
issue for the future to resolve.

An issue that has been overlooked in this study is the influence of religious
background on socioeocnomic status. For example, Max Weber in his study of the Protestant

Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism has pointed out how religious values must change before
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there can be great changes in the economic order. Porter (1965:101), in his study of the
Vertical Mosaic, notes that high incomes are related to Protestantism and lower incomes to
Catholicism. However, religion as measured in the 1981 Canadian Census is only a reflection
of one's religious affiliation. It does not allow us to tap information on one's degree of
religiosity, or konwledge of religious belici's and values, which may influence socioeoconomic
status. Given this limitation, some important aspects of religion have not been taken into
account in this research.

The definiton of family size a§ used by the 1981 Canadian Census appears to pose
some problem in terms of examining its relationship with other variables. This definiton
overlooks the possible differential effects of family size on family members.

The definition of mobility siatus as used by the 1981 Canadian Census has been
another constraint in this study. Mobility status is based on the comparison between a
person's usual place of residence on Census day and his or her residence five years earlier.
Unfortunately, this dichotomy does not allow us to exmine the degree of mobility.

It was also the intent of this study to examine inequality in socioeconomic status over
time. However, such longitudinal analyses could not be undertaken due to limited resources.
The cross-sectional analyses of the present study have therefore restricted us from identifying
trends and making long term predictions.

Another limitation encoutered in this study concerns ethnic inequality in
socioeconomic status across CMAs. The intent of this study was to examine ethnic inequality
in socioeocnomic status, across the CMAs. Instead, the study focussed at a more general level
of inequality in socioeocnomic status across the CMAs. This restricts us from deriving
generalizations regarding ethnic inequality in socioeconomic status across the CMAs,

The multiple regression analyses employed in this study, while an appropriate
methodology, have been limited to examining additive effects only. Some of our findings
indicated the possibility of interaction effects for explaining \"ariation in socioeconomic status.
For example, we observed earlier that both age and mobilty status on the whole had a

relatively strong influence on socioeconomic status. Given the theoretical assumption that
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geographic mobility is to a large extent dependent on age cohort, it would have been
interesting to examine the interaction effect of age and mobiltiy status on socioeocnomic
status. Likewise, the interaction effect of age at immigration and length of residence might
explain variation in socieoconomic status aside from their independent effects. Aside from
these sets of variables, a number of other variables have also indicated the possibility of
interaction effects as we observed in earlier chapters. This aspect of interaction c¢ffects

therefore needs to be taken into account in future research.



4. SOCIODEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE

The purpose of this chapter is to provide some backgound information regarding the
history and sociodemographic characteristic of the sample. The chapter is divided into three
sections. The first part deals with the historical background of the sample and the second part
deals with the sociodemographic background of six relevant ethnic groups, namely, the
British, French, North West Europeans, South East Europeans, Non-Europeans and those

with multiple identity. A summary is provided in the third section.

4.1 Historical Background
The historical background of the six ethnic groups identified can be can be traced to
British and French settlement. Basically, these were the the two pioneering group of settlers.
These two groups, particularly the British ethnic group, determined the flow of other ethnic
groups. The settlement of all six ethnic groups indicates variation in terms of their period and

condition of settlement. Each of these ethnic groups will be dealt with sequentially.

4.1.1 The British Ethnic group

The members of the British ethnic group have been labelled as 'charter group' of the
society and they maintain the right to make decisions about other groups (Porter 1965:60).
From a theoretical perspective this group can then be identified as the dominant or the
majority group. The historical background of this ethnic group can be traced back to the 17th
century, when Henry Hudson landed on the Hudson Bay. Since then, there have been many
ventures until trading posts were established in several areas. Meanwhile, colonies were set up
along the Maritime Provinces. (Multicultural Directorate 1979) Many of these settlers were

pouring in from the United States until after the American Revolution, when there was a
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large influx of immigrants from Britain (Gibbons 1938). Further immigration of British
settlers took place with the Confederation of States. Currently, the British constitute about

39.5% of the total population. (See Table 4-1).

Table 4-1 Percentage Distribution of Ethnic Groups in Canada, 1981

Ethnic Group %
British 39.5
French 27.9
North West Euro 9.2
South East Euro 9.5
Non Euro 5.2
Mult Id 8.7
Total 100.00

4.1.2 The French Ethnic Group

The immigration of the members of the French ethnic group can be traced back to the
beginning of the sixteenth century. The first group of immigrants were known to have settled
in Acadia but gradually spread across the continent, towards the north in Quebec and
Montreal, further inwards towards Ottawa and finally further west towards Manitoba and

Saskatchewan (Multicultural Directorate 1979, Gibbons 1938). They constitute about 27.9% of
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the total population.

4.1.3 The North West Europeans

The North West European group subsumes a number of ethnic groups. Overall, their
period of migration can be traced back towards the end of the 19th century. Their
immigration was encouraged because these immigrants were found to be culturally similar to
the British ethnic group and were, therefore, easier to assimilate into the mainstream society.
The immigration of this group into Canada, coincided with the expansion of the Canadian
territories towards West, whereby more land was availzble for settlement. This composite

group constitutes about 9.2% of the total population.

4.1.4 South East Europeans

Under this group, we have included the Croatians, Serbians Italians, Greeks,
Hungarians, Polish, Portuguese, and Ukrainians. They comprise about 9.5% of the
population. Their period of immigration to Canada varies from one group to another, but
overall most of these groups migrated towards the end of the nineteenth century. These were
the less preferred migrants since, they were considered to be of relatively poor stock and they
were perceived not to assimilate easily into the main stream society. However, with the
economic growth of the country there was a need for more labourers to work in mining
industires and for the construction of the Canadian Pacific Railway. Immigrants from South
East Europe were recruited largely to meet the requirement of cheap labour. While the
economic needs of the country were fulfilled by recruiting these immigrants as cheap
labourers, their very existence was simultaneously considered a liability., These immigrant
groups had a drastically different culture from that of the British ethnic group who are also
the dominant group. The ideology of Anglo Conformity enforced by the dominant group was

not casily adopted by these South East European groups. Therefore, there was a gradual



decline in the recruitment of these immigrants.

4.1.5 Non-European Ethnic Group

More recently, with the need for a highly onalified labour force, there has been active
recruitment of immigrannts from Non-European countries. The Non-European ethnic groups
like the South East European groups, were a less desirable group since they were considered to
be of relatively inferior race than immigrants from North West Europe. During the end of the
19th century, immigrants reepresenting these groups, particularly the Chinese, came to work
for the construction of the Canadian Pacific Railway. But the immigration of these
non-European group during that period was negligible. It was not until the beginning of 1960s
that their immigration of this group into Canada was reinstated. Currently, this group

constitutes about 5.2% of the total labour force.

4.1.6 Ethnic Groups with Multiple Identity

The settlement history of this group is not easliy apparent. Because of their multiple
identity, we are confronted with the limitation of tracing their roots and their period of

migration to Canada. They comprise about 8.7% of the total population.

4.2 Sociodemographic Characteristics
This section is further subdivided into six sub-sections in which the sociodemographic
characteristics of the sample are discussed. The first two sections deal with age and sex
distribution. Nativity and year of arrival are delineated in the next two sections. The fifth and

the sixth sections focus on sociosconomic characteristics such as education and occupation

.
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4.2.1 Distribution of Ethnic Groups by Age

Table 4-2 indicates the age distribution of ethnic groups. On the whole, a large

percentage of the popuiation are fairly young with 54.0% belonging to the age group of 15-34.
Another 33.0% belong to the age range of 35-54. Only 13.0% belong to the age goup of 35-65.
A similar age distribution is observed for each of the ethnic groups. The only exception is the
group with multiple identity. A disproportionately large percentage of the population (70.9%)
in this group are in the age range of 15-34. Similarly a disproportionately small percentage

(6.0%) of the population in this group are in the age range of 55-65.

4.2.2 Distzibution of Ethnic Groups by Sex

Table 4-3 indicates the distribution of ethnic groups by sex. Overall, there is very little
variation in the pecentage distribution of ethnic groups by sex. Of the total population, 50.1%

are females and 49.9% are males. The sex distribution of all the ethnic groups shows very little

variation from this total pattern,

4.2.3 Nativity
Table 4-4 indicates the distribution of nativity among ethnic groups. An overwhelming

majority of the population is native-born i.e. 82.1% as against 17.9% of foreign-born. An
almost identical distribution is observed for the British ethnic group. The French ethnic group
and the group with multiple identity have a relatively higher proportion of native-born (about
97.9% and 92.6% rspectively). The South East Europeans and the Non-Europeans have a
much lower proportion of native-born members (49.7% and 45.9% respectively).
Contrariwise, they have a relatively high proportion of foreign-born members (50.3% and
54.1% respectively). This high proportion of foreign-born immigrants among the South East
Europeans and the Non-Europenas can be accounted for by the more liberal immigration

policy adopted by the Canadian government, which opened the doors for more immigrants
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from these geographic areas (Indra 1980).

4.2.4 Period of Arrival
Table 4-5 indicates that most of the immigrants (41.1%) arrived prior to 1960. Almost

a quarter (28.6%) of the population arrived between 1961-70. Another quarter (29.0%)
arrived in the next decade. The British ethnic group indicates a similar distribution pattern i.e
a gradual decline from 46.8% before 1960 to 22.7% during 1971-1980. Those of South East
European origin also indicate a gradual decline in the proportion of arrivals, from 47.0%
before 1960, to 16.0% during 1971-80. In contrast, the Non-European group indicates a

gradual increase in the percentage of immigrants from 14.8% before 1960 to 58.0% during

1971-1980.

4.2.5 Level of Education

Table 4-6 provides information regarding the level of education attained by each of
these ethnic groups. On the whole, the distribution indicates that a predominantly large
percentage of the population (58.6%) has a level of education that is equivalent to high school
or below. Only 13.1% have attained education at university level or higher. The ethnic groups
of British and North West European origin demonstrate a similar distribution pattern. The
cthnic groups of French and South East European origin indicate a slightly higher proportion
of members with low levels of education (62.6% and 64.2% respectively). They also have a
relatively lower proportion (10.4%) of their population with university or higher level of
education. In contrast to this, the Non-European ethnic group is characterized by a relatively
higher proportion of their population with university or higher level of education. This can be
accounted for by the fact that the immigration policy of the Canadian government called for

recruiting more qualified immigrants in the 1960s and 1970s
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4.2.6 Occupational Status

Occupation is an indicator of one's sociceconomic status. Therefore, for a better
assessment of the social status of these ethnic groups, it is important to examine their
occupational status. Table 4-7 shows the occupational distribution for these ethnic groups.
The occupational categories are divided into high, medium and low status. The high status
category represents professional groups. The medium status represents clerical, sales and
service occupations, and the low status represents largely manual occupations. The total
distribution indicates that 23.5% are represented in high status occupations. A much higher
percentage is represented in medium status occupations and about 35.4% in low status
occupations. With the exception of the South East Europeans, a similar pattern of
distribution is exhibited by the other ethnic groups. For the South East Europeans, only 18%
are represented in high status occupations and there is a much larger percentage than in the
other groups (41.8%) represented in the low status occupations. In contrast, the group with
multiple identity indicates a relatively high percentage of population in professional category

(26.0%) ard a relatively low percentage (30.0%) in low status occupations.

4.3 Summary

On ihe whole, the settlement pattern of these groups indicates a sequential flow of
migration, starting with the British and French ethnic groups and continuing with a flow from
Europe and Non-European countries. As far as the sociodemographic profile is concerned,
some variation is observed among the ethnic groups, particularly, regarding the distribution of
age, nativity, education and occupation. Such differences not only indicate the existence of
ethnic groups as independent social units but also calls for examining the impact of such
group variation on other structural components of the society such as socioeconomic status.

The next three chapters will attempt to focus on this issue.
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S. VARIATION IN SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS AT THE NATIONAL LEVEL

The earlier chapters provided information regarding the objectives of the study, the
relevant research literature and the methodological procedures involved in this study. The next
step is to concentrate on the findings which are provided in this and the following two
chapters. This chapter is divided into four sections. The first part focusses on the national
sample where the additive effects of ethnic affiliation and demographic variables, on
socioeconomic status is examined. The next two sections deal with the sub-samples of the
foreign-born group, and the six ethnic groups. The final section provides a summary and

discussion of the findings.

5.1 The National Sample
In order to examine the influence of ethnic and demographic variables on
socioeconomic status, multiple regression analyses were employed. Three different modecls

were employed for the analyses, each of which will be presented sequentially.

5.1.1 Model One

In model one, the effects of ethnic affiliation on socioeconomic status is examined.
Earlier, in chapter 2 section 2.5 it was hypothesized that ethnic affiliation has an influence on
socioeconomic status. This hypothesis was tested in model one. Ethnic affiliation was
represented by multiple indicators of ethnic origin, nativity, and language used at home. The
results of model one are presented in Table B-1 (Appendix B) and Table 5-1. Table B-1
shows the zero order correlation matrix means and standard deviations of all the variables
included for analyses at the national level. All variables appear to be statistically significant at

.01 level.

56
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Table 5-1 provides the results of multiple regression employed for model one. Overall,
this mode! explains only 0.2% of the variation in socioeconomic status with an adjusted R?
.020. Multicollinearity was observed between members of French ethnic group and use of
French language at home (.856) and between use of French language and between use of
English language at home (-.838). Since use of French as home language had multicollinearity
with two other variables, it was therefore not included in the multiple regression analyses of
the national sample. Variables representing ethnic origin are represented by six categories. But
in the multiple regression equation, only five categories are included. The sixth category is
treated as a base against which all other categories are compared. In a procedure of multiple
regression,if a nominal variable has G categories, then G-1 categories are entered. (Gujarati
1978). Each of the categories representing a nominal variable is entered as a dummmy
variable. Each of these dummy variables are represented by scores of 1 and 0. So that out of
six categories of variables representing ethnic origin, one of them, in this instance, the
category "non-European” ethnic origin, takes the value of 0 and is therefore not entered in
the multiple regression equation. The value of this excluded category is interpreted from the
constant or intercept of the multiple regression results. Likewise, use of home language is
represented by three categorical variables. Namely, use of English as home language, use of
French as home language and use of home language other than English and French. In this
study, use of home language other than English and French has been treated as a base against
which use of English and use of French as home language are compared.

It is apparent from Table 5-1 that the regression coefficients representing ethnic origin
are negative. This means that variables representing ethnic origin are negatively associated
with socioeconomic status. Moreover, it indicates that compared to the members of the
non-European group, which is the reference group, the socioeoconomi status of the remaining
five ethnic groups is relatively lower.

These unstandardized regression coefficients, do not indicate the relative strength of
the independent variables in accounting for the variation in socioeconomic status. Since there

arc some differences in the units of measurement regarding the set of independent variables
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included in this study, it is more appropriate to interpret the standardized coefficients or betas
of the multiple regression analyses. With the exception of variables representing members of
French ethnic origin and members of North West European ethnic origin, all other variables
are statistically significant. Use of English as home language appears to be the most
influential variable in accounting for variation in socioeconomic status, with a beta coefficient
of .126. Nativity is the next most influential variable in explaining variation in socioeconomic
status, with a beta coefficient of .082.

Variables representing ethnic origin appear to have a relatively weak influence on
socioeconomic status. On the whole, the category of "South East European” ethnic origin
appears to be the most influential in explaining variation in socioeconomic status, with a beta
coefficient of -.075. This is followed by British ethnic origin, with a beta coefficient of -.040.
The influence of members with multiple ethnic identity on socioeconomic status is relatively
weak, with a beta coefficient of -.026.

The results indicate that all three variables representing ethnicity, i.e ethnic origin,
place of birth, and home language, have an influence in explaining variation in socioeconomic
status. The results also verify earlier findings of Ornstein (1984) that place of birth and home
language have a relatively stronger influence on socioeconomic status than ethnic origin.
However, taken as a whole, the influence of ethnic affiliation in accounting for variation in
socioeconomic status appears to be weak, as is apparent from R? and the regression
coefficients. This finding indicates that ethnicity (inclusion of ethnic origin, nativity and use
of home language as three independent variables) by itself is not very influential in accounting
for variation in socioeconomic status, Other factors therefore need to be taken into account in
order to explain variation in socioeconomic status.

Our next set of hypotheses (hypotheses 2 to 8, stated in Chapter 2 section 2.5), entail
the examination of influence of some demographic variables on socioeconomic status. The
next section of the chapter concentrates on analyses involved in testing these hypotheses. Twe
models were employed for this purpose, each of which are discussed below. These models are

identified as models two and three in order to maintain the sequence from model one



discussed earlier.

5.1.2 Model Two

In this model, in additon to ethnic variables some demographic variables were
introduced. The zero order correlation matrix, means proportions and standard deviations of
all the variables included in the analyses are provided in Table B-1 in Appendix B. In addition
to the multicollinearity between the set of variables mentioned earlier in model one,
multicollinearity was also observed between level of education and cocioeconomic status
(.746). Therefore, level of education as an independent variable was not included in this
model.

Table 5-2 presents the results of the multiple regression. On the whole, only 8% of the
variance is explained by these variables. The t values indicate that all the variables are
statistically significant.

The set of independent variables included in the analyses, can be broadly dichotomized
under two headings. Namely, ethnic variables, and demographic variables. The findings of

this study from hereafter will therefore be presented under these two broad headings.

5.1.2.1 Ethnic Variables

Of all the ethnic variables, use of home language appears to be the most
important variable in explaining variation in socioeconomic status (B.117). In fact it is
the second most influential variable among the entire set of independent variables in this
model. The positive sign indicates that with an increase in the proportion of members
who use English as home language, the socioeconomic status also rises.

The influence of nativity (B.067) in explaining variation in socioeconomic status
is relativliey weak. The positive association between the two variables indicates that with
an increas in the proportion of members who are foreign-born, the socioeconomic status

rises more than with an increase in the proportion of members who are native-born.
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The variables representing ethnic origin also appear to have a relatively weak influence on
socioeconomic status, compared to use of English as home language. All coefficients are
negative, indicating that with an increase in the proportion of members in each of thesc
ethnic groups, the socioeconomic status declines. For example the regression coefficient
(unstandardized) for members of the British ethnic group is -.052; that of members
representing the French ethnic group is -.031; that of members representing the North
West European ethnic group is -.023; that of members of the South East European ethnic
group is -.131; and that of members of with muitiple ethnic identity is -.061. It is also
interesting to note that compared to members of the non-European group, the
socioeconomic status of the remaining five ethnic group is relativley low,

Among the five ethnic groupings which are included as independent variables in
this model, the South East European ethnic origin appears to have the strongest influence
on socioeconomic status, with a beta coefficient of (-.077). This is followed by, members
of British ethnic origin (B-.051) and multiple ethnic identity (B-.033). Members of
French ethnic origin (B-.028) and those of North West European ethnic origin (B-.013)
have relatively weak influence on socioeconomic status, meaning that with an increase in
the proportion of these two ethnic groups decline in socioeconomic status is not as sharp
as with an increase in the proportion of members of the other three ethnic groups

particularly the South East European group.

5.1.2.2 Demographic Variables

Among the demographic variables, sex appears to be the most important variable
in explaining variation in socioeconomic status with the highest beta coefficient (B.197).
This means that with an increase in the proportion of male members, there is a
concomitant rise in the socioeconomic status.

Mobility status is the next most influential variable (B.115) in explaining
variation in socieconomic status. The positive association between the two variables

indicates that the socioeconomic status rises with an increase in the proportion of
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members who are mobile and that this rise in socioeconomic status is relatively higher
with an increase in the proportion of members who are mobile than with an increase in
the proportion of members who are not mobile.

Age (B.065) appears to be a relatively weak variable in influencing socioeconomic
status compared to sex and mobility status. The positive sign of the beta coefficient for
age indicates that the socioeconomic status rises with an increase in the proportion of the
older age group. This finding is contrary to our hypothesis (See Chapter 2, section 2.5
hypothesis 3). The influence of family size on socioeconomic status is even weaker
(B-.061) than that of age. The negative association between family size and
socioeconomic status indicates that with an increase in the proportion of members with

large family size there is a decline in socioeconomic status.

5.1.3 Model Three

In model three, occupational status, which is a component of socioeconomic status, is
treated as the dependent variable. Level of education is an additional variable included in this
model, along with the set of variables that were included in model one. It was found earlier in
the zero order correlation matrix that multicollinearity existed between level of education and
socioeconomic status (Table B-1 Appendix B). For this reason, level of education as an
independent variable had to be excluded from our analyses in model two. In crder to
overcome this limitation, level of education has been included as an independent variable in
this model. Occupational status, though not truly representative of socioeconomic status, has
nevertheless some validity as an index of socioeconomic status. Moreover, the zero order
correlation matrix in Table B-1 (Appendix B) indicates that there is no multicollinearity
between level of education and occupational status, as was the case between level of education
and socioeconomic status.

Table 5-3 presents the results of model three. Here the R? increased from .081 in

model two to .154 in model three. The t values indicate that with the exception of variables
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representing members of British and French ethnic origin, all other variables are statistically

significant.

5.1.3.1 Ethnic Variables

On the whole, the variables representing ethnic affiliation appear to be weak in
accounting for variation in occupational status. However, it is worth noting that English
as home language emerges as relatively more influential in explaining variation in
occupational status, with a beta coefficient of .049. This is followed by nativity (B.019).
The coefficients are postive in each case indicating that with an increase in the proportion
of members who use English as home language and with an increase in the proportion of
members who are foreign-born, there is a rise in socioeconomic status. This finding is
consistent with the findings of model two.

Variables representing ethnic origin indicate relativley weak influence on
socioeconomic status. With the exception of members of British (b-.011,B.-.009) and
French ethnic origin, (b.005),B.003), all other variables representing ethnic origin are
statistically significant. The variables pertaining to North West European ethnic origin (b
.016,B.007) and South East European ethnic orign (b.058,B8.027), show a positive
association with occupational status. In contrast the variables pertaining to the ethnic

group with multiple identity indicate a negative association with occupational status.

5.1.3.2 Demographic Variables

Among the demographic variables, sex is again found to be the most infiuential
variable in explaining variation in occupational status (B.273), followed by level of
education (B.212). Contrary to the findings of model two, where the influence of family
size on socioeconomic status was the weakest, in model three, family size appears to be
the third most important variable in explaining variation in occupational status (B -.065).

The association between the two variables is again negative, indicating that with an
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increase in the proportion of members with large family size, the occupational status
declines. Age is the next most important variable ( B-.055) in explaining variation in
occupaational status, followed by mobility status (B.047). The negative association
between age and occupational status lends support to our earlier hypothesis that
socioeconomic status rises with an increase in the proportion of members of younger age
group. The positive association between mobility status and cocioeocnomic status also

confirms our earlier hypothesis regarding these two variables.

5.1.4 Model Four

In model four, an attempt was made to examine the influence of ethnic and
demographic variables on level of education. It was hypothesized earlier that the effect of
ethnic affiliation on socioeconomic status is influenced to a large extent by level of education.
Therefore, in this model, level of education is treated as a dependent variable, whereby the
influence of ethnic affliation, controlling for a number of demdgraphic variables, is examined.
The resuits of this model are presented in Table 5-4. On the whole, this model explains very
little variance in level of education. The t values indicate that with the exception of the

variable representing multiple identity, all other variables are statistically significant.

5.1.4.1 Ethnic Variables

Among the ethnic variables, use of English as a home language appears to have
the strongest influence a1 level of education, with a beta coefficient of .174. Nativity
indicates a relatively weak coefficient (B.098). The variables representing ethnic origin
indicate a negative association with level of education. But this negative association is
strongest for the French ethnic group (B-.102), followed by South East Europcan ethnic

origin (B-.066).
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$.1.4.2 Demographic Variables

Among the demographic variables, mobility status appears to be the most
influential variable in explaining variation in level of education (B.095), followed by
family Size (B-.070). Age indicates a relatively weak negative association (B-.069) with
level of education. The influence of sex on level of education (B.049) appears to be the
weakest. This contrasts with the influence of sex and age on socioeconomic status, where
they appear to be the most influential variables. On the whole, use of English as a home
language appears to be fhe most influential variable in accounting for variation in level of

education.

5.2 Sample of Foreign-Born Group
So far, the analyses were focussed at the national level. This section deals with the
sub-sample of foreign-born ethnic groups. In this case, two different models are employed,

each of which will be considered separately.

5.2.1 Model One

Model one here is almost identical to model two of the nationz! sample. In this model
analyses related to the foreign-bern group differ from that of earlier analyses, in thét they
encompass two additional variables, namely, age at immigration and length of residence. Table
5-5 provides the results of this model. With the exception of use of French at home, all
coefficients are statistically significant. On the whole, the variables in this model explain

about 18.0% of variance in socioeconomic status.

5.2.1.1 Ethnic Variables:

Among the ethnic variables, use of English as a home language emerges as the
most important variable in accounting for variation in socioeconomic status (B.199). In

fact it is the third most important variable (among the entire set of independent variables
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included in this model) in explaining variation in socioeconomic status. The beta
cooefficient for the association between use of French as a home language and
socioeconomic status is statistically insignificant. The positive association between use of
English as home language and socioeconomic status indicates that the sociceconomic
status rises with an increase in the proportion of members who speak English, in contrast
to a decline in socioeconomic status with an increase in the proportion of members whose
home language is neither English nor French.

Among the variables representing ethnic origin, the members of the British (b
.219) and the French ethnic origin (b .219) indicate a positive association with
socioeconomic status. In contrast, negative associations arc indicated for North West
European ethnic origin (b -.066); South East European ethnic origin (b-.094); and those
with multiple identity (b -.063)

The standardized coefficients of variables representing ethnic origin indicate that
the influence of British ethnic origin on socioeconomic status (B.196) is much stronger
than that of the remaining variables representing ethnic origin. The positive association
between British ethnic origin and socioeconomic status indicates that in the sample
represented by members of the foreign born group, an increase in the proportion of
members of British ethnic origin is strongly associated with an increase in socioeconomic
status. The members of French ethnic origin also show a positive association with
socioeconomic status (B.081). But the beta coefficient of this variable is not as high as in
the case of British ethnic origin.

The beta coefficients for the variables representing the remainder of the ethnic
groups are negative: i.e members representing the North West European origin ( 8-.055),
the South East European ethnic origin (B-.031), and those with mulitple ethnic identity
(B-.065). This indicates that in the foreign-born sample, socioeconomic status declines

with an increase in the proportion of members of the aforementioned groups.
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5.2.1.2 Demographic Variables

Among the demographic variables, sex is again the most important variable in
explaining variation in socioeconomic status, with a beta coefficient of .272, followed by
length of residence (B-.227). The association between length of residence and
socioeconomic status, though negative, actually indicates that with an increase in
proportion of members with longer length of residence, the socioeconomic status rises.
Chapter 3 and Appendix A indicate that length of residence has been coded by entering
the actual year of immigration of the members of the foreign-born group. The values
assigned to the years increased sequentially from the earliest year of arrival to the latest
or most recent year of arrival. This finding supports our hypothesis that socioeconomic
status rises with an increase in length of stay.

Age at immigration is the next most influential variable in explaining variation in
socioeconomic status (B.199). The positive association between age at immigration and
socioeconomic status indicates that with an increase in age at immigration, the
socioeconomic status rises. This finding contradicts our hypothesis (stated earlier in
Chapter 2 section 2.5 hypothesis 4)

Age also appears to have a fairly strong influence on socioeconomic status
(B-.155), ranking as the next most important variable. The association between age and
socioeconomic status is negative. This indicates that for members of the foreign-born
group, socioeconomic status declines with an increase in the proportion of the older age
group

Mobility status (B.075) and family size (B-.054) have a relatively weak influence
on socioeconomic status compared to the variables discussed earlier. However, the
positive &.,zociation between mobility and socioeconomic status and the negative

association between family size and socioeconomic status are in the direction predicted by

our hypotheses.



n

5.2.2 Mogel Two

Model two is identical to model three used for the analysis of the national sample
(with the exception of including two additonal variables, namely, length of residence and age
at immigration). Occupational status is treated as the dependent variable. All other variables
including level of education, are treated as independent variables. Table 5-6 depicts the results
of the analyses carried out for model two. About 14.0% of the variance in occupational status
is explained by all the variables included in this model. With the exception of mobility status
and ethnic groups of British, French and North West European origin, all other variables arc
statistically significant. The results are again presented under two headings, namely ethnic
variables and demographic variables. On the whole the influence of demographic variables on

socioeconomic status is much stronger than the influence of ethnic variables.

5.2.2.1 Ethnic Variables:

Among the ethnic variables, South East European ethnic origin is the only
variable that appears to be statistically significant. The posiiive association between Soutﬁ
East European ethnic origin with socioeconomic status (b .086, B.070) indicates that with
an increase in the proportion of members of South East European ethnic origin, the

occupational status rises.

5.2.2.2 Demographic Variables

Among the demographic variables, sex appears to be the most powerful in
explaining variaﬁon in occupational status (B.335), followed by age (B-.201). The
association between age and occupational status is negative, indicating that among the
members of the foreign-born group, the higher the proportion of older members, the
lower the occupational status.

Age at immigration is the next most influential variable in explaining variation in

occupational status (B-.161), indicating that occupational status rises with an increase in
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the proportion of members who arrived in Canada at a relatively older age.

Level of education is the next most influential variable in accounting for variation
in occupational status (B.152), indicating a decline in occupational status with an increase
in the level of education. This negative association is contraary to our earlier hypothcsis
which indicated that level of education is positively associated with socioeconomic status.
(See Chapter 2 Section 2.5 hypothesis 2).

Length of residence also appears to have a fairly strong influence on occupational
status ( B.-118) indicating that a rise in occupational status of members of the
foreign-born group is associated with longer length of residence.

The influence of family size (B-.030) on occupational status is weak, with a
negative sign, indicating a decline in occupational status with an increase in the
proportion of members with large family size.

The influence of mobility on occupational status (B.005) is the weakest among all

the variables.

5.3 Sub-Samples of Ethnic Groupings
In this section the analysis is focussed on sub-samples representing the six ethnic
groupings, namely, the British, the French, the North West Europeans, the South East
Europeans, the non-Europeans and those with multiple ethnic identity. Each of these
sub-samples will be treated sequentially in detail.
The zero order correlations, means, proportions and standard deviations of each of

these sub-samples are provided in Tables B-3 to B-8 in Appendix B.

5.3.1 The British Ethnic Group
The results of the analyses pertaining to the British ethnic group appear in Table 5-7.

All coefficients are statistically significant. Because of multicollinearity between use of English
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and use of French language at home, (-.945) two independent analyses were carried out. In
the first analysis, use of English language at home was excluded and in the second analysis,
use of French language at home was excluded from the multiple regression equation.(See
Table B-3 in Appendix B). The findings from the second analysis involving the use of English
as home language are reported in Table 5-7 since the regression coefficient of the use of
English as home language was relatively higher than that reported for French as home
language. Also, the adjusted R? was found to be relatively higher when use of English as
home language was included in the multiple regression equation, than when use of French
language at home was included.

All the variables included in the analyses are statistically significant. These variables

taken together, explain about 7% (adjusted R2.077) of the variance in socioeconomic status.

5.3.1.1 Ethnic Variables:

Ethnic variables are represented by nativity and use of English as home language.
Between the two variables, nativity is more influential in explaining variation in
socioeconomic status (B.072) than use of English as home language (B8.006). Thc‘ positive
association between nativity and socioeconomic status indicates that, for British ethnic
group, with an increase in the proportion of foreign-born members there is an increase in

socioeconomic status.

5.3.1.2 Demographic Variables

Similar to earlier resuits, sex appears to be the most influential variable in
explaining variation in socioeconomic status of the British ethnic group, with a beta
coefficient of .200. Mobility status is the next most influential variable in accounting for
variation in socioeconomic status, with a beta coefficient of .130; followed by age with a
beta coefficient of .122. Family size appears to be the weakest variable in accounting for

variation in socioeconomic status with a negative beta coefficient of -.043 indicating that
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with an increase in the proportion of members with large family size, there is a decline in

socioeconomic status.

5.3.2 The French Ethnic Group

The French ethnic group was the next sub-sample that was examined in this study.
The zero order correlation matrix for this sample (See Table B-4 in Appendix B) indicated
mulitcollinearity between use of English as the home language and use of French as home
language (-.993). Two independent multiple regression analyses were carried out as has been
done for members of the British ethnic group. The analyses which included use of English as
the home language found this variable to be statistically insignificant. Therefore, the analyses
which included use of French as home langnage are reported in this study.

Table 5-8 presents the results of multiple regression analyses for this sample. All
variables are statistically significant with the exception of age. About 6% (adjusted R?.060) of

the variance in socioeconomic status is explained by this model.

5.3.2.]1 Ethnic Variables

As in the previous sample, only two variables are included to represent the ethnic
variables, In this sample, however, the use of French language instead of English as home
language has been included. Like the findings of the previous sample, nativity has a
relatively stronger influence (B.049) in explaining variation in socioeconomic status than
the use of French as home language (B-.010). The beta coefficient for use of French as
home language is not only weak but also negative, indicating that with an increase in the
proportion of members of the French ethnic group who use French as home langauge,

the socioeconomic status declines.
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5.3.2.2 Demographic Variables

On the whole, the influence of demographic variables in accounting for variation
in socioeconomic status is relatively stronger than the influence of ethnic variables.
Among the demographic variables, sex is most important (B.194), followed by mobility

(B.107). Influence of family size (B-.064) in explaining variation in socioeconomic staius

is relatively weak,

S.3.3 North West European Ethni¢c Grouping

The third sub-sample included in this study covers the North West European ethnic
grouping. Table 5-9 shows the results of multiple regression analyses for this sub-sample. All
coefficicnts are statistically significant. About 9% (adjusted R2.091) of the variance in

socioeconomic status is explained by thu set of independent variables included in this model.

5.3.3.1 Ethnic Variables

Of all ethnic variables, use of English as home language (B.121) is the most
influential variable in explaining variation in socioeconomic status. In fact it is the third
most influential variable in the entire set. The positive association indicates that among
the members of the North West European ethnic group, an increase in the proportion of
members who use English as a home langauge is associated with a rise in socioeconomic
status. Use of French as a home language also indicates a positive association with
socioeconomic status, though the beta coefficient (B.067) is not as high as in the case of
English as a home language (B.121). Nativity also appears to have a fairly strong
influence on socioeconomic status (B.100) indicating that an increase in the proportion of

members who are foreign-born is associated with a rise in socioeconomic status.
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5.3.3.2 Demographic Variables
Among the demographic variables, sex emerges as the most influential variable in

explaining variation in socioeconomic status (B.224), followed by mobility status
(B.132). The two respective positive associations indicate that an increase in the
proportion of male members is associated with a rise in socioeconomic status: and that
with an increase in the proportion of members who are mobile there is a concomitant rise
in the level of socioeconomic status.

The influence of age (B.075) in accounting for variation in sociceconnmic status
is relatively weak, and that of family size is even weaker (B-.041), The negative
coefficient indicates that with an increase in the proportion of members with a large

family there is a decline in socioeconomic status.

5.3.4 South East European Ethnic Grouping

Members of South East European origin were also treated as sub-sample within which
the influence of some ethnic and demographic variables on socioeconomic status is examined.
The results of multiple regression analyses are provided in Table 5-10. On the whole, this
model explains about 14% (adjusted R2,141) of the variance in socioeconomic status. All

variables included in the model are statistically significant.

5.3.4.1 Ethnic Variables

Among ethnic varialles, the use of English as home language appears to have a
strong positive influence (B.239) on socioeconomic status. Use of French as a home
language also indicates a positive but weaker association with socioeconomic status
(B.066).

The -ole of nativity in accounting for variation in socioeconomic status is even
weaker B-.016, with a negative cosfficient. This indicates a decline in socioeconomic

status with an increase in the proportion of members who are of foreign-born.
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5.3.4.2 Demographic Variables

Among the demographic variables, sex again emerges as the most influential
variable (B.214) in explaining variation in socioeconomic siatus. Mobility status is the
next most influential variable inn accounting for variation (B.106) in socioeconomic status.
Influence of family size (B-.086) and age (B-.023) are less influential in explaining
variation in socioeconomic status. The negative coefficients for family size and age
indicate that among the members of the Souu: East European ethnic origin, the
socioeconomic status declines with large families and with an increase in the proportion

of older members.

5.3.5 Non-European Ethnic Grouping

The study now is focussed on a sample representing members belonging to the
non-European ethnic group. The zero order correiation matrix for the variables included in
the multiple regression analysis of this sub sample (see Table B-7 in Appendix B) indicates
multicollinearity between the use of English as home language and the use of French as home
language (.750). Therefore, two independent muitiple regression analyses were carried out, as
has been done earlier for the sub sample representing members of British ethnic origin. The
model including the use of English as home language appeared to have a relatively high
adjusted R? as well as a relatively high regression coefficient for use of English as a home
language. Therefore, use of English rather than French as home language is reported in the
findings of the present study.

Table 5-11 provides the results of the multiple regression analyses of this sub-sample.
All variables included in the analyses are statistically significant and the adjusted R? (.109)
indicates that 10% of variance in socioeconomic status is explained by the variables included in

this model.
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3.3.5.1 Ethnic Variakies

In contrasi io the findings related to sub-sainplcs discussed earlier, the results of
this sample indicate that ethnic variables have a relatively stronger influence in accounting
for variation in socioeconomic status than do demographic variables. Nativity (B.25) is
the most influential variable in accounting for variation in socioeconomic status. Use of
English as a home language also has strong influence on sccioeconomic status (£.186).
The positive association between nativity and socioeconomic status and between use of
English as a home language and socioeconomic status indicate that for this sub-sample,
the socioeconomic status rises with an increase in the proportion of members who are
foreign-born; and with an increase in the proportion of members who use English as

home language.

5.3.5.2 Demographic Variables

Among the demographic variables, sex (B.190) appears to be the most influential
variable in explaining variation in socioeconomic status. The influence of age (B.081),
mobility status, (B.054) and family size (B-.071) on socioeconomic status is relatively

weak.

5.3.6 Multipie Ethnic Identity

This section of the chapter concentrates on a sub-sample represented by members with
multiple ethnic identity. Table 5-12 provides the results of multiple regression analyses
carrried out for this sample. The zero order correlation matrix (See Table B-8 in Appendix B)
of the variables included for this multiple regression analysis indicated multicollinearity
between use of English and use of French as a home language (-.898). Therefore the same
procedures undertaken earlier for the sub-sample of the British ethnic group, were repeated
for this sub- sample. The adjusted R? was found to be slightly higher when use of English as

a home language was included in the analyses. Therefore, the model including this variabie i.e
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use of English as a home language is reporied in the findings. It is apparent from Table 5-12
that all variables included in this model are statistically significant. The adjusted R? (.119) '
indicates that about 11% of the variance in socioeconomic status is ¢xplained by the set of

independent variatles included in this model.

$.3.6.1 Ethnic Variables

Like the other sub-sample, nativity and use of home langauge have been included
to represent ethnic variables. Nativity (B.058) has a relatively stronger influence in
explaining variation in socioeconomic status than use of English as home language
(B.038). The positive association between nativity and socioeconomic status indicates that
socioeconomic status rises with an increase in the proportion of members who are
foreign-born. The association between use of English as a home language and
socioeconomic status is also positive, indicating that socioeconomic status rises more with
an increase in th: proportion of members who use English as a home language than with
an increase in the proportion of members whose home language is other than English or

French.

5.3.6.2 Demographic Variables

Among the dernographic variables, age is the most influential variable { B.229) in
accounting for variation in socioeconomic status. Sex (B.139) and mobility status (B.124)
afe the two next most influential variables in explaining variaticn in socioeconomic status.
The regression coefficients are positive in each case. This indicates that for the sub-
sample represented by members with multiple ethnic identity, socioeconomic status rises
with an increase in proportion of male members, with an increase in members of the
older age group, and with an increase in the proportion of members who are mobile. The
influence of family size (B-.121) on socioeconomic status is again negative, meaning the

socioeconomic status declines with an increase in the proportion of members with large
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size families.

5.4 Summary and Discussion

The analyses, as observed earlier, were carsied out at three different levels. The first
part of the analyses was done at the national level, where the entire sample was the focus.
The next part of the analyses dealt with a sample representing members who were bern
outside Canada. The third part of the analyses focussed on sub-samples representing members
or six different ethnic groups.

Throughout the analyses, some consistent patterns emerged (please refer to Tables 5-1
10 5-12). Among the ethnic variables, use of English as a home language and nativity appear
to be more influential variables than ethnic origin in accounting for variation in
socioeconomic status

Use of English as a home language was a :2latively weaker variable (B.125) in
influencing sociceconomiic status for the national level sample, fhan for the sub-samples
representing members of the foreign-born group and members of the six ethnic groups (with
the exception of the sub-samples representing members of the British ethnic group and of the
multiple ethnic identity). The fact that use of English as home language had a relatively weak
influence on socioeconomic status is not surprising. The members of the British ethnic group
represent the dominant group in the Canadian society and English language happens io be the
home language of this dominant group. Therefore for this group, very little variation is
expected regarding use of English as home language. Chances are that most of them use
English as home language which apparently is the mother tongue for most of the members of
British ethnic origin.

This variable, i.e. use of English as a home language, appeared to have a fairly strong
influence in accounting for variation in socioeconomic status for the sub-samples representing
members of South East European and non-European ethnic groups. This means that for the

members of these ethnic groups use of English language at home (which is also onc of the
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official languages of Canada) facilitates the attainment of hign socioeconomic status.

Nativity appears to have a relatively weaker influence on socioeconomic status at the
national than at the sub-sample level. This is more apparent for the sub-samples representing
members of North West European and non-European ethnic groups. This suggests that while
there is little discrepency in socioeconomic status between merubers of foreign-born and
native-born groups at the national level, variation in socioeconomic status is quite apparent at
finer levels of analysis carried out for certain suv-samples of ethnic groups.

The fact that both use of English as a home language and nativity are more influential
than ethnic origin in accounting for variation in socioeconomic status, not only raises some
ambiguity regarding the validity of employing ethnic origin as an indicator by itself for
examining variation in socioeconomic status, but also establishes the validity of employing
multiple indicators instead of single indicators.

The fact that use of English as a home language is the most influential variable in
accounting for variation in socioeconomic status of the members of the foreign-born group,
indicates that for these members instrumental factors such as use of English as a home
language are more influential in accounting for variation in socioeconomic status than is
demographic composition. Moreover, the fact that of the two official languages, the usc of
English as a home language had a much stronger positive influence on socioeconomic status
than the use of French language reflects the national dominance of the British ethnic group.
In fact for the members of the French ethnic group, use of French language shows an inverse
relationship with socioeocnomic status. This indicates that despite the recognition of French as
one of the official languages of Canada, along with English language, the former has
relatively less salience for attaining high socioeconomic status than the latter. In fact, earlier
studies such as those of Boulet and Veltman (1981), and Boyd (1981) have demonst:aed that
the socioeconomic status of the Francophones is relatively lower than that of the
Anglophones. The finding of the present study reemphasizes the socioeconomic implications

of language u-=.
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It is also apparent from these findings that demographic variables are relatively more
influential in accounting for variation in socioeccnomic status than ethnic variables. For
example Tables 5-2 and 5-4 which include both ethnic and demographic variables indicate that
regression coefficients of demographic variables are relatively higher than that of ethnic
variables and suggests that there is indeed some merit in including der.ographic variables in
addition to ethnic variables for explaining variation in socioeconomic status.

Throughout the analyses, {with the exception of the sub-sample representing members
of non-European ethnic origin), sex emerges as the most influential variable in accounting for
variation in socioeconomic status. The positive association between sex and socioeconomic
status throughout the analyszs confirms our hypothesis (refer to Chapter 2, hypothesis 6)
that with an increase in the proportion of male members, there is a concomitant rise in
socioeconomic status. This holds true both for the national sample, representing society at
large, as well as for the sub-samples representing members of ethnic groups and foreign-born
groups.

In contrast to the strong influence of sex on socioeconomic status, the influence of
family size on socioeconomic status appears to be the weakest throughout most of the
analyses (with the exception of the sub-samples representing members of South East
European and non-European ethnic groups). The ccnsistent negative association between
family size and socioeconomic status, confirms our earlier hypothesis (refer to Chapter 2,
hypothesis 7), that the the socioeconomic status is likely to rise with an increase in the
proportion of members with small families. Conversely, the socioeconomic status is likely to
decline with an increase ir: the proportion of members with large family size.

Both for the national sample {Table 5-2) as well as the sub-samples (please refer to
Tables 5-7 to 5-12), mobility status appeared to be the second most influential variable in
accounting for variation in socioeconomic status. The consistent positive association between

these two variables {mobility and socioeconomic status), confirms our relelvant hypothesis

(sec Chapter 2, hypothesis 8).



91

The influence of age in accounting for variation in socioeconomic status appears to be
relatively w2ak compared to sex and mobility status. However, the positive association
between age and socioeconomic status is contrary o our hypothesis (See Chapter 2,
hypothssis 3). This contradiction holds true to the extent the influence of level of education i3
not included in the model. We find that the relationship between age and occupational status
(which is a dimension of socioeconomic status) is negative when the effect of education is
held constant. It was found that education ::as a strong positive influence on occupational
status. Moreover, when level of education is treated as a dependent variable in model four of
the national sample, we find a negative relationship between age and level of 2ducation,
meaning that members of older age group have a relatively lower level of education. Thus
based on the facts that education has a strong positive influence on socioeconomic status and
that the older age group has a relatively lower level of education, the negative relationship
between age and socioeconomic status is understandable.

Among the members of the foreign-born group, we find that age is negatively
associated with socioeconomic status as well as with occupational status, which confirms our
hypothesis (regarding age and socioeconomic status). This negative association between
socioeconomic status and members of older age group is not necessarily indicative of the
persistence of ethnicity in older age, but we are not entirely sure of that. Moreover, the fact
that age is negatively asscciated with socioeconomic status for the foreign-born sub-sample
may be reflective of the moere recent immigration policy of Canada to recruit highly
professional and skilled man power. |

The association between socioeconomic status and age of immigrants upon a-zival in
Canada is positive, indicating that with an increase in the proportion of mcmbers whose age
upon arrival in Canada is relatively older, there is a concomitant rise in socioeconomic status.
As stated earlier, this positive associzt*an, is not in contrary to our earlier hypothesis (See
Chapter 2, hypothesis 4). It may be that the arrival of relatively older immigrants coincided
with a boom in the national and a correspondingly favourable labour market. It is quite likely

that members who arrived in Canada at a relatively young age were also the ones who
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immigrated as dependents along with their family. Consequeatly, their motivation to aspire
for higher education or occupation was not as overwhelming as it was for those who arrived
at a relatively older age and had to shoulder the responsibility of maintaining a family.

The association between length of residence of members representing the foreign-born
group and socioeconomic status supports our hypothesis (sec Chapter 2, hypothesis 5),
indicating a rise in socioeconomic status with longer length of stay.

Influence of sex on sociceconomic status indicated results contrary to its influence on
level of education. Sex was the most important variable for explainig variation in
socioeconmic status. Contrary to this, the influence of sex on level of education was the least
influential. The fact that sex is least influential in expiaiing variation in level of ed:cation
and most influential in explaining variation in socioeconomic status suggests that the disparity
in socioeconomic status between males and females is much wider than the educational
disparity.

On the whole, the findings of this study bave confirmed all the hypotheses included
for testing with the exception of the hypothesis regarding age and sociceconomic status and
age at arrival and socioeconomic status. The fact that most of these hypotheses are confirmed
affirms the importance of including demographic variables in addition to ethnic variables to
better account for variation in socioeconomic status. Moreover, the fact that sex emerges as
relatively more influential in explaining variation in socioeconomic status than ethnic
variables, suggests that discrepency in socioeconomic status is relatively stronger along

dimensions of sex than ethnicity .



6. VARIATION IN SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS, AN ANAL':IS OF CENSUS
METROPOLITAN AREAS

So far, the analyses were done at an individual level for the national sample and for
sub-samples of the foreign-born group and six ethnic groups. The intent of this study is also
to examine variation in socioeconomic status across CMAs both at the individual and
aggregate levels. While the study at the national level provides us with information from a
broad framework, it provides very little allowance for examining variation in socioeconomic
status at a finer level such as that of urban centres. This is the task of the present chapter.

It was hypothesized earlier in Chapter 2, section 2.5, that socioeconomic status is
influenced by the proportion of minority groups in the population and by proportion of the
labour force ixi manufacturing industries. Both of these variables have been included in the
analysis. Moreover, it was hypothesized that discrepancy in socioeconomic status increases
with size of city. In order to test these hypotheses, Ci4As have been treated as sub-samples.
As stated earlier in Chapter 3 thirteen such CMAs have been included in this study. The
results are presented in four sections. In section one, the recults of the zero order correlation
matrix ére delineated. In section two, the results of the multiple regression analyses are
presented. In section three, the results regarding influence of city size on socioeconemic status

are provided and in section four a summary and discussion of the results are prescnted.

6.1 Results of Zero Order Correlation Matrix
For each of the CMAs included in our analyses, the procedure of multiple regression was
employed. The zero order correlation, means, proportions, and standard deviations of the
variables included for the analyses of the sample, representing the thirteen CMAS, are
presented in Tables B-9 to B-21 in Appendix B. With the exception of Montreal (Table
B-10), Ottawa (Table B-12), and Quebec (Table B-16) for all other CMAs, the zero order
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correlations are .S or below. In Montreal (Table B-10) there appears multicollinearity between
French ethnic origin and use of French language at home (r=.814); and between use of
English and French language at home (r=.774). Similarly in Ottawa (Table B-12),
multicollinearity is observed between French ethnic origin and French language at home
(r=.789); and use of English and French language at home (r=-.88%). For Quebec (Table
B-16), multicollinearity is observed between use of English and French language at home
(r=-.828).

The proportion of ethnic groups for each CMA also varies, with a relatively large
proportion of French ethnic origin in Montreal (66.7%), Ottawa 37.5%, and Quebec (93.3%).
{Please see Tables B-10, B-12 and B-16). Also, these CMAs are represented by a relatively
large proportion of members using the French language at home. For example, 62.6% use
French language at home in the Ottawa CMA. The comparable proportion for Montreal and
Quebec are 8.9% and 96.6% respectively. All other CMAs, excluding Montreal, Ottawa, and
Quebec, are represented by a relatively high proportion of British ethnic origin. The
proportion of this group ranges from a high of 68.9% for Halifax(Table B-21) to a low of
35.1% for Winnipeg (Table B-15). Likewise these CMAs also indicate a relatively high |
proportion of members using English as a home language, with proportions ranging from
93.0% in London (Table B- 18) to 80.4% in Toronto (Table B-9).

The proportion of foreign-born group again varies across the CMAs, ranging {rom
43.3% in Toronto (Table B-9) to 2.4% in Quebec (Table B-16). Both Toronto and Quebec,
however, indicate extreme cases of distribution of the foreign-born group. In most of the
other CMAs the proportions of the foreign-born group range from 18.0% in Montreal (Table
B-10) to 32.0% in Ottawa (Table B- 12).

The mean age for these CMAs did not indicate much variation, with values ranging
from 33.438 for Calgary (Table B-14) to 36.668 for Hamilton {Table B-17).

The proportion of male members also indicated little variation, ranging froia 48.4 for

London CMA (Tabile B-18) to 56.7 for Toronto CMA (Table B-9).
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Likewise, the distribution of mean family size indicated little variation across the
CMAs. For almost half the CMAs the mean family size was close to 3. For example, the
mean family size for Toronto CMA (Tabie B-9) is 3.019, while that for Quebec is 3.041
(Table B-16). For Hamilton CMA it is 3.125 (Table B-17), and for St. Catherines it is 3.213
(Table B-19). For Kitchener it is 3.213 (Table B-20), and for Halifax it is 3.062 (Table '
B-21). For the rest of the CMAs the mean family size is slightly lower than 3, with Montreal
having a mean family size of 2.9333 (Table B-10). In Vancouver (Table B-11), it is 2.835. In
Ottawa (Table B-12) and in Edmonton (Table B-13) it is 2.979 and 2.813 respectively. In
Calgary (Table B-14) it is 2.746. In Winnipeg (Table B-15) and in London (Table B-18) the
mean family sizes are 2.941 and 2.988, respectively. It appears that on the whaole, with the
exception of Calgary CMA, for all CMAs the mean family size is about 3.

The proportion of members who are mobile indicated a fair amount of variation
across the CMAs, with values ranging from a high of 67.4% in Calgary (Table B-14) to a low
of 38.7% in Winnipeg (Table B-15).

The proportion of the labour force in maufacturing industries, again, indicated some
variatior across the CMAs, ranging from 25% in the Hamilton CMA (Table B-17) to0 5.2% for
Ottawa CMA (Table B-12)

6.2 Multiple Regression Analyses
The multiple regression analyses involved two different models, the details of which appear

below.

6.2.1 Model One
In model one ail the variables used previously in mode! two concerning the nationa!
sample (Chapter 5 section 5.1) are included. In addition ) these variables, the proportion of

the labour force in manufacturing industries is also included in this model. Table 6-1
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TABLE 6-1 EFFECTS OF SOME ETHNIC AND DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES ON
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS OF THE THIRTEEN CMAs INCLUDED IN THIS STUDY

Toronto Montreal Vancouver Ottawa
Variables b B b B b B b B
Ethnic Variables : '
Eng Lang .196 . 146=* .161 L130% ,227 .146%« ,096 ,084
Fren Lung .346 .0h5= -- --- =,322 -.043% - ==
Ethnic Origin
British -.037 -.036*% -,035 -.021f ~-.050 -.050% .023 .020
French -.125 -.041* -,045 -.041 ~-.147 -.055% -,065 -.058%=*
N.W.Eur .121 ,065% .126 .049% -.067 -.045« .143 .060=*
S.E. Eur -. 144 -,112% -,203 -.118*% -,160 -.092% -,127 -.055=*
Mult ldent .044 030+ .033 .015 ~-.038 -.030 .009 .004
Nativity -.053 -.025% .026 .010 .130 .061* ,144 ,049=%
Demographic Variables
Age .013 .164=% .006 .782% .014 ,196* 019 ,223%
Sex 331 .158% .258 .124% ,306 .153* .371 ,169=*
Mobility .205 .098=* .112 .054% ,198 .0988% ,196 .089=*
Family .042 .054* -,017 -.022* -.011 ~-,015 .024 -.030%*x*
Manufac .337 -.138% -.514 ~,213% - ,387 -.139* -.340 -.077%*
Constant -.149 .258 -.766 L7121
Multiple R . 368 .330 . 322 .353
R2 .135 . 109 .104 .124
Adj R? . 135 .108 . 103 . 122
S.E. .968 .870 .839 1.018
d.f. 13/35333 12/29813 13/14425 12/8024
F 427,045 304.215 129.047 94.908
* Significant at .01 level.
**xSignificant at .05 level.
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Ecdmonton Calgar Winnipeg
Variables b B b g b B
Ethnic Variables
Home Language
English .187 .108%x  ,212 .110=% 203 . 135=
French . 184 .049% .060 .012 .293 . 099
Ethnic Origin
British -.028 -.027 *-.050 -.048== -,024 -,024
French -,136 -.073% ~-.,110 -.046%* -,149 -,092+#
N.W.Eur -,060 -.044=x -,038 -.026** ,001 .001
S.E. Eur -.067 -.050%« -,089 -.050* -.066 -.054%=
Mult Ident .023 .015 -.027 -.017 .018 .012
Nativity .102 .041= .01 .007 .059 .025
Demographic Variables
Age .018 . 242« .01 .231+* .008 . 126%
Sex .253 . 126% .369 .369=* 255 .124%
Mobility .176  .084% .208 .091= .120 .063=*
Family -.008 -.012 -.001 -.002 -.032 -.046+*
Manufac -.303 -.093« -,356 -.100*% ~-.445 -.178%
Constant -.836 -1.051 -.069
Multiple R .297 .316 .290
R2 . 088 .09S 084
Adj R? . 087 .088 084
S.E. .951 .992 .903
d.f. 13/8015 13/29813 13/7435
F 60.081 63.605 46.325

* Significant at .01 level.
**Significant at .05 level.
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TABLE 6-1 (continued)

" Quebec Hamilton St. Catherine
Variables = b B b B b B

Ethnic Variables
Home Language

English .038 .013 .220 141 ,230 ,153=
French --- --- . 175 .033*x ,145 ,047
Ethnic Origin

British .000 -.000 -,045 -.047 -.018 -.021
French -.070 -.034 -,129 -.054 ~-.114 -,070%%
N.W.Eur -.264 -,037++ 012 .004 ~-.012 -.008
S.E. Eur -.052 -.007 .110 -.090% -.068 -.062
Mult Ident -.028 -.006 .070 .037 .136 .068%=*

Nativity .224 .035%x ,028 .013 .122 . 058*=*
Demographic Variables

Age .006 .074= 011 .160* .010 .157%
Sex .273 . 134=* .309 .161% ,268 .149«*
Mobility .223 L 110= .164 .086* .095 ,053=*
Family .000 -.000 -.016 -.022 ~-.008 -.001
Manufac -.591 -.183% -,274 -,133* -,250 -.1208%
Constant 121 -.628 -.679
Multiple R .255 .304 .286
R2 . 065 .092 .082
Adj R2 .063 .090 .078
S.E. .975 .906 .850
d.f. 12/5739 13/5939 13/3117
F 36.362 46.459 21.467

* Significant at .01 level.
«*Significant at .05 level.
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London Kitchaner Halifax
Veriables b B b B b B
Ethhic Variables
Home Language
English .238 . 120= 261 .166=* .265 .068%=*
French -.025 -.003 .342 .055%x .152 .053
Ethnic Origin
British -.034 -.034 -.053 -.054 -.058 -.055
Franch -.058 -.024 -.163 -.067% ~-,155 -,094«
N.W.Eur -.020 -.012 -.101 -.087** ,004 .004
S.E. Eur -.064 -.040 -.119 -~.,081=%% -, 112 -.,022
Mult Ident .043 .020 -.005 -.002 -.070 -.023
Nativity -.001 -.000%* 123 ,0B5**x 447 ,1309%
Demographic Variables
Age 011 . 157=* .011 .150% .012 .167=
Sex 280 .142=* . 341 . 175% .146 .076%*
Mobility .128 .065% .153 .079% .294 .151%
Family -.030 -.041%* ~-,018 -.027 -.013 -.018
Manufac -.366 -.148% -,416 ~-.205* -.,241 -.066%*
Constant -.662 .662 -1.058
Multiple R .288 .338 278
R2 .083 . 115 .077
Adj R2 .079 11 .073
S.E. .840 .910 .925
d.f. 13/3197 13/3208 13/3028
F 22.305 32.211 19.551

* Significant at .01 level.
*xSignificant at .05 level.
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illustrates the results of multiple regression analyses. In order to find a convenient way of
making comparisons across the CMAs, only the standardized and unstandardized coefficients
are provided in a single Tabie.

The adjusted R? for the analyses of each CMA indicated some variation with a range
as high as .135 for Toronto CMA ard as low as .068 for Quebec CMA.

The betz coefficients for the independent variables also indicate scme variation in
socioeconomic status. But the set of independent variables employed in this model can be
broadly categorized into ethnic variables and demographic variables. Under ethnic variables,
ethnic origin, home language and nativity are included. Under demographic variables, age,
sex, mobility, family size and the proportion of labour force in manufacturing industries are
included. Even though the proportion of labour force in manufacturing industries is rot truly
representative as a demographic variable, it is so categorized in order to pxesenf the results
more efficiently. Overall, the demographic variables appear to have a relatively stronger
influence on socioeconomic status than do the ethnic variables. Detailed information regarding

the regression coefficients is provided below.

6.2.1.1 Ethnic Variables

Under ethnic variables, use of home language, ethnic origin and nativity are
included.

Home Language:

Home language is represented by two variables, .i.e use of English and French as
home languages. Use of English as a home language has a much stronger influence on
sociceconomic status than use of French language at home. in fact, use of English as a
home ianguage is on the whole, a more influential variable in explaining variation in
socioeconomic status than ethnic origin and nativity. Multicollinearity between use of
English and French as home languages was observed for Montreal, Ottawa, and Quebec
CMAs.(See Tables B-10, B-12, and B-16). In order to overcome this problem, multiple

regression analyses were employed in two stages for each of these CMAs, In the first
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stage, use of French as home language was excluded and in the second stage, use of
English as home language was excluded. For the two CMAs of Montreal and Ottawa, use
of English as a home language appeared to be more influential in explaining variation in
socioeconomic status than use of French as a home language. The adjusted R? for each
of these CMAs also appeared to be relativiey higher in the analyses where use of French
as a home language'was excluded. So, for these two CMAs, i.e Montreal and Otiawa, use
of English rather than French as a home language was included.

For the Quebec CMA, the multiple “regression analyses carried out indicated that .
neither the use of English, nor the use of French as home language are statisticaily
significant. However, the beta coefficients representing use of English as home language,
appeared to be relatively higher (.013) than use of French as home language (B.000, not
provided in this study). The adjusted R? .063) was slightly higher when use of English as
home language was included than when usz of French language was included {adjusted R?
not provided in this study). So the analyses which included use of English as a home
ianguage are reported for Quebec CMA in Table 20.

For the rest of the CMAs, the association between use of English as a home
language and socioeconomic status is positive. In other words, the socioeconomic status
rises with an increase in the proportion of members who use English as home language.

Use of French as a home language also indicates a positive association with
socioeconomic status. But the beta ccefficients representing French as the home language
are much weaker than those representing English as home language. This means that with
an increase in the proportion of members who use French at home, the rise in
socioeconomic status is not as sharp as in the case of those who use English as a home
language. Moreover, the negative intercept for all CMAs except Montreal, and Quebec,
indicates that the socioeconomic status declines with a increase in the proportion of
members whose home language neither English nor French. This lends support to our
earlier assumption that members using English or French as home languages are expected

to have higher socioeconomic status than those whose home language is neither English
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nor French.

The beta coefficients representing English as home language are strongest for
Kitchener (B.166) and St. Catherine (B.153). In fact, for these CMAs, this variable is
the sacond most influential in explaining variation in socioeconomic status. In
comparison, for Winnipeg (B.135) and Montreal (B.130), use of English as a home
language ranks second in order of importance. For Toronto (B.146) and
Vancouver(B.146) use of English as a home language ranks third in importance in
explaining variation in socioeconomic status. The beta coefficients representing use of
English as a home language for Edmontor, Calgary, and Ottawa CMAs are (B.108, .110
and .089) respectively. Even though these beta coefficients are much lower than those
reported for Toronto and Vancouver, the former (beta coefficients representing
Edmonton, Calgary, and Ottawa) appear to have a fairly strong influence on
socioeconomic status, ranking third in order of importance. The CMA of London
indicates a beta coefficient of .120 for this variable which ranks fourth in order of
importance in influencing variation in sociocconomic status.

In Halifax, use of English as a home language, compared to the rest of the
variables, has been found to have a relatively weak influence on socieconomic status
(B.068).

Use of French as a home language has a relatively low beta coefficient compared
to all other independent variables in the analyses of Halifax CMA. This variable appears
to have a relatively strong influence in accounting for the variation in socioeconomic
status of Winnipeg CMA (B.099). In fact this variable ranks fourth in order of
importance in influencing the socioeconomic status within the Winnipeg CMA. For most
of the other CMAs, use of French as a home language indicates a positive association
with socioeconomic status. However, compared to the coefficients representing use of

English as a home language, the coefficients representing use of French as a home

language are relatively weak.



103

Ethnic Origin:

Ethnic origin is represented by five variables as shown in Table 20. Overall, the
beta coefficients representing ethnic origin have a relatively weaker influence on
socioeconomic status than the beta coefficients representing use of English language at
home. There are however, considerable variations in the beta coefficients for the variables
representing ethnic origin. The beta coefficients for each of the variables representing

ethnic origin are discussed in detail below.

British Ethnic Origin:

For most of the CMAs, the beta coefficients representing members of the British
ethnic group are statistically insignificant. The only exceptions where the beta coefficients
are statistically significant are the CMAs of Toronto (B-.036), Vancouver (B-.050), and
Calgary (B-.048). In these three CMAs the association between members representing the
British ethnic group and socioeconomic status is negative. This means that compared to
the members of the Non-European ehtnic group, an increase in the proportion of

members of the British ethnic group is associated with a decline in socioeconomic status.

French Ethnic Qrigin:

In contrast to the above beta coefficient, the beta coefficients representing
members of the French ethnic origin are statistically significant for most of the CMAs.
The only exceptions where the beta coefficients of this variable are statistically not
significant include Montreal (B-.041), Hamiltor: (B-.054), and London (B-.024).

The beta coefficients representing members of the French ethnic group are
negative indicating a decline in socioeconomic status with an increase in the proportion of
members of French ethnic group. This is true for the CMAs of Ottawa (B-.058),
Edmonton (B-.073), Winnipeg (B-.092), St. Catherines (B-.070) and Halifax (B-.094).
For these CMAs, the {negative) influence of this variable i.e. members of the French

ethnic origin on socioeconomic status is much stronger than for all other ethnic variabies.
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Thus, in these CMAs, an increase in the proportion of the French ethnic group leads to a

decline in socioeconomic status which is sharper than the decline associated with members

of other ethnic groups.

South East European Ethnic Origin:

South East European ethnic origin is negatively associated with socioeconomic
status. This negative association is strongest in the CMAs of Toronto (B-.112),
Vancouver (B-.092), Calgary (B-.050), Hamilton (B-.090) and Kitchener (5-.081) In
Ottawa (B-.055), Edmonton ( B-.050), Winnipeg (B-.054), the inrfluence of this variable
on socioeconomic status is not as strong as the influence of French ethnicity on
socioeconomic status. In the CMA of Quebec (B-.007), St. Catherines (B-.062) London

(B-.040) and Halifax (B-.022) the beta coefficients are statistically not significant.

North West European Ethnic Origin:

The beta coefficients for this ethnic category are statistically insignificant for
almost haif the CMAs i.e. Calgary (B.026), Winnipeg (5.001), Hamilton (B.004), St.
Catherines (B-.008), London (B-.012) and Halifax {B-.004). The association of this
variable with socioeconomic status is positive for only three CMAs, namely Toronto
(B.065), Montreal (B8.049), and Ottawa (5.060). In fact, the North West European
ethnic group is the only ethnic group that indicated a positive association with
socioeconomic status. Even then, this positive association is only confined to the CMAs
of Toronto, Montreal and Ottawa.

This positive association could perhaps be accounted for at least in part, by the
fact that in these three CMAs, the North West European group is represented by a
relatively large proportion of members of Jewish origin. In fact, Ray (1975:239) notes
that Montreal attracted nearly half the Jewish immigrants. The same may be true, albeit

to a lesser degree, of Toronto and Otawa.



105

For all other CMAs the association between North West European ethnic group
and socioeconomic status is negative. This negative association is strongest in Kitchener
{B.087), Vancouver (B-.045), followed by Edmonton (B-.044) and Quebec (B-.037). In
St. Catherine (B-.008) and London (B-.012) the beta coefficients are statistically not
significant, In Edmonton, the influence of this variable (B-.044) on socioeconomic status
is not as strong as the influence of French ethnic origin(B-.073) In Vancouver, the
influence of this variable on socioeconomic status is not as strong (-.045) compared to
the variable representing members of the French ethnic origin (B-.055), and ihe British
ethnic origin (B-.050). For the rest of the CMAs where this variable has a ncgative
association, the beta coefficients are relatively low {compared to the beta coefficients
representing members of South East European and French ethnic origin). The fact that
Kitchener indicates a strong negative association between members of North West
European ethnic origin conpared to members of other ethnic groups, is surprising and it
may perhaps be attributed to the relatively large concentration of Mennonites (who have

probably been included with members of North West European ethnic group).

Muitiple Ethnic Origin:

There is a weak association between multipie ethnic identity and socioeconomic
status. Out of the thirteen CMAs, only two indicated statistically significant relationships.
For the CMAs of Toronto (B.030) and St. Catherines (B.068), the beta coefficients are
statistically significant but not so for the the rest of the CMAs, i.e. Vancouver (B-.030),
Ottawa (B.004), Edmonton (B.015), Calgary (B-.017), Winnipeg (B .012), Quebec
(B-.006), Hamilton (B.037), London (B.020), and Kitchener ( B-.002).

Nativity:
The influence of nativity on socioeconomic status appeared to be relatively weak
for most of the CMAs, compared to the overall effect of the other variables in the

model. With the exception of Toronto (B-.025) and London (B-.000) CMAs, the
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influence of nativity on scciceconomic status is postive for all other CMAs. This means
that with an increase in the proportion of the members in the foreign-born etianic group,
the socioeconomic status rises. This positive influence is strongest in Halifax (5.139)
where the beta coefficient of nativity ranks third in order of importance ir accounting for
variation in socioeconomic status. For the rest of the CMAs the influence of this variable
on socioeconomic status is relatively weak. In Montreal (B.010), Calgary (B8.007),
Winnipeg (B.025) and in Hamilton (B.013) the beta coefficient of this variable is
statistically not significant.

This variation regarding the relationship between nativity and socioeoconomic
status is interesting. We observed that on the one hand the CMAs of Toronto and
London indicated a negative associztion with socioeconomic status and on the other hand
the CMA of Halifax indicated a relatively strong positive association with socioeconomic
status. For the CMAs of Toronto and London this negative association could perhaps be
accounted for by the presence of a high proportion of members of South East European
ethnic origin. For example in Toronto about 21.1% of the members of ethnic group are of
South East European origin and in London this group comprises about 20.0% of the
population (see Tables B-9 and B-18 in Appendix B). These proportions are much higher
than the national average of 8.0% (see Table B-1 in Appendix B). It is quite likely that a
relatively large proprotion of these members of South East European ethnic origin are
foreign-born. In addition, earlier studies indicate that they tend to occupy a reiatively low

socioeconomic status (Porter 1965, Li 1978).

6.2.1.2 Demographic Variables

Among the demographic and ecological variables, age appears to be the most
influentiai and family size the least influential variable in explaining variation in

sociveconomic status for most of the CMAs.

Age:
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Age is an influential variable in more than half the CMAs including Toronto
(B.164), Vancouver (B.196), Ottawa (B.223), Edmonton (B.242), St. Catherines
(B.157), and Halifax {8.167). For these CMAs, variation in socioeconomic status is to a
large extent explained by variation acros§ age-cohorts. The positive association between
age and socioeconomic status indicates that the older the age-cohort, the higher the
socioeconomic status. For the remaining five CMAs, the influence of age on
socioeconomic status is fairly strong, ranking second or third in order of importance in

explaining variation in socioeconomic status.

Sex:

The influence of sex on socioeconomic status also appears te be strong on the
whole, though not as strong as the influence of age on socioeconomic status. Out of the
thirteen CMAs, only in two CMAs i.e Calgary (B.369) and Hamilton (8.161) does sex
emerge as the most influential variable in explaining socioeconomic status. For Toronto
(B.158), Vancouver (B.158), Ottawa (B.169), Edmonton (B.126), and Kitchener
(B.175), sex ranks as the second most influential variable in explaining variation in
socioeconomic status. In St.Catherines (B.149), London (B.142), and Montreal (B.124)
it ranks as the third most influential variable in explaining variation in socioeconomic
status, whereas in Winnipeg (B.124) 'and Quebec (B.134) it ranks as the fourth most
influential variable in explaining variation in sociorconomic status. In the Halifax CMA,
the influence of sex in explaining variation in socioeconomic status is much

weaker(B.076) than the rest variables included for analyses of that CMA

Mobility:

Mobility, or proportion of members who are mobile, on the whole, is relatively
less influential (compared to other variables included in the anzlyses) in explaining
variation in socioeconomic status. The influence of this variabl: is the strongest in

Halifax (B.151). Halifax is the only CMA where the infiuer.ce of this variable is
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relatively stronger than most of the other variables. Compared to most of the other
CMAs, Halifax indicated a relatively strong positive relationship between mobility status
and socioeconomic status. It was also observed that Halifax was the only CMA that
indicated a strong positive relation between nativity and socioeconomic status, meaning
that with an increase in proportion of members representing the foreign-born group there
is a concomitant rise in socioeconomic status. These results lead us to speculate that thes"e
members of the foreign-born group with high socioeocnomic status are also the ones who
are relatively more mobile.

In the remaining CMAs, the influence of mobility on socioeconomic status is not
as strong. In Ottawa mobility is the third most important in explaining variation in
socioeconomic status. For the remaining CMAs, the influence of this variable in
explaining variation in socioeconomic status is relatively weak. For example, in Montreal
(B.054) it is the fourth most influential variable in explaining variation in socioeconomic
status. In Edmonton (B.084), Calgary (B.091), Quebec (B.110), London (B.065), it
ranks as the fifth most influential variable in accounting for the variation in
socioeconomic status. Its influence in explaining variation in socioeconomic status is
relatively weak for Toronto (B8.098), Vancouver (B.089), Winnipeg (B.063) and
Hamilton (8.086), where it ranks as the sixth most influential variable in explaining
variation in socioeconomic status. The influence of mobility status in explaining variation
in socioeconomic status is even much weaker for Kitchener (B.079) and St. Catherines
(B.053) where it ranks as the seventh and tenth most influential variable in explaining

variation in socioeconomic status.

Family Size:

On the whole, family size is the least influential variable in explaining variation in
socioeconomic status. For all the CMAs the association between family size and
socioeconomic status is negative, indicating that with an increase in size of families the

socioeconomic status declines. Among all the CMAs the strongest influence of family size
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on socioeconomic status is for London CMA ranking as the sixth most influential variable
in explaining variation in socioeconomic status. For the rest of the CMAs, family size

ranks as the eighth or even lower, in explaining variation in socioeconomic status.

Proportion of Labour Force in Manufacturing:

Proportion of labour force in manufacturing appears to have a relatively strong
influence on socioeéonomic status. The association between this variable and
socioeconomic status is negative, which indicates that with an increase in the proportion
of labour force in manufacturing, the socioeconomic status declines. This negative
association is understandable because the variable reflects a heavy concentration of labour
force in manual occupations.

The influence of this variable is strongest in Montreal (B-.213), Winnipeg
(B-.178) and Kitchener (B-.205) where it is the most important variable in explaining
variation in socioeconomic status. There may be a number of factors attributed to this
strong negative relationship. But given the lack of sufficient data, we can only speculate
on this finding. It is quite possible that the ethnic composition of these CMAs is a
relevant factor. For example, in Montreal CMA, a strong negative association is found
between members of South East European ethnic origin (B.119) and socieocnomic status.
Winnipeg indicated a strong negative relationship between members of the French ethnic
group (B-.092) and socioeconomic status. The CMA of Kitchener also indicated a
negative association between members of North West European ethnic group and
socioeoconimic status (B-.087) as well as a negative association between members of
South East European ¢thnic group and socioeconomic status (B-.081). Earlier literature
has indicated that the members of French ethnic origin and South East European ethnic
origin are in a relatively lower socioeconomic status. The works of Li (1978), and Porter
(1965) are examples in this context. Therefore in these CMAs, the negative association
between proportion of labour force and socioeconomic status could be because of the

presence of these ethnic groups that are mostly concenirated in manufacturing jobs.
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For the CMAs of Quehec (B-.183) and London (B-.148), this variable is the
sacond 1ost influential in accounting for variation in socioeconomic status. For Toronto
(¥-.138), Vancouver (B -.139), Ottawa (B-.077) and St. Catherines {B-.129) it is the
fourth most influential in explaining variation in socioeconomic status. It is least
influesitial in Halifax (B-.066) where it ranks as the sixth-most influential variable in

explaining variation in socioeconomic status.

6.2.2 Model Two

In model two thz2 proportion of minority groups has been included as an additional
variable to examine its effect on socioeconomic status, controlling for all other variables in the
model. In this model, however, variables representing ethnic origin have been excluded because
of high multicollincarity between them and the proportion of minority groups.

The adjusted R? for each CMA indicates some variation, with Ottawa and Toronto

having the highest adjusted R? (.115 for each of these CMAs) and St. Catherines having the

lowest adjusted R?(.070). (See Table 6-2)
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TABLE 6-2 EFFECTS OF SOME ETHNIC AND DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECOLCGICAL

VARIABLES ON SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS OF THE THIRTEEN CMAs INCLUDED IN
‘ THIS STUDY '

Torointo Montreal Vancouver
Variables b B b B B

Ethnic Variables
Home Language

English .252 . 188% 211 L 169= 211 . 136%
French .328 . 052+ .260 ,035=
Nativity -.032 -.015 -.001 .000 .144 068+
Minority .016 .015 -.028 -.025 -.044 -.044
Demographic Variables

Age .013 .167% .006 .084x 014 .191=
Sex . 327 . 156% .258 . 124+ .305 . 152=
Mobility Status .223 .107% .123  .059= .203 . 100~
Family Size -.046 -.060% -.021 -.027« -.009 -.012
Manufacturing -.343 -.140% -.526 -.218% -,389 -,139%
Constant -.166 . 341 -.489
Multiple R . 339 . 307 .315

R2 . 115 .094 .099

Adj R? . 115 .084 .098

S.E. . 980 .978 .942

d.f. 9/35337 8/29817 9/14428

F 512.708 389.456 176.945

* Significant at .01 level,
**Significant at .05 level.
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TABLE 6-2 (Continued)

Ottawa Ecimonton Calgary Winni
Var jables b B b B bg B b Beg

Ethnic Variables

Home Lang
Engiish 141 . 123% .161 .093= .206 ,107=x 202 .134«

rrench --- =-- .086 .025 .017 .003 .196. .066

Nativity .178 .060% .138 .056* .032 .012 101,043
Minority -.036-.033 -.034-.035%+ -,013 -.013 -.020 -.02!

D@mographic Variables

Age .019 ,224% .018 .238% 019 ,228% 008 .122=
Sex .368 . 168 .252 . 125=* .368 .176% .236 .125x
Mobility .198 ,090%* . 180 .086* .206 .091= .122  .064*
Family ~.024-.029 -.007-.010 -,001 -.001 -.035 -.048%x
Manufac -.345-.078* -.303-.093*% -.,358 -.101* ~-.,445 -.i77*
Constant -.780 ~.748 -.871 ~.047
Multiple R .340 .290 312 277
R2 .116 .084 .097 077
Adj R? .115 .083 .096 .075
S.E. .023 .953 .883 .907
d.f. 8/8028 9/8019 9/7457 9/6523
F 131.905 81.886 89.845 60.485

* Significant at .01 level.
*x5ignificant at .05 level.
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TABLE 6-2 (Continuad)

Quebec HamiYton St. Catherires
Variables b B b B b B

Ethnic Origin
Home Language

English .249 ,160=* .236 . 157=*
French .020 .007 .140 .026%x 087 ,028
Nativity 270 . 042%x .026 .012 .144 069+
Minority <-.063 -.025 -.008 -.008 -.021 -.024
D@mographic Variables

Age .006 .075% .010 .158 .010 156%
Sex 273 . 134=* 310 . 162= 276 . 153*
Mobility Status .22 .111% .168 .088% .088 . 055%x%
Family Size .000 .000 -.016 -.022 -.007 -.011
Manufacturing -.589 -.183%* -.283 -.138« ~-,263 -.136*
Constant -.101 -.588 -.745
Multiple R .250 . 287 . 266
R2 .062 .082 .070
Adj R? .061 .081 .068
S.E. .975 .810 . 854
d.f. 8/5742 9/5913 9/3121
F 48.228 59. 346 26.461

* Significant at .01 level.
**Significant at .05 level.
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Kitchener

b

Halifax
b B

l.ondon
Variables b
Ethnic Variables:
Home Language
English .259 . 131=
French -.032 -.004
Nativity 011 .004
Minority .018 .017
Demographic Variables
Age .011 . 157=*
Sex .279 L 142%
Mobility Status .127 .064x**
Family Size -.031 -.042%*x*
Manufacturing -.36 .147%*
Minority .018 .017 ~-.052
Constant -.44
Multiplie R .283
R2 .080
Adj R? .077
S.E. .841
d.f. 9/3201
F 31.000

.048
. 047

. 145«
.021

. 165%
.07 4%x
.15 1%
-.018
. 065*x*

.268
.071
. 068

. 927
9/3033
26.1198

* Significant at .01 level.
~*xSignificant at .05 level.
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The distribution of beta coefficients is almost identical to that of mcdel one, with age
and sex as relatively more influential in explaining variation in socioeocnomic status than the
rest of the variables included in this model. A detailed description of the beta coefficients for

the ethnic and demographic variables follows in the next section of this chapter.

6.2.2.1 Ethnic Variables

Home Language:

As in model one, home language is represented by twe variables i.e. use of
English as a home language and use of French as a home language. Both variables show a
positve association with socioeconomic status. This indicates that with an in~eas¢ in the
proportion of members who use English as their home language and aiso with an increase
in the proportion of members who use French as their home language, the socioeconomic
status rises. However, the beta coefficients representing use of English as a home
language are much higher than the beta coefficients representing use of French as a home
language. This means that with an increase in the proportion of members who use
English as home language, the sccioeconomic status rises more than with a similar
increase in the proportion of members who use French as a home language.

The beta coefficients 'representing use of English as a horne language appear to be
the strongest for Toronto (.188 ), Hamilton (.160) and St. Catherines (.157) ranking as
the most important variable in explaining variation in socioeconomic status. The fact that
use of English as a home language has a much stronger influence on socioeconomic status
for the CMAs of Toronto, Hamilton and St. Catherines than the rest of the CMAs is
intéresting to note. It is apparent from our data (See Table B-9 in Appendix B) that
Toronto CMA has the highest proportion of members representing the foreign-born
group (43.3%) compared to 16.0% of members representing the national sample (see
Table B-1 in Appendix B). It may be speculated that most of thesc members of
foreign-born group are more likely to speak a language other than English at home.

Further, they are less likely to be proficient in the English language and therefore less
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competent in the labour market in comparison with their native-born counterparts.

Aside from Toronto, the CMAs of Hamilton and St. Catherine indicated a strong
positive relationship between use of English as home language and socioeconomic status.
It is not clear why this is the case. Inasmuch as Toronto CMA has a relatively high
proportion of members of the foreign-born group, Hamilton and St. Catherine have a
relatively high proportion of members of British ethnic origin. (See Tables B-17 and B 19
in Appendix B). For most of these members of British ethnic origin, English is their
home language. This fact may explain the strong positive association between use of
English as home language and socioeconomic status.

for the remaining CMAs, the influence of English as home language on
socieoconomic status is not so strong. It is the second most important variable in
explaining variation in sociocconomic status for the CMAs of Montreal (B.169) and
Winnipeg (B134). It is the third most influential variable in explaining variation in
socioeconomic status for Vancouver (B8.136), Ottawa (B.123), Edmonton (B .093) and
Kitchener (B.163). For London this variable is the fourth most influential variable in
explaining variation in sccioeconomic status (B.131) and for Halifax CMA it is
statistically not significant.

The impact of French as a home language, on the whole, is not as strong as use
of English as a home language. For Winnipeg it is the fifth most influential variable in
explaining variation in socioeconomic status (B.196). For all other CMAs it ranks as the

sixth most influential variable, or even lower, in explaining variation in socioeconomic

status.

Nativity:

The influence of nativity on socioeconomic status, on the whole, is relatively
weaker than the influence of use of English as a home language. However, the influence
of nativity on socioeconomic status is relatively stronger in this model than in model one.

This means that the influence of nativity on socioeconomic status diminishes when the
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effects of ethnic origin are controlled for. The influence of nativity in explaining
variation in socioeconomic status is strongest in Halifax{B.145) where it is the third most
infiuential variable in explaining variation in socioeconomic status. For the CMAs of St.
Catherines (B.069), Vancouver (B.068) and Edmonton (B.056), it is the fifth most
important variable in explaining variation in socioeconomic status. For all other CMAs its
influence in explaining variation in socioeconomic status is relatively weak, ranking as lhcv

sixth, or even lower, in order of importance.

Proportion of Minority Groups:

This variable is represented by combining the proportions of ethnic groups who
are not of British origin. But there has been some deviation from this measurement,
specifically for the three CMAs of Montreal, Ottawa and Quebec. Each of these CMAs
has a relatively large proportion of members of French ethnic origin, compared to the
rest of the CMAs. For example, in Montreal the proportion of members representing
French ethnic origin is 66.7%; in Quebec, it is 93.3% and in Ottawa , it is 37.5%.
Moreover these CMAs have relatively large proportions of members who use French as
home language. For example, in Montreal CMA the proportion of members who use
French as a home language is 68.9%; for Ottawa, it is 62.6%; and for Quebec, it is 96.6%.
The high concentration of the French ethnic group in these specific geographic locations
along with the concentration of a relatively large proportion of members who use French
as home language, would raise some ambiguity if members of the French ethnic group (in
these CMAs) were to be represented in the proportion of minority groups.

As an exploratory step, three indpendent analyses were carried out. The dctails of
these analyses have been presented in chapter III. The differences in the results of these
three analyses were negligible. In each case, the influence of proportien of minority
groups on socioeconomic status was found to be statistically insignificant.

With reference to the CMAs, the influence of relative size of minority groups on

socioeconomic status is weak in absolute terms particularly in comparison to the influence
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of the other variables included in the model. The association is statistically significant in
only thrce CMAs, i.e Kitchener (B -.053), Vancouver (B-.044), and Edmonton
(B-.035); and it is also negative, indicating that with an increase in the proportion of
members representing the minority groups, there is a decline in sociocconomic status.

Given these results, we are not in a position 1o confirm the relevant hypothesis.

6.2.2.2 Demographic Variables

Age:

Age appears to be more influential in explaining variation in socioeconomic status
than any of the other variables. Its influence in explaining variation in socioeconomic
status is the strongest in Vancouver (B.191), Edmonton (B.238), Calgary (B.228),
London (B.157) and Halifax (B.165), where it is the most influential variable in -
explaining variation in socioeconomic status.

In Toronto (B.167), Oitawa (B.168), and St. Catherines (B.156) this variable is
the second most influential in explaining variation in socioeconomic status, whereas in
Hamilton (B.158) it is the third most influential variable in explaining variation in
socioeconomic status. In Montreal (B.084), Winnipeg (B.122) and in Kitchener (B.144),
the influence of age is not as strong as in the other CMAs, ranking fourth in order of

importance in explaining variation in socioeconormic status.

Sex:

The influence of sex on socioeconomic status on the whole appears to be strong
for most of the CMAs. In Hamilton (B.162) and Kitchener (B.175), sex is the most
influential variable in accounting for variation in sociceconomic status. In Vancouver
(B.152), Ottawa {B.168), Edmonton (B.125), Calgary (3;175) London (B.142) and
Quebec (B.134), this variable is the second most influential in explaining variation in
socioeconomic status. In Toronto (B.156), Montreal (B.124), Winnipeg (B.125), and St.

Catherines (B.153), it is the third most important variable in explaining variation in
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socioeconomic status. The influence of sex on socioeconomic status is weakest in Halifax
CMA (B.G74) where it ranks fourth in order of importance in explaining variation in

socioeconomic status.

Mobility Status:

The influence of mobility status on socioeconomic status is strongest in the
Halifax CMA (B.151) where it is the second most influential variable in explaining
variation in socioeconomic status. For Ottawa (8.050) and Edmonton (B.086), it is the
fourth most influential variable in explaining variation in socioeconomic status. For the
rest of the CMAs i.e Toronto (B.107), Montreal (B.059), Vancouver (8.100), Winnipeg
(B.064), Hamilton (B.088), St.Catherines (B.055), London (B8.064), and Kitchener
(B.077), the influence of this variable on socioeconomic status is relatively weak, ranking
either fifth or sixth in order of importance. The positive association between this variable
and socioeconomic status indicates that with an increase in the proportion of members
who are mobile, there is a concomitant rise in socioeconomic status. This confirms our

hypothesis regarding these two variables.

Family Size:

The influence of family size on socioeconomic status is relatively weak on ihe
whole. The negative association between the two variables indicates that with an increase
in family size, socioeconomic status declines. For most CMAs it ranks as the sixth most

influential variable, or lower, in accounting for variation in socioeconomic status.

Proportion of Labour Force in Manufacturing:
The proportion of the labour force in manufacturing industries appears to be a
relatively more influential variable in explaining variation in socioeconomic status

compared to other variables such as as nativity, family size and mobility status.
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For the CMAs of Montreal (B-.218), Winnipeg (B-.177), Quebec (B-.183) and
I.itchener (B-.207) it is the most influential variable in explaining variation in
socioeconomic status. For the CMA of London (B-.147), it {5 the second most important
variable in explaining variation in sociceconomic status. For the CMA of Vancouver
{B-.139) and Edmonton (B-.093) it is the third most influential variable in explaining
variation in socioeconomic status. In Toronto (B -.140), Calgary (B-.101), Hamilton
(%-.138), and St. Catherines {B-.136) it is the fourth most important variable in
explaining variation in socioeconomic status. In Ottawa (B-.078) and Halifax (5-.065)
the infiuence of this variable is the weakest, ranking fifth in order of importance. These
results confirm our earlier hypothesis that variation in socioceconomic status is explained
by variation in the proportion of labour force in manufacturing. In congruence to our
earlier findings in mode! one, the assocition between this variable and socioeconomic
status is negative, indicating that with an increase in the proportion of labour force in
manufacturing, socioeconomic status declines. This is a reflection of concentration of

blue coilar workers in the manufacturing industries.

City Size:

The hypothesis under examination is that disparity in socioeconomic status of
ethnic groups is likely to increase with size of cities. In order to test this hypothesis, the
thirteen CMAs included in this study have been ranked according to their size and the
mean socioeconomic status as well. Standard deviations were employed as an indicator of
examinig disparity in socioeconomic status of ethnic groups and nativity.

It should also be noted that for this specific analysis, socioeconomic status was
computed by identifying three categories of occupation on the basis of the Pineo, Porter
and McRoberts' scoring procedure (1976) and cross tabulating these categories with
education and income. On the basis of a cross-tabular analysis, the categories of
occupation income and education were combined into a composite index. This new index

had to be adapted for comparability with the variable used earlier to represent
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socioeconomic status (which was standardized with a mean of zero and a standard
deviation of one).

The mean socioeconomic status and the standard deviations for each of these
CMAs are presented in Table 6-3. As stated carlier, the standard deviation is being
empioyed as an indicator of examining disparity in socioeconomic status. The higher the
standard deviation, the greater the discrepency in socioeconomic status.

Contrary to our hypothesis, the results indicate very littie evidence of any linear
relationship between city size and socioeconomic disparity. Toronto, which is the largest
metropolis, does not have the highest standard deviation as expected. In fact, Quebec,
which is the eight largest city, has the highest standard deviation (2.301). Some of the
relatively larger CMAs such as Montreal (sd 2.219), Vancouver (sd 2.005) and Ottawa
(sd 2.145) do have higher standard deviations. However, the standard deviations for some
of the relatively smaller c"ities such as St. Catherines (sd 2.122) and Halifax (2.107) are
higher than the standard deviations for some of the relatively larger metropolises such as

Edmonton (sd 1.880), Calgary (sd 1.827) and Winnipeg (sd 1.993).

6.3 Summary and Discussion
The summary and discussion are organized in two sections. In section one, an attempt
will be made to summarize the main features of the two models which we have employed in
this study. In section two, an attempt will be made to summarize the resulis concerning the

Census Metropolitan Areas.

i e ——— ——— S —————) TS  S— S  P———————

The results indicate some common patterns between model one and model two. Both
models indicate that on the whole, the demographic variables are more influential in

accounting for variation in socioeconomic status, than the ethnic variables. For both models,
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use of English as home language appears to be the most influential ethnic variable in
accounting for variation in socioeconomic status. Among the demographic variables, age
appears to be the most influential variable and family size the least influential variable in
accounting for variation in socioeconomic status. Proportion of labour force in manufacturing
industries also appeared to be a fairly influential variable in explaining variation in
socioeconomic status, for both models. The fact that in both models, age and sex emerged as
the most influential variables in explaining variation in socioeconomic status, allows us to
conclude that there is some merit in including demographic variables for explaining variation
in socioeconomic status. Earlier studies on age and gender inequality have pbinted out the
prevalence of inequality along these two dimensions. On éonsidering these variables
simultancously with ethnicity, the existence of inequality in terms of age and sex has been
reaffirmed. Thus, we can infer that in comparison with ethnic inequality, inequality along the
dimensions of age and sex are more critical feature in the Canadian context.

Aside from these commonalities in the two models, some differences were also
observed. The major difference was the inclusion of ethnic origin as a variable representing
ethnicity in model one and its exclusion from model two. In model two, proportion of
members representing minority status has been included instead. The results regarding these
two variables are summarized below.

In model one, five variables representing ethnic origin have been included, which on
the whole indicate relatively weak influence on socioeconomic status. Out of these variables,
two, namely, proportion of members representing the British ethnic group and those with
multiple ethnic identity are statistically insignificant for most of the CMAs. A third variable
representing ethnic origin, i.e members of NMorth West European ethnic group is statistically
insignificant for almost half the CMAs. The two variables that are statistically significant for
all the CMAs i.e South East European ethnic origin and French ethnic origin indicate a
negative association with sociciconomic status.

Likewise, nativity appears to have a relatively weak influence on socioeconomic status,

compared to use of English as a home language. The fact that both nativity and ethnic origin
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have a relatively weak influence on socioeconomic status, compared to use of English as a
home language may in fact suggest that ascriptive factors such as ancestral lineage or place of
" birth are relatively less influential in determining one's socioeconomic status than more
adaptive indicators such as usé of English as home language. In other words, to the extent one
readily adapts or conforms to the language of the host society, there is a greater likelihood of
a relatively higher socioeconomic status for individuals, controlling for one's ethnic origin and
place of birth. These results are not conclusive because of methodological limitations
encountered in the study. For example, ethnic origin as defined in the 1981 Census of Canada
pertains to a dilemma between current ethnic affiliation and that of ancestral ethnic
affiliation. Questions pertaining to current ethnic affiliation exclusively, might indicate results
different from the present ones.

In contrast to model one, in model two minority group has been introduced for
examining variation in socieoconomic status and was found to be statistically insignificant for
most of the CMAs. It should be noted here that minority group was introduced with the
underlying assumption that the British arc the dominant group and all other groups are
subordinate group. Judging from this study, there was little discrepancy in the socioeconomic
status between the British ethnic group and the remaining four ethnic groups. None of the
CMAs indicate a strong positive relationship between British ethnic origin and socioeconomic
status. Moreover, the ethnic groups who represent the minority group as well, indicate much
variation regarding their associaiton with socioeconomic status. For example, in Toronto
CMA, there is a strong negative association between ethnic origin and socioeconomic status.
In contrast, North West European ethnic origin indicates a positive relationship with
socioeconomic status. (See Table 6-1). On the contrary, in Edmonton CMA the members
representing French ethnic origin indicated a strong negative relationship with socioeconomic
status compared to the members of the remaining ethnic origins. It seems that the concept of

minority group carzies a geographic connotation, indicating variation from one urban centre

to another.
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6.3.2 A Summary and Discussion of Results Regarding CMAs

On the whole, the results regarding the CMAs indicate some commonalities. For
example, Toronto, Vancouver and Ottawa reflect some similarities in terms of pattern of
variation in socioeconomic status. For each of these CMAs, the variables influencing
socioeconomic status in order of importance are age, sex, use of English as a home language
and the proportion of the labour force in manufacturing. Some commonalities are also
observed in thesc CMAs regarding the influence of ethnic origin. For example, in Toronto and
Vancouver bot} British and South East European ethnic origin are negatively associated with
socioeconomic status. Some similarities are also observed between Toronto and Ottawa where
members of North West European ethnic origin indicate positive association with
socioeconomic status.

For model two again these CMAs indicate some similarities which are more apparent
between Vancouver and Ottawa. In both of these CMAs the variables influencing
socioeconomic status, in order of importance, are age, sex, proportion of the labour force in
manufacturing and use of English as a home language. Some deviations from this pattern
were observed for the CMA of Toronto, where use of English as a home language has been
found to be the most influential variable; followed by age, sex and proportion of labour force
in manufacturing.

Some broad similarities were also observed between the patterns that emerged in
Edmonton and Caigary. For example, in both Edmonton and Calgary sex has the strongest
influence on socioeconomic status, followed by use of English as home language and
proportion of labour force in manufacturing. The differences observed between the two
CMAs relate to the influence of ethnic variables. In Calgary, British and South East Europecan
ethnic origin, Edmonton have a strong negative influence on socioeconomic status, while in
Edmonton it is the French ethnic origin that has a similar negative association.

St. Catherines and Hamilton are similar in that age and sex, followed by proportion of
labour force in manufacturing industries are the most important variables in accounting for

variation in socioeconomic status. Both CMAs also indicate that use of English as home
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language has a fairly strong relationship with socioeconomic status. This commonality can
perhaps be accounted for by the almost identical ethnic composition of these two CMAs.

Some similarities were observed for the CMAs of Kitchener, Winnipeg, Quebec and
Montreal with use of English as a home language, and proportion of the labour force in
manuf acturing as being the strongest variables influencing socioeconomic status. This is true
for models one and two. It is suggested that the strong positive association between
proportion of labour force in manufacturing and socioeconomic status for these CMAs could
perhaps be attributed to an interaction effect of ethnic origin and proportion of labour force
in manufacturing.

While each CMA indicates some differences in the pattern of variation in
socioeconomic status, some commonalities are nonetheless observed for some of these CMAs.
However, the CMA of Halifax is the only one that exhibits a truly unique pattern. Like most
other CMAs, it indicated age as the most influential variable in explaining variation in
socioeconomic status. However, following age, the set of variables that appeared to influence
socioeconomic status were mobility and nativity (which had not been the case for any of the
~ other CMAs).

Similar results were observed for model two which indicates that in Halifax, aside
from age as an influential force in accounting for variation in socioeconomic status, more
dynamic forces such as mobility as well as nativity are influential in explaining variation in
socioeconomic status. it was explained earlier that thi:. strong positive association between
nativity and sociococnomic status and mobility status and socieoocnomic status could perhaps
be due to the fact that the members of the foreign-born group in this CMA are also the ones
who are more mobile and therefore are more likely to occupy high socioeconcmic status.

On the whole, for most of the CMAs the demographic factors are more influential
than ethnic factors in explaining variation in socioeconomic status. This is more apparent in

larger cities (with the exception of Montreal) which exhibit greater demographic variability

than smaller cities.



7. AGGREGATE ANALYSES

The intent of this study is to examine patterns of variation in socioeconomic status
not only at individual but also at the aggregate level. It has been noted earlier (Chapter 2,)
that individual behaviour or orientation is often influenced by extrinsic factors, more
specifically factors that may be operating at a group or aggregate level. Thus, structural
analysis may help us understand the context within which inequalities occur. In this study an
analysis at an aggregate level will enhance our understanding of intermetropolitan differences
from a broader framework, in contrast to the individual level analysis which intra
metropolitan differences within a micro framework. Of fen studies attempted at the individual
level indicate results that are different from studies at the aggregate level. Sirice micro level
analyses have already been dealt in this study, we now turn our attention to macro or
aggregate level analyses.

The results of the aggregate analyses are presented in three stages. In the first stage
the results of the zero order correlation matrix, means and standard deviations of the variables
included in the analysis are presented, which is followed by the results of the multiple
regression analysis. In the final stage, the results regarding the influence of city size are

delineated.

7.1 The Results of Zero Order Matrix

Table B-22 in Appendix B provides the results of the zero order correlation matrix,
meeans and standard deviations of the variables included in the analysis. Most of the variables
representing ethnic origin are statistically significant, whereas most of the dernographic
variables are statistically not significant.

Multicollinearity is observed between British ethnic origin and French ethnic origin
(-.864); between British ethnic origin and use of English as a home language (.893); between
British ethnic origin and use of French as a home language (-.883); between French ethnic

origin and use of French as a home language (.942); between French ethnic origin and use of
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English as a home language (-.973); between use of French as a home language and use of
English as home language (-.899).

The means and standard deviations of the variables representing ethnic origins appear
10 indicate some consistency when we compare them with the corresponding values derived
from the individual level analyses for the thirteen CMAs. (See Tables B-9 to B-21 in
Appendix B). Among the variables representing ethnic origins, the standard deviation for the
French ethnic origin (28.670) is relatively higher than the rest of the ethnic origins. This is to
be expected considering the wide variation in the proportion of the French ethnic group across
the CMAs. For example, at the individual level, the CMAs of Montreal (Table B-10 in
Appendix B) Ottawa (Table B-12 in Appendix B), and Quebec (Table B-16 in Appendix B),
represented by a much higher proportions of members of French ethnic origin than the other
CMAs. .

The mean (49.329) and the relatively low standard deviation (2.336) of the male
group again also indicate some consistency when compared with their corresponding values of
the thirteen CMAs which again, did not reflect much variation.

The proportion of members who are mobile indicated a high standard deviation, which
is consistent with findings observed at the individual level where the proprotions of mobile
members varied from a high of 67.4% in Calgary (Table B-14 in Appendix B) to a low of

38.7% in Winnipeg (Table B-15 in Appendix B).

7.2 The Results of Multiple Regression Analyses

To maintain consistency with earlier analyses at individual level, two models were

employed, each of whick is discussed sequentially.
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7.2.1 Model One

The results of mulltiple regression analyses are provided in Table 7-1.
Multicollinearity was indicated in the zero order correlation matrix (see Table B-22 in
Appendix B) between certain variables, so that five different sets of analyses were employed.
In the first set, British ethnic origin was included and all other variables with which it had
multicollinearity were excluded.

In the second set of analyses, French ethnic origin was included and all other variables
with which it had multicollinearity were excluded from the analyses. In the third set, use of
English as a home language was included and all other variables with which it had
multicollinearity were excluded. In the fourth set, use of French as a home language was
included and all other variables with which it had multicollinearity were excluded. In the fifth
set of analyses, use of language other than English or French was included and all other
variables with which it had multicollinearity were excluded.

The results of only the third analyses involving use of English as a home language is
reported in Table-7-1 because the regression coefficients were found to be statistically
significant and the adjusted R 2 (.663) was found to be considerably higher than in the other
sets of the analyses. To maintain consistency with our earlier format, the results are examined

under two broad headings i.e etanic and demographic variables.

7.2.1.1 Ethnic Variables

Among the ethnic variables, nativity appears to have a relatively stronger
influence on socioeconomic status (B.515) than ethnic origin or use of English as a home
language. In other words, variation in nativity at an aggregate level is relatively greater
than variation in use of English as a home language and ethnic origin. ? Use of English as
home language is the next strongest variable in influencing socioeconomic status (B.406)

indicating that with an increase in the proportion of the group using English as a home

’We have to keep in mind that each variable in the aggregate analysis aside from
being an aggregate value of each CMA, has been broken down into ten categories
by age.
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TABLE-7-1 AGGREGATE EFFECTS OF ETHNIC .AND DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES ON
SOCIOECONCMIC STATUS '

Variables b s.e. b t B
Ethnic Variables

N.W.Eur : -.000 .003 - .297 -.027
S.E.Eur -.007 .002 -3.135 -.283%*
Non Eur -.005 .004 -1.354

Mult Id -.053 .008 -6.598 -.922%
English Language .002 .000 3.000 .406
French Language --- --- --- ---
Nativity .007 .001 3.934 .516*
Demographic Variables

Sex .004 .005 .831 .051
Mobility .008 .000 11.403 .895+*
Family .000 .000 .174 011
Manufacturing -.006 .001 - 4.088 -.334*
Constant 1.253 .239 5.231

Multipte R .831
R2 .691
Adj R2 .663
S.E. . 118
DF 10/109
F 24.452

*Significant at .01 level
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language, there is a rise in socioeconomic status. Among the variables representing ethnic
origin, multiple ethnic identity shows a strong but negative association with
socioeconomic status (B-.922), meaning that socioeconomic status declines more sharply
with an increase in the proportion of ethnic groups with multiple identity, than with &
comparable increase in the other ethnic groups. Ethnic groups of South East European
origin (B-.283) have the next strongest influence on socioeconomic status meaning that
among the variabies representing ethnic origin, South East European ethnic origin is
associated with the sharpest decline in sociosconomic status. The beta coefficient for all

the other variables representing ethnic origin are statistically insignificant.

7.2.1.2 Demographic Variables

The results concerning the demographic variables indicate some exceptions to the
to the findings reported earlier in the study. For example, sex, more specifically
proportion of male, is no longer the most influential variable in explaining variation in
socioeconomic status (B8.051). It was in fact found to be statistically insignificant.
Instead, mobility status was found to be the most influential variable in explaining
variation in socioeconomic status (B.895), followed by proportion of the labour force in
manufacturing (B-.334). The positive association between mobility and socioeconomic
status indicates that the larger the group of mobile people, the higher the socioeconomic
status. This positive association between mobility status and sociceconomic status
reaffirms our earlier hypothesis regarding these two variables. (Refer to Chapter 2,

section 2.5, hypothesis 8).

7.2.2 Model Two
The results of model two are provided in Table 7-2. High multicollinearity between
use of English and between use of French as a home language (-.899) has made it necessary

to employ two independent multiple regression analyses, wherein use of English as a home
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TABLE 7-2 AGGREGATE EFFECTS OF ETHNIC DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECOLOGICAL

FACTORS ON SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Variables b s.eb t B
Ethnic Variables

Nativity .008 - .00t 6.687 .589x*
Eng Language .004 .001 3.110 . .604
Demographic Variables

Sex . -.076 . 164 -.462 -.040
Mobility .005 .000 7.386 .544=
Family -.002 .000 -3.494 -.264%%*
Manufact -.005 .001 -3.666 -.294%x*
Minority -.002 .001 -1.301 -.238
Constant 1.722 .333

Multipie R .687

R Sq LA472

Adj R Sq .439

SE . 144

DF 7/112

F 14/330

* Significant at .01 level

**Significant at .05 level
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language was excluded in the first analyses and use of French as a home language was
excluded in the second. The results of only the first set of analyses are provided in Table 7-2,

because, the adjusted R? is slightly higher than in the second set of analyses.

7.2.2.1 Ethnic Variables

Overall, the ethnic variables appear to be more influential in explaining variation
in socioeconomic status than the demographic variables. Among the ethnic variables, use
of English as a home language appears to have a stronger influence on socioeconomic
status (B.604) than nativity (B.599). This finding is consistent with the easlier results at
an individual level. The effect of minority status on socioeconomic status ( B-.238) is
statistically insignificant which again is consistent with the results of individual level

analyses.

7.2.2.2 Demographic Variables

The results pertaining to the demographic variables are almost identical to those
reported for model one. Mobility status (B.544) appears to have the strongest influence
on socioeconomic status, followed by proportion of the labour force in manufacturing
(B-.294).

The positive association betwecn mobility and socioeconomic status and the
negative association between proportion of the labour force in manufacturing and
socioeconomic status are in congruence with our earlier results. However, in contiast 10
carlier results, family size appears to have a fairly strong influence on socioeconomic

status (B-.214). The influence of sex on socioeconomic status is statistically insignificant.
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7.2.3 Influence of City Size
The hypothesis under consideration here is that city size is likely to have an influence

in explaining variation in socioeconomic status. In order to test this hypothesis, a breakdown
procedure was employed whereby the mean standard deviation of socioeconomic status of
ethnic origins for each CMA was examined at an individual level. The same procedure has
been applied at the aggregate level. The standard deviation of the mean socioeconomic status
of ethnic groups for each CMA, is employed as an index of disparity in socioeconomic status.
The higher the standard deviation, the greater the disparity in socioeconomic status. According
to our hypothesis disparity in socioeconomic status increases with an increase in city size. This
means that the largest city should have the highest standard deviation. It is however, apparent
from Table 7-3, that this is not the case. Toronto, which is the largest CMA, does not show
the highest standard deviation. The results indicate that Ottawa the fourth largest CMA has
the highest standard deviation (.232), followed by Quebec (.204). Moreover, both Vancouver
(.191) and Halfax (.193) have almost identizal standard deviations though the two CMAs
differ considerably in size. Parenthetically, it is worth noting that the above results might have
been different if an alternative methodological procedure was used. This would entail treating
each CMA as a variable in regression analyses. Thus, the hypothesis concerning city size and

socioeconomic status of ethnic groups is not confirmed.

7.3 Summary and Discussion
The resulis of the aggregate analyses indicate that both ethnic and demographic
variables are influential in accounting for variation in socioeconomic status. Among the ethnic
variables, multiple ethnic identity has a strong but r.cative effect on socioeconomic status.
This means that socioeconomic status decilnes more sharply with multiple ethnic identity than
with other ethnic identity. Further, it reflects considerable intermetrepolitan variation

regarding the influence of multiple ethnic identity on sociceocnomic status.
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TABLE 7-3 AGGREGATE MEANS AND STANDARD = DEVIATIONS OF SOCIOECONOMIC
STATUS FOR THE CMAs '

Variables X sD

‘Toronto 1.707 . 199
Montreal 1.693 . 166
Vancouver 1.728 . 191
Ottawa 1.82 .232
Edmonton 1.734 .180
Calgary 1.768 . 186
Winnipeg 1.654 173
Quebec 1.725 .204
Hami lton 1.624 .182
London 1.669 .188
St. Catherines 1.557 .163
Kitchener 1.612 .184
Halifax 1.693 .193
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It has also been found that, at the individual level, certain ethnic origins such as South East
European and the French who indicated a much stronger negative association with
socioeconomic status than those with multiple ethnic identity, do not appear to do so at the
aggregate level. This means that there is little intermetropolitan variation in the influence of
South East European and French ethnic groups on socioeconomic status.

English as a home language and nativity appear to have a fairly strong influence on
socioeconomic status for both models. But their influence is relatively stronger for model-two,
indicating that the effects of both English as a home language and nativity on socioeconomic
_ status, are stronger when the effects of ethnic origin are taken intc account. Such effects were
not very apparent at the individual level analyses. No distinctive patterns were apparent from
the analyses of the thirteen samples representing the thirteen CMAs. While some CMAs such
as Toronto, Vancouver, Edmonton, Hamilton and London indicated a relatively weak
influence of use of English as a home language on socioeconomic status when the effects of
ethnic origin are not taken into account, others like Winnipeg, Vancouver, St. Catherines and
Kitchener indicated a slightly stronger influence of nativity on socioeconomic status when the
effects of ethnic «rigin are not taken into account. This inconsistency regarding the impact of
ethnic origin at the individual and group level raises questions for future research.

Among the demographic variables, it was observed that for models one and two, sex
was no longer an influential factor in accounting for variation in socioeconomic status.
Rather, mobility status appeared to be a more influential variable.

The fact that sex had a strong influence on socioeconomic status at the individual
level but not at the aggregate level is probably a reflection of similarity in sex composition
across CMAs.

Also, at the aggregate level, mobiiity status and proportion of labour force in
manufacturing industries are more influential in explaining variation iz socioeconomic status
than at the individual level. This may be a function of intermetropolitan differences in the
distribution of thesc variables. In fact, Tables B-9 to B-22 indicate that proportion of mobile

population as well as proportion of labour force in manufacturing, varies considerably from
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one CMA to another.

Finally, with reference to the impact of sex on socioeconomic status, the findings
derived from the individual and aggregate levels of analysis are quite differsnt. At the
individual level, sex proved to be the most important variable influencing socioeconomic
status. In contrast, at the aggregate level, sex is relativel} unimportant in influencing variation
in socioeconomic status, probably because the CMAs under consideration reflect little
variation in sex composition. These observations are mere speculations but they may suggest

fruitful avenues for future research.



8. CONCLUSION

This study set out to examine :he influence of ethnic, demographic and ecological
variables on socioeconomic status. In this concluding chapter, an attempt is made to
recapitulate and synthesize the main findings that emerged from the study and to discugs the
implications of these findings for future inquiry. The inquiry was addressed at an individual
level as well as at an aggregate level. At an individual level, the analyses were carried out for
four different types of samples, which were: the sample representing the national population,
the sub-sample representing the members of the foreign-born group, the sub-samples
representing the members of the ethnic groups, and the sub-samples iepresenting the CMAs.

A number of interesting features emerged from this study. For the individual level
analyses, demographic variables appeared to be more influential in explaining variation in
socioeconomic status than ethnic variables. This fact indicates that there is indeed some meric
in including demographic variables for explaining inequality in socioeconomic status. The
inclusion of demographic variables adds a new dimension to the existing bi-polar model of
ascription and achievement in explaining variation in socioeconomic status. This can be
regarded as a contribution to the theory of status attainment. The theoretical framework for
this study was built around the premise of the status attainment model, pertaining to
ascription and achievement, whereby a set of demographic and ecological variables has also
been incorporated to examine inequality in socioeconomic status. Since the results indicated
that demographic and ecological variables were indeed influential in explaining inequality in
socioeconomic status, in addition to ascriptive factors such as ethnicity and achievement
factors such as level of education, we can regard this finding as a contribution towards
furthering our understanding of the status attainment model.

Among the demographic variables, sex appeared to be the most important variable in
explaining inequality in sociecocnomic status. This finding is consistent with earlier studies

documenting the prevalence of gender inequality. (Abella 1986, Boyd 1986, and Fox 1986).
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The present study has not only reaffirmed the earlier findings of gender inequality but also
ackowledged this inequality as a more critical factor than ethnic inequality. Moreover this
finding reemphasizes the syndrome of male dominance in the labour market and raises
questions regarding the underlying explanation for such inequality. More intensive research
along this direction is warranted.

Inasmuch as sex emerged as the strongest variable in explaining inequality in
socioeocnomic status, family size appeared to be the least influential variable in explaining this
inequality. This weak influence of family size on socioeocnomic status is not to suggest that
family size is no longer functional in explaining variation in sccioeconomic status. It is quite
likely that there is not enough variation in family size in Canada to have a startling influence
on socioeocnomic status. In fact, it has been demonstrated by researchers that family size
tends to show a convergence. For example, Keyfitz (1962) contends that in the Canadian
context the size of family has tended to be more uniform.

Among the ethnic variables, use of English as home language was found to be the
most influential variable in explaining inequality in socioeocnomic status. The inescapable
conclusion suggested by this finding is that linguistic assimilation is a critical factor for
attaining high socioeconomic status.

Moreover, the fact that ethnic origin has a relatively weaker influence on
socioeconomic status compared to nativity and use of English as a home language, reaffirms
the need to use multiple indicators of ethnicity for examining ethnic variation in
socioeconomic status.

It was also observed that of the two official languages, proficiency in English was far
more influential for attaining high socioeocnomic status than proficiency in French. This
empirical reality appears to question the presumed equal status of Canada's official languages.
The French-Canadians in Quebec may have good reason to be concerned about the survival of
the French language and culture. There is need for more research in this area.

The analyses were also carried out at an aggregate level by analyzing the data for cach

CMA. Some variations were observed for the results from the aggregate level analyscs. Eoth
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cthnic and demographic variables were found to be strongly influential in explaining variation
in socioeconomic status. This is in contrast to the individual level analyses where demographic
variables were found to be relatively stronger than ethnic variables in influencing
socioeconomic status. This difference between the findings from the individual and from the
aggregate level analyses indicates the value of these two levels of analyses. It reemphasizes our
earlier assumption that factors influential in explaining inequality in socioeconomic status at
an individual level, may not be functional for explaining disparity in socioeconomic status at
an aggregate level. For example, in contrast to the individual level analyses for the CMAs,
where sex and age were found to have the strongest influence on sccioeconomic status,
proportion of mobile population as well as proportion of labour force in manufacturing had
the strongest influence in explaining variation in socieconomic status at the aggregate level.
The relatively weak influence of age and sex on socioeconomic status at the aggregate level,
indicates little intermetropolitan variation in age and sex composition. Contrary to this, the
strong influence of mobiltiy status and proportion of labour force in manufacturing industries
indicate greater intermetropolitan variation in terms of mobility status and proportion of
labour force in manufacturing industries.

All in all, the findings of this study indicate that ethnic variables are relatively less
influentia! in explaining variation in socioeocnomic status. Among the ethnic variables, ethnic
origin in particular has a relatively weak influence on socioeconomic status. This is not to
suggest that ethnicity is no longer important in influencing socioeconomic status. Indeed,
different indicators of ethnicity seem to have different effects on socioeconomic status.
Further investigation needs to be undertaken, before one can arrive at any level of
generalization. For example, it may be that changes in immigration policy and attempts to
recruit more professional and skilled immigrants from overseas, have temporarily masked
ethnic differences in occupational distribution. Therefore, future research needs to address the
short term as well long term impact of immigration policy.

The methodological problems involved in measuring ethnic origin also need t6 be

taken into consideration. Ethnic origin, as a representation of ancestral roots indicates very
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little of one's current affiliation or subjective sense of belongingness. Ethnic identity should
be examined in more detail. For example, ethnicity has different meanings for people varying
by time, generation and place. For the first generation immigrant groups, ethnicity plays a
very important role, whereas it takes a more symbolic meaning for the subsequent
generations. Thus, ethnicity is a dynamic and multifaceted aspect of the Canadian experience.

Probably it will continue to play a role in effecting the life chances of different ethnic groups.
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APPENDIX- A LIST OF VARIABLES

Ethnic Origin:

00
01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

not applicable refers to inmates
British

French

African, Carribbean
Chinese

Croatian Serbian
Czech and Slovak
Dutch

German

Greek

Italian

Jewish

Hungarian

Polish

Portuguese
Scandinavian
Ukrainian

Other Single nec
British and french
British and Other
French and Other
British French and Other

Other Multiple Responses
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00
01
02
03
04
05
06

07
08
09
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

17

PLace of Birth

Not Applicable (refers to inmates)
Newfoundland

Prince Edward Island
Nova Scotia

New Brunswick
Quebec

Ontario

Manitoba
Saskatchewan

Alberta

British Columbia
Yukon

North West Territories
United States

Belgium and Luxembourg
France

Germany

Netherlands

Austria

Republic of Ireland
United Kingdom
Yugoslavia

Greece

Itaty
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24
25
26
27
28
29
30
3l

33

Portugal

Hungary

Poland

U.S.S.R.

Czechoslovakia

Other Europe nec

Asia

Africa

South and Central America

Other (not classified elsewhere)
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00
01
02
04
05
06
03
07
08
09
10
11

Highest Level of Schooling

Not applicable refers to inmates and persons under 15 years

Less than grade 5

Grade 5-8

High School Graduates
Trades Certificate

Without trade/Non University
Grades 9-13

With Trade Certificate

With Other Non-University
Univ without Certificate

Univ with Certificate

Univ with Bachelcr's degree or Higher

154



01
02
03

0s
06
07
08
09
10
11
12
13

15
16

Occupational Categories

Not Applicable inmates and persons who have not worked
since January 1980
Managerial

Natural Sciences
Social Sciences
Teaching

Medicine & Health
Artistic Literary
Clerical

Sales

Service

Farming

Other Primary Group
Processing Occupation
Machining and Repair
Construction Trades
Transport Equipments

Other Occupations

158



00

01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

17

Year Of Immigration

Not Applicable inmates and persons who were Canadian
citizens by birth

Before 1946

1946-1955

1956-1960

1961-1965

1966

1967-1970

1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980

1981
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00

01
02
03

05
06

Mobility Status

Not Applicable inmates, persons under 5 years and
persons outsode Canada

Same Dwelling

Different Dwelling/ Same Census Sub-Division
Different Census Sub-Division/ Same Census Division
Different Census Division/Same Province

Different Province

Outside Canada

157



00

01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10

Number of Persons in Census Family

Not Applicable Persons in Household Outside Canada

and temporary residents
non-family perscns
two persons

three persons

four persons

five persons

six persons

seven persons

eight persons

nine persons

ten or more persomns

158
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TABLE A-1 DESCRIPTION OF ABBREVIATED VARIABLES

Name of Variables

Abbreviated Complete Names

British Proportion of Members of British Ethnic Origin

French Proportion of Members of French Ethnic Origin

N.W.Euro Proportion of Members of North West European Origin

S.E. Euro Proportion of Members of South East European Origin

Non-Euro Proportion of Members of non-European Origin .

Mult Id Proportion of Members with Multiple Ethnic Origin

Eng Lang Proportion of Members Who Use English as Home
Language

Fren Lang Proportion of Members Who Use French as Home
Language

Nativity Proportion of Members Who Are Foreign-Born

Family Size of Familiy

Mobility Mokbility Status

Manufac Proportion of Labour Force in Manufacturing

Minority

Porportion of Members Who Are Regarded As Minority
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