Wilfrid Laurier University

Scholars Commons @ Laurier

Theses and Dissertations (Comprehensive)

1983

Regional variations among ethnic groups in Ontario a core-
periphery model

Robert George Sharpe
Wilfrid Laurier University

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholars.wlu.ca/etd

6‘ Part of the Human Geography Commons

Recommended Citation

Sharpe, Robert George, "Regional variations among ethnic groups in Ontario a core-periphery model"
(1983). Theses and Dissertations (Comprehensive). 292.

https://scholars.wlu.ca/etd/292

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by Scholars Commons @ Laurier. It has been accepted for
inclusion in Theses and Dissertations (Comprehensive) by an authorized administrator of Scholars Commons @
Laurier. For more information, please contact scholarscommons@wlu.ca.


https://scholars.wlu.ca/
https://scholars.wlu.ca/etd
https://scholars.wlu.ca/etd?utm_source=scholars.wlu.ca%2Fetd%2F292&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/356?utm_source=scholars.wlu.ca%2Fetd%2F292&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholars.wlu.ca/etd/292?utm_source=scholars.wlu.ca%2Fetd%2F292&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:scholarscommons@wlu.ca

CANADIAN THESES ON MICROFICHE

THESES CANADIENNES SUR MICROFICHE - - -
- > }
l* National Library of Ganada Bibhotheque nationale du Canada %
Collections Developmem Branch Dhrection du développement des collections
Canadian Theses on Service des théses canadiennes 5 -
Microfiche Service sur microfiche T '
g
Ottawa, Canada
K1A ON4 -
\
NOTICE AVIS

-The quality of this microfiche is heavily dependent
upon the quality of the original thesis submitted for
microfilming. Every effort has been made to ensure
the highest quality of reproduction possible.

If pages are missing, contact the university whiefi”
granted the degree.

Some pages may have indistinct print especially
if the original pages were typed with a poor typewriter
ribbon or if the university sent us a poor photocopy.

Previously copyrighted materials {journal articles,
published tests, etc.) are not filmed.

Reproduction in full or in part of this film is gov-
erned by the Canadian Copyright Act, R.S.C. 1970,
C.#€-30. Please read the authorization forms which
acpmpany this thesis.

THIS DISSERTATION
HAS BEEN MICROFILMED
EXACTLY AS RECEIVED

NL-339 (r. 82/08)

La qualité de cette microfiche dépend grandement de
la qualité de la thése soumise au microfilmage. Nous
avons tout fait pour assurer une qualité supérieure
de reproduction.

Sl manque des pages, veuillez communiquer
avec Funiversité qui a conféré le grade.

La qualite dimpression de certaines pages peut
laisser a désirer, surtout si les pages originales ont eté

_ dactylographiées a I'aide d’un ruban usé od si I'univer

$ité nous a fait parvenir une photocopie de mauvaise
qualité, '

Les documents quw font déja i‘objet d'un droit
d’auteur larticles de revue, examens pubhiés, etc.) neg g
sont pas microfilmeés.

La reproduction, méme partielle, de ce microfilm
ést soumise & la Lot canadienne sur le droit d’auteur,
SRC 1970, c. C-30. Veuillez prendre connaissance des
formules d’autorisation qui accompagnent cette thége.

LA THESE A ETE
MICRQFILMEE TELLE QUE
NOUS L'AVONS RECUE

" Canadi




THESIS

€ .

k

\,“ 3

%

{

t W

|

|

; -

| .
g‘REGIONAL VARIATIONS AMONG ETHNIC GROUPS IN ONTARIO:
‘;? A CORE~PERIPHERY MODEL

! 5
’\“ J
i BY
§ ROBERT SHARPE
-

]

Submitted i‘aartial fulfillment of the requirements for

the Master of Arts degree

Wilfrid Laurier University

April, 1983

7@> Sharpe, Robert G., 1983..

s




ABSTRACT

4 .

This thesis performs a s%atial analysis of Ontario's structure of

‘ethnic stratification. It examines. several spatial manifestations of

the contrasts in socio-economic well-being -- income, education, and
6 N

occupation «- between Oftario's British majority and seven ethnic

minority categories. The majd¢ data source for this analysis includes

published Canadian Census déta and special tabulations of the 1971 '

Census. Regional patterns of spatial distribution shown by the various
ethnic categories are described and compared using location quotients
and the centrographic statistical technique. Applying a core-periphery
model of regional structure and development, a tendency was found {Pr
ethnic categories of subordinate soclo-economic status to be
disproporticnately concentrated in Ontario's geographic periphery of
northern Ontario. On the other hand, ethnic minorit%es with a
soclo-economic status similar to that of the British majorlity were

shown to be more spatially integrated within the Toronto-centred core

of southern Ontario.

“
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CHAPTER I- Introduction

-

I The Problem

M

Inequalities of wealth and power betwsen ethnic groups which
differ in their language, religion, ancestry, or other ascribed
cultural'attri%utes, aré a persistent social and political problem

throughout Western societies. In Canada, public and academic interest

in the well-being of its numerous ethnic minorities became prominent -

in the early 1960's parallelling growing efforts by the public sector
to remove other kinds of social and regional disparities. By 1971 the
Canadian government had ;doptedva policy of multiculturalism within a
bilingual framework. This landmark pgliey signifie; an acceptance of
increased responsibilty for bringing about a more equitable
distribution of wealth and power between ethnic groups [Burnet,1976].
But 1if the policy of multiculturalism 13 to be realized, it ias
neccessary to recognize the assoclation between ethnic inequalities
and spatial variations in socio-economic development. It is the
purpose of this study to demonstrate the relevancy of a geograﬁhic or
spatial approach to the study of ethni¢ inequalities, the logie for

which is given in the next few pages.

13w
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The structure of ethnic 1nequa11ties ip Canada has generally been

deseribed in terms of the socio~economic, political, and cultural

stratification of ethnic¢ groups, in which ethnic minorities occupy a
status subordinate to the British majority [Porter,1965; Dahlie and

Fernando, 1981}. The Canadian sociologist, Wsevold Isajiw [1976], for
&

.example, uses an aspatial core-periphery model to describe the

structure of ethnic inequalities in Canada as follows: -
® If we look at society as if it were a circle with a
centre and a periphery, the centre being the public sphere,
then some ethnic communities are closer to the centre, and
others closer to the periphery...the more power an ethnic
group has in society, the closer its community will be to

the public spherem (p.39).

The core-periphery model in thig context refers to an abstract
hierarchy of ethnic communities based on their influence over the
larger society. As gith most sociological concepts, I;ajiw's model is
not concerned with describing the spatial manifestation of ethnic
communities or their spatial interactions. Nevertheless, Isajiw's
model 13 analagous to the core-periphery conceptual model of spatial
structure and development. A model whiph does make  several
propositions concernihg the spatial distribution of stratifisd social
groups. For example, it suggests that groups of higher soclo-economic
status are in close proximity to the spatial systems's soclo-economic
core and that less powerful groups are spatially separated from that

core.

1= N

S e
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This kind of core-periphery separation of ethnic groups has been
previously noted among the Scots and Welsh in Britain [Hechter,1975],
and among other ethnic minorities throughout Europe [Sharpe,1983].
Whether such a core-periphery spatial pattern exists among ethnic
groups in Canada remains to be demonstrated. ‘¥revioua studies have
revealed distinet geographic differences batween efhnic groups in
Canada [Hill1l,1978; Richmond and Kalgach,1980]. For example, in
contrast to Canada's geographically dispersed Bfitish majority, the
ethnic minorities tend to be regionally concentrated, with the French
in Quebec and northeastern Ontario, Acadians in New érunawick,
Ukrainians in the Prairie Provinces, Native Indlans on reserves, and
the recent Asian immigrants in the larger citiest There are few
studies, however, that have examined the asaociation between thess
regional conceantrations of ethnic groups‘ and their socio-econonmic
status. Moreover, there are fewer studies which have substantiated a
core-periphe}y spatial structure among ethnic éfoups in Canada.

The present study‘will contribute to both ethnic and geographic

research by examining the relationship between ethnic group

diaparibies and geographic structure. This will involve an empirical

application of the core-periphery model of spatial structure and
development to ethnic groups in Ontario. More specifically, this
study's primary objective 1is to ldentify ethnic differences in the

spatial variation of soclo-economic well-being in Ontario.

- 15~
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‘regional economic systems, it is possible in Chapters III to VII to

2 Methodology

The application, of the c¢ore-periphery wmodel to ethnic
differentiation requires that this study adopt an interdisciplinary

approach. For a basic understanding of ethnic¢ity and ethnic change it

is necessary to review the literature of sociologists and social

anthropologists. In addition, although a regional perspective is
evident in the sociological literature, it is nécessary to this
study's spatial focus to review the geographic literature on regional

development. Chapter II  reviews the literature and integrates the
4‘,

various concepts of ethnicity and regi¥nal development into a

core-periphery model of regional structurs and developwent. The
hypotheses derived froﬁ this model are intended to account for some of
the spatial variation in the socio-economic conditions of ethnic
groups-

Armed with these‘hypotheses concerning ethnic differentiation in

focus on the specific conditions of ethnic groups in Ontario. It is
important to note at the outset that by defining Ontario as the region

of study limits the scope of this analysis to the ecohouic #nd

|
|

cultural forces active within the Province. Therefore it doss #ot

|
consider the national or global forces which have affected regiﬁnal

development in the Province, or changes among its ethnie minorities.

Nevertheless, as a relatively autonomous regional system, 0ntari$ is

«16- . /




an qxeelant area for this kind of analysis. In addition to its
primarily éritish population there are a diversity of ethnic groups
ﬁith a J@rtety of soclo~cultural attributes. These groups are
geograbhicaily distributed across the Province in different patterns:
some are s%atially dispersed, some are eoncenirated in the southern
Ontario hearﬁ}and, ahd some are concentrated in remote peripheral

| :
regions. In jorder to interpret the origins and effects of these
i -

1

patterns of diatribution Chapters III to V of thi& thesis examine the
role of ebhdﬁc groups in Ontario's historical brocesses of regional
developdent.uTLe analysis spans the entire 1life o% the Province,
examining the formation, characteristics, and distributions of ezsnic
groups in Ontario between 1763 and 1971. Chapter III outlines the
formation of Ontario's ethnic population and the development of the
Province's core~periphery regional structure. Chapter IV focusses on
ma jor ethnic categories in Ontario describing some of their
socio;cﬁ1§ural attributes and their processes of integration into the
larger soclety. Chapter V examines in detail the changing patterns of
geographic distribution among ethnic categories in Ontar;o between
1763 and 1971, '

After Chapter V‘the focus on éthnic groups “in Ontario narrows to
the apecific time period of 1971. It is for this time period only that
detailed Census data were avail#ble. Although ‘the 1971 figures are
dated this does not detract from the objectives of this thesis. A teSt
of the core-periphery mo&el depends dpon substantiating the eaxpected
relationshig; bstween soclo-economic éonditions and certain patterns

. <
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of geographie distribution. This abjective c¢an be achleved by

examining a cross-section of the Province in 1971. Further research,

employing the 1981 data when they become available will be valuable in

considering the dynamics of core;p;riphery relations.

Chapter VI uses the 1971 Census data extensively to describe and
compare conditions of soclo-economic well-being among ethnic
categories. The various levels of assimilation experienced by the
groups are summarized gith data on oceupafions, incomes, and
education. Chapter VII employs several statistical methods to compare
how socio-economic conditions within different ethnic groups vary
across the Province., Finally, in Chapéer VIII a regression analysis is
used in order to teat whether, and to what extent, a core-periphery
model accounts for regional variations in well-being. The relevancy of
the model will be te&ted within each group thereby isolating some of
the core-peripheral processes which are universal from tﬁoae vwhich are

unique to>specific ethnic groups.

-18-




CHAPTER I - Ethnic G;oups in the Regional Spatial Structure
- .

The purpose of this chapter is to summarize and integrate both a “ ‘ 1
sociological model of ethnic ‘relations and‘a spatial model of the ?
core-periphery regional structure. Section "1 of this chapter 1s
concerned with defining theAconceptsiand models used in the subsequent (
sociological analyses of ethnic groups. Section 2 reviews the origins
and propositions of the cors-periphery geographic model, explores the Eu
links between these models, and generates new hypotheses concerning
possible patterns of ethnic differentiation in the core-periphery - ) Y
system. Previous studies of Canada which have adopted similar models

are reviewed in Section 3.

1 A Sociclogical Model of Ethnicity

A - Ethnic Groups and Ethnic Stratification !

S

The meaning of ethnic groups is very fluid in both the literature

and in general usage. Therefore it is important to develop an

operationai definition of consistent meaning throughout the following
analysis., In this study ethnic groups are a Primavy unit of social ’
organization composed of individual members who are bound together i
through shared social interactions. Barth defines an ethnic group as a

social category made up of of "...a membership which identifies
itself, and i3 identified by others, as constituting a category

distinguished from other categories of the same order" (p.11).

1 ‘ -19-
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gcThe identity of ethnic cabégories can be based on a variety of
markers, or c¢lusters of markers. A recent international study by
Rothschild [1981] identifies several features that serve as markers of
ethnic boundaries. These include the following: ‘

£

ii) kinship, through blood ties or alleged common ancestry;

i) race, as a phenotyplcal feature;

1ii) language, as a vehicle qf communication or a symbol of
identity; A
iv) religion, as a type of social allegiance;
v) a customary livelihood; .
vi) a strong territorial identity: and,

vii) a historical politiéal autonomy .

-

Within the operational definitioil of ethnic groupa adopted in this
analysis the cultural markers, or common bases of ethnic identity, are

L of importance beeausﬁhey define boundaries of social interaction.
Individuals which exhibit, or expreass an idéntity with any of these
markers can: i) ascribe membership for themselves with a particulgr
group, and/or; 1iil) be ascribed with membership in a particular group

by non-members. Either way the effect of ascription is to constrain

exclusion of non-members. Inside ethnic groups social activities can
be T"canalized", to varying degrees, into a range of behaviour and set
of value orientations defined as appropriéte b;‘r the ethnic group. On
the other hand, those activities which move across ethnie boundaries
are "dichotomized” between members and non-members which "...implies a

v

w2Qw

social interaction through the inclusion of group members or the




recognition of 1limitations on shared understandings; differences in
criteria for judgement of value and performance, and a restriction of
interaction to sectors of assumed common understanding and mutual
interest," [Barth,1969:13].

The social constraints resulting from both kinds of ascription
are relevant to this astudy. However, as there are no available
operational measu;'es of sethnic self-ascription, especially at an
aggregate level, 1t is necessary to define ethnic group$ according to
the markers of ascription used by the Canadian’ Census. Most Lof Athe
data analyzed in this study has been collected from the 1971 Census in
which the question defining ethnic origin reads as follows:

"To what ethnic or cultural group did you or jyour

ancestor (on the male side) belong on coming to this .

continent?"
In this operational definition, ethnicity is ascribed by non-members
according to ancestry and therefore does not account for differences
in ethnic identity resulting from  subjective  identification,
intermarriage, or the number of generations in Canada. Grf:"ups defined
by ascription in this way do not necessarily have a distinet social

structure of their own but include an aggregate of people who

experience similar social constraints. Even between . such ascribed .

’( ethnic categories there are systematic patterns of variation which
provide a basis of comparison. The sthnic catego;'ies to be analyzed
in the following chapters include the British, French, Western_
Europeans, Eastern Europeans, ¥Jews, Southern Europeans, Visible
Minorities, Native Indians. A complete index to the ethnic origin
groups ﬁefined by the Canadian Census and the analytic categories into

. which they have been placed is given in Table A-2.

21
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The kinds of social activities constrained by - ethnic boundaries
depends upon the structure of the social system. In many multi-ethnic
societias, such as Canada, it is releﬁfnt to examine ethnicity as a
basis of inequalities in the digtribution of power, prestige and
privilege (see for sxample Porter, 1965). A typical pattern of ethnie
cieavage is a system of stratification in which groups are
hierarchically ranked by levels of socio-ec;nomic wellebeing. In a
series of comparative studies on ethnic differentiation Hechter [1975
& 19763 Hechter and Levi, 1979] focusses on stratification in terms of
the "cultural division of lgbour". He explains that this concept
", ..refers to the salience of cobjective cultural distinctions in the
distribution of occupations and rewapds...," [Hechter, 1975i§16]'

According to Hechter most ethnic ‘cleavages ariae‘)rrom two basic

e

-~

divisions  In the labour market. First there are hierarchical
stfatirications of ethﬁie groups between high and low socio-ecohoyi¢
strata across a wide range of occupations. Alternately, eﬁhnio
minorities can be segnen%ed into a 1limited number of specialized
occupations in which incomes vary widely. Hechter suggests that from
these divisions of labour ethnic distinctions extend outside the
workplace , constraining social interaction in a wide range of
soclo-economic dimensions including education, voluntary associatiéns,
and residential locatlon.

The cultural division of labour arises when members of one ethnic
category have some advantage, such as é numerical majority or

1 -

x
unequalled technology which allows them to dominate the social means
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of ﬁroduction, exchange and distribution. It is in the dominant
group's interest to exploit the ethnic features of more subordinate
groups, excluding them from full participation in the society and
reatrieting their opportunltiis for squal involvement. Barth [1969]
specifies that dominant groups employ at least four different
mechanisms tos
"...gonerate and maintain a categorically different
distribution of assets: state controls, as in some moqbrn
plural and racist systems; marked differences in ovalyaiion‘
that canalize the e!{ovts.or actors in different direc%iona,
as in systems with polluting occupations; or differences in
culture that generate marked differences in pblitioal
organization, economic organization, or 1ﬁdiv;dual skills,"
(p.15).

' Some societies use various cultural markers as a basis for
discriminatory state ' controls and policies which remove subordinat®
groups from competing for scarce power and resources. In Ontario,
however, the stratification of ethnic minorities is primarily the
result of their structural disadvantage in terms of 1low educational
achievments, lingulstic barriers, inadequate employment experience,
and as this study will emphasize - peripheral geographic locations

&

[Block and Walker, 1982: 16-17].
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B - Ethnic Integration -

- !

Ethnie groups which are brought together through the experience
of imnig?ation ﬁndergo changes as they interact with other groups in a
new and shared socio-economic system. Reitz [1980:124-125] claims that
characteristic stages can be identified within an ethnie group's

"1life-cycle®, Although groups can be at airferent stages or experience

- different kinds of life-cycles they generally go through similar

phases of ggrmation, adjustment, and grad?al integration into the
larger soézety. Although these phases are typical of most social
groups over long-periods of time, it is not élear if they always 1lead
to the integration of ethnic minorities, or more importantly, if they
lead to greater equality in the distribution of resources. ’

Processes of ethnic integration can occur 1in many  dimensions
without disrupting the boundaries that separate and constrain ethnic

”9at;ESFISE?“The\intagrggggg,of ethnic groups is complicated by at

——

least three subprocesses: acculturation, structural assimilation aﬁd
primary  assimilation  [Hughes and  Kallen,19T4: 150-1571.
Acculturation, or cultural Iintegration refers ‘to the processes of
adopting the languages, values, beh;vioural patterns, and skills of
unfamiliar ocultural groups. The more euiturally dissimilar ethnic
groups will face the greatest barriers to cultural  integration. Even
30, the complete acculturation of a minority, which iﬁpliea a loss of
objective cultural identity does not necessarily disrupt a group's
boundaries. In other words, acculturation can be associated with, but

is not prerequisite to, the structural integration of ethnic groups.

2l
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Asslnilatfion refsrs to the processes whereby a gro‘up enters the
major soclal institutions of the dominant society and assumes equal
relations with t,h;s majority ethnic group. But there are degrees of
assimilation. Secondary or structural assimilation refers to the large
scale entrance of me:;bers from an ethnic minority into the econonie,
educational, 1legal, and political institutions of the dominant
society. Levels of aecondar‘y assimilation are closely related to a

groups’ life~chances as measured by incomes, occupations and

. @ducational attainment. Primary assimilation refers to the acceptance

of ethnic min'ority members into the majority groups' private social
relationships through intermarriage and voluntary association.

The argument that the integration of ethnic groups was an
inevitable and irreversible process originated with the
human-ecological tradition of the Chicago School ([Park,1950]. More
recently, the structural-functionalist approach, which is typified by
Karl Deutsch [1969] and Talcou; Parsons [1971], view ethnic
differentiation as a pre-existing phenomena which break downh through
the processes industrialization, modernization, and national polif;ical
development. In this view, ethnic, religious, linguistic, oz‘s' any
other ascribed social categories are judged to be impediments to the
growth of labour mobility in a meritocratic society. Since ethnic
groups perform no vital function in the modern industrial state, their
assimilation 1is seen as inevitable, It is reasoned that as&an economy
develops and its population becomes ;nore educated and ;xperienced the

W

level of social mobility within and between social groups will

»25¢
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increass. Hence within a few generations ethnic groups become T\
} aceulturated and then structurally integrated. Tn&s functional model ‘i
attributes the persistence of ethnically stratified structures in
North American societies to the successive waves of lmmigrant groups
that begin at the bottom of the social ladder and push up ethnic
groups of longer residence [Thomlinson, 1965]. \ ‘
l'l‘he human-acological agfd‘,’funotional models of ethnic integration
do not account for the fact u"t'.hzn: ethnic groups persist and revive over
3; time. Both Barth [1969], and Glazer and Moynihan [1975] recognize that
o . some eothnic minorities have adopte(?alternative strateéies of ethnic
boundary maintenance and integration. Barth [1969] identifies three
st;jategies available to agents of change within an ethnic category as

follows: '

" (i) they can attempt to pass and become incbr‘porated

, in the prs-established industrial society and ocultural |
group; (11) they can accept a 'minority' status, accomodate
to and seek to reduce their minority disabilitles by
encapsulafing all cultural differentiae in sectors of
non-articulation, while participating in the larger system
! 4 of the industrialized grourT in the other sectors of
activity; (111) they can choose to emphasize ethnic
identity, using it to develop new positions and patterns to
organize activities in those sectors formerly not found in
, their soclety, 6:\ Lz_:adequai:ely developed for the new

purposes " (9.33.)3
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The survival or integration of an ethpic group is determined, in
part, by its chosen atrategy qt’ ethnie boundary maintenance. In
additién, sociologlsts have gshown that the processes of ethnic
integration aré influenced by numerous and complex procésses. This

study, however, is concerned primarily with how the processes of

sthnic integr-atio;l are affrected by physical separation and regionalr

differences in group location. Until recently, the influence of these
spatial Tfactors oﬁ sthnic relations has been relatively ignored. A
éentral proposition of this study is that the assimilation of ethnic
groups can be interpreted 'according to patterns ofi apatial
integration. It will be shown that regional spatial differences have
a significant role in the maintenance of ethnically differentiated

soclal structures.

; - vogs
2 A Regional Model of Ethnicity )
A = An Evolving Paradigm

An interdisciplinary paradigm of ethnic studies which
Incorporates a spatial and specifically regional component is or;ly
slowly becpming explicit in the literature on ethnicity. As a result
there are very few precedents w‘.:o the regional analysis of ethnic group
interackion. Nevertheless, a recent collection of regional studies by
anthropologists {Smith, 1976a & b] shows that a range of geographical

models have been drawn on in order to clarify the relationship between

27
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ethnie patter&s and the regional space-economy . For example, Smith
[1976¢]) applies central-place theory in order to examine the impact
of hierarchical systems of exchange and distribution on patterns of
ethnic stratification Other studies draw on diffusion theory and a
core-periphery model to explain the disadvantaged characteristics of
populations in remote cultural regions [Beck,1976; Verdery, 1976].
Although these are valuable perspectives their focus is on the
adaptation of specific cultural groups and on the internal
characteristics of marginal regions.

An extensive sociological literature on sthnie stratification

offers more comprehensive regional approaches., For example, Dependency

theories [Frank,1979; Friedmann and Wa%ne,1977; Veltmeyer, 1980] and
mnodels of internal colonialism [Hechter,1971,1975; Hechter and

Levi,1979] explore themes of social and ethniec stratification in a

regional context. Typically, these approaches adopt a corg-periphery

model of spatial development in order' to explain the origin and

persistence of regional soclal structures. Although these studiea have

not been geographic in focus their use of the core-periphery model has

linked geographic differences in ethnlecity to a central feature of
capitalist eéonomic deveiopment -~ uneven spatial development.

The core-periphery model is an interdisciplinary theory that has
been applied from the perspective of political scientists [Pounds and
Bell,lQﬁ#}, sociologists [Pioro, 19771 and geographers
.[Brﬁokrield,1975; Friedmann, 1973; Whebell,1968). Regardless of

perspective the bheorecticai advantage of the model is to- integrate
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the extensive se§ of processes 1involved in }egional development

including migration, settlement, cultural change, ‘ and

politicﬁl-ecoﬂbmic devg}o?ment, The links between geography, economic
AN

development, and ethnie:g&iﬁxbrentiation within the core-periphery

model will be analyzed Qpﬁpherfollowing five sections.

B - The Core-periphery Model

The core-periphery model 1is concerned with describing and
explaining tﬁe disparities between actively devcioping regions and
slow or stagnating ;egions. As wealth and economic growth are key
indicators of development it 1s not suprising that the model hig

evolved primarily from econbmica and economic geography. Working from

this perspective it was the economist G. Perroux [1964] who first

noted in 1950 that economic growth "...does not appear everywhers at
once...but concentrates along specific channels and points of
industrial activity" [22]. His concept which referred only to economic
concentrations arqund abstract poles in economic space was extended to
the analysis of economic concentrations around geographic growth
centres. A number of development studies by Myrdal [1957], Friedmann
[1963], and Brookfield [1975] demonstrated that economic growth tends
to beﬁﬁve in'a circular and cumulative fashion, eventually resulting
in a concentration of economic activities in geographic space. In his
model of: polarized development, Friedmann [1975:41-64] claims that
growth centres function as the cores of wmuch larger systems of
economic, sociai,Aand political relations. This model is the basis of
the core-periphery concept applied in this study and should therefore

be summarized.

«29-
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As a centre of economic and political power, the core interacts

‘in an exploitative relationship with a surrounding periphery by

removing its unprocesseq‘vaw materials and capturing its consumer
\ ‘
markets. Consequently, c¢ores have higher sta &ards of 1living,
characterized by employment in secondary and tentiary activities,
relatively high incomes, and the provision of superior education,

health, and legal services., With these advantages the core becomes a

-centre of labour migration, industrial agglomeration, and political

and economic innovation. Coneomithntly, the periphery evolves a less
diversified a more dependent economy. It 1s characterized by a
predominahce of primary and mono-export industries and few
infrastructure investments other than those benefitting the extractive
industriesa. Typically, peripheral populations have low incomes and
experience poverty, poor education, health, and legal services. With
these disadvantages the periphery has less internal capability of"
generating growth, innovations, or social change and becomes dependent
on the diffusion of developments from the core.

The persistence, and indeed accentuation, of the disparities
between core and periphery suggests that even as a region develops
core and periphery will continue diverge. The characteristics of
¢ore and peripheéy, as well as some reasons for this divergence are

summarized in Figure II-1.
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C - The Core-periphery Spatial Continuum

The core-periphery ticdel 1s primarily concerned with power |

" pelations which exist wherever "... a core can bes shown to dominate

some of the vital deéésions of populations in areas external to
itself..." [Friedmann,1973:54]. One attribute of these relations is
bhysical space which 1s expressed as a coreuﬁeriphery spatial
structure. Such a polarized spatial strutures can occur as a nested
hierarchy of geographic scales, ranging from the World, through
nations, regions, provinces, to the urbén Nrield. At the reéional
séale, which 1s the focus of this study, cores are typlecally defined
as densely populated urban areas, or conurbations, while peripheral
regions include the surrouhding hinterland.

Sevgrai studies have criticised the core-periphery concept as an
abstract ;patial dichotomy that is irrelevant to the subtle variations
of real geographic space [HeR;berts,1979=25; Friedman and
Wayne, 1977:402-4081, Although the model expresses the core-periphery
structgra as a dichotomy this  is actually a simpliricatiouv of an
1rregulaf spatial continuum of economic, social, and cultural
processes. It has been noted by both geographers and sociologists
that the uneven spatial interaction of. such proeess?s creates various>
kinds of core and peripheral regions. A typology of peripheral regions
will be developsd in the following paragraphs. T

Wallerstein [1979] in his core-periphery model .of the world
capitalist economy, proposes a nested hierarchy of végions in which a

“semi-periphery' lies between the core and periphery. With this

r
I
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econcept he refers to nations which have neither a core nor peripheral
status, but occupy a kind of mediatory ' role in prelations of
interdependenoy. 'l'hé idea of the semi-periphery can be integrated
within Friedmann's model by encompassing certain regions which exhibit
cor"e characteristics of economic and population grow%, but are
limited in their capacity to initiate or sustain structural
developments. Friedmann identifies two kinds of peripheral regions
which have some core~like features: upward transitional regions which
are char;cberiz/ggl as»ao’ttie;areas with growth potedtial and an inflow
of capitai and nmigrants; and, qgsource t‘r‘ontiers which are typieally
zones of i new settlement with low population densities and potential
for newﬂgﬁ:;owth based on staple exports. Hechier similarily observes in
Great Britain a concentration of core institutions \éthin, what he
calls, “industrial enclaves' of the Celtic periphery [1975:143].

In addition to these semi-peripheral regions there are those
impov:riahed areas which have 1little growth potential. Friedmann
Mls areas where sconomies are declining, and where migrants are
leaving, as downﬁard transitional. This label might apply to the
abandoned farmlands alonhg the Precambrian Shield‘in Ontario. Finally,
there are special problem areas where énvironmental conditions are
atypical and said to inhibit development. For example, Collier
{1975:183-190] introduces the concept of the ‘refuge region' to
describe inaccessible areas where marginal populgtions attempt to
isolate themselves from the influences of core eiﬁansion. Although

these special peripheral areas are primarily remote and destitute




environments, Friedmann also recognizes that impoverished conditions
exist within the core. He allows that: "Enclaves of economic
backwardness will appear in the armsas ‘ly‘ing between expanding core
regions and/or in the 1limited urban sectors of cores themselves®
[1973: 56~57]; The concept of the peripheral enclave within the core is
important to the analysis of those ethnic groups in Ontario which have

concentrated in the Province's Toronto-centred core.

D - Social and Ethnic Groups in Core-Periphery Syatens

Core«periphery fegional ;ystems ariss from uneven . economic
growth. What begins with distortions in the flow of capital, however,
pervades throughout other _social dimensions thereby distorting a wide
range of classy status and cultural relations within the
core-peripheral continuum. The central feature of 2 core-periphery
social system is 1its dual socio-economic structure. Within the core
population is an elite of high status occupations: bankers,

entrepréneurs, administrators, and wmanangers. In the periphery are

smaller numbers of this same privileged group operating core

institutions and core corporations. Most of the peripheral population
. #

however, are confined to subordinate positions in the labour Cforce,

being unemployed, underemployed, or employed in low status, primary,

and seasonal occupations.

<3b.




These diapﬂ‘ibiea' between core and peripheral groups can become a

source of great tension and social change in a polarized regional -

system. Friedmann [1975:49.51] suggests that as periheral groups

awaken to their powerlessness, counter-elites will arise among them

demanding greater autonomy for tﬁe periphery. 1In response, the
established authorities of the core can suppress, neutralize and
co-opt these counter-elites oOr they can be replaced by them. Evidence
of these various out;omes can be seen 1in the politiecization of
national [Seers et al,1979] and subnational regions in western Europe
{Feld,1975].

Core-peripheral distinctions in the regional social structure

exhibit the greatest conflict and persistence when they overlap
territorial concentfationa of ethnic groups. An excellent example of‘
this is found in Michael Hechter's study [nternal Coljonialism: The
Celtic Pringe in British National Development, 1536-1966 (Berkeley:

University of California Press,1975). Hechter found that the processes
of industrialization in Britain between 1536 and ‘{966 were
characterized by the developmen; of a core-periphery reglonal
structure which became auper;.m;osed oﬁ a population differentiated by
the dominant Anglo-Saxons of gEngland and t;.he Celtic minorities of
Scotland and Wales. Hechter interprets the peripherality of the Celtic
minority to be the source of recent Scotch and Welsh nationalism.
Studies 1like Hechter's, which use the core-periphery structure to

analyze regional variations in ethnic stratification are known as

models of 'internal colonialisa'. Very sixhply, the internal colony 1is
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a special type of peripheral region in which a.subordinatelethnic

minority predominates. In such a case both thétregion and the group

are described as peripheral. It must be noted, howsver, that studies

of internal colonialism have shown th;t such peripheral ethnic groups

do not always match the ponditions of the peripheral region defined by

the conceptual model. Ethnic groups are a special case within the

coreg-periphery concept and peripheral ethni¢ groups are there:oﬂe‘
expected to exhibit exceptional characteristics.

~~The-model of the internal colony has been applied to regional

[

%

miﬁor}ties around the world including ethnic populations in South
Anerica [Gonzales-Casanova, 19651, Africa [Wolpe,1975; Wayne,19751,
Israel [Zureik,1979], Europe [Beer,1980; Sharpe,1983], the United
States [Blauner,1969; Walls,1976], and Canada {Watkins, 1977;
McRoberts,1979;  Hecht,Wesol and Sharpe,1983). Nevertheless, the

question remains are these models universally applicable? More

specifically, are they appropriate to the analysis of ethnlc

stratification in Ontario?

The central charac;eristicnu;f the internal colony is an
autonomous ethnic region which is polit;cally and socio-econ;mieally
subordinated to a central power. More specifically, Walls [1976],
citing van den Berghe [197?] argues that the model must be rigourously
defined according to the following criteria:

" 1) Rule of one ethnic group {or coalition of such

groups) over other such groups living within the continuous

boundaries of a single state.

36~




2) Territorial separation of the ‘3ubord1nate ethnic
groups into "homelands', ‘native reserves', and the like,
with land tenure rights distinct from those applicable to
member's of the dominant group.

3) Presence of an internal government within a

gove}nment especially created to rule subject peoples with a

special legal status ascribed to the sub@vndinate groups...

) Relations of economic inequality in which subject
peoples are relegated to postions of dependency and
inferiority in the division of labour and the relations of
production " (pp.235-236)._

These conditions are satisfied only in ethnic group relations where a
dominant power forcibly invades, conquers and subjugate; an ethnic
population in a previously autonomous t'rritory‘ As a test of these
eriteria Walls applied this model to the impoverished condits.ona‘ of
whites in central Appalachia, concluding that the Appalac;hian region
is bettev' described as a "...peripheral region within an advanced
capitalist socisty® [232], rather than an internal colony.

Similarily, in Ontario internal colonialism might describe the
position of the native :Indians but not the position of most of the
Province's ethnic minority population. Only the indigenous Indian
peoples were conquered. and M'puahed onto separate reserves and then
ascribed with a special lggal status, by~ the European majority.
Ontario's population consists of a diversity of scattered ethn@c

minorities most of whom voluntarily emigrated to Ontario. As
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Schermerhorn [1970:156] points out, ethnic relations under conditions

of voluntary immigration are conceptually diTtinct from those evolving
out of indigenous multi-cultural relations . Concurrently, the
cleavages between ethnic majorities and minorities in Ontario are
neither as distinct nor as severs as §ﬁz disparities found betggen the

internal colony and its surrounding colonizers. The model of internal

" colonialism is therefore inappropriate to the analysis of Ontario's

ethnic minorities, althoug? some of its concepts serve as a basis for

an alternative model that can be called ethnic polarization.

E - Ethnic Polarization

This study proposes a distinct model of ethnic differentiation
that retain?i a core-periphery struetu;dl basis, and that can be
applied to regional social systems f:rm; through voluntary
immigration. In this kind of system the stratification of ethnic
minorities is not a result of ocolonization but develops rroﬁ more
gradual processes of polarization. Sant [1977] quoting from Harris

[1973] defines the concept of polarization in three ways, which

include;

n_..a change in the distribution.of social [groups] in a
defined geographic area such that, either the percentage of
the population at the two extremes of the social ocontinuum
increases; or the percentage of the population at one point
only on the continuum increases; or the distribution becomes
more unlike an actual or hypothetical norm distribution®

b

(Sant, 1977:245].
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In this study polarization can refer to either of Harris's last
two a’afi?,itions. That - 13; when ethnic minorities voluntarily enter
into a cc;rea-periphery regional structure either ihey tend to be
&1a§roportionatoly reproaent;d in the peripheral extremes, or their
patterns of dist.ribuﬁion tend to be urilike those of the dominant or
core groups.

* The process of ethnic polar‘izat:g)n is rapresented in Figure II*Z(.
As this oonceptual model emphasizes, polarization 1s hypothesized to
occur in both socio-eoonom%e and geographic space. It is assumed that
the initial cleavages between ethnic categories will arise in the
soclo«sconomic dixgension, and specifically in the workplace. Sesking
an improved standard of living, the majority of immigrants enter with
a deﬁrossed status and hsve 1little choice other than to join a
peripheral  labour  force  characterized by  unemployment,
underemployment, low status and segmented occupationa'. Hechter [1976]
offers several factors which account for the low occupational status
of many ethnic minority immigrants.

* {mmigrants from peripheral areas are willing to work
for ;a lower wage than laborers from the core since they come
from regions with a 1lower standard of 1living. The new
immigrants typically do not qualify for skilled jobs, as
these can occasionally app&ar, because of educational and
cultural 'disadvantages' (from the perspective of the corel)
inherited from their region of origin. It is also likely

that employers can perceive culturally distinoct groups to be

&
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harder to discipline or to train than less exotlic indigenoys

workers. They can believe the immigrants are likely to
return to their | region of origin. Finally, due to the
immigrants’ relative lack of experience in the
urban-industrial setting they do not have access to as many
social networks as indigenous workers. Hence, if better jobs
arise, the immigrants will genepally be the last to learn of
them " (pp218-219). s
The disadvantages experienced by ethnic minority immigrants | n
$he workplace extend throughout most socloweconomic ‘sdimensions.
Co_ns uently, it can be hypothesized that an ethnic groups entrance
atatus will be a wmajor factor in determining the overall
socio-economic position of the group in the core-periphery system.
Entrance status will also have aq significant influence on the
location of minority populations in the g&ographic dimension of the
core-periphery structure- (see Figure II-2). Although some individuals
from ethnic minorities will settle in preferred areas, most minority
populabi.oqs will have their destinations determined by the location of
oceupational opportunities available in the regional space-sconomy.
According to the core-periphery wmodel, peripheral occupations are
found “with the primary industries of rural areas and resource

frontiers, or with the manufacturing and labouring industries found in

peripheral enclaves of the core. Hence it is logical to hypothesize .

that if ethnic minorities are over-represented in lowgr socloweconomic

strata they will also be disproportionately rspresen¥gd in peripheral
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geographi¢ space. With this simple hypothesis it is possible to test
the assoe%ation between ethnic stratification, as a model of social
organization and the core~periphery structure, as a model of spatial
distrfbution. ‘

To this point the model of ethnic polarization is static,
deali,r:? with the relative distribution of ethnic minorities on their
entrance into a core-periphery vegional system. In order to assess
changes 1in group status and distribution after settlement, it is

-

necessary to account for processes of sthnic integration and i'egonal

N -

developuent. Hodelis of national and regional economic development
have proposed at least three svolutionary stages of interaction within
the space-économy.w Accor&ing to Priedmann [1973] the first stage is
pre«industrial in Ix}r;ich the the core and periphery are isolated and
;now sighif:lcant differences in levels of devélopment. At the second
Hstage, levels of inﬁquction between the the core and periphery
increase as the processes of industrialization and urbanization expand
across the aystez;x. Initially it is expected that the regional system
will become inereasingly- differentiated and polarized as capital
concentrates and centralizes in the core. AL a t;hlrd stage, however,
economic growth, technological change, and social innovations will
dirruae from the expanding core into:- the periphery. 12‘ this
post-industrial stage it is assumed that a growing concern tor
solving regional inequalities prompts the state to intervens and
facilitate this process of equalization. In Figure IT-2 the expansion
of the core is represented by the arrow dirgcted towards peripheral

§o$graphio space.
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Some studies of regional developmwent that apply the diffusion

" model have argued that peripheral areas are eventually transformed and

converge with the core [Williaffson,1965]. The implication of regional
economi¢c convergence is that developments in the periphery and among
peripheral groups will contribute to the process of ethnic integration

in soclo~economic space. This is the Mhypothesis of the

structural-functional model. H?§h§gr [1975] notes that in this

functional view of regional integration : ""The core and peripheral
cultures must ultimately merge into one all-encompassing cultural
syatem to which all members éf the society have primary identification
and loyalty® (p.5). In Figure 11-2 the assimilation and acculturation
of peripheral ethnic groups is represented by the arrow directed
towards the core in socio-economic space. |

The integration of peripheral ethnic groups is a complex process

which needs to be examined more closely. Ethnic minorities in the

periphery are at a much greater disadvantage than members of the

ggggg;tyi Poor conditions and a lack of oppo}tunities in periphéral
wFUEtnqs impede the processes of acculuturation and structural
assimii%tion. To the advantage of the  core group this“phenomena
eontributeé to and maintaing the system of ethnig stratiricatiop. In
order to reinforce and rationalize this structure, the core can

TN,

attribute the peripheral conditions among ethnic minorities to their

alleged inferiority regarding them as "... lazy,' feckleas,!'

“shifty,* ‘uneuly, “wild," “e¢lannish,® “parochial,®

“backward,'...[Rothschild, 1981:54].
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All ethnic minorities, however, are not equally c¢onstrained by
peripheral disadvantages. Groups which share common socio-cultural

attributes or common historical exnerfencea with the core experience

‘ fewer Dbarriers to integration., Similarily, groups with small and

dispersed populations can be less committed to ethnic -group
maintenance and can have fewer capital and political resources with
which to perpetuate separate ethnic communities. In addition, the poor
conditions experienced b§ small peripheral groups can discourage
further immigration and drive the younger and more skilled members
away in search of better opportunities. )

Models of internal colonialism, however, have shown that asthnic
groups of significant size and territorial concentration do not tend
to become structurally integrated. These models suggest that processes
of core expansion and regional development bypass peripheral regions
thereby sxacerbating conditions within ethnic enclaves [Matthews,1978;
Sant,1977:244]. Consistent with Friedman's propositions concerning
peripheral opposition to the core, ethnic_minorities disadvantaged in
this way tend to become mobilized and politicized around their ethnic
identities in reaction to the ethnic majority of the core,

Overall, the model of ethnic polarization to be tested in the
following empirical ;nalysia implies a critical research hypothesis
relevant to the stratification of ethnic groups in Ontario. This is
that ethnic majority dominance over the Province's political-economic

structure has resulted in the disproportionate distribution of ethnic

minority groups in peripheral positions. A geographic and

-4l
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soclo-economic analysis of ethniec groups in Ontario should reveal that
disproportionate numbers of ethnic minority members tend to remain

concentrated in 1ocat1c;ns which are socio~economically and

geographically peripheral to the core. In order to test the validity

of this hypothesis ;a applied to the regional struc,:tui"e of Ontario it
was necessary to empirically establish at i least the following
conditions:
i) The formation ofwdissimilar ethnic groups, and the
vdomination of one group over the others;
ii) Relative apatial separation of ethnic minorities

from the ethnic majority at a regional scale;

iil) Relative economic inequality between ethnic majority
and ethnic minority through stratification and

segmentation in the labour force;”

iv) Dissimilar patterns of regional economic integration

between the ethnic majority and the ethnic minorities;
v) Persistence of economic disparity in peripheral

geographic locations, and economic integration within

the region's core.

-us-
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3 Ethnie Groups in Canada
A - Ethnic Stratification

A recent survey of the Canadian literature on ethnicity by Palmer
[1982] indicates that most ethnic studies focus on single et;mic
groups examining themes relating to their history, ~ immigration
?xperienee, group structure, discriminatiox;x, urban experience, and
‘participation in labour movements. Nevertheless, there are ample
analyses of Canada's social strueéuré which emphasize the wider role
of ethnicity as a basis of social differentiation and social change.
Several studies use ethnic origin data from the Canadian Census in
twulti-ethnic, comparative and thematic approaches {Kralt,1977;
Richmond and Kalbach,1980; deVries and Vallee, 1980]. Although the
research findings of these studies differ in focus and 1in their

interpretation of current trends, they generally support the findings

of John Porter's The Vertical Mosalc: An Analvsis of Social Class and.

‘Power in Canada. (Toronto: University of Toronto Press,1965) in which

he analyzed the patterns of ethnic s&atification in Canada. He
observed that Canada's system of stratification arose from the
dominance of the British ethnié group over the procesases of
immigration. Being the first group to establish permanent settlement
in dntario, the Britiéh assumed a charter status, which m;ant that
they had control over the Province's administration and key sconomic
functions. Porter states that the British, in their charter capacity
have historically made "...decisions aboét what other groups are to be

let in and what they will bs permitted to do" (p.6).




Applying the enthnocentric attitudes and racial stereotypes
prevalent in social thought during the 19th century, the charter group
actively discouraged the immigration of dissimilar non-Br1t§sh ethnic
groups. The 1esa‘preferr6d groupé entering Cﬁﬁada assume an "entrance
status® which "...implies lower 1level occupational roles and
subjection to processes of assimilation laid down and judged by the
charter group® [Porter,1965:63-64]. In other words entrance statu{ was
a major determinant of an immigrant's occupational status in the
cultural division of labour. Using census data for the years 1931,
1951, and‘1961 Porter reveals a persistent hierarchicﬁl stratification
of ethnic groups in Canada in terms of occupational classes. Later
analyses, in particular Wallace Clement's volume on Ihe Capadian

Lorporate Elite: A Studv of FEconomic Power (Toronto:McClelland and
Stewart,1975) reinforced these conclusions and elaborated on the‘
significance of ethnicity in the reerui£ment of individuals to

positioqs of power in government, multinational corporatﬂyns and the

T

media.

At the top of Canada's social hierarchy are the British, the
largest population whose ethnic markers are typically described as
white, Aﬁglo—Saxon, and Protestant. Ethnic origin groups from western
Europe (Germans, Dute?, Swiss) and northern Europe (Norwegian, Danish)
that resemble the British physically, linguistically, and culturally,
also have a similar status as the British. Clustered at the bottom of
the ethnic hierarchy are the visible minorities that are most
dissimilar to the British majority. These include the indigenous

i
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Indian, Inuit, and Metis peoples and to a lesser extent the Chinese,

Asian and Black populations. In the middle, occupying a wide range of

positions are the French, South Europeans (Italians, Portuguese,

. Greeks) and East Europeans (Ukrainians, Poles, Slavs),

Historical replications of Porter's appr'oach suggest that the

differences betwesn ethnic categories in Canada have declined over

time but that the rank-ordering of categories by occupational status

persists [Darroch,1980; Reitz,1986]. Although some groups of European
origin have become integrated throughout most occupation and income
classes it 1s not clear that other groups are following a similar

strategy of integration. The French and native Indian populations, for

 example, are both long-term residents and yet retain a low status.

Because of this Porter contends that the theorsctical process of
assimilation (ie. formation, adjustment, integration) has not been
encouraged in Canada. Summarizing - Porter's analysis Reitz [1980]
expliins that "Immigrants have Ethen been brought in at the bottom of
the socio-sconomic ladder, but Canada also tends to tap foreign
sources of more highly skilled when needed rather than train'it;.s own
population® (p.40).

Ultimately, an explanation of the complex structure of ethnic
stratification in Canada will involve the interaction of numerous
factors. Several dimensions of this structure have bdeen explored in
the literaturs, including occupations, incomes, residential
segrekatiou, cultural persistence, and the power structure. Reglonal
patterns of ethnic stratification have been studied leas often and are

not explieitly documented in the literature.

.
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B - Regional Approaches to Ethnicity in Canada

In the Canadian literature the most common spatial perspective to

|
ethnic variation is derived from interprovincial comparisons. 3everal
deseriptive and analytical studies of Canadian census materials make

overall comparisons betyeen the ten Provinces using a variety of

 cultural and ~ socio-scohomic variables [Hil1,1978]. Often special

emphasis 1s placed on French/English relations or vattention is
focussed on the metropolitan areas ([Richmond and Kalbach,1980;
Murdie,1969].

There are few studies which examine ethnic differentiation within
the Provinces. This is suprising because as early as 1968 ’the Canadian
anthropologist Vallee [1969] was supporting "...arguments in favour of
the description and analysis ”of ethnic groups by region instead of by
society-as~a~-whole or by such large political units as Provinces *
(p.19). Vallee's own research tﬂté the conditions of French-Canadians
across c;mada makes this point, showing that within Ontario there are
considerable variations in the rates of assimilation between northern,
sou}hern and eastern concentrations of Franco-Ontarians (p.22).

Only a few Canadian geographers have been interested in ethnic
dirreren‘tiation, and most have focussed on single ethnic groups or
reglons (1). D.M. Ray seems to be the First to analyze pattern;‘ of
ethnio L“variation 1n> Canada through the use ér geographical models.,
Applying multivariate analyses of socio-sconomic and ocultural census

data, Ray {1969,1971] observed significant patterns of cors-periphery

.variation. He c¢oncludes that

e
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"Economic and cultural characteristics in Canada
exhibit significant national 'heartiand-hinterland, urban
hierarchy, and sectoral variations. Heartland-hinterland
contrasts oceir in all dimensions o? both economic status
and cultural variation" [1969:23].

Reflecting developments in the theoretical literatature, several
Canadian studies have applied the core.periphery approach to analyze
various aspects of ethnic variation.at the provineial scale. McRoberts
[1979] for example, discusses some difficulties in applying the
core-periphery spatial structure to French/English~’relations in
Quebec. Hecht, Wesol, and Sharpe [1983], however, found a strong
association between the soclo-economic conditions of Ontario's native
Indién population and their ' distribution throughout the Province's
peripheral areas. These studies establish the core-periphery model as
an appropriate geographical model with which to analyze mult;ethnic

relations in Ontario.

¢

4 Endnotes *

1 = A survey by this writér of directories for the Canadian
Association of Geographers between 1973 and 1981 indicated
that only 25 faculty members in Geography departments at
Canadian universities had p;blished, or were studying
in the field of ethnicity. These focus on a variety of

specific groups and few are comparative in scope.
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CHAPTER III - The Formation and Regional Distribution of Ethnie

Majority/Minority Populations in Ontario ! 1763-1971
|

o

f |

1 The Formation of Ethnic Majority/Minority Populations |

‘

Throughout the Province's history.it has been the dominant ethnic
\ 4 «,
population,f comprised of the Brifish chqrter group, that| has d;reetly

i

and indirectly dominated such processes as immigration and settlement.
t

This first section outlines the formation of the Britishaas Ontario's
charter population focussing on their principle mechanisn% of ethnic
minority dominance. For this purpose, the analysis must bjgin as early
as 1763 wiyh British golonial legislation involving Ecroun land
disposal, and extend to more recent changes in 1mnigrationnpolicy. The
effects of the evolving immigration policy on the changing ﬁercentages
of various ethnic categories between 1871 and 1971 will ﬁp examined
with the aid of Census data. The ethnic categories employe# include
the British, French, Northern Europeans, Southern Europeangk Visible
Minorities, and Native Indians. At least four periods kcan be
differentiated on the basis of changing political and economic

conditions in the Province and in the homelands of imnisrants

[Manpower and Immigration,1970; Kalbach,1976]. These are as roilowa'
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A - Colonial settlement and land policy /«( 1763-1886);

i B - Immigration bo;m and increasing immigrant selectivity

\ . (1886-1945) ; N‘

# C - Labour expansion and ethnic diversification (1945.1961) 3
{ D - Modern Period (1962-19T1).

| e

| A - Colonial Settlement and Land Polley 1763-1886

— | For many decades before the British conquest 'or New France 1in
‘ 1763 the indigenous Indian peoples of the Great Lakes region had been
! trading extensively with a small and scattered population of French
| settlers and traders, Neither the Indians' small and éeasonal
| : encampments ror the military and trading outposts of the French were
;\ the essential determinants of future population patterns in Ontario.
: Rather in a few decades after the British conq:ueat, new military

J{ garrisons, .eolonial administrators and American settiers had

} overwhelmed these two small groups—and had established new and
permanent agricultural and urban setilements. From this time the
original Indian and French populations grew ver;y little through
further immigration, although they remained significant percentages of

“ the Provincial total. .

In 1780, after the American revolution, Upper Canada began to

undergo a rapid process of agricultural settlement and sconomic

development. Although entry to Upper Canada was open to all ethnie
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oglgin groups, settlement was not a simple matter of individual
choics. On the contrary, in the first few decades of immigration, the

costs of transportation alone were prohibitive to all except the

wealthy, those Americans in geographic proximity, and any British with

direct lines of tranaportatitzq. The largest group of immigrants during

. this early period were between 6,000 and 10,000 Unitad ‘mpire Loyalist
refugees from New York, Pennslyvania, and the New England states
[Rnr;*is and Warkentin,1974:116]. From among the Loyaliats and the
British colonists arose the original government of Upper Canada - a
colonjial oligarchy made up of white, Anglo-Saxon Protestants, who were
concentrated along the shores of Lake Ontario {Armstrong,1981].
Although initially a closed network of administrators known as the
Family Compact, this elite quickly evolved into a much larger
comsercial and professional class.

One of the first objectives of the new government was to ensure

. the defense of the colony against the United States. For this purpose

as early as 1792 agricultural settlement was actively being encouraged
on Crown lands. Disposal of these lands was a complex instrument in
the administration’'s power which had a ‘significant impact on Upper
Canada's social structure [Gates,1968]. In ggperal land policies
reflected ethnocentric attitudes prevalent in the social sciences and
social poliocy at that time. This was & belief that individuals of
British anceatry became immigrants and settlers of superior qualities,

whils ethniocally dissimilargindividuals were less desireable. In terms

" of land PO1Lioy jgthe disposal of Crown lands was to maintain the

hd L
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British doninanoe in Upper Canada. The higigrian L. Johnson [1975] has
identified four applications of land pz.cy which 1llustrate the
intent of the charter groﬁp to struetuye the colonial population by
fgvouring specific immigrant groups and classes. He points out that:

"When Loyalists demanded repayment for losses, land was

awarded; when militia and military begged rewards for valour

and service, land was given; when Lieutenant-Governor John

Graves Simcoe and his successors dreaméd of creating an

aristocracy, land was seen as 1its basis,and when the

Coloﬁial Office decided to create a class of labourers and

servants in Upper Canada, land policy was seen as the nean™

(p.32).

Initially the o¢olonial administration granted free landé to
favoured colonistas. Altﬁough these grants did not exclude minority
othnic groups they preferred’  individuals with oclose ties to the
British such as the Loyalists, military claimants and government

officials. By the first decade of the 1800ts this incentive had

“Sabtracted thousands of settlers to the shores of Lakes Ontario and

Erie. Among the reciplents the only major population of non-British
origin were Iroquois Indians who had been allies of the British during
11:3 wans with the United States. |

Up until the War of 1812 settlement flourished in Upper Canada
attraoting increasing numbers of settlers from the United States. Many

of" these were experienced United States setilers; who constituted a

surplus needed for the expansion of the Ameriocan frontier. Although




not g‘rg&ed’lunds outright they were eager to accept land in exchange
i - 4
for developing their properties and clearing roadways. Among this wave

of settlers were several religious sects such as the Quakers arfd
Mennonites who were opposed to the new American republicanism and
prefered the British ‘rorm of governﬁent. Most of these sects
segregated themselves in agricultural communities. The majority of
gmericana, however, were indistinguisable from, and intermingled with
the Loyalists and British whom they soon outnumbered. It has been

established that by 1812, Americans who weére neither Loyalists nor

their descendants comprised approximately 60% of Upper Canada's

population of 100,000 [Hs;rt'is and Warkentin,1974:116]. Adapting
sucessfully, their efforts at land clearance and road-building
contributed to the transformation of Upper Canadian agriculture from a
suybsistence level to an int’emational commercial enterprise,

After the cloaure of the American border in 1812, immigration
into Up}er Canada dropped greatly. At first settlement was
unintentionally discouraged by a gystem of land speculation which
withheld large tracts of land from development. However, between 1818
and 1824 the colonial administration in Britain began to realize the
potential of Upper ';anada as an outlet for its surplus popula;ion.
Paupers, displaced fax;gnera, urban poor and military veterans were
offered cheap transportation in thg cargo and timber ships which were
returning empty to the colony. Likewise, the colonial oligarchy in
Upper Canada advocated increased immigration believing it would expand

their commercial enterprises through the development of resources, the

«55=
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growth of markets, and the provision of cheap labour. Various
government measures and a growing demand for arable land swelled the
number of ?ritish lmmigrants coming into Canada. At the same time a

gradual migration began of the’ surplus rural population from

Francophone Lower Canada into Eastern Ontaric. Perhaps as a reflection

of this new stock, the powers of Upper Canada's core elite were
challenged in the unsuccessful rebellion of 1837. Although this was
sssentially a rural movement against the urban oligarchy there 1is no
evidence suggesting that either " its 1leaders or followers were
affiliated with ethnic minority groups. |
Unrestricted entry into Ontaric ended after the Briti;h North
America Act in 1867 gave the new Canadian Government legislative
control over immigration. This power was soon used i)y‘ the
predominantly British legislature  as a means of maintaining British
dominance in Canada. The first immigration Bills in 1869 and 1879
defined -undesireable classes of immigrants as "eriminals and other
vicious' classes” and "paupers and destitute lmmigrants", Nevertheless,
it was not until 1885 thét the first legislation was passed
restricting immigration by racial and ethnic origin, the initial
impact of which was to reduce the influx of Chinese into British
Columbla. Similar to the previously discussed land pélicy, immigration

legislation reflected ethnocentric attitudes prevalent at the time by

introducing notions of social Darwinism and racial superiority into

the process of immigrant selaction.
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At the end of this period the British origin group was firmly
established as Ontario's dominant ethnic population. The Census data
tor 1871 indicate that of the total population of over 1,620,000
approximately 82% are of British origin (see Table 1II-1). Aé the
charter group they encouraged immigrants of similar Europesan origins.
Table III-1 indicates the Northern Europeans are the largest minority
with 11.2% of th; population. The original French population of Upper
Canada retains a substantial percentage with U.7% of the total.
Finally, the four remaining ethnic origin categoriss all had
populations of less than 14,000 amounting to no more.than 2% of
Ontario's total.

B -~ Immigration Boom and Increasing Immigrant

Selectivity 1885-1945

"

Béfore the turn of the ninetsenth century, Ontario was undergoing

a period of rapid economic expansion and industrialisation. This

devejgpment was spurred by the construction of railways throughout
Northern Ontario and west to Canada's Prairies. These r;il 1lines
opetied new areas for agricultural settlement but more importantly
accessed huge forest and mineral resources of the north. Using these
resources, Southern Ontario industries grew rapidly, manufacturing
those goods ﬁeeded in the development of the west. It was thererorewin
the interests of eastern Canada's manufacturers and merchants to
encourage the agrisultural settlement of the west and promote the

export of wheat.

|
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Responiding to economic pressures and labour demands, the
Canadian government pursued policies encouraging the further
immigration of agricultural settlers. Between 1896 and 1914, as
traditional sources of British and Weatern European settlers declined,
it was necessary to recruit over 3 million immigrants from Eastern,
Central, and Southern Europe. At the same time, more selective

policies were introduced to restrict immigration to those ethnic

/minorities that were believed to assimilate most readily. Undesireable

immigrants now included charity cases, the diseased, and;

v...any nationality 'whose customs were sufficiently
different to suggest an inabllity oréénﬂwillingness to
assimilate, or whose ‘'mode of 1life and océupations are
likely to (make them) crowd into urban centres and bring
about a state of congestion which wmight result in
unemployment and lowerihg of. the standard of our national
1ife,'" [Kalbach,1979:19].

Although this definition was less racially prejudiced than
previous legislation, its assessment of an immigrants ability to
assimilate continued to be based on groundless cultural stereotypes.
The intent was to restrict the influx of Asians and other groups not
praviously encouraged to immigrate. .

Despite these increasingly selective policlies, the percentage rof
British in Ontario began to decline. Table III-1 shows that by 1911
the British comprised 76.4% of the total, while the North Europeans

remained fairly stable at 11.9% and the Southern European groups
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inersased notably to 1% of the total population. The large growth in
the French group was the resﬁlt of Quabec's surplus rural populatlon
continuing to migrate into Ontario's eastern and northern Countles.
The Native Indian population continued to grow primarily through
natural increase although their percentage of the Province'; total
population remained constant at less than 1%.

Between 1914 and 1946, the two wars and a majof economic
depression resulted in~‘a decrease and then virtual shutdown of
immigration into Canada.yat the same time, resentment towards some

ethnic groups caused the list of prohibited immigrants to grow. During

the wars, policy changes added enemy aliens (Germans, Italians) and

such pacifist groups as the Mennonite and Hutterites to the growing
list of exc}uded [Kalbach,1979:20]). Nevertheless, during this period
Ontario's ethnic diversity grew as a result of poor sconomic prospects
on the Praires which prompted a migration of its 1largely non-British
population into Ontario. Similarily, the surplus French population
from Quebec continued to push into northeastern Ontario. As Table
III-1 indicates the percentage of British in Ontario had dropped to
74% by 1931. The French, the Northern Europeans, and the visible
ninorities had all grown a few percentage points. Notably the Southern
European population increased significantly for the first time to

almost 3% of the provincial total.
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¢ ~ Labour Expansion ﬁnd Ethnic Diversirication 1946-1960

During Ontario's post.war rgeovery and economic expansion
immigration policy would be conti;xuously adjusted in response to
changing labour force demands. The increased d@nda for skilled
labt;ur at the beginning of the period were met by large numbers of
British, American and Northern Europeans [Porter,1965:40-48]. Also
accepted wers smaller numbers of ;erugees forced to relocate because
of the second world war, the Hungarian uprising and the 3Suez crises.
Nevertheless, admission continued to be restricted to those immigrants
the Federal officials considered would successfully adapt to Canadian
life. Even a newly implemented and more liberalized systea of
immigration quotas based on national origins reflected a continuing
blas against the influx of Asians and West Indfans.

Although the bulk of immigrants arriving in Ontario at this time
were of Br;tish origin, by 1951 their percentage of the total

population had declined to 67% (see Table III-1). Except the Visible

Minority and Native Indian groups, whose percentages decreased, all’

other groups jincreased their representation in the total. In
particular, the Southern European population swelled dramatically to
5.5% of the 1951 total.

In the last few years of the 1950's economic recession caused the
government to develop further policles lowering immigration quotas.
Although not intended to diascourage particular ethnic groups it
limited the growth of groups with rural and unskilled occupation

backgrounds. Moreover, the growth of secondary and tertiary sectors in
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the urban economy demandad a workror'ce; not readily available in
\panada. Consequently, independent immigrants were to be encouraged,
regardless of ethnicity, if they could upgrade the educated and

. .
skilled labour force. This was successful in attracting the more

 privileged strata of several ethnic groups not previously addmitted in

large numbers, such as the Chinese, East . Indians, and otht;r Aslan
groups. As a result many immigrants of this period are structurally
distributed 1;1 patterns more typical of industrialization than
earlier groups. Immigrants not qualifying according to labour
requirements could enter Canada only if asponsored by ; ¢itizen of
Canada. Inevitably this favoured the chain migration of ethnic groups
whose kin were already established in Ontario. A dramatic example of
the effect of these policy changes was the subsequent population

Inorease of the Southern European group.

D - Modern Period 1961-1971

The 1960's saw the unexpected revival around the World of what
have been called ethnonational [Connor,19751, or ethnoregional
movements [Feld,1975; Hechter & Levi,1979]. In Canada, for example,

the French-Bnglish conflict led to the ‘pollticﬂzation of a Quebecois

" identity, and its associated Quiet Revolution. At the same time, the
" I 4

Federal Government's Royal Commission on Biligualism and Biculturalism
was pushed by the powerful responss of the other ethnic minorities to
recognize the contributions and political rights of all cultural

[,
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groups in ‘Canada. These devolopn;enta reflected - the‘ adjustnent of
Canadian society to a- bopulation stﬁwtm‘q in which the dominant
British group had fallen to U4.6%, and the non-British, non-French
minorities had grown to 25% of the total [Anderson & Frideres,1981].
Bven in Ontario, the British majority had fallen to approximately 59%
of the total., The French and native Indian populations had remained
tairly stable at 9.6% .and .85 of the Proﬁno:lal population. In
contrast the Northern and Southern Europez{n populations increased
dramatically to almost one thiard of“"bntario's total popuiation.
Similarily, the Visible Minority population increased significantly
for the first time to 1.6% of the Provincial total.

Associated with these developments was a gradual liberalization
of wgration policy which in 1967 elimiqated direct references to
racial and ethnic origin 1in the imigration selection procedures
[Department of Manpower and Imigratic;n, 1974]. Since 1967 adnission
eriteria has emphasized an 1ndividual';‘ potential for being absorbed
into the labour force. The result was a large iﬁ;fux of new
immigrants including Chinese, East Indians, West Indians, Filipinos,
and several other previocusly discouraged groups.

By 1971 Canadats h_i.storioal policy of Anglo-conformity was
officially adjusted to the ocountry's changed ethnic composition
through the adoption of the current policy of multiculturalism: within

a bilingual framework. This policy advoocated the increased interaction

. of all ethnic groups on an equal basis while promoting the cultural

identities of these groups [Burnet,1976]. From 1971 to the present

-63-




-

the trend for 1ncrqgsing pumbers of "new" immigrants has pefsistad .
Notably, further changes in immigration policy, specifically refugee
regulations, have encouraged the immigration of large numbers of
Ugandan Asians, southeast Asians, and South Americans. Bgtuaen 1966
and 1973, the percentége of immigrants coming to Canada who were Asian
grew fromm 6% to 23%, and by 1976 had exceeded the percentage of
Europeans coming to Canada [Anderson & Friéeres;1981]. These recent
and rapidly changing trends in the ethnic composition of 1mmigranta
coming to Canada are of great social consequence and worthy of a
separate inquiry. It is left for future presearch, however, to sxamine
how these‘recent developments are spatially manifest in Ontario's

core-periphery structure.

F - Summary -

This section traced the formation of the British ethnic majority

in  Ontario and! its relations with a growing ethnic minority

|
population. Focussing on government policy these relations were shown

to c¢hange from an initial unquestioned dominance of the British,
through a period when minoriiy immigration was encouraged, although
they were expected to conform to'the Anglo-Saxon norm, to more recent
times when the Province's ethnic diversity was first recognized and

then encouraged as a important socill phenomena. Concurrently, within

_these shifting relations British dominance has had less to do with the

exercise of control over government legislation and more with
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automatic structural processes that favoured British economic
interests. Subsequent chapters focus on the extent of polarization in
these structural processes and the resultant effects on ethnie groups.
The following section examines the impact of British dominance on

reglonal patterns of ethnic minority distributions.

2 Historical WRliributions of Ontario's Ethnic

Majority/Minority Populations

Levels of regional development in Ontaric at the timo of an
immigrant's entrance have been a major determinant in the historical
distribution of the Province's ethnic populations. 1In general
immigrants have 1located in regional space according to wheré
employment opportunities have been found. 'Ontario's core-periphery
processes of development, however, have not had the same affect on all
ethnic categories. In this Qection an historical and descriptive
analysis will demonstrate how the British wif.h their charter -and
majority status became the predominat ethnic population in Ontario's
evolving core rekion, while ethnic minorities with their lower
entrance status became disproportionately represented in more
peripheral areas, For this purpose three stages of regional growth can
be distinguished in Ontario. These are consistent with the stages of
regional development suggested by Friedmann [1*573]: a pre-indué;rial
stage of agricultural colonization (1763-1860)," during which. the

location of groups was determined primarily by the effects of if‘land
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grants and group settlement; a phase of industrialisation (1860-19“5),
during which the labour force and immigrant population became mobilzed
and penetrated into Ontario's Northern frontier; a ourrent period

which can be -‘roughly categorised as post-industrial (19&5—1982),

during which the Toronto=-centred core has become the major determinant

of the Province's population distribution and poiicies relating to

regional development.

A - Colonization and Group Settlement 1763-1860

During the period of agricultural colonization the Crown policy
of granting‘ free lands to members of the British charter group had a
significant influence over the distributicwm of the ethnic minority
populations. The general pattern of settlement toward the end of this
psriod is shown by Figure III-1. Free land grants piacod sarly
recelipients atl a d;s}:inet advantage in future developments. Before the -
first handful of sebtflers had arrived many of the best lands along the
shorelines , on Rood agricultural lands, and around the capital at
York, had been claimed by the established British elite. Avoiding the
hardships of the rural frontier which tended to level class
distinctions, the ‘elit:e became part of an advantaged class of land
ownerﬁ residing around the western end of Lake Ontario. Eventuslly
only the independently wealthy or groups of settlor; could afford land
¢lose to_ the developing core around fork. Meanwhile the numerous and

less wealthy settlers were pushed to more inaccessible and marginal
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lands. Over time the advantage of those settled near York was
compounded by that town's increasing dominance in Upper Canada's
evolving urban hierarchy. As a result these conditions encouraged a
pofkizod social structure in which the British administrative and
commerclal elite were concentrated in the dore while the iess
advantaged or late arriving immigrants were forced to the transitional

frontier.

As land becams scarce and expensive the number of landless

worl;ors began to exceed the number of farmers. Acocording to Johnson
[1975:53] it was the intention of the British charter administration
to combine high land costs with high raioa of immigration in order to
oreate and enlarge a landless labouring class. By 1851 this policy had
contributed to drastic drop in wages, a surplus of rural labourers and
an increased migration into new industrial and urban occupations.
Bor;re the great migrations of the British to WNorth America
between 1825 and 1846 it w;s necessary for the colonial administration
t;) encourage the settlement of unopened frontiers in southwestern and
southeastern Ontarifo. A variety of colonization schemes 'attncted
settlers through assisted transportation, road construction, surveysd
land, and free tools and supplies. Although the evidence is poor it is
probable that these early pioneers settled in mutually supportive and
ethnically homogeneous groups. Harris and' Warkentin [1974] explain

thatt
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“Group settlement was often related to the accessibility and
avallability of lots but also to the need for social gontact
and a local labour pool to contribute to olearing and
building...0ften such ties were strenghtened because a
settler's neighbors were of his own national buekg:ound. In
some cases {mmigrants who had crossed the Atlantic together
eventuslly settled together in the same Ontario township. In
others an early arrival had written, perhaps sending money
. to relations in the homelar;d. At the moment the best
inference from tihe thin evidence P that settlers took up
land as c¢lose to neighbors, kin, éor their own national
groups as was possible without obvious economic sacrifice”
3;3.122—123).
The majority of these group settlements comprised British immigrants,
including the Irish, Scottish, and English. For example, early in the
19th century Scottish Highlanders were brought in c¢lan groups to
settle in Glengarry County. In 1815, by way of improving the colony's
defenases, Br:l.tiah“ and Northern European veterans from the ERuropean

Wars were settled iIn Carleton and Lanark counties. Further group

migrations were destined for the sastern counties  with the

construction of the Ridesu Canal. Between 1820 and 1832 thousands of
Irish labourers were settled between Perth and Ottawa and in

Peterborough County.
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© More ambitious colonization schemes were attempted in western
parts of Upper Canada. For example, the Talbot ssttlement of Scotch
immigrants opened the London and Chatham areas in 1820. Similarily,
the Canada Land Company, a creation O.f Britain's Colonial Office,
opened settlement roads in Huron and Perth counties and lured
thousands of British and Northern European farmers with cheap land.

" Ethnic minority immigrants such as thﬂ Germans and French, and
religious minorities such as the Quakjers tended to asettle in
homogeneous ethnic communities at the frontier. The most notable
‘minority concentration was the large German population which settled
along the Grand River. For the most part, however, ethnic minorities

- tended to comprise only small communities. Although it can not have
"y :

" been official policy,there is evidence which suggests that the British

encouraged the dispersion of ethnic minorities in order to prompt

their assimilation. For example, Mennonites in Waterloo County were J

preventad from purchasing large continuous blocks of land
W{Sehott,1936:71].

A more extreme case of group settlement as a tool of ethnic
domination involves the 1location of Ontario's Native Indians 0
Reserves. Demands by settlers for good agricultural lands had been so
great during the first half of the 19th century that the colonial
administration was pressured to frese native Indian territories for
cultivation by Buropeans. In favour of the European settlers a reserve
policy was begun in the 1830's which aleinated Indian bands from their
extensive grants of prime agricultural lands and relocated them as

groups on isolated reserves [Surtees,1975].
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Although by mid-century a large percentage of settlers,
particularily the British, were arriving as independent immigrants the
groﬁp settlement of ethnic minorities continued. Reserves for the
Nativg Indians were croatedq as late as the 20th c;ntury. Towards the
end of the 19th century a distinct regional population became evident
in Ontario's most easterly counties. This arose from the gradual
migration of Quebc;c's surplus rural population along the Ottawa valley
and into Prescott, Russell and Glengarry Counties. In a short time the
Francophone migrants had outnumbered the original British inhabitants
driving many out of the region, and, it has bsen suggested,
assimilating many of those-who remained [Cartwright,19731.

By mid-century lan:'t grants and group settimnt ﬁad firmly
established an agricultural and commercial landscape on moat of the
deep soils of Southern Ontario. Before 1850 the largely rural
population was still fairly stable with the result that the Province's
iandsoape was characterized by distinet sthnic differences
{Cross,1970:178]. By the late 1850's, however, the railways,
industrial development, and the growth of cities had begun to mobilize
much of the existing population, tending to create a more
heterogeneous and less culturally distinet settlement pattern [Harris
and Warkentin,1974:#5]. At the same time increased labour demands and
new occupational roles couid not all be filled from traditional
sources of immigration of the existing agricultural workforce.
Consequently, an ethnic minority population of inoreasing asize was

required to supply cheap labour in the developament of the Province's
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frontier and industry. With most of the land occupied by early groups
of British. and Northern Europeans, sthnic minority immigrants in the
last half of the 19th century conpr;aed a large percentage of the

landless labouring class.

B - Industrialisation and Northern Expansion 18801945

By 1880 the agricultural lands of Southern Ontario had exceeded
their cap&eity to absorbd further agricultqral settlers. In the search
for land more people woygd leave ;ntario than enter during the next
four decades. The wmajority migrated west drawn by exp;nding
agricultural frontier ¢n the Canadian and American prairies. Many of
those imnigrating into Ontacio settled in Northern Ontarid on marginal
farms or found empioyment in the resouroe’industriéé that had sprung
up to supply the burgeoning markets of the south and the United States
[Zaslow,1971; Nelles,1974]. )

Some of the first settlers in Northern Ontario were railway
construction and maintenance crews of which a large percentage were
ethnic minorities. Later agricultural settlers followed the railways
from the 3outh into the Sudbury basin and the Nipissing plains.
Although some farming was possible most were employed in the pulp and

paper, and mining industries. Settlements along the Quebec-Ontario

_barder and within the great clay belts of Timiskaming and Cochrane had

ditferenﬁ origins [Hottenrofh,1968}. Before 1890 lumber camps had

pushed settlement north up the Ottawa River. Upon discovering arable
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‘belt became more accessible to French and EBuropean immigrants.

soils, the Ontario government began to encourage settlement and around

the turn of the century sﬂall numbers of settlers migrated into this
reglon from some of the abéndoned lands of Southern Ontario. As with
the previous land grants, settlement assistance was offered to those
who had shown loyalty ‘to Canadian and British interests, such as 1
veterans of the Fenian raids, the Riel Rebellion,’ and the Boer War

{ontario Ministry of Education, 1981:129].

The initial trickle of settlers into the north changed “

drapatically in 1904 with the construction of the Temiskaming and

Northern Ontario Railway. During its construction the discovery of
precious metals led to a rush of mineral exploration and resource
development. Numerous settlements sprung up between North Bay in
Nipissing cﬁunty and Haileybury in Timiskaming County. Subsequent

agricultural settlement pushed further north onto the great clay belts

between Timiskaming and Hearst. With the construction of the National

Transcontinental railway between New Brunswick and Manitoba the oclay

Consequently, settlements of distinetly French and European
composition grew throughout northeastern Ontario alongside the railway
right-of-ways [Schott,1936].

Outside of the clay belt, west to the Manitoba border and north
to Hudson's Bay the lack of arable lands delayed or preven@ed most
pemnongssettlmnt. Neverthele; ) a p;nish agricultural settlemert 1
was  established near Thunder &Bay in 1835. Subsequently other |

|

agrioultural settiers trickled into the Thunder Bay and Rainy River
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Districts. Distance to the major markets ari‘\\d the short growing season,
however, made these farms only marginallj profitable and did not
encourage concentrated settlement. Other niajor* settlements did not
arise until the Canadian Pacific Railway accessed the area in 1887.
Afterward the development of mineral deposits and forest ré;ources as
well as maintenance of the rail system attracted representatives of a
diversity of sthnic minorities from the United States, Europe, Quebec
and the Prairies.

v It wasn't until between 1914 and 1946 that large numbers of
imigrants settled in Northern Ontario. With the onset of, the sconomic

depression a major internal migration began from the ethnically

diverse Prairies into northwestern and Southern Ontario. In addition

French agricultural settie;'s continued to push into northeastern
Ontario .from Quebec. As . result, l;y 1921 the north had become
sthnically distine’t, from Southern Ontario. Zaslow [1971] notes that
“the T /
" One fsaturs that differentiated the north from other parts
of Ontario (and éertainly from the new north of Quebec,
which was consciously; held for French settlem;nt) was its
polyglot society. Whereas Ontario in 1921 was prodominant}ly
of British extraction (78 per cent) and only about 8.5 per
cent French Canadian, in the Northern districts the British
percentage fell to a bare 51 per cent, while the French rose
to almost one-quarter of the total (23.7 per cent). Other
groups comprised one-quarter of the \population, nearly

double their fraction in the province as a whole" (p.192).
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By the end of this period of industrialization Ontario's labour force
was oonsiderabiy intermixed. ‘Hoaever; although differences between
distinet ethnic communities had declined, especially in the south, the
" ethnic population had become strongly polarized between Northern and

.

Southern regions of Ontario.

C - Urbanization and the Toronto-centred Region 19461971

The large-scale immigration and rapid economic expansion
ocourring since the end of World War Il has had the most visible
impact on current patterns of ethnic distribution in Ontario. Although
there was a polarized distribution of ethnic groups during Ontario's
colonization and industrialization, the effect of Toronto's increasing
dominance has been more dramatic. Not only has Toronto been Ontario's
major point of entry, especially sinoce the advént of air travel, but
the Torontoloentred region has become a strong industrial- and
manufacturing core attracting most of the recent immigrant groups.

From its inception as Provincial capital in 1793, Toronto's role
as Ontario's economic ~and administrazive core has grown. Ray {19721
describes Toronto's position within Ontario's economic structure using
the co;;-periphery model. He identifies "... a growing diapabity in
the 1industrial and urban growth beiween the t*Golden Horseshoe'
extending from Ioréﬂto to Niagara Falls, and the rest of Ontario". In
his description of Ontario's polarized structure atructure Ray. [1972]

identifies two patterns of variation between the Toronto core and its

periphery. He states:
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" First there are contrasts in education, occupation,
income, and housing characteristics that .aré primarily
urban-rural in nature, for urbanization itself | is
concentrated  in the heartland. Second, there is a
distinotive heartland-hinterland group of characteristics
which cohtrasts the relative emphasis on manufacturing ~in
the heartland with lumbering-fishing-mining economy and
associated higher unemployment rates and greater economic
disparity at the periphery..." (p.46).

S. Ansari's [1979] more recent analysis of 1976 Census data

| identifies a similar core-periphery disparity ‘in variations of

socio-economic¢ activity across the Province. High levels of 1income,

education, hc;using quality, and occupation status are associated with
corridors of development that parallel hiéhways 40t and %00, ‘and
centre on Toronto. In addition both Ray's and Ansari's studies
recognize a strong cultural dimension in the Province's coreperiphery
structure. Although they do not elaborate on this point, it is clear
that Toronto's regional dominance is associated with. patterns of
cultural dif‘ferentiauon.

Having all the characteristics of a core, Toronto is Ontario's
major centre of employment growth and labour migration. This directly
arfects the ethnic population in ﬂ two wayé. First, more reognt
immigrant groups, such as the Southern Europeans, Visible Hinoritio;,
and "new" immigrants eriter the Province through Toronto and tend to
renﬁn there. Second, among the older groups a significant percentage

ars drawn from declining peripheral areas and migrate into Toronto.
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Although soms minority groupy are concenti-ated in the core region
it does not necessarily ’mply that they have become spatially
integrated with the core group. On the contrary, there are significant
levels of ethnic segregation and socio~economic differentiation
between ethnic groups in urban areas throughout the core region of
Ontario. For example, there,ax‘e studies doounenﬁng ethnic segregation
by socio-economic oclass in 'roront; {Murdie, 1969; Kalbach,1980;
Wong,1982]1,  Hamilton  [Chandler,1965;  Wilk,1977), and Ottawa
[Robineault,1970; Phelan,1975). - In  terms of the  regional
owp-pofiphery model, the segregation of ethnic .groups in the core is
a phenomena described by the ooucopz of &phenl enclaves within the

’00?‘0‘.‘*‘1'59 charaoteristical and - dynamics of such ethnic enclaves in

Toronto aﬁ}e discussed in more detail in Wong [ 1982].

[
|
i
|
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D - Conoclusion -

In this chapter patterns of ethnic group settlement in Ontario
were  related to the historical development of the Province's
core-periphery economic structure. This atructure was 1ntiarpreted,as a
produet of‘ temporal and spatial variations in the division of labour,
It was established that the British charter group hoid core positions

within this regional division of 1labour and that through their

regulation of land and immigration policies they allooated much of the ‘

ethnic minority population to peripheral positions. Then ic was argued

that the charter group was distributed throughout the geographic core

Ve

17




of Soythern Ontario, Awhile minority populations were concentrated

initially in the Northern Ontariq periphery, and later within the
: peripheral enclaves of the Toronto-centred core. Current distributions
of ethnic groups in Ontario reflect the accumulation and persistence
of these hiatoricai Settlement processes. In order to test thess
hypéthqaes,‘ and describe the settlement patterns of specific ethnic
categories, more precise and detailed measures of spatial distribution

are examined in subsequent chapters.
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CHAPTER IV - Socio-Cultural Attributes of the Major Ethnie

Categories in Ontario

Before turning to the regional distributions of specific ethnic
categories in Chapter V, 1t 1s necessary to discuss some of the
sooio:pultural markers basic to ethnic identities in Ontario in 1971.
Such attributes can include a group's language facility, reasons for
emigration, religion, kinship patterns, and astrategies of° group
boundary maintenance. These characteristics can influence the regional
settlement‘patternsior sthnic groups. In addition such attributes can
have a signirieané role in determining the entrance status and
mobility of groups oncs in Ontario. The nature and importance of these
attributes varies widely between ethnic categories and must be
enpirioally determined in each case . For this purpose a brief
overview of each- ethnic category is provided, describing their
significant soclow-cultural atﬁributes and raﬁg; of acculturation into
Ontario's British majority.

Although much of the following analysis 1is historical and
descriptive, some quantitative data useful for comparative purposes
has been drawn from the 1971 Census. Specifically, the sociowcultuMal
variables examined are the percentage's of a group who were borm in
CanadagiNhTIVB); who migrated into Ontario between 1966 and 1971

*
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(IMMIG); who claim a Protestant (PROTES), or Roman Catholic (ROMAN)

religious affiliation; who <claim English as their mother tongue
(ENGTON), and as the language they speak most often at home (ENGHOM);
and who claim to be married to a spouse of British origin (BRIMAR).

These variables are presented on Table IV-1.

1 The British

The British ethnic group has been a numerical majority population
throughout Ontario's history. Although a charter and cors status is

associated with the group as a whole, not all its members have

experienced " the same opportunities or conditions. During early:

immigration periods (1780-1850) settlers from the British Isles came
to Ontario 1in distinet groups of varying origin, namely the English,

Welsh, Catholic Irish, Scottish Highlanders,. and Protestant

Lowlanders. At the same time Ontario received numerous Americans of

diverse origins but whose primary allegiance was to Britain. Each of

these groups originality entered Ontario with a different status.

Typleally, Irish Catholics were employed as urban and aigrant

labourers; Americans were superior agricultural pioneers; while many

of the English and Scots gravitated to the cities as merchants and

artisans.

"

Despite an injtial period of conflicts and varying rates of .

adjustment, the cultural similarity of these groups hastened their

structural assimilation. Burnett [1972] explains that the ocommercial
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y ©  expansion of Upper Canada in the middle of the 19th century disturbed

the traditional ethnic cleavages within the British population. The
resultant intermixing of British origin groups aoo;lonted after 1850
vhen most immigrants ocame as independent settlers with 1ittle
preference - fOr settling with others of similar ethnic origin. As well *
as intermixing the various origin groups within the British majority
— ———0___ became proportionately represented throughout Ontario's social e
struocture. For example, & recent historical analysis by Armstrong
[1981] concludes that even in qﬁpor Canada‘'s colonial oligarchy the y
various British origin groups were equally roprosentiod.
As & result of their charter status m& numerical majority the
, British were established as Ontaric's ocore ethnic group. The
.literature indicates that it is the elite of this group (the, colonial
oligarchy) who have po\;siatod at \tuo top of Ontario's social
hierarchy. Most nembers of the cors group closely resemble this elite,
being white, English- a{auking, and Protestant.
In a system of ethnic stratification the status of an ethnic
group will depend on itsd sogio=cultural similarities to the core

group. Throughout the resainder-of this study the British are used as

g the nrefersnce oore group to which the ethnic linoéitioa are compared.
Table IV-1 shows some of the socio-cultural attributes of Ontario's v : ;

sthnic majority population. The British are well established in ‘ -

[P

- Outario with 92% having arrived before 1966 and with 86.3% born in
’ . Canada. 48 expected the British core populstion is slmost entirely of

English mother-~tongue (95’) and speak BEnglish most often at home

‘A(99.5$')-q In terss of religion, however, it is not this homogenecus

iatath 4

_with 663 Protestant, 195 Roman Catholic, and 10§ other religions.

B . ~ N
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An indication of the persistence of British ethnicity in the core
group 1is the extent of inter-marriage between groups. ‘Aa Table 1IV-1
shows, in over 8U% of all husband and wife familios,_ both spouses - ara
of British ethnic origin., With such low rates of interaction at the
primary level of assimilation the British core group -ocam  bé

characterized by its relatively stable socio-cultural attributes.

2 The French ’

In several respects the French in Ontario are in striking
oontrast to the British core group. These differences can have arisen
from the special status of French-Canadians as a conquersd people, and
as a charten‘ group within the Canadvian Féderation. Between the
conquest in 1763 and the early 1830's, PFrench immigration into Ontario
and all of Canada was virtually nonexistent. Table IV-1 indicates that
almost all of this minority were Canadian born and that over 90%
resided in Ontario before 1966. Despite the lack of population growth
from immigration the FPFrench-Canadian population ocontinued to grow
through high rates of mtml increase and low rates of emigration. As
a result of the insular nature of this growth French aettléncnts have
retained their cultural distinctiveness suooourumj resisting British
attempts at acoulturation.

Confederation in 1867 strengthened the position of French Canada
in nationmal dooiaion-uiing. Beginning in the middle of the 19th

%

century the French population ‘in Ontario swslled through the influx of
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Quebects rural surplus population; frirst into the eastern counties and
later into northeastern Ontario. The oharter status of the French
within Confederation ensured this inter-provincial migration, although
not without opposition from Ontario (‘1).

Social and cultural indicators in 1971 reflect the historical

circumstances of the French 1in Ontario. Table IV-1 contrasts the

cultural dissimilarities of the French to the British. A great

difference is evident "in religion, with 85% of all the French being
Roman Catholic and only 108 being Protestant. A sedond oritical
characteristic of French—Canadiaq ethnicity is their language. Despite
"their long-term residence in Ontario, in 1971 less than U0% of the
Franqo-()ntarians learned English as their mother< tongue, syhile only
55.1% spoke English most often at home. Among French families, almoat
a4 third are PFrench and British {nter-marriages, indicating tyat in
spite of cultural dissimilarities a significant percentage are

integrating at the primary level of sodial relationships.

3 The Northern Europeans

=

Northern Europeans have been the largest minority group

throughout Ontario’s history. In 1971 they totalled 1,525,515 persons

»

or 19.8% of the total population. The group is made up of diverse
ethnic origins among which there are at least three important
distinotions in terms of socio-cultural attributes and entgvance

status. These categories are as follows: Western Buropeans, including
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Germans (6.2%), Dutch (2.7%); Eastern Europeans, including Ukrainians
{2.1%), Polish (1.9%); and as a distinct group the Jews (1.8%).
Included within the Western and Eastern European categories are
numerous other ethnic origin groups eag:h with less than 1% of the

total population, such as, the Slavic and Scandanavian groups (2).

3

'

A - Weatern Europeans

Western European origin groups were among Ontario*s earliest
m:.grant’a, -coming as agricuitural colonists from their original
settlements in the Unit’:ed States. Much of the current population which
comprised 11.8% of Ontario's total population in 1971 immigrated to
Ontario during th% industrial expansion ‘after the . second  world war.,
Table IV-1 :I.ndicat‘bs that al@“ of the Western European group was
native born, and that like the
been e;tabliahed in Ontario before 1966. Except duriné the wars
Europgané were a preferred group of immigrants., They originated from

countries where levels of development, occupational structures, gnd

socio-cultural attributes were similar to those of Britain. In

_ addition, most Western European groups had a great desire of becoming

integrated and little interest in forming or maintaining ethnically
distinct ocommunities. Of all minority groups in Ontario the Western

Europeans are the most similar to the British.
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Table IV.1 1néioatesu that in terms of religion the Western
European group 1is similar ¢o the British group, with the greatest
percoptage being Protestant’ and smaller, but significant, pcroentagqs
being in the Roman Catholic and Other categories. Haintaining yhe use
of their t}:ditioml languages has not been a vital concern' of the
Western Europeen group. Por émmple, elsewhere it has been noted that
German was eliminated as a language of instruction even in remote

“ parts of northern Ont';ario bstwsen 1890 and World War 1
[uoLeod,wm:ag]. Table IV~1 indicates that in 1971 60.5% claimed
English as t‘l‘xeir mother tongue and over 83% said English was spoken
no?t often at home. Finally, in over 35% of Western Buropsan families
a spouse was of British origin, which is the highest ra'te of primary
Assimilation into the Br;tish reference group shown by any ethnic
minority. »~

B - Bastarn Europeans

Bastern Europen origin groups, including the Ukrainians, Polish,
Yugosiavs, Eatonim: Czechs and c@tim oomprised 6.6% of the
Province's total population in 1971, Although small numbers of some of
these groups established agricultural sot}:lmnts in Ontario in the

early 1800°s, significant numbers did not immigrate to Canada until
the end of the ocentury. Porter [1965:65] observes that the British
majority regarded the Bastern Buropoa;xs as 1mmigrants of inferior
quality. Nevertheless, " Bastern Europesn immigrants had to be
encounéod in order to develop agricultural settlement in Western
Canada: Subsequently a surplus of immigrants, sconomic doproiaion, and

increased urbanization led many Bastern Buropeans to the industrial

and manufacturing job opportunities in Southern Ontario.

-86-
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The mjority‘ of Eastern Europeans immigrated into Ontario

immediately after World War II. #s Table IV-1 indicates, only 56.4%

were born in Canada, while 89.4 resided in Ontario before 1966. These

more recent members of the Eastern Europsan group contrast with the
older residents, being more highly educated and askilled. Eastern
European groups as a ﬁhole have shown a strong tendenoy towards
strﬁctural mt;gration while retaining distinet cul;:ural identities.
As an indicator of their soccio-cultural distance frow the British
in 1971, the Eastern Europeans werse primarily Roman Eatholio (70.9%)
with only 20% claining a Protestant affiliation. Only U42.3% had
English as a mother t;ngue, although a majority of 66.1% spoke English
most often at home. Similarily, the percentage of intermarriages
between Eastern Europeans and the British represented only 20.3% of

all Bastern Buropean families,

C - The Jews

I

The first few Jews settling in Ontario ocame from the United
States during the early period of ocolonization. Subsequent waves of
Jewish immigration coincide with the influx of Western and Eastern
European groups. As in these other groups the motivation for the early

Jewish immigrations included a quest for a better standard of 1iving

and greater religious freedom. These oariy Jews established a

foundation for the present closs-knit religious and business

communities in Toronto. The initial period of Jewish immigration was
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‘ interupted by the advent of World War I. Dislocations resulting from
| the War, as well as inoreasing diaerinination became new motivations
for European Jewa to iemigrate to Canada. Imisration was restriocted
between the ms and it wasn't until after 19&1 that Jews were again
admitted this time as refugees from Europe, Hungary, Egypt, and North
Africa. In 1971 the Jewish population in Ontario was 135,195 or 1.8%
of the Provineial total. Table IV-1 indicates that 63.2% of the Jews
l weres born in Canada and 89% arrived in Ontario before 1966. As
é previouslyr mentioned, thess percentages are very similar i‘.o the

Eastern Buropean group. .

: It aust be noted that the 1971 Census data does n;t relate éo all
ﬁl ‘Jews 1in Ontaric. Unlike most of the otheF ethnic groups in the Census
who are ascribed ethnic membership on the basis of ancestral national
origin, the Jewish category is primrily a religious marker to whioh
all Jews do not 1dont1fy. As a result the Census data indioates that ’
; | despite a diversity of nauonal origins, the Jwiah origin group isa ,
| highly oohesive ethnic community. Their strategy has been to becoms

1 integrated within the larger society, whils retaining their distinot E

v community organization and religious identity ([Shaffir,1979]. Table ’

i IV-1 {llustrates that they show strong homogeneity in religion wifh

‘i‘ only 1.9% being Protestant. Moreover, the fact that only 5.48 of -
Jewish families had a British spouse is evidence of this group's low

rates of primary assimilation into the British reference group. The

use of English, however, indicates <a contrasting degree of integration

:v/igh 74% of tl;e Jewish population learning English as their mother

‘ tongue and over 84% speaking English most often at home.

| c.
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b The Southern Buropeans

From 1§1 1 to 1971 the Southern Europeans comprised Ontario's
third largest ethnic minority afteir the French and Northern Europeans.
In 1971 the largest southern European group in Ontario were the
Italians with 6% of the total Provincial population.‘Other Southern
European groups made up another 2% of the total inolud;ng Greeks,
Portuguese, Spanish, and Syrian-Lebanese.

Before 1900 Southern European origin groups were regarded as
undesireable immigrants  and very few entered Ontario
[Reitz,1980:7H-75]. Between 1900 and 1914 the first large imaigration
of Southern Europeans began with the influx of Italian migrant
labourers. Bsonﬁing poor conditions in Europe at this time, Italian
mlee came to Onurio to find seasonal employment in heavy labour on
tho railroads and in the mines. Initially, their intent was not to
settle permanently but to improve their capital holdings and send
money to relatives in their homelands. Later, however, the money sent
home facilitated a large migration of Italians into Ontario ina

chain-like fashion alo;xg kinship networks. As in other groups, levels

‘of Italian immigration decreased dramatically during the years of war

and recession. The majority of the ourrent Italian population did not

arrive in Ontario until after the Second World War. At that time

changes in immigration policy allewed the earlier Italian settlers to

sponsor the arrival of increasing numbers of their kin.

<
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' Other Southern European origin ‘groups, such as the Greeks,
Spanish, a:nd Portuguese also began £o arrive in large numbers after
the liberalization of 1mmigr$t1on policy in the 1960's. Reflecting
their recent arrival, only 40.3% of t;e Southern Europeans . wers
Canadian born, while 20.7% migrated into Ontario between 1966 and
i - . 1971. 1In general, these groups have followed a pattern of immigration

and adjustment similar to that of the \Italiahs. Most members of these
f groups  being poor ‘:ﬁd unskilled found wployﬁent primarily as

labourers in the urban areas of southern Ontario. Urban coccupations of

the Southern European males were typically in the construction trades,
building services, and landscaping. Women rrequcnth;' found employment
\( | 11} tﬂextile wills, garment factories, and as domestic cleaners in
! hospitals and other large institutioﬁa. Less often members of this
group became entreprensurs and opened travel agencies and restsurants
which catered to the needs of the ethnic community [Hamey,'1979]. ‘ .
1 The recent arrival and adnitf.anoc of most Southern European
| ethnic origin groups reflects their cultural dissimilarities from the

British Charter group. As Table IV-1 indicates the Southern European

§ population in 1971 had the largest percentage of Roman Catholiocs
compared to all other groups at 93.8%. Similarily, the language

Lacility of the Southern European category differed greatly from all

other groups, with only 25% learning English as their mother tonsué',

i and less than 38% speaking English most often at home. Like the Jewish
group, the Southern Europeans are a cohesive group characterised by a
. relatively olosed kinship network, with only 10.5% of all families

including a spouse of British origin.
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5 The Visible Minorities

The Visible Minority population includes numerous groups of
different ethnic origins, languages and political sympathies. As a
group, however their distinct phenotypical features identified them
squally as u'ndesiroable immigrants and prohibited most from entering
Canada until the 1960's. Since 1967 the percentage and diversity of
Visible minorities in the immigrant and total populations has been
increasing. As Table IV-1 illustrates only 31.7%, the smallest
percentage of any ethnic category, were native born, with over half of
the group having arrived in Ontario between 1966 and 1971. By 1971 the
iargest origin groups in this category were in the;r descending order
of size the Chinese, Japanese, East Indian and West Indians (3). In
relation to the Province's total population the Visible Minority group
has always been the smallest minority until 1971 when its nuabers
exceeded those of the native Indian population.

The first individuals of a Visible Minofi?y group in Ontario wers
the Black slaves accompanying Loyalists into Niagara, York, and Essex
Counties [Ontario Ministry of Culture and Recreation, 1981]. Before
the American cmﬁ War the abolition of slavery in Upper Canada and
the underground railway attracted further Black immigrants . who
established a ocommercial comsunity 1in York and an agriocultural
settiement in Essex and Kent Counties. After the Civil War, however, a

large percentage of the Black population returned to the United

1
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States. The Black population did not significantly grow again until
thé Visible Minority populations weré ‘sncouraged by the liberaiization
of of immigration policy in 1967. Since that time moa:c Blacks entering
Ontario have been of West Indian origin..

As the te:;m implies tHe Visible Minoritiez;'have distinct physic;al
or racial diff'erences from the British. Tabl; Iv-1 §also indicates
several ao;:io-cultural contrasts to the Charter group. Although 53.9%
of the group were Protestant or Roman Catholic, the remainder were of
diverse religious traditions. Many of the Visible origin groups have
antersd Canada from countries such as Britain anfi the United S;tates
where they have previously loarngd English, ﬁence, it is not suprising

that 51.6% learned English as a mother tongue, while almost 64$ spoke

English most often at home. A good indicator of the social distance

between the Visible Minorities a_mqt the chanter group is provided by

ashe small percentage (9.3%) who have intermarried with the British,

6 The Native Indians

The native Indian population is Ontario's smallest and most
dissimilar cultural minority. As the Province's indigenous population
their diverse languages, values, and patterns of behaviour have
historically been in great contrast to tpe majority population. Of all
Ontario's minorities their movement towards integration into the

larger -society has been the most difficult (4).
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Ontario's native Indians have not always held a status of such
great contrast to majority. During early colonial periods the Indians
had a vital role in the Province's exploration and its fur-trading

economy. Later, their importance increased when they became political

" and military allies of the British in wars againat the French ' and

United States. In return for their military service in the Americn
revolution and the war of 1812 the British gave large land grants to
the Iroquois along time Grand River in Norfolk, Brant, and Waterloo
COun‘ties. In addition other Indian peoples seeking refuge ftom
persecution in the United States migrated into southern and northern
ontario. '

After the war of 1812 the Indian population became increasingly

irrelevant to the political-soconomic system created by the.
agricultural colonization of southern Ontario. With the insatiable

" demands by Europdan agricultural settlers for land, attitudes of the

majority turned against the Indians, whose activities were seen as
unproductive uses of the land. Similarily, their traditional skills
and levels of proficiency were seen as unsuited to the majority
sconocmic¢ asystem. Finally, the agricultural transformation of the
southern Ontario landscape depleted the wildlife resources on which
the traditional livelihood of the Indian peopls was dependent.

In reapona? to the troublesome presence and mpoverist;od
conditions of the Indian population, the colonial goverrnment initiated
a treaty and reserve system in the pre—gonreder‘at:lon period whioh was
later formalized through various amendments to the Indian Act. As a

*
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result the natives were alienated from thoiqhﬂgften productive
agricultural 1lands and relocated 'Bn smaller, more 1soiated and
marginal reserve lands. Under the Indian Act the natives were assigned
a special legal- staéua which denied their sal?~governnent and made

dopondentupon gpvern-ent~adniQiatration and welfare. As southern
Ontario's froﬁtier‘ of development expanded 1noreaaipg numbers of
native peoples were incorporated into the treaty and reserve iyateus
and were pushed further north onto the least productive lands.

The census data used in this atddy is not representative of the

entire Native Indian population in Ontario. The Census includes only -

the 63,175 individuals defined as “status Indians® Dby FPederal.

legislation. As a result the Census data relates only to conditions
among the status Indians who are entitled to government benefits, and
not to non-status Indiens whose conditions can be far worse. In 1978
the estimated populaiion of non-status Indians in Ontario was 184,000
[Ministry of Culture and Recreation,1981], for which éﬁore is little
data available.

Attempts by the British najority at aoculturatiﬁs' the Native
Indian population first by niaaionaries, and later through compulsovy

education, has 1nt1ueneed the aocio-culturtl characteristics of’ the

!
!

data from Table IV.1 suggest, the group pa a

\

|

group. As the consus
whole is no more diasinilar from the British than the Western or
Bastern Europeans. Approximately equal percentages of this group
claimed Protestant ana’goaan Catholic affiliations; almost 558 learned

English as a mother tongue, while over 66% spoke English most often at
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home.” The percentage of intermarriages betwsen the Native Indians and

the British is 2;-51, which is above that of the Egster¢ﬁmop¢an .

group. It is important to recognize that, 1ike the Visible Minorities,

-the Native Indians are _raclally distinet from the other ethnic

categories analyzed in this study. The variables chosen to illustrate

socio~cultural attributes do not reflect the great contrast in value

orientations, behaviour, or physical festures between these categories

and the British and Buropean categor-ies.

7 Summary

Although ?the sthnic categories described in this chapter are
neither homogeneocus nor distinet social groups, each has several
socio=cultural attributes which are typlcal of actual. ethniec groups

within these categories. The sthnic categories of longest residence in

Ontario are the Native Indians, French, Bi-itish, and _ Western-

Europeans. 1In contrast to mf)re _recent grqups these lpngev«-torm
residents have much larger percentages of their_ﬁ members residing in
ruril settings. Despite their lohg residence q‘niy the wester;x European
category shows significant signs of accultura%ion towards the Britisﬁ,
while both the French and [Native Indians retain strong ethnic

distinotions from the British. All of the more rgcent; ethnic

‘categories, the Eastern Europeans, Jews, Southern FEuropeans, and

Visible Minorities are highly urbanized. Ethnic groups within these

categories tend to be young and have not necessarily had time to
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experience integration. COnaeJhently,,these~groups are char;cterized
by a cohesiveness that centers around distinet religious traditions
and ﬁhat 1sdperpetuated tﬁrough low rates of interuarriage; Language -
facility doss not appear to be a diatincti;; difference between most
ethnic categories in Ontario. Only among the Southern Européans is
English not commonly spoken by the majority of group members.
The many dimensions of oulturii and sbcial integration make it
impossible to rank the degree of integration among Ontario's seven
- major ethnic categories. Douptless sach ethnic group expePisnces
differont rates andJK;g@a of integration which are notfeasily meaau;ed
by aggregate Census data. How these soclo-cultural diffsrences and
processes of integration become manifest in geographic space are

examined in the subssquent chapter.

8 Endnotes

1 « Opposition from "0ld Ontario®, which was essentially the
soutéjrn Ontario core, to French settlement in "New Ontario"
is expressed in "Is Toronto and Westeérn Ontario to be
Sidetracked and Ne§ ogtario made a Greater Quebec," brochure

of the collection of the Public Archives of Ontario, around

1902.

«96-

. SR A B . R T . - . o




v

w

2 « For a-complete breakdown of all Census Ethnie Origin Groups
3

aggregated into the Northern European category see Agpendix 1

3 - Although not included in the 19?1 Census as separate origin

groups, other visible minorities entering OntgfiqAat this

time include the Vietnamese, Sri Lankans, Laotians,
Pakistanis, Koreans, Fillipinos, Cambodians, Bangladeshis,
‘and Nigerians. Less than a few thousand of these groups

were found in Ontario in 1971 (and primarily in Toronto)

" although they have since come in large numbers. -

4 - Most of this discussion is drawn from a previous

_ geographic analyais of Ontario's Native Indian population

by Hecht,Wesol,& Sharpe [1982].




CHAﬁfER V¥ - Spatial Distributions of the Major Ethnic¢ Categories

% -

LY

in Ontario

The‘purpose of this chapter is to describe’- the distribution of
Ontﬁrio's major ethnic categories across the Provinge's core-periphery
structure using various ;tatistibglapggygigues. This analysis focusges
on the six ethnic categories used in the previ&ﬁ; historical analysis,
namely the British,‘French, Northern Europeans, Southern Europeans,
Viasible Minorities, and Native Indians. In addition, for part of the
analysia? the Northern European category is broken down further into
Western Europeans, Eastern Buropeans, and Jews. The distribﬁtions of
each of thesewgroupsvacvoaa Ontario's 54 Census are indicated in Table

V<1 by listing the five largest eounty'populgfions in each group. The

relative distributions of the ethnic groups were then conpared,;uaing

‘maps of centrographic measures and location qoutients. Theée three

statistical techniques are described in detail in Appendix 2.

1 The British o
:

- i

Due to their similarity to the core elite, it was expected* that

- the British majority'wbuld be characterized by high levels of social

and spatial mobility, and hence that they would be found in
‘f ! f
proportional numbers in each census division across Ontario during alil

historical periods. A centrographic' analysis of the British populatioqi
-
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distribution confirms this expected pattern. The location, dispersion,

and orientation of the group remains fairly stable across the five

periods between 1911 and'197]. Fi&ﬁre V-1 shows the similarity of tge
popﬁlatipn at’ the begénning and end of this period. Although it
indicates a tendency to shift southwest and diéperse slightly, each of
the 53 census divisions retaigs a similar percentage of British in
each period, ; © |

K

Table V-1 show that in 1971 over one third of the group lived

around the western end of Lake Ontario in Toronto, Peel, and Niagara.

Another 10% live in two of souithern Ontario's largest urban centres,

namely Ottawa and London. During the periods of agri;ultural
colonization most British immigrants settled on the land. A massive
off-farm migration int¢ the urban areas beginning late in the 19th
century left 18.6% of th& British in rural areas and 5.1% on farms by
1971. Over T5% of the British were urbanized in 1971 with half of the
group in large urban centres and over one quarter in smaller centres.
Location quotients were used as a measure -of British
concentration in each of Ontario's 54 Census divisions. The statistic

was calculated by comparing the percentage of the British within a

particular Census division to the pereentégofof*the*totat—ProvincIaI*"”

|

population in that Census division.“A location qoutient of 1.5 or more

was assumed to indicate that the British were over-concentrated in -

that Census division. Conversely, & quotient of .5 or less indicates

an under-reprépentation of the group. Fiéure V-2 indicates that the

concentrations of British in the core and periphery were not as
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strong as predicted by the conceptual modelf (Figure 11-2).
Nevertheless, although there are no census dim‘fisions in the core or
elsewhere with over 135=—=times the expected percentage of British
1 (59.4%), tl}e British are und;r-represent;efl in Cochrane, Glengarry, and
| ; Russell COMtie;. The British groups which originally settled these
v counties, have since been outnumbered by French immigrants from
4 | Quebec. Overall, the spatial characteristics of the British

populat!.gn, as described by the centrographic measures and location

quotients, represents the greatest concentration of Ontario's

population around the western end of Lake Ontario.

el - —

2 The French -

There are four regional concentrationa within Ontario's French
population, each characterised by a separate origin and diatinét :
i evolution. The first French settlements in what is now Ontario were
small ‘agricultural ¢communities located in Essex,‘ Niagara, and
Frontenac Counties. These communities wer'e planned by ti'le French
colonial government of HNew France in the mid 1700's, but after the

British conquest did not attract further French immigrants until well

into the next century.

A second wave of French settlement began in 1837 as i result of
economjie depression in Quebec which forced the rural sl;rplus
populaf‘fv;ion to migrate [Cartwright,1977; Ray,1961]. The majority of

these migrants located along the Ottawa and St. Lawrence Valleys
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although sonme went as far as the #‘rench settlement in E?sex JCOlth~ A
feWw decades later with ‘the establishment of the Federal capital in
Ottawa the French population began to sproaci north., Although the
‘majqrity remained in farming an increasing percentage found employment
in the forestry industry and smaller numbers worked for the civil
service in Ottawa.

The construction of railroads in the late 1800's attracted .a
third wave of French into northern Ontario. Between 1890 and 1920 the
F'r'enc_h migrated along the raiélways‘ from northwestern Quebec into the
clay belt of northeastern Ontario [Hottenroth,1968). Here they found
employment in agriculture, forestry and in the surface operations of
the mining industry. Although the majority were French-Canadians of
Quebec origin, smaller numbers of French.spsaking immigrants came from
the United States, France, and Belgium.

Towards the middle of the 20th century a fourth influx of
immigrants swelled an existing French community in Metropolitan
Toronto. The members of this group ¢came to Toronto independently in a
broad range of occupational roles. Unlike their rural counterparts,

the French in Toronto are neither cohesive nor concentrated and have

" been desribed by Maxwell [1979].as an "invisible minority".

'In 1971 the majority of the French population remained

concentrated in the same regions of their historical settlement. Table

!

V-1 indicates that half of the French population were located in

Ottawa-Carleton, Sudbury, Toronto, Essex, and Cochrane Counties.

Although these regional concentrations are of contrast to the British
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distributions, there is a close similarity between the percentages of

th@ groups in urba; and _rural areas. Over--time the regional ﬂj:»
distgibution of the French in Ontaric has changed as is rerlected in

» - the centrographie analysis., It 1s evident from Figure V-3 that the
‘centre of the Prench population was located northeast of thé'
Toronto-centred region in 1911 and then shifted slightly south and
conéiderably west by 1971. This reflects the increasing movemeént of .
Francophones into Toronto. In addition between 1911 and 1971 the minor

| _ axis of tﬁé population ellipse has elongated considerably in response

| to the growth of the French group in the Ottawa Valley.

‘ , In relation to Ontario's total population, the Frﬁnch An 19T

were strongly ovgé-cbncentvated within 11 Counti;s. They comprised

% ‘ over 8 gimes the expected percentage of 9.6% in both_ Rus;ell aid—

' Prescott Counties., Figure V-4 shows that these over-concentrations

form three separate regions. The oasterﬁ Counties have the highest

concéntrations rollowed by the Sudbury/ clay belt area and finally the

| 9ommunity in BEssex County. 0verall,&'the Frend are noticeably

under-represented qithin and around- the Toronto.centred cores and

disproportionately represented in Ontario's peripheral rogigna.

-
J

. . -

3 The Northern Europeans
[ i

During Upper Canada's initial period of seéttlement the northern

. European population was almost entirely made up of German agricultural

settlers. Between 1792 and 1837 German-Loyalists and German-Americans
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settled in Niagara, Haldimand, Waterloo and York Cou&
Accompanying these groups were both the Mennoniﬂnd Amish religious
soc;ts. While the Mennonites settlied among the German population the
Amish group located in P;rtrb Oxford, and Huron Counties as well as
furtﬂor east near Belleville.

Among the early Buropeans were Lithuanians and Swiss soldiers
disbanded after serving the British in the war of 1812. They were
located in Perth county. Danes settled near Thunder Bay in 1835 while
the Poles located in Renfrew County shortly afterward. By 1870 the
growing percentage of Northern Europsans in southwestern Ontario hacg
puah;dr German settlements north into Bruce, Grey, Wellington, and
Perth Counties. \'

Towards the end of the century a second influx began of northern

Europeans characterized this time by more diverse ethnic origins.

Finns from Burope and the United States became labourers on the |

Welland Canal and in the industries .in Hamilton and Windsor. Many

~other Finns migrated to northern Ontario seeking employment in mining,

luibering and railroad construction. Smaller numbers of Norweglans,
Swedes as well as Czechs ,; Croats, Slovaks and Slovenes followed a
similar uig;ation route settling in communitiea throughout northern
Ontario such as Tismins, Kirkland Lake, Thunder Bay and Sudbury
[Ontario Ministry of Culture and Recreation,19811,

Also around the turn of "the ocentury a distinet pattern of
settlement evol{ved among J;uist; immigrants who were settling in urban
areas of southern Ontarié. Through voluntary segregation the great
majority of Jewsa concentrated in Toronté, where in 1911 they weére the
largest ethnic ainority group. In 1971, over 80% of the Jewish

*

population in ngtario was lqocated in Metropolitan Toronto.
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In the early 1900's the final influx of agricultural settlers
came to southern Ontario. These included refugees from the tensions in
Burope, such as the Belgians, Dutch, Estonians and Mennonites. They

astablished sugar beet and tobacco farms in southwestern Ontai'j.o, as

well as fruit and vegetable gardens in the Niagara region and the

Holland Marsh.

Arter World War II refugees from Europe swelled the ranks of
immigrants with a new diversity of ethnic origin groups. These
included Danish, GeMs, Hungarians, Norwegians, Jews, Cezchs, Poles,
Latv:ani, Ukrainians, Siovaks, and Armenians. Arriving in Ontaric as
poor rural labourers many Eastern Europeans found employment on the
tobacco and sugar beet farms of southwestern Ontario. In this
migration, however, the former percentages of poor labourers and rural
settlers had declined bg:lng ‘raplaced by greater numbers of
well-sducated, skilled and ﬁi*ofessional clasaés. The post-war
immigrants from northern Europe had a diverse occupational structure
well suited to the new labour demands of Ontarjio's urban-industrial
centres. As a result many of the EBuropeans were able to find
employment as skilled tradesmen in the automotive and manufacturing
industries around 'I’oronto;

The centrographic summary of _the total Nort;het‘n European
population in Figure V-5 suggests that their distribution did not
shift substantially between 1911 and 1971 (1). In both periods the
centre of the group was located in the Toronto-centred region just
northwest of Toronto.u Overall this pattern reflects that the wmajority

»
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of the group was located in central and southwestern Ontario.

Nevertheless, the skewnass and orientation of the major axis towards
northwestern Ontario indicates a s;.gnit‘ieant concentration of Northern
Buropeans in Ontario's northern periphery. “

Using the 1971 census data it was possible to break down the

Horéhern European category into Western and Eastern Europeans and

Jews. Each of these groups is characterized by distinct patterns of -~

regional distribution which are r-evealéd by the location quotients

shown in Figures V-8 and V-T.

A ~ Western Europeans

The census shows that by 1971 approximately 19% of the Western
European population was located in ;%tropolitan Toronto., Table Vi
1nd1cate)s that almost a quarter of this | group was Jlocated in - four
highly urbanized counties of southwestern Onﬁﬁp;ﬁ?:ve/vtr, in great
contrast to the British, Ul4% of the Western Europeans —r‘eside&& in rural
areas, over 20% more than percentage of rural British. Almost twice as
many Western Europeans resided on farms than any other group. Figure
V-6 shows 10 counties in which there are small over-representations of
Western Europegns. These areas include the historical centres of
Western European settlement in Niagara, Norfolk, Perth, and Waterloo,
as well as 1n the more peripheral counties of Rainy River and
Thunderbay. Overall, although the Northern European population is
found throughout most of the Province it remains d;spropomtely

concentrated in the rural counties of the core, and in the industrial

counties of the northern Ontario x;er'iphery..
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B - Eastern Eurobéans

Table V-1 shows that 3U4.1% of the Eastern Europeans were located

in Metropolitan Toronto in 1971,  Another 21.5% .were located in
southwestern Ontario, while almost 5% resided in Thundey Bay. With
most of the group’arriving in Ontario after the period ofwagricultural
colonization less than 10% were located in rural areas in 1971. Also,
a much smaller pereentage of Eastern Europeans lived in small urban
areas than any other group. In relation to ‘the Provi?ee's total
population Figﬁro V~T indicates tthat the Eastern Europgans are
concentrated in the industrial counties of Welland and Niagara, and in
the extreme northwaestern counties of Kenora, Rainy River,‘hnd Thunder

Bay. N

B - Jows ' !

|
‘ ) L
Table V-1 indicates that almost 80% of the Jews are |located in

Toronto, while another 10% are found in Otiéwa, Wentworth, Essex, and
York. Close to 90% lived in lafgerurban areas and less than 1.3% in
rural areas. Only in Toronto are the Jews overiéoncentrat;? with 2.9
times their pereentago in the Provincial total. The Jews‘ ar% 'sreatly
under-concentrated throughout the rest of thse Province, aqd ‘with the
only high concentration of Jews being in Metropolitan Toroﬁto, there

is no need to map the location quotients of this group. f

b
f
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I  The Southern Europeans '

Most of the Soutﬁer'n European population that arrived in Ontario
at the beginning of the éOth century were Italians. Initlally the
majority of this gt'c;up 1ived vin isolated work camps of northern
Ontario where they found seasonal employment in heavy labour on the

railroads and mines . Preferring a warmer climate in winter many

Italians migrated to T&ronto and Montreal where their families had .

begun to ;ongrogate in growing communities [Anderson and Higgs,1976:
56-59]. Whether in southern or northern Ontario the Italians typically
congregated in urban enclaves. Herbert Gans has described the Italians
as "urban villagers" a term which ' .
‘"...describes immigrants from relativelyv isolated
village backgrounﬁs who live in a small community of their
own within a North American city. Usually they have their
own stores, associations and other informal meeting places.
Frequently they work for others of their own ethnic group

who spéak their own language. Ortegjgntgct "i,t!‘, *thqiwri?c'ieg

e _ : N

community is minimal® [Rose, 19 :295]. -

Subsequent immigrants from southern Europe, including the Gre?ks
and Portuguese have followed similar settlement patterns with many
working first as rural and then urban labourers., Table V-1 indlcates
that by 1971 over 75% of the Southern European population was located
in five of the largedt urban-industrial counties of southern Ontario.

Over 568 were concentrated in Toronto and only 3.1% resided in rural

areas.
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The centrographic analysis (Figure V-8) reveals a dramatic shift
in the Southern European population between 1911 and 1971. In 1911 the
centre of this group was far to the northwest of the Toronto—cen?red
region reflecting the settlement pattern of the Italian migrant
labourers in norbheﬁi Ontario. By 1971 post-war Italian, Portuguese,
Spanish an&—éreek immigrants had outnumbered the earlier settlers and
as a result pulled the minori?y group's centre very close t¢ Toronto.
Between 1911 and 1971 the ellipse shrinks dramatically along its major
axis reflecting the migration of Italians into Toronto from the north.
Nevertheless, the orientation of the group has not shifted signifying

a continuing presence of Southsrn Europeans in northern Ontario.

The location quotients indicated the expected concentrabions of

Southern . Europeans in Toronto as well as in the north (see Figure )

v-8). Although these concentrations are small with only 2.1 and 1.6
times the expected percentage of B8.0%, the map shows a distinct
bipolar distribution of Southern Europeang. According to Figure V.8
there 1is a percentageal presence of Southern Europeans in 3 counties
of the north and in 6 counties around the western end of Lake Ontario.

Overall, the distribution of the southern §uropean population

| J—

contrasts to all previous groups. Although they are considerably
over-represented in the core region, they are found nowhere else in

significant numbers other than in the peripheral north.
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5  The Visible Minorities

- The vast majority‘or the gisible Minority population in Ontario

entered the Province after 1960. Being highly educated and skilled
many in this group were employed" in professional ;nd service
occupations concentrated in the urban centres of southern Ontario.
Table V-1 indicates that in 1971 éﬁe greateat percentage of Ehe
Visible Minority population was located in Toronto (64.8%) with over
80% of the group ooncentrating in five major urban centres of southern

z

Ontario. In total 9%.1f‘of the Visible Minority population resided in
urban areas. TheA/;hanging distribution of this group across the
Province between 1911 and 1971, @F portrayed by Figure Vt]O, reflects
the 1arg§ influx of Visible “Minorities into Toronto. In -1911 the

centre of the population is located in the southwest, being pulled by

the large Blacﬁkpopulation in Essex and Kent Counties. Figure V.10

also inicates that the few representatives of Visible Minorities in

Ontario at that time tended to be 1less concentrated. By 1971 the .

centre and orientation of Visible Minority population has shifted
towards Toronto and at the same it has become considerably more
concentrated. These shifts must be viewed with caution howsver as the

numbers of this group are very small in 1911,
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Figure V-11 gives some idea of the oconcentration of visible

minorities in Toronto. In 1971 this minority group had 2.4 times the-

expected percentage of 1.6%. There are no other hiigh concentrations.
The Visible Minority population is relatively absent from most areas
of Ontario although it is proportionately distributed in the major
urban counties of southern Ontario. It is not possible at the regional
scale of analysis to determine the degrse of spatial integration of

Visible Minorities within the core region.

6 The Native Indians

Early in the 19th century Ontario's Native Indians began to be
alienated from thelr prime agricultural and hunting lands in southern
Ontario and pushed @onto\ more peripheral reserves [Hecht,Wssol,and
| Sharpe, 1983) Tod{ay Ontario's Native Indian population is spatially

‘separat"ed across approximately 130 rural settlements and reserves,
Most Of these settlements are located in northern Ontaric'and are
isolated from the major concentrations of the majority poppiation in
the south. Although the 1971 census indicates a native prasi&nce in all
of Ontario's 54 census divisions their numbers areﬂ greatest in the
north. Table V-1 shows that nearly one third of the group lives in
three northern Qountiea, namely Kenora,; Thunder Bay, and Algoma. At
the same time therfe is a ‘aisniricant percentage of the the group in
Toronto (9.7%). This concentration reflects a recent trend for many
natives to leave impoverished reserves for the perceived opportunities
in urban areas. Nevertheless, in total 60% 1lived in rural non-farm

areas, primarily reserves, while only 20.9% were located in large

urban areas.’

~-122+
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The centrographic summary of the MNative Indian populati}i\”in

Figure V-12 indicates that the centre of the group is far to the north
of any other minority group., It appears that bstween 1911 and 1971 the
centre has shifted northwest and become more dispersed. This shift,
however is a result of relatively large numbers })r Indiqns in the
census divisions which were added to the census area betwsen 1911 and
1931. [
A more reprasontatiw;e 'rgeasure of the population shift is provided by
the 1931 data (which has mej been mapped ). These measures indicate
that although native concentrations and orientations are biased toward
the north in both pericds, thers is a shift of the group's centre
south and considerably east towards the Toronto- centred ‘region by
1971, As there are few immigrants within the Indian population this
shift reflects a migration of the group into the Toronto area.

In relation to the Province's total population the location
quotients of Figure V.13 rsflect the Indians unique settlement pattern
on rose]y&os‘ Altogether 14 census divisions had over-concentrations of
tM;tive group with as "many as 32.6 and 24.8 times the expected
percentage of .38% in Manitoulin and Xenora . It is evident that the
greatest concentrations are in the countles of northern and southern
Ontario that contain reserves. Conversely, the Indian population is
notably under-represented in counties of the Toronto-centred region.
Overall, Ontario's ?lative Indian population is more disproportionately
concentrated in ' the geographic periphery and more separated from the

British core group than any other ethnic minority.
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T Centrégraphie Analysis - Summary

The histoq}ca} ceqcrographies of sach group indicate two temporal

7.,,

patterns of q;qhit&bance. First, between 1911 and 1971 there 13 a

" shift in the qgghge ‘of each group towards the core as delimited by the

Toronto-centred region. These shifts reflect changes in the population
distribution due to natugal 1ncrease,‘immigration and nigration. The
most important factor, however, has been the inc¢reasing tendency for
new immigrants to locate in Toronto wh;re employment opportunities
have bsen most favourable.

A second temporal pattern is that distributions have changed
1ittle as a result of group nigrations within the cors«periphery
spatial structure. Distributions within groups as 1indicated by
measures of dispersion and orientation remained fairly stable between
1911 and 1971. Nevertheless, there were significant variations ietween
groups., Neither the British charter group: nor the the Northern
European population underwent aignificant changea 1n distribution.
Although both the French and Native Indians shifted over time they
continue to be dispersed and oriented toward the geographic periphery.
To the ocontrary, OSouthersi Europsan and Asian minority groups have
b;gome less dispersed over time with inéreasing percentages of these
groups locating in the core. The concentration of these groups in the
core reflects the importance of the Toronto core as a destination for
recent immigrants and a tendency for earlier members of these groups

-~

to migrate towards the core.
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m; centrographic analysis is particularily useful in comparing
and . eontrésting the distributions of each minority group within the
core-psriphery spatial structure of Ontario. Figures V.14 and V-15‘
summarize the average distributions of the six sthnic¢ groups in 1971.
The centres of all minority groups, except the native Indian
poplulation are within one standard deviation of the x.axis and y-axis
which delineate the British or core population. In contrast, the
Indian population 1is in a distinetly peripheral position. The
differences between grouﬁs are most evident in terms of their
orientations and dispersions. As Figures V-1l and V-15 indicate thers
are two distinct patterns of alignment among the -six groups with
various degrees of dispersion in these alignments.

The pattern of distribution in the British charter group (Figure
V-1l4) is representative of the Province's urbanaindustr'ial structure

in the south. Both the French and Asian populations are oriented

'\\\
"across a similar structure although with important distinctions. In

relation to the British the French population is more
disproporbionatély c¢oncentrated in peripheral censu$ divisions and |
less concentrated 1:*; the Toronto core. Although the As’iarAis are
similarily oriented‘: within the core structure they a‘re‘ highly
concentrated in the Toronto area. It is important to note that this

aggregate regional analysis does not indicate how concentrated the

Asian group is within the cors,

=120~




The distribution of Northern and Southern Europeans and Native
Indians reflect a vory‘ different structural basis. As Figure V-15
shows a significanﬁ percentage of these groups are oconcentrated in
Ontario's peripheral northern counties. The unique distribution
pattern of the Indian population reflects that group's dispersed
concentrations on reserves. Although the Northern European population
is represented across the Province, their orientation reflects a
disproportionate _concentration in southwestern and noréhwestern

S ‘ i ard V=I5
Ontario - areas of historical settlement. From Figures v;1ﬁﬂit appears
gﬁat the distribution of the Southéern European population is very
similar to that of the Northern Europeans. As the location quotients
indicated (Figure V-9), howesver, thé Southern Europsan group 1s not
represented throughout the Province but 1 disproportionately
concentrated in wurban areas of northern Ontario and in the
Toronto-centred region. |

Overall, this analysis indicates that the distributions of ethnic
minority groups 1n’ Ontario do not resemble the patterns of
distribution in the British charter population. These patterns of
spatial distribution have changed very little over time suggesting
that any tendencies ‘towards regionai spatial integration are absent.
A1l ethnic minorities, however, are not disproportionately
concentrated in the regional periphery. Both the French and Native
Indians have persistentiy high concentrations in northern Ontario. The
Western Europeans, Bastern Buropeans, and Southern Europeans All have

disproportionate concentrations in the north, but alsco have a

~130-
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significant percentage in geographic¢ proximity t§ the southern Ontarié
core. The Jews and Visible Minorities are  almost entirely
concentrated in the core. The regional ¢ore-periphery spatial pattern
is strongest among the oldest sthnic minorities in Ontario, whereas
the position of more recent groups in regional geographic space 1s not
as well described by the model. The extent to which the geographic
distributions of ethnic minorities coincides with psripheral

socio-economic space remains to be determined in subsequent chapters.

8 Endnotes

1 - Both the Eastern European and Jewish populations were very
amall and sparsely distributed across the Provinee during
sarly periods of settlement. Therefore for the purposes of
this historical spatial analysis they have been aggregated
with the Western Europeans :i.nt_o the Northern European

category. -
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CHAPTER Vi - Levels of Well-being Among the Major Ethnie—

c;té‘gories in Ontario

/\7 -
Previous chapters examined some of the socio-culfural attributes
~

and geographic distributions which members with:{n sthnic cate@i;s\

share in common. This- chapter uses variables from the 1971 Census to
show that the membérs of these categories also have distinet economic
interests in common. The core-periphery concept hypothesizes that, in
relation to the British core group, Ontario's seven ethnic minority
categories will be characterized by various kinds of job segmentation
and lower levels of socio-economic status. In Section 1 of this
chapter the economic positions of the ethnic categories are describéd
in terms of the cultural division of l.abour, focussing on both
occupational sta{:us and segmentation. Associated with the labour
market are other . soci*economie conditions and opportunities
altogether which determine an ethnic category's economic power' in the
core-periphery system. Some of these dimensions are described in
Section 2 with measures of' income, ed;lcation, and employment activity.
Although these are simple measures of complex procssses they are

commonly used indicators of socio-economic inequality.
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B ~-..Ontario's Cultural Division of Labour

. The proposed model of ethnie polarization claims that ethnic
labour. Among Ontario's ethnie groups there is strong evidencé of both
occupational specialization and stratification. Table VI-1 indicates

. -~ 7 occupational specialization using variables that measure the
¢
\\_ —

— ﬁantage of individuals in a group who have Jobs elassified as
|

b : managerial and administrative (MANAGE), professional (PROFES),
Lo

clerical and sales (CLERIC), and primary, manufacturing, construction,
Self-employed in business (BUSEMP) is an indication of a group's

- smployment in ethnic enterprises (sthnic stores, newcomer services,

and ethnic media). The size of the ethni¢ workplace can be of

importance to the persistence of an ethnic comuriity as an economic

unit outside of the economic system dominated by the ma jority.

TWo summary 1ndieator's of occupational stvatification include tne
percentage of a group c¢lassified in nigh status white«collar Jobs
(including administrators, managers, » and professionals) with totgl
incomes greater than 310,000‘ (HISTAT); and the paﬁcentagqi classified
in low status blue-collar jobs (such as agriculture, forestry, pining,
huntixig, trapping, manufacturing, construction and the trades) with

total incomes less than $4,999 (LOSTAT).
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In comparison to the British majority there is a good deal of
occupational specialization among the seven ethnic minorities.
Although the French, Western European, and Eastern European groups
show an occupational distribytion similar to the British, almost 10%
more of each of these groups are found in t)he mors peripheral :ERITRA
occupations. The Jewish population has the lowest percentage of all
groups in the PRITRA jobs (13.1%) and the greatest percentage in .
MANAGE (9.1%), PROFES (19.4%), and CLERIC (49.4%). At the other
extreme over half of the Southern European group is _concentrated in
the PRITRA jobs, while their combined percentage in managerial and
professional occupations is only 6.2%. Entering Ontario as highly
educated professionals during the 1960's and 1970's, the Visible
Minoritiy group has over 275‘ of its membership concentrated in PROFES
category. The Native Ind:l.ans‘ ave;i‘niiquely distributed with the highest
percentage in PRITRA jobs (a5.3$)uaa'well as the highest percentage in
a residual "Other" occupational category (18.3%).

From the occupational data presented the best indicator of
economic centrality is the percentage of manag;rs in a group (MANAGE),
Nevertheleas it is impossible with the aggregated data to distinguish
between those in the strategic decision-making core and those envtclgded
from this elite. Hence, although the Jewish group has one and a half
times the British percentage in managerial occupations, they are
under<represented as are all of the other ethnic minorities in the
strategic decision-making core which is disproportionately composed of

the British reference group [Clement,1975:231-239; Kelner,1970]. - .
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The large percentage of Jews in the HANAGE and CLERIC eatogoées
'ia an indioation of t:h; importance of the sthnic workplace in this
group. According to the. variable BUSEMP ethnic work settings are
largest among the Jews (10.8%), Weatern Europeans (5.5%), Southern
Buropeans (5.0%), and smallest within the British (3.8%), French
(3.1%), aﬂd Native Indian grogps (2.7%). Within the Jewish group early
imigrants estﬁbll;hod their own garment and retailing businesses,
while 1later members were self-smployed in law and medical practices.
Asong the Southern  EBuropeans many Italians are selfw-employed in
construction and the trades. Qther groupa which show lower percentages
of self-employment but high levels of oocupational specialization tend
to be concentrated in sectors of the labour market controllec,l&* the
dominant group. F’of example, many of the Visible Minorities such | as
the Chinese are employed in universities ,ﬁ‘wnne_ the Native Indians are
eaployed in the primary industries controlled by dominant interests of
the south.

Under the variables HISTAT and LOSTAT ethnic groups are ranked
according to occupational categories which have been cross-tabulated
ui;:h income levels. Whether looking at high incomes (over $10,000) in
the MANAGE and PROFES categories, or low incomas {(under $4,999) in the

PRITRA category, the ranking of groups 1s the same. The group with the

greatest percentage in high status jobs and with the least proportion

in low status jobs are the Jews. Significantly below the Jews are the
Visible Minorities and the British, whose scores are very similar.
Closely matched “.'m fourth and fifth positions are the Western and
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Eastern Europeans, while the French occupy a sixth position with a

significantly smaller percentage in the HISTAT category. At the bottom

~of the ooccupational ladder are the Southern Europeans and the Native

Indians.

2 Socio=economic Conditions

Tables VI-2 and VI-3 provide several variables indicating

stratification in the conditions of wellkfbeing and in the
opportunities for improving these conditions. Table V¥I-2 1lists the
average annual individual incomes [AVINC) of the largest ethnic origin
groups ‘within the aggregate ethnic categories. The variable AVING 1is
immediately recognizable as an indicator of the inequalities between
categories. In the second column those; dollar figures are converted

into a percentage of the British income. Between the Jews at the

~wealthy extremity, and the Native Indians at the poor éxtremity there

— _is a 85.4% dirference 1in average individual incomeés. Betwsen these

extremes the Franch, Western Europeans, and Southern Europeans all
have incomes within 6% of the British average at #5&70 per year. An
interesting exception to this ranking are the Visible Minorities whose
incomes are almost 15% less than the British despite their high status
occupations, The lower incdnoa in the Visible Minority category has

been attributed, in part, to racial diat%nation in the labour

market [Reitz,1980:166].
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Table VI-2 )
Average Individual Incomes of Major Ethnic Origin Groups
in Ontario -~ 1971
]
Bthnic¢ Origin Ethnic AVINC AVINC
Group Category % of British

British - $5470 100.0
French $5168 9.5
German (Western Buropean) $5571 101.9
Ukrainian (Eastern European) $5303 96.9
Jewish $7987 146.0
Italian (Southern EBuropean) 35349 97.8
Chinese (Visible Minority) $4640 85.7
Native Indian $3313 60.6

i)

Source: 1971 Sénsus of Canada, oustom tabulations.

/
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Table VI.3
Socio-economic Conditions Among Ethnic Categories in Ontario
1971
% T »
Ethnic INDINC FAMINC UNEMP EDUCAT
Category >$8,000 <$7,999 unemployment some ‘ .
. university . !
French 23.8 42.0 8.3 25.1
Western 7
European 27.6 37.2 5.8 43.8
Eastern
Buropean 26.3 36.2 8.1 42.2
Jewish 37.0 27.1 Tat 60.3
‘ ‘ i
Southern . 1
European 19.9 1.9 7.2 11.4 . ‘
Visible ~ S ] ) - !
~ Minority — - 20,1 T a4 2 9.8 60.2 -
Native .
Indian 9.0 T4.8 12.1 10.6

Source: 1971 Census of Canada, custom tabulations.
# Individuals between 25 and 65 years of age.
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The ranking of origin groups indicated by 1income figures in
Table VI-2 1is also eyident in the aggregate ethnic c;tegories. Table
VI-3 lists two measurss of income including the percentage of families
with incomes of less than $7,999 per year (FAMINC); and the percentage

of individuals between the ages of 25 and 65 who have incomes greater
4

than $8,000 per year . (IN“DI‘NC). In addition, two measures of

=

socio-economic opportunify are listed including the percentage of

members in the labour force who are unemployed (UNEMP), and the

percentage of individuals between the ages of 25 and §5 with some

university or college education (EDUCAT).

In both income measures, INDINC and FAMINC, the Visible Minority

category again shows a status considerably lower than that of the/

British and most other groups. Each of the other sthnic eategories is
characterised by an income astatus which is consistent with ﬂ:s
previously identified occupational rank.

UNEMP anc—ii éﬁUCAT serve as indicators of the opportunities
available to ethnic groups for increased social mobility. Rates of
unemployment vary only a few percentage points between thg West
Europeans (5.8%8), the British (6.51)‘”, and the French {8.3%) while both
the Visible Minorities and the Native Indians, who have the lowest
levels of inoqme show the highest rates of unemployment at 9.8% and
12.1%. These rates reflect relatively high un;mployuent in the job
seactors where these groups are' concentrated as well as differential
treatment in the labour market [Reitz,1980: 166]. In the Native Indiaq
case the high rates of unemploymént also reflect the many members of
this group who are employed seasonally or only a few weeks of the year

[Heoht ,Wesol & Sharpe,1983:65].

-~ 140«

e T S A R A~ =~ LA SR . ~ Sl S Ad — [ e mame
. e S e P et -

v



Previous studies have shown that education has until recently
been a prerequisita f‘or upward social mobility in Canad;
[Porter,1965:155-198; Kalbach & McVey,1979:256-259]. The  EDUCAT
figures in Table VI-3 indicate that there is a great range in levels
of educational attainment and therefore considerable disparity in
group opportunities for social wmobility. These various levels of
educational attainm;nt are a result of differences between groups in
edueat16m1 opportunities, aspirations, and backgrounds. In the groups
with high socio-economic status, including the British, Western
Europeans, Eastern Europeans, and Jews , the costs have qot been
prohibitive for attaining high levels of education. In addition,
members of these groups shared similar educational backgrounds as
ininj.gt‘mits. The high levels of educational attainment among the
Visible Minorities, however, seems inconsistent with their lower
socio-economic status. Most of the Visible Minorities entering Ontario
before 1971 were achittecj under. an immigration policy which favoured
high educational attainment, but did not accurately reflect labour
force demands. Also, in face of discrimination, it has been noted that
Visible Minorities place extraordinary value on high educational
achievement and occupational status [Reitz,1980: ]. Low percentages of
members in the §outhern European, French and Native Indian catagories
with ~son\o university education is primarily a reflsction ot;”*thgir
lower socio-econonic“ status. In the case of Southern BEuropeans, t;hey
were one of the last large immigrant groups to enter Canada before

immigration policy favoured higher educational qualifications. Since
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their entrance to Canada, segmentation in low status ocoupations has
discouraged many in later generations from continuing in school. The
low education favels among the French and Native Indians have also
been attributed to low ocoupational status- and to 1low 1levels of
aspiration resulting from oultural values which do not place value on
educational achievement.

It is possible at this point to summarize the ocore-periphery
hierarchy of ethnic categories in Ontario. For this purpose an overall
socio~economic rank for each ethnic category was oalculated from a
sumsation of group ranks across ten of the previously employed
occupation and socio-sconomic variables. These results are presented
in Table VI-b.

The patterns of occupational segmentation and socio-economic
status analyzed in this chapter replicate observations made in other
studies of ethnic stratification in Canada [Porter,1965; Reitz,1980].
Howayer, it is not yet clear how lev;is of well-being within these
sthnic categories vary aoross Ontario. Chapter VII will exanine thg
spatial Qariation of socioc-economic conditions among ethnic categories

in Ontario.
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1
CHAPTER viI - Regional Variations in Levels of Well-being among
the Ethnic Categ;ries of Ontario

In chapter VI it was shown that each of the ethnic categot‘iesl‘)
analyzed 1in this study is characterized by a separate rank based onli
several measures of socio-economic integration. Another important
dimension of ethnic integration involves the extent to whichy
minorities are equally distributed throﬁghout regional variations in
the = Province's socio-sconomic structure. The objective of the
following analysis is to compare and contrast socio-economic
variations between ethnic minorities and the British _majority. A
minority which exhibits significantly dissimilar  patterns  of
#oeio-eeonomic variation across space is to some extent polarized from
r;he British d8re group. Before proceeding with th: Vgéﬁﬁarative
analysis it is helpful to briefly describe the regional sociow-economic

structure of Ontario.

1-  Regional and Ethnic Dimensions to Ontario's Cors-periphery

Structure

A vivid image of the socio-economic disparities in Ontarie

smerges when the socio-economic differences between ethnic groups are
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compared to the socio-economic differences between core and peripheral
counties. In Table VII-1 several of the previously examined variables

(AvINC, MANAGE, HISTAT, LOSTAT, FAMINC, EDUCAT) are now used in a

summary of Ontario's economic landscape. The table 1llustrates the -

range of core and peripheral extr'e;es across ten counties in Ontario.
The counties in thia table are ranked according to the average
individual incomes (AVINC)' of their total populations; An even more
graphie iliustration of of socio-economic diépar’*ity in Ontario is
provided by Figure ViI-1 which maps the distribution of the total
population's average individual income (AVINC) across the Province's
54 census divisions.

As expected the counties with the moat core~like characteristics
are within the Toronto-centred region and include Pesl, Halton, and
Toronto. In iaddition, Ottawa-Carleton with its unique distinction as
the centre of Federal government, ranks among the cors counties. The
total populations in these core counties contain large percentages of
managers, individuals with high status occupations, and individuals
with high educational attainment. Conversely, they have smaller
percentages of individuals in low status occupations and smaller
pesrcentages of families receiving incomes less than $7,999.

A£ the other extreme, peripheral counties include downward
transitional areas which are remote from the Toronto core an& ﬁhieh
have poor resources and little industry, such as Bruce, Glengarry,
Haliburton, and Manitoulin. It is interesting to note that Ontario's
northern Distric;ts did not rank among the poorest reglons. However, as

s
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the soclo=economic charscteristics of Sudbury and Kenora indicate (see
Table VII-1) individuals and families in these regions receive income
levels which .approaoh that of the core. It is evident that regional
patt;m of socio-economic variation in Ontarioc do not always match
th; spatial pattern hypothesized by the core-periphery model. The

exceptionally high status of oounties in northern Ontario can be

accounted for by several factors. Sudbury has been one of northern

Ontario's ujo< Iith centres, with high concentrations of mining
sctivities, ;ov:r/n;nt services, universities, and retailevs. With
these advantages Sudbury can be characterized as an 1ndﬁstria1 enclave
within the northern Ontario periphery. The status of Kenora is wore
difficult to explain, although it reaps some benefit from its
proximity to the economic hinterland of Winnipeg, and a substantial

tourist trade. All across the northern region incomes are protected by

the large percentage of unionized wage-earners employed in primary

industries, and by income supplements or transfer payments from both ’

levels of government. Moreover, the income figures ocan be misleading
conu‘d’ering that pux;;:ming power throughout the _north is considerably
1ess than in southern Ontario, espocially for such essentials as rood,
ruel, and transportation. In addition, during periods of substantial
eoononio growth, such as that experienced by Ontario between 1966 and
1968 [Loroh,1975x§5—é7] the resource industries of northern Ontario
f.end to roap‘on& quickly and_ therefore show substantially better

results than do resource poor counties such as Bruce, Haliburton, and

Glengarry.
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The divergent levels of socioaecono?ﬁ well-being between regions
in Ontario oan be conpafed to the disparities between ethnic groups.
In terms of occupations, incomes, and education the disparities
between the total populatio:is of Peel and Manitoulin are th; ;&\as,
or less extreme than, the disparities between the Je;giah and Native
Indian ethr_xic youps.ét%e are both the‘nllost polarized geographic

regions and the most polarized ethnic groups. Less extreme but also of

high status are the British peference group as well as the Western and

Eastern Eu‘ropeans‘who have similar socio-economic characteristics to
Toronto. Sociow-economic conditions among the French and Southern
European categories are similar to those of peripheral counties such
as Bruce and Glengarry, while conditions among the Visible Minorities

resemble conditions in the county of Kenora.

2 Regilonal Variations in Socic-economic Conditions among Ethnic

Categories

The structure of average income variation described above relates
to the Pm\;ince‘s total population, Houever,ﬂ the retei‘onee population
to which the seven ethnic minorities are to be compared in the
following analysis is the British category. Because the British
comprise a numerical majority in almost every county of Ontarlo, it is
to be expected that their pattern of income v&iation will be very
similar to that shown by the total population. In fact, a similar

pattern is evident even when a different and more specific income ’
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category within the British group was examined (ses Figure VII-2). The
variable FAMINC, which is the percentage of families with incomes less
than $8,000, includes 35.8% of all British families in Ontario. This
variable can be considered as a specifc measure of regional varu"tion
ia peripheral cand@ti;na. Although thoy are different nmeasures, a
comparison of Fi'gures VII-1 and VII-2 rovoti.';a strong similarity of
ragional variation in well-being between the total population and the
British majority. |

If an ethnic minority has become fully 1ntggrated throughout
Ontario*s regional socio-economic structurs, then regional variations
in the well-being of the minority will be consistent with the patterns
described above. Rather than mapping and visually comparing variations
in well«being between the British and each of the seven ethnic
minorities a similar purpose was served with statistical tosﬁs of
comparison. i

By using statistical tests of comparison it was also possible to
examine more than one measure of regional variation in well-being. In
addition to FAMINC this chapter examines some of the same mdfcator-s
of socio-economic well-being previou;i,y listed in Tables VI-1 and
Vi-2, including INDINC, FAMiNC, UNEHI%, gDUCAT, and the occupation
categories MANAGE, and PRITRA.

The following comparative statistiocal analysis of spatial
varistion 1s besed on three kinds of information presented in Table
VII-2. Percentages ei’n the £irst row are means of the total British
population drawn from Tables VI-1 and VI-2. This pcvoo'ntage is
considerabdbly different than the spatial mean percentages which were
caloulated over Ontario's 54 Census Divisions, and are presented in

the second row of Table VII-2.
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The contrasts between population and spatial means are an
indication of geographic variations in the socio~economic conditions

within the British group. Population means reflect primarily the

characteristics of the majority of British nenbers who are

concentrated within the Toronto-centred region. | The spatial means,
however, ignore population size and give equal weight to the S5U
geographic regions, thereby reflecting ;‘:he poorer oqnditions of the
wmany peripheral counties outside of the Toronto-centred core.

The spatial mean is also used as a basis for comparing spatial
differences bet:ween the British and the various ethnic minorities.
Spatial means were calculated for every variable in each ethnic group.
The differences between the British and the minority groups were then
compared using a t-test of statistical significance. The t statistics
are tabulated in tl;e rirst column under each variable. When positive,
t, indicates that the aspatial mean of the British is significantly less
than that of the minority. Conversely, a negative t indicates a
significantly higher gpatiai percentage in the British group. Testing
for differences between\ the spatial means of ;he British and the seven
minorities gives some indication if the patterns of occupational
segmentation \and socio-economic stratification previously associated
with the mingr‘it.y's total population are evident aoro;s Ontario.

" In addition to the t test it is necessary to compare, and account
for, differences in regional variation between the British and
minority groups. Por thia purpose a third statistic is provided by
Table VII.2. The P statistic is found in the second colum under each
variable and 1is a ratio of the total variance in a minority to the

total variance in the British. Both the t and F statistics are

desoribed in further detail in Appendix 2.
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A - Differences in Spatial Means

The t tests on the first two variables in Table VII-2 (INDINC and
FAMINC) indicate that there are very few differences in mean income
percentages across the Province between most minorities and the
British. The Jews continue to have significantly greater percentages
of high income individuals (INDINC= -2.3), and significantly smaller
percentages of low income ramili;s (FAMINC, t= 5.5). At the other
extreme, the Native Indians exhipit much poorer conditions in INDINC
(t= 10.4), and in FAMINC (t= -6.2). Otherwise the French, Southern

European, and Visible Minority_groups are not significantly different

. from the British in either income category. Suprisingly, each of these

groups previously exhibited a much lower income status than the
British when percentages were calculated for the total group
populations. This change reflects that the income status of the
British dropped when calculated as an average across Ontario. It also
reflects that the French, Southern Europeans, and Visible Minorities
have 1income levels which either change very little or improve over
space.

In terms of UNEMP, most groups retained their p%evioudly
identified status, with the French (t:z -3.1), and Native Indians (t=
=3.5) rqtaining high ratos'of unemployment, and the Eastern Buropeans,
Jews, and Southern Buropeans exhibiting rates of uneﬁployment similar
éo ;the British. When accounting for regional variations in
unemployment both the Western Europeans and Visible Minorities have

improved their status in relation to the British. \
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The mean percentage of individuals in each minority group with
some university education (EDUCAT) 1s significantly different from
that of the British. The ranking of groups by EDUCAT iacrosa the
Province is similar to the previous ranking evident in Tiiie Vi-1
except that now the Western Europeans (t= 1.8) have significantly
lower  percentages, and the Eastern Europeans (t= -2.2) have
significantly higher percentages of members with some university
education than the British.

Within the French population a peripheral status is evident in
both occupational measures with significantly smaller percentages of
the French in managerial positions (MANAGE, &= 5.5), and higher
pearcentages in primary industries (PRITRA, t= -5.3). A similar status
is evident within the Native.Indian population except that they have
even smaller percentages in the MANAGE (b= 7.0) category. The Southern
Europeans are also characterized by occupational segmentation showing

a significant concentration in PRITRA ( t=z «5.5). As previously

. indicated in Chapter VI the Jews and Visible Minorities tend to be

more ssgmented than the British into the higher status occupations.
Consistent with this status, Table VII-2 indicates i;ab both the Jews
and Visible Minorities have considerably smailer percentages in
low-status PRITRA occupations. Although Table VI-t previously
indicated that the total Jewish group had a higher peréentase in
MANAGE than the total British group, the t statistics of Table VII-2
suggests that this advantage is not evident across all of Ontario's 54

counties.
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Tha Western Européans and Eastern Europeans exhibited ‘the
greatest similarity to the British majority. According to Table VII.2
the p;rcontage of Western Europeans in all occupational categories is
similar to. the British except for their higher concentrations in
PRITRA (t= -U4.5). There are no significant differences between the
percentages of Eastern Europeans and British in any of the

occupational categories. This represents an improvement in the status

" of the Eastern Europeans as their total population had previously

exhibited a higher percentage in PRITRA and lower a' percentage in
MANAGE. |

By themselves the t statistics ?ggaﬁble VII-2 suggest that the
mean percentages of individual and family iancomes received by
minorities have become more similar to the British when calculated
across Ontario. In terms of unemployment, odueation; and occupations,
however, the relative éondition of groups changes very 1little over

space.

B - Differences in Spatial Variance

The large number of .significant F ratios in Table VII-2 indicate
distinet differsnces between*%he British and minority groups in levels
of spatial variance within income, education, and ocoupation
categories. Of the six soclo-economic variables listed in Table VII-2
only INDINC, the percentage of individuals with incomes éreater than

$10,000 per annum, indicates that minority groups exhibited similar

«156- \




T e e e e i et o e ey e L [ VO S

Y,

levels of variance as the British majority. This may reflect the
hypothesis that levels of spatial mobility and spatial integration are
greatest among higher income individuals regardless of their ethnic
origin. All the remaining variables indicate distinet patterns of
variation in the data which are unique to different kinds of groups. '

- Within the Province's oldest immigrant groups, that is the French
and Western Europeans, levels of spatial varianc§ Qre most similar to
the British. For example, although the French are ocupationally
specialized, 1levels of variance in these occupations are no different
than the variance in the Britisk‘i?oup. The Western Europeans also
exiiibit an occupational structure which is as spatially varied as the
British except ro; small dirrerences\ih the percentagps employéd in
pri!mnry industries, trades and construction.

The five remaining minority groups show patterns of variation
that are dissimilar from the British in each of the EDUCAT, UNEMP,
MANAGE, and PRITRA categories., Thus, despite the apparent occupational
similarity of Eastern Europeans to the British, the F statistic
indicates that the spatial distributions of Eastern Europeans in these
categories varies significantly from the British. The Jews and Visible
Minorities who were previously shown to have higher status than the
British exhib;t levels of variation more different from the British
than any other groups. Despite their disproportionate representation
in higher ranking core occupations these large F ratios indicate that

their high status 1s not consistent across the Province.
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Native Indians with their high degree of segmentation in low
status occupations exhiqit the greatest differences in variation from
the British of any grou; 1n‘ PRITRA. Similarily, the patterns of
variation in the occupationally specialized Southern Europeans are
siénificantly different from the British in every category.

Overall the F statisties of Table 'yrz-a indicate that the
occupational segmentatiéh and socio-economic ranking of' ethnic
minoritf groups is reflected in various levels of spatial integration

throughout the regional structure of the Province.

3 Summary

Although the six variables of Taﬂie ViI-2 give only a segmented
view of occupations and relative socio-economic c¢onditions among
ethq;c groups, together they indicate several distinet spatial
diff;rences betweenvgroups.

" The t statistics showed that the occupations and socic-economic

status previously associated with the provincially aggregated sthnic

populations changed very little when broken down across Ontario's 5l

Census divisions. Of notable exception are the Southern Europeans
whose status‘in several measures increased among those members located
outside of thof} main concentration in Toronto. In contrast some
conditip£s of the Jews declined among members outside of  the

Toronto-centred core.
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Although the hierarchy of groups is not radically different when
measured across the ‘Province, thg large numbers of significant F
ratios indicate that most minority groups exhibit levels of spatial

variation very different from that of the British majority. Only the

French and Western Europeans appear to be integrated within é,

occugahion and sccio-economic stucture that is similar to that of the
British. All of the other groups, however, regardless of their status
;:r occupational scgmentabion _exhibi'c pﬁtterns of socio-economic
variation significantly different from that of the British.

Most of the significant F ratios in Table ViI-1 indicate
differences betweesn the British and wminority groups in terms of
spatial variance in' ocecupations, unemployment, and education. In

contrast, there is much 1less difference between the groups in the

—}

—

spatial variance of incomes, Spatial gariations in income are normally

explained by rogional‘difrerences in the labour market and education.
The data examined here, however, indicate that labour and education
are not equally ®associated with income in all ethnic groups. The
relationships between income and regional differences in

soclo-sconomic structure are explored in Chapter VIII.
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CHAPTER VIII - Multiple Regression Analysis of Regional Variations ’1

in Income among Ethnic Catefories in Ontario

-

1 The Multiple Regression Model

e

The previous chapter was concerned primarily with identifying the

differences between ethnic groups in levels of regionil socio~economic

integration. That analysis revgaled aub;tantial dif'ferences between i
groups but offered no explanation of how these differences arose. This
Chapter VIII will examine the abilitfr of the previously outlined
core-periphery n6d01 <;f regional structure to explain regional
Qirrer;nces in well.being. For each ethnic category variations in
wéll-beingy will be accounted for iﬁ relation to their regional
differences in —basic apcio-economic‘, occupation,r and éulbural
conditions .“}" In such an apalysis as this, where several variables must

be considered at one time the multiple regression model is a highly

appropriate technique. With the regression model it is possible to

sxamine the relative importance of different variables in explaining

spatial variations in well-being. A comparisou of regression equations
between each group will indicate if ragional variations in a group's

woll-being are a result of common, underiying regional differences in

‘ |
the soclo-economic structure of the Province, or the result of unique ‘
ethnic differences. ‘
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The comparison of income variations between the British and the
o ’

seven minorities is based on a stepwise regression model of the

§

following form:
yza+bx +‘L X 4+ ++o DX
- 11 22 10 10 L |
In this equatiqp the dependent variable to be explained is a surrogate
measure of well-being. Specifically, the :.;lepond&)t variable used is
“FAMINC, or the percentage of families with annual i;;comes ieas than or
equal to $7,999. This variable FAMINC is an indicator of peripheral .
conditions of well-being, or in other words, poverty. As a result the
peasure relateé only to the pourast percentage of eaeh group, which in
the British case agounts to 35.4% of all familiss in the group. This
pércentagé is typical of most groups, although the Native Indians have
a significantly higher percentage of families earning less than $7,999
(ses Table VI3).
In order to test the reliability of FAMINC, an identical
. regression analysis was performed using INDINC as the dependent
variable. ‘.}'rhis provided a measurs of income drawn from a different
segment clét the ethnie populations, namely individuals with incomes
greater than or esqual to $8,000. In many respects these tw% sets of
equations weres 1identical which therefore Justified [focussing the
analysis on the FAMINC equations alone.
Bach of the x variables in the equation are indnpendént
explanatory vﬁriatyles suggested by the core-psriphery model prgvioualy
ouuWr II. Nimerous research hypotheses which might

explain variations in the percentage of low~income families are
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implied by this model. However, those chosen for incorporation into

the regression analysis were determined primarily by the data
avallible and do not exhaust all tt;e possibilities. For the ) purposes
of the regression analysis in this study it -was hypothesized that the
percentage of low-income families is highest in those census

divisions;

A '

i) where only a smail pércentage of gr:oup members have some

university or eoliege education (EDUCAT).

.1i) where a large percentage of the group are unemployed

(UNEMP) .

" {11) where small percentages of a group's labour force are
m&pyed in management and administrative

occupations (MANAGE).

iv) where there are high percentages of a group in primary
occupations such as farming, hunting, fishing,
and trapping (PRIMAR).

v) where only small percentages of married couples include

one spouse of British ethnic origin (BRIMAR).
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vi) where there are large percentages of group members who

arrived in Ontario between 1966 and 1971 (IMMIG).

* -

t

) vii) where large percentages of a group res;de in rural areas

on farms (FARM).

viii) where a small percentage of the group resides in urban '

areas with populations over 30,000 (URBAN). -

:lx)A where small percentages of group members are single

(SINGLE). -

x) where distances from Toronto are greatest (DISCAP).

The large number of independent variables entered into the
regression equations" were nece.-.usary~ to cope with the varying
importance of different variables in each gr'oup.” It was expected that
periphevgl ,‘Jminority groups would be subject to some conditiions which Co T
would not affect the British. In order to test this possibility other
combinations of independent variables were entered into the equation.

Hany‘or these variables either failed to add significantly to the
percentage of FAMINC variation explained ‘by the variables alrn?y

listed, or were not independent of these variables. -

N
L4
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A critical assumption of the regression model, especially for the
- upooming analysis of partial regression coefficients, is that there is
minimal multicollinearity (ie. weak correlation) among the independent
variables. The 1independence of the final selection of vgriables is
indicated by the matrices of simple correlation coefficienta given 1in
Table A-3 of the Appendix.

The variables tested in the regression wodoal, but rejected from
the final equation are themselves revealing. Of particular note is the
absence of cultural measures frow the final equation. Some of the
hypothesized causal variables which did not exhibit a significant
relationship to FAMINC variation when controliing for the effests of
the 10 chosen variables include the foliowing:

L

1) That peripheral conditions are greatest where there is
a high percentage of group} members who are

non-Protestant (RELIG).

i1) That peripheral conditions are greateat where there is
a low percentage of group members whose mother tongue

TN is not :,nglish but who speak English most often

. \ at home ({THH

f(\ + 111) That periphe aﬂnditions are greatest where only a

smqll percentage of a group's members speak
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English at home (ENGHOM). y ‘

iv) That peripheral conditions are gdreatest in those counties
where the highest percentage of a group is

concentrated (GRPSIZ).

With the aid of the computer and the wultiple regression progran
available through SPSS [Nie, et al, 1975] FAMINC was regressed against
the ten independent variables in each of the eight ethnic categories.
The overall statistics of the } resultant regression equations are
listed in Table VIiII-t, and the padrtial regression coefficients of the
ten independent variables are given in Table VI1I-2. These squations
can be considered statistiocally reliable due to the large number of
degrees Qf‘ freedom, and the comparable number of cases incorporated
into the equations of each sroup: Nevertheless, caution must be
excercised vin the interpretation of tl"xe Eastern European and Visible
Minority categories which tend to be heterogeneous groups, and in the
analysis* of the Jews, whose population in several Census Divisions is
so smel]l that the percentage of families with low incomes tend to be

o

misleading.
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” . Table VIII-1
Hultiplo Regression Statistics of FPAMINC Equations for Eight Bthnic
Categories .
Ethnic Constant dar | 4 R
Category a )
' French +60.2 7,46 5.2¢ 48
Western
Buropean 130.6 8,46 ¢ 13,79 T4
Bastern
Buropean + 77.4 9,“5 T.3¢ B .63
Jewish + 19.7 1,30 6.9% .66
Southern
Buropean +« 319 9,45 2.0 .32
Visible
Minority + 73.5 9,37 1.6 32
Native
Indian +107.8 7,43 6.49 .54
"aignificant at .05 o
%
«166-




‘uoTeReIBed 9ETMdOLE J9jUG J0U PIP PIqETJRA X

*G0* 3% JUEOTJTUBTS enfea 3 40°0
*JUeTOTIJO00 UOTSSeITed TeIgaed Q0+
.mmm»wsvoloacﬂ S9TqeTIRA JUSPUSdOPUT JO P0URIZUS JO JOPJIO ( ) ahnm
L1 9°f #5'9 2t N #2°S .w.m FA
X get+ -l B g~ X g€+~ Ei*- 22°- 65°~ Ol*=~ uerpul
(L) (1) (£) ¢9) (8) (2) (s) (w) SATIRN
i0* g'e e 9° 2'1 20° #0'% "M €1 I A
g8~ Al R g 2+~ e~ tL°~  g0*~ 9t~ 60 1= 61+ LA3TJOUTH
(ot) (2) (8) {L) (9) (6) (L) (n) (8) (&) 9®1q78TA
%0° i*2 A a9h Y481 80° 60 9° n°t FA
c0°+ '+ e~ get+ q9° + 10*= RO*~  €0°+ 62°+ Lo*+ usedo.ngy
{oL) (n) {9) (€) (2) (2) (6) (9) (1) (L) uasyjnog
0L L at’s Le2 T #E'S  aw’S  z°Z #0°9
e+ L9~ A S he' - X 68+ 92~ 1L~ g+ X. ysthop
93] (8 ) (2) {8) (w) (V) (9) (¢)
wcn m-P O-N @- mh “CP ‘DN Nom .PQQP ﬂ_.
10+ g~ 98~ 1= 9i°- 9E° - RE"~ 60°~ 0L*+ 92+ uwedoung
(o1) (h ) (9) (L) {8) (s) (2) £) () (6) udeyeEy
L2 {0 sty sl'y .ao.wp st*il 8°L afi°gt £O°
X 9t~ Lo+ €2+ She L+ 68t~ e~ 60°~ gil*+ G0*+ uwedouany
(9) (6) (n) (9) (€) (1) L) (2) * (8) uaeisep
to* 4l } FAS t* #9°S R WS W84
10°~ b ¢ X 60°*+ 96+ 21°~ 19~ £0°~ 26°+ 6L°-
®) M) (S (L) (1Y (9 (8) () uousay
8 20’ Gl *2'S s€°9 9° sh" 01 FAS al‘EL - o
10°+ S0° - ghe+ £9°+ & 6°i+ QG+ %8 €0~ -~ 29°+ 0f*+
.48 (04) (6) (£) () (8 () (9) (2) (1) usyayag
{ Aac8eqe)
4¥081d ... WVHIMd JFDYNVH  HVRING dJWENN JTDNIS 1VONas Nvdun WHVE  DIWN _oiuull

807408998 OTUYIE IUPTE  JOJ sSUOTIENbE ONIWVY JO €3URTOTJJeO0) UOTssoJsBed TeTiaed

¢-IIIA ®o1qu]

-167.

e




i

2 Comparison of Regression Equations

In the following analysis of the regression equations it is
appropriate to begin with the British reference group first. It ia
evident fromw Tables VIII-1 and VIII-2 that within the British group
the 10 independent variables significantly explain 81% of the
variation in the percentage of low-income families (FAMINC). The first
four vari;ibles entering the equation, are percentage measures of
educational attainment {(EDUCAT), ruransm " (PARM), intermarriage
(BRIMAR), and unemployment (UNEMP), all of which have significant
partial regression coefficlents, and together account for 808 of the
total variation. The signs of each of these variables are in
accordance with their hypothesized relationship to FAMINC except the
percentage of families in which both spous&s are British (BRIMAR).
BRIMAR'; positive relationship with FAMINC contradicts the hypo::hesis

that marriage into the British origin group will lead to higher levels

of well-being. Rather this positive relationship suggests that the ‘

percentage of poor British families goes down where marriages ocour
outside the British group. It may be that individuals who marry
outside of their group tend to be innovative and therefore iikely to
sarn higher_*‘ incomes. It is more likely, however, that a 1large amount
of BRIMAR's variation in relation to FAMINC is captured by BRIMAR's
high correlation with SINGLE, the percentage of umarried individuals.
Table A-3 in Appendi;: 1 indicates that the simple correlation
coefficient\ between these two variables is significant at r= -.76. It
is difficult to determine why the correlation between these two
variables is so strong. Nevertheless, it implies that counties whioch

have & high proportion of British husband-and.wife families also tend
to have fewer single individuals.
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None of the remaining six variables in the equation are
significant dimensions of the core~periphery structure of well-being
within the Britlsh group. Part of the Kraason for this is that these
variables are olosely correlated with the variables which have
significant partial regression coefficients. For example, the
relationship between the percentage of low-income families (FAMINC)
and the proportion of recent immigrants (IMMIG) is captured by IMMIG's
high correlation with EDUCAT (rz +.75) and MANAGE (rs +.72). This is
no{: suprising as it was characteristic of British immigrants between
1966 and 1971 ato be ;'elatively Jwell educated and employed ia
man:ugerial or administrative occupations. Also, in maay socio-economic
studies, measures of urbanism (URBAN) tend to be powerful explanatory
variables of well-being [Hecht,1982]. In the British equation,

however, much of the variation in URBAN which is related to FAMINC is

assum;sd by the measure of ruralism, PFARM, with which 1t has a
significant simple correlation of r: -.53. Finally, most of the
variation in FAMINC that 1is related to the occupation catsgories
MANAGE and PRIMAR has been captured by another powerful explanatory
variable EDUCAT. The simple correlation coefficients from Table A-3
indicate that MAGE is very strongly related to EDUCAT with rz .88,
and PRIMAR is significantly related to both EDUCAT (r= ~-.51) and FARM
(rz +.65).

None of the equations of the.seven minority categories explain as

much varlation " in the percentage of low-income families, or include

. the same variables as does the British equation,‘ Regression
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’ equations differ from the research hypotheses given above.

coefficients are highest and the F values most significant for the

Weatern Europeans (5! = T4%), the Jews (R =:66%), and the Eastern
Europeans (R =63%). A much smaller percentage of variation in FAMINC f’
is significantly (explained by the regression model within the Native |
Indian (R =54%), and the French (R =U8%) groups. The regression {
coefficients are insignificant in both the Southern European (R=32%), L |
and Visible Minority (R=32%) groups. These frigures attest to the «
varying relevancy of the theorized core-periphery model to certain Ji
ethnic categories. A closer examination of the partial regression ;

|

|

coefficients will 1ndicateA in more detail the extent to which these

3 Analysis of Independent Variables

In this section, the partial regression coefficients are
disocussed in the order of their importance. The four most significant
variables include EDUCAT, FARM, BRIMAR and UNEMP, and tﬁose of lesser

importance include IMMIG, URBAN, SINGLE, MANAGE, and PRIMAR, and |

DISCAP. Readers less interested in the details of this analysis can

e

turn directly to the regression summary in Section 4 ‘of this Chapter.

The perccm;aqe of group members with some university or eol}.ege
educstion, EDUCAT, 1s the most important variable with significant |
partial regression coefficients in 5 of the 8 ethnic categories. Among 11
the British, Prench, Western Europeans, Jewa,band Visible Minorities, ‘

EDUCAT is the first variable entering the stepwise regression
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_____the per e of poor Southern European families.

.

equation. Although less impoftant among the remaining ethnic
categories, EDUCAT is inversely related to FAMING as hypothesized.
This reflects the widespread belief in 1971 that standards of living
increase with the level of education attained. Nevertheless, vhen
holding the effects of other variables constant, EDUCAT 1is not
significantly pélated to FAMINC variation within the l;ﬁmtem European,
Southern European and Native Indian minorities. In both the Baatern
European and Native Indian groups some of the variation in FAMINC
which 1s related to EDUéAT has been captured by EDUCAT's correlation
to the percentage of group members in primary industries (PRIMAR). The
simple correlation coefficient bei:ween EDUCAT and PRIMAR is +.U5 in
the Native Indian group and +.55 among the Bastern ZFuropeans ‘In the

Southern European category, levels of educational attainment do not

appear to be directly, or even indirectly, related to variations in

‘ In.five of.the eight groups. the percentage of group members
residing on farms (FARM) is positively and significantly correlated
with the percentage of low-income families. This is oconsistent with
Ontario's core-periphery structure which, as noted earlier in Chapter
2, D.M. Ray observ;xd to be predominantly urbdan-rural in nature. That
thia relationship is signifiéant within the: glmost enl.irely urbanized
Jewish population is very suprising. However, an examination of the
simple correlation ocoefficients showed that some of the variation in

FAMINC associated with FARM is captured by a significant relationship

between FARM and the rate of unemployment (UNEMP) (r= +.58). Within
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the Southern Eufopean group although FARM 1is the firat variable
entering the equation, its partial regression coefficient indicated
that FARM is insignificant when controlling for the effeots of other
variables. Similarily, FARM 1s very unimportant within the Visible
Minority group. In both these ‘cases it is not suprising that FARM is
insignificant considering that less than 1% of each of these groups
reaic@e on farms. Although slightly more important within the Native

Indian category, FARM's unusual inverse relationship with FAMINC

- suggests that unlike the other sethnic categories farming 1is an

activity associated with higher family incomes.

The percentage of families with a British spouse (BRIMAR) is one
of of the first five variables ent.eri?xg the stepwise regression
procedure in six groups and is significant as:. a partial regression

coefficient in four groups, namely the British, Western Europeans,

Southern Europeans, and Native Indians. Suprisingly, the same

ungxpected positive relationship betweeir BRIMAR and FAMINC that was
found in the British éroup is also evident in the Western European and
Southern European groups. Tr;e reason for this unexpected relationship
is not clear. It ;xay be that members in ‘: these groups who have not

married into the British are longer term residents from rural areas

* and are less well off than than wore recent immigrants in the

Toronto-centred core. Within the Native Indian category the
significant partial %-egression coefficient shows a oorrecﬁ negative
relationship, sugge;ting that family incomes are higher wt:ere larger
percentages of the group have married into the British ethnic origin
group. This same negati?e relationship is evident among the Eastern
Europeans, and the Visible mno;ities, although in these éroupa the

relationship is not significant.
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Unemployment (UNEMP) is the fourth variable entering the British

equation which is significant when controlling for the effects of all
other variables, The relationship between FAMINC and UNEMP is
signifiecant and ‘positive as hypothesized only within the British,
Heste;n European and Southern European groups. Within the other
minorities FAMINC peems to be independent of any regional differenees
in unemployment. ‘

Spatial proximity to Toronto (DISCAP) is the fifth variable to
enter the British equation and is poaitifely related to the percentage
of low-income families, as hypothesized, in four groups. This suggests

a weak tendency for peripheral ‘eonditions to increase in the

important of all the variables in the eight equations. This implies
that tr\;e spatial pattern of low-incoiu variation in ‘Ontario is :wt
characterised by a sinmple dis;anee-decay function. ‘1 Geographic
separation alone is not a direct cause of poverty, but 1is indirectly
related to it through variations in educational levels, urbanism etc.
As previously mentioned, six of the ten independent variables do
not have any significant relationship with FAMINC in the British
category, namely, IMMIG, URBAN, SIKGLE, " MANAGE, PRIMAR and DISCAP.
Mareover of these six variables only one, SINGLE, has more than one
significant partial regressioxi coefficient across the seven minority
categories. Specifically, 113 the Western BREuropsan® group, SINGLE
entered the squation on the third step with a highly significant

partial regression coefficient. As hypothesized the variable SINGLE,
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being a measurs of %ndivid‘ual mobility, is inversely related to the
percentage of low-income families in a Census Division. In the Jewish
category, rhowever', SINGLE has a signi.ficapt:ly positive resaltionship
with PFAMINC. It is possible that single Jews have fewer ethnic
associations and therefore benefit leas ‘from the mutual support
~available in the Jewish community. In the remaining groups there 15 no
evident association between FAMINC and SINGLE, except perhaps in the
‘3] Bastern European and Native 1Indian groups where | there 1is’ an
‘insignificant but correct ;i.nverse relationship.
. o The four remaining vaciabley IMMIG, URBAN, MANAGE; and PRIMAR

weére were the least important, with only URBAN and MANAGE each

e ——

iafodueing a single significant partial regression coefficient.
¢ Recency of arrival to Ontario, as measured by IMMIG entereﬁ the
l;'}?rench equation on the second step, and entered the Visible Minority
Lnd Native Indian equations on the third and fourth steps. Only in the
Visible Minority g‘ou;p, however, is the relationship of IMMIG to
FAMINC consistent with the hypothesized model,  indicating that the
percentages of low-ircome individuals increased where there were
larger percentages of new immigrants. In cont:ras? the small numbers of
recent immigrants among the French anl Vative Indian groui)s tend to
have high levels of education and to be employed in higher status
ooc_:upations than longer-term residents of these groups.

In most ethnic categories the percentage living in large. urban
at'e;s (6RBAN) ia inver#ely related to the percentage of low-income
families as was hypothesized. This relationship is of most importance

-
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in the Native Igpdian group wheée it entered the equation on the second
step and §n the Eastern European group where URBAN entered the
equation on the third' step. Notadbly, only in the Southern European
group are higher percent;ges of low-income ‘fanilies associated with
large urban areas. f; trial runs of the regressi&n model tye variable
CITY (all urban areas) was substituted for URBAN (urban areas over
‘30,000) with the result that CITY had significant partial regression
coefficients in six of the eight groups. This suggests that regionai
variations in FAMINC have more to do with the advantages of
urbanization in general than the size of ﬁéban areas.,”

In view of the theoretical role traditionally associated with\

occupational status in determining 1levels of well-being, it is

~ suprising that the variables MANAGE and PRIMAR are not more important

in nmore of the eight regression eduations. The percentage of a group

in management and administrative occupations (MANAGE) entered the

‘regression equation of the Native Indians on the first step, of the

Jews on the second step, and of the Southern Europeans on the fifth
step. In the Jewigh group the partial regression coefficient of MANAGE
is significant, reflecting somewhat the occupational specialization of
.this group in high status Jjobs. In each of these groups the
relationship of MANAGE to FAMINC is negative as  hypothesized,
suggesting that the percentage of these groups in MANAGE occupations

has 3ome bearing on the percentage of low-income families.
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The percentage of a group in primary industries (PRIMAR) is of
slight importarnce in the oquatibns‘of the Eastern Turopeans, Southern
Europeans, and Visible Minorities. In the v1§£ble Minority . category,
where PRIMAR entered the equation on the second step, the relationship
between FAMINC an& PRIMAR was positive as expected. The positive sign
was also correct in the Southern European and Native Indian equations.
In the Eastern Buropen category, however, and in three other groups,
the relaéionship betuoen' FAHINC and PRIMAR was negative sugéesting
that the percentage of loé-income families declined in those counties
where the percentages of these groups in primary occupations were
highest. This can reflect that groups such as the East;rn Europeans
are concentrated in primary industries in which wages are protected
through unign contracts, whereas a higher percentage of Southern

Europeans might be found in non-unionized construction sectors.

y Regression Summary

Overall, the multiple regression analysis has shown that there is.

>

considerable variation betﬁeen group;. The difference betwsen majority
and minority equations is an Qxcellent indicator of the extent to
which sethnic ninorities are integrated within the regional
socio-economic structure of the Province. -

| In terms of both the percentage of variation explained in the
percentage of low-income families, and the number of aign;tioant

partial regression coefficients, it is the weafprn European category
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which shows the greatest similarity to the British. Less variation in
FAMINC was explained by the Jewish' and Frenoch equations, and both

equations were simpler with ) four and thres significant partial

regression coefficients. Nevertheless,  despite the  distinct
I * ’

socid-sconomic status ,’ occupétibnal specializatipn, and ~ voluntary
segregation of ;tho Jewish and French groups, they both show
substantial 1levels of {integration into the hypptiieaizeq region?l
socio-economic structure. The relatively high levels of integration
shown by the Western Europeans, Jews and” the Prench can be explained,
in part, by the similar leggth of time these groups have been
establis_{:ed in Ontat'ip, and the inte-rdependont roles they have held in
the deveiopment of the Province. 7

Equations of each of the four remaining minorities explained:  less
variation in FAMINC and are ngxe;h simpler, showing only one or two

significant partial regression 'coofric:.onts. There is sc;me similarity

to the British equation in tems»,orf the variables with significant

_partial regression coefficients in the Southern Europeans (BRIMAR,

UNEMP), the Eastern Europeans (FABM), and ia the Visible Minorities

(EDUCAT). In the Native Indian group,“; however, only BRIMAR is common
to the other groups, but even here the sign of the partial regression

coefricient is different, being negative. The well-being of these four

groups within Ontario's regional system 13” highly dependent on very

limited segments of the socio-economic structure.
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The significance of }nréicular variables in the regression uodel
were very revealing. As noted previously, levels of education and
ruralisa proved Lo be of greatest significance in most groups. However
in contrast to the assumed importance of the cultural div;ision of
labour, occupations were o --gligible independent significance when
co:;trolling for the etreot; of education and ruralism. As noted
previously cultural factors | ‘t;ere insignificant in explaining
variations in well-being. Several trial regression runs revealed that
measures of aocultmtli:n, suoch as language and religion were of
little 1uportano§. In addition, British intermarriage, as a measurs of
;:;riltry assimilation, showed the hypothesized i{nverse relationship
with the percentage of low-income families only within the Native
Indian populatio% Among the British, Western Eurobe:na. and Southern
Zuropeans, however, the relationship was not as predioted.

The inabi}ity of the hypothogized core-periphery model to explain
nore variatioq ‘or wol‘i-boing in some groups is an indication that
these grodps are only partially integrated within Ontario's regional
so&io-oconnie structure. In addition, it also indicates that thog‘core

periphery explanatory model is of primary relevance to the predominant

socio-sconomic system of the British majority. Overall, the

core-periphery concept is an ethnocentric wodel devised by, and

pertaining to, the British majority, or those who have integrataed into

¢ <

that majority.
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CHAPTER IX - Summary and Conclusions

1 Sumsary

The purpose of this thesis has been to develop and test a
theoretical model of ethnic group interaction in a regilonal
socio-economic system. A model of ethnic polarization was developed in
Chapter 1T based on previocus studies of ethnic stratification in
Canada, and Friedmann's core-periphery model of regional structure .and
development. This model describes the 1nt¢;'aotion of ethnic groups in
regional economic systems as follows.

Rthnie ainorities tend to enter the resional economic systew of 2
dominant ethnic majority with a relatively depressed status as a
result of discrinimtion, dissimilarities in IW and r;eligion,
and differences in education and eamployment expori;nco. They have
little choice but to take work where the greatest opportunities exist;
a3 unskilled labourers in urban areas, or in the labour intensive
growth industries of the resource rrontie?s.' Conseguently, in contrast
to members of the dominant wmajority, disproportionate numbers of
sthnic minorities oonoentrate in  ocoupations of subordinate
socio-economic status. This lower status of the minority population is
linked to their geographically peripheral locations in the regional
struocture. Not only are - ethnic minorities pushed to peripheral
locations as immigrants, but over time the lack of opportunities and
the inaccessibility of peripheral locations impedés the, integration of

minorities into the larger regional systea. T r# ,
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Chapter III provided an historical overview of the role of ethnic
groups in Ontario's settlement and regional development. From the
literature it was osﬁblishod that the British majority, with their
¢harter status, dominated oritical aspects of the Province's
development. Until the last twd decades the British maintained their
dominance as a.n ethnic group in Ountario by favouring British
immigrants and discouraging individuals of dissimilar ethnic origin.
Being the largest percentage of immigrants in all periods of economic
development, the British in 1971 were distributed throughout the
entire Province.

Ethnic minorities, however, tended to concentrate in different
sectors of the Province depending on the period of regional
davolopuent and the ethnic co-pogition of imigr(ant. populations during
that ﬁeriod. Germans, and most northern Europeans, being culturally
similar to the British were admitted to Canada in the earliest period
of asricqltural cqlonizatlon, and settled primarily {n southwestern
Ontario. AL the Province industrialized and the dJdemand for cheap
labour gres, more dissimilar ethnic groups were admitted to Canada. In
general individuals of Eastern and Southern Ruropean origin, and
Prench origin migrated to the industrial areas of northern Ontario.
Finally, the liberalization of immigration policies in recent decades
has introduced large percentages of the ‘:thcr' sthnic groups into an

inocreasingly urbanised population in the Toronto-centred core.:

1)
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In Chapter 1V census data revealed that the socio-cultural
distinotions between the British majority and the ethnic minorities
have persisted up to 1971, defining clear differences between at least
eight major ethnic categoribs. These LInclude the British, French,
Western Ruropeans, Eastern Europeans, Jews, Southern Europeans,
Visible Minorities, and Native Indlans.

} spatial analysis of the distribution of these eight chnic
categories in Chapter V 1indicated several distinot pattofua of
regional concentration. Location quotients revealed that in 1971 most
minority groups remained over-concentrated around areas of their
historical settlement. Thus disproportioriate numbers of French and
Native Indians were ooncentrated in northern Ontario or in areas
remote from the Toronto-centred core. Western Eurbpe;ns. and to a
lesser extent Eastern Zurupeans wers concentrated iu both southwestern
Ontario and in industrial areas of the north. More rec;nt immigrant
groups such as the Southern Buropeans, Visible Minorities, and Jews
proved to be exceptions to the core-psriphery model being bheavily
conventrated in Toronto. Although the oentvograﬁhio analysis revealed
a tendency for minorities to disperse between 1911 and 1971, this did
not signify their spatial integration into the regional distribuﬁiou

of the British majority.

The spatial polarization of ethnic minorities in Ontario 1is

linked to their sooio-economio ineduglity in relation to the British
majority. In Chapter VI an analysis of occupations, incomes, and

. |
education suggested that oconditions within the core group had not
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penetrated equally into all minority groups. Among the Western and
1 «

Eastern  Buropeans patterns of occupational specialization and

soclo~economic status proved to be similar to those of the British . \

—— group., Nevertheless, both these ninority ocategories tend to have

slightly lower incomes, and to be more concentrated than the British

in the primary, manufacturing, construction, and trade occupations.

-This reflects, in part, their dispcoportionate distributions. in the
northern Ontario periphery. Other than this occupational difference
, the Westerr; and Eastern Europeans and the British share similar
H‘ socio~cultural attributes, and douparable levels of spatial and |
j soclo-economic integration.
In every measure of soclo-economic¢ well-being employed in thias
i

study the Jewish group has been polarized at the core extreme. Large

percentages of this group have attained hizherr levels of education,

S
tend to be over-represented in high income categories and hold high .
t b status occupations. Reflecting their high degree of segmentation in ‘
\\\
the core labour market, Ontario's Jews are almost entirely e

concentrated in Toronto. Similarily, the‘ Visible Minority group, also
characterized by higher levels of education and high job status tend
to be concentrated in the Toronto-centred region. Their lower 1neom;a,
however, can reflect ’ highor rates our unemployment and possibly
differential treatment in the core labour market. Although both the |
Jews and the Visible Minorities are culturally dissimilar from the v
British, their high levels of edication and  English-speaking

competence has enabled them to attain acore occupations.
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Southern Furopeans are characterized by lower incomes and a high
degree of job segregation in low status ocoupationx;. Their distinet
ethnic difference‘; from the British, their low levels of
sooio-economic well-being, and their skewed spatial distributions are
all characteristics of peripherality. However, the tendency for
Southern Europeans to congregate as "urban villagers®, especially
within the Toronto core, suggests that they can be better described as
peripheral enclaves within the core.

’ 'rhio French rank among the nj;norities with the loweat levels of
socio-economic well-being and e&ucationul opportunity. In relation to
the British they are under-represented in management and professional
occupations, and over-represented in primary industries, manufacturing
and trades, although they show no distinct patterns of accupational
segmentstion. The gconcentrations of the French in Ontario's eastern
and ‘northustern margins, their distinot socio-cultural attributes,
and their low levels of socio-economic well«being are all clear
indicators of' this group's peripherality.

In every socio-sconomic measurs of well-being, Ontario's Native

Indians have been polarized at the peripheral extreme. As an ethnic

\oatosory they show high levels of unemployment and are highly

segregated in low status jobs, including occupations marginal to the
larger labour force. With low-levels of educational attainment there
is 1little opportunity for this group to achieve greater sooial
?obility. The Native Indian's great socit;-cultur;l and socio-economio
contrasts to the British majority and their conoentratiofx on remotely
located reserves are distinc;' indicators of this groups

peripherality.
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A comparison of regional variations in soeid-geoononic well-being
between ethnlo oategories was the foous of Chapters VII and VIIL.
Statistical tests of differences (means and variance) between the
British and the ethnic minorities indicated that all ethnic
minorities, to a greater or lesser extent, showed socio-economic
polat:ization in several dimensions across the Province. Although
measures of family and individual income suggested similar regional
variations in wollﬁb;ing, other indicators including occupations,
unemployment, and education revealed important dissimilarities between
groups in terms of their regional integration. ‘

The rather segmented analysis of well-being in g;iapter VII was

followed Dby the multiple regression analysis in Chapter VIII, which
examined the assoclation between several sooio-economic dinngions and

provided a ocomposite and comparative model of regional economic

istegration. Withim the British group the regression " equation was
sucessful in explaining most of the variation in the percentage of
low~inoome families mccording to regional differences in educational
T Tattainment, ruralism, intermarrisge,  and unemploywent. In general
regional variations of well-being in the majority or core group were

consistent with va“riat;qn\o hypothesized by the core-periphery model.
A similar ocore-periphery model of variation was evide: though
neither as strong nor as aoaplex, among the Western Europeans, Jews, N
and Prench. Among the Eastern Mmms core-periphery iation
b proved to bs even weaker and simpler, with the only important

independent variadble being ruralism (FARM). The Native Indian, Visible
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Minority and “Southern Buropean groups showed little evidence of
integration into the core-periphery structure typical of any of the
other /groupsﬂ. Moreover, regional variations j.n these groups were
associated with variablos of little mpor*iance among the other ethnlc
groups. This attests to the marginality and highly segmented roles of
the Native Indians, Visible Minorities and Southern Europeans in

- 3
ntario's regional soclo~economic structure.

A

2 Conclusions

In conclusion, the geuneral evidence presented 1in this stgdy
replioates previous ethnic¢ studies which identify a polarized
socio-economic structure in Ontario. In geographic terms, however, the
disparities between ethnic majority and aminorities are not strongly
correlated with a oore-peripherytspatial pattern in all groups. A
core-periphery spatial pattern 1is evident among the groups that
arrived in Ontario during early periods of agrioul-turtl colonization
and frontier development. More recent ethnic sminorities, however,
continue to enter the Province with a depressed entrance status but
are not pushed to the regional geographic periphery to the same
extent .

In some respects therefore the core-periphery nod’l of regional
stucture is of 1limited utility. It has not adequately, acoounted for
the changing structure o( the Province as seen in the inoreasing

concentration of diseconomies and peripheral conditions within the
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core, and the presence of core-like conditions in the geographic
periphery. Other models, such as central-place theory, that roeuQ on
rural-urban processes may be applicable and offer further insight to
this problem. In addition, the core-periphery model has been shown to
be of primary relevance to the Province’s ethnic majority, revealing
that several ethnic nminorities with their unique socio-cultural
attributes, are exceptions to this model. sOverall, the evidence
examined has not revealed previously unknown patterns but has
‘established that the hypothesized aore-periphery model of regional
variation is evident , although not for all groups, in the Census datg
available. AS a resylt this model has several implications for
government policy and for futurs research. ’

It is difficult to base specific policy implications that are
relevant 50 current soclal and economic processes in Ontarioc on data
pertaining oniy to 1971. Moreover, the independent variables used in
this study are not all amenable to adjustient through -government
intervention. The peripheral status of many groups is largely a result
of processes of economic polarization (ie. ruralism, uneaployment)

-

¢
which have not been readily influenced by conventional governmental

“tools of regional eo;monic development. Nevertheless, for general

policy purposes this study does suggest that the processes which
determine regionsl income variations within the British will not be
operative within all ethnic minority groups. As‘ a re?ult, it 1is
ethnocentric and inocorrect to assume that the.status of minority

groups will improve everywhere siuply bl sncouraging 'highor levels of

—oduu‘t.:loml attainmant. In order to be effective, policies intended to

. TemOve ethng.e disparities must be adjusted to meet the specific

ragional needs of ethnic minorities.
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‘i‘he results of this thesis indicate that the core-periphery model
is a valmbie framework in which future studies of ethnic ianteraction
can be synthesized. The focfxs of #this study on aggregate ethnic
categories, at one point in time, and in one region, has highlighted
several themes requiring further research. Of greatest relevance to

the specific model developed in this paper is an analysis of progesses

of socio-sconomic and spatial integration over time. Time-series data

from both the;'1971 and 1981 Census' would give a better indication of
regional variations 1in the persistence of ethnic 1dentities and
peripheral conditions. In addition to a more elaborate data base, it
would be of value to refine and experiment with other quantitative
methods of analysis. For example, a factor analysis might provide a
concise method for illustrating and comparing the complex regional
variations in socioc-economic varigpion between ethnic groups. ‘

Finally, many i‘or this study's conclusions whict{ pertain to the
regional scale can be taken as hypotheaei to be substantlated with
greater detall at a local scale. The core-periphery model provides an
excellent framework in which to integrate exiatiris and future studies
of ;pecirio ethnic comsunities. Of partiodlar relevancs to the fate of
ethnic groups in ’Ontario is Friedmann's hypothesis that the
deprivation and dependency lof peripheral populations will eventually
provoke social conflict and change. For example, among such f)eripheral
groups as the French in' northeastern Ontario, and the Province's
native I»ndianf’/ir/lere is substantial evidence of a revived sethnic
identity and politicization as ethnic groups. Further research, at
both regional and 1local scales, 1:#‘:?.0” ethnic group 1dentit1;s,
organization and maintenance would congrlbute To ong nnderstanding ot;

this phenomenon.
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APPENDIX 1 - Data Description

Most of the data used in the historical anhalyses of Chapters III
to V was collected from previously published eéthnocultural studies and
tables of the Canadian Census. The Gocus of this study, however, is
based onh denographic and socio-economic statistical data collected
trom the 1971 Census of Canada through custom tabulations done by
Statistics Canada. The coll#ction of this data was financed with a
grant {rom the Volkswagen Foundation of Germany as part of a larger
research project into ”Ethnidity in Central Canada®. This project was

jointly administered by Dr. Alfred Pletsch of Philips University in

Marburg, West Germany, Dr. Ludger Mull&r-ﬁilla of McGill University in
Montreal, and Dr. Alfred Hecht of Wilfrid Laurier University.

The 1971 Census data is excellent for a comparative and
geographic analysis of ethnic groups iﬁ Ontario. Stored on computer
tapes at Wilfrid Laur;er University, t&; data consists ot'19 tables in
which 130 variable categpfics are cross-tabulated in various
combinations for o!ch of the 43 ethnic origin groups defined in the
Census. One of these tables, for sxample, contains popualation counts
of the experienced labour force in Ontario, showing 43 ethnic origin
groups by 24 ocoupation oatogories;wby’&”ﬁ@ge and salary categories.
From these tables over 31 variables were selected for analysis in this
study. Definitions for all selsoted variables and tgeiq code names

used in this study are listed in Table A-1 of this appendix.
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All of the 1971 Census data was collected for each of the S5i
census divisions in Ontario; These spa@;g} units ar'e equivalent to
Ontario's county and distriet bdoundariss whose names are used
throughout this study. Figure A-1 shows both the 1971 Census division
numbers and thelr gorresponding c&unty names.

In order to colleét comparable da;a“ from Sthe various census
ﬁerioﬁs it was necessary to accomodate cha;ges in the numbers of
counties and in their boundaries by combining several Census divisions
into a standard, 53 'spatial units. As a result of this there are 53
spatial units used in the historical analysis and 54 in the analysis
of the 1971 data, the difference being" that Toronto (CD=zl9) is
combined with York (CD=54) .

‘The use of Census divisions as analytic _spetial units places
limitations on the analysis <hh1ch must be recognized. Of greatest
concern is that each Census aivisiqn répresenta an arbitrarily defined
aggrogate of people. As a result it is not possible to account rér the
behaviouré of individuals, or to examine spatial patterns of
distribution within: tﬁeae somatimes vast and irregular regions. In
addition, it is not possible to uagningfﬁlly divide ethnic groups into’
54 dicrete ethnic communities.

Nevertheless, as the focus 1s‘neither on spscific ethnic groups, nor
on distinct ethnic communities, the cholce of spatial units does not
detrao; from the study's objective to compare how soclo-economic
conditions within ethnically Qotined agaregates of people differ

across a vast regional space.
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’ Figure A-1 .
Ontario Census Divisions, 1971

1. ALLOMA 17.
2. BRANT 18.
i, BRUCE 19.
«. COCHRANE 20.
b}
L3

' DUFFERIN  21.
rd . DUNDAS 22.
s/ .. DURHAM 23.
&. ELCIN b I

¥." ESSEX 25.
10, FRONTENAC 6.
tp.  GLENGARRY 2.

7

- 12, GRENVILLE  28.
e V5. CREY 29.

e 14, HALDIMAND 3.

: Q‘ ». WALIBLRTON 31

f 15 32,

« ONTARIO CENSUS DIVISIONS

bﬂndaﬂErn
©o 0 oW wm
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HASTINGS
HURON g
KENORA

KENT
LAMBTON
LARARK
LEEDS

LENNOYX and ADDINGTON

MARITOULIN
NIDDLESEX
MUSKOKA
NTAGARA
NIPISSING
NORFOLK
NORTHUMBERLAND
ONTARIG
DTTACA-CARLETON
O\FORD

PAKRY SOLND
PEEL

©LRIR

FL IERYOROVEH
PRESCOTT
PRINCE EDWARD
RAINY RIVER
RENFREW
RLESELL
SINCOE
STORMONY
SUDBURY
THUNDER BAY
TIMISKAMING
TORONTO
VICTORIA
HATERLOO
WELLINGTON
WENTWORTH

¥
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In the historical analysis it was necessary to accomodate changes

L1

in the definition of ethnic origin. Comparable ethnic origin data

could oﬂly be drawn from the five Census periods in which the

definition of ethnic origin was reasonably consistent. These included .’

1811, 1911, 1931, 1951, 1971, Even so thers are considerable

variations between Census periods in the numbers and kinds of ethnic

origin groups. According to Ryder's [1955] analysis of the historical

use of Census origin statistics, ethnic origin groups pust be

aggregated into standard analytical categories. Consequently ethnic

origin groups were regrouped into seven categories consistent over all

pex;iodad The members in each of these categories face common options
and  command similar resources in the Province's social hierarchy.
These include the British, FPrench, N&rthom Buropeans, Southern
EBuropeans, Visible Minorities, and Kative Indians. The individual
origin groups that were; aggregated into the:;e seven categories are
listed for each Census period in Table A-2 of this appendix. As this
1ist shows when the 1971 data 1s examined by itself the Northern
European category is bx”'bken down further into Western Buropeans,

Bastern Europeans, and Jews.
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A - Demographic Variables ﬁ‘
) | ‘

URBAN

CITY

RURAL

 FARM

1

TABLE A-1 - Index to Varlables

b
Proportiqﬁn of individuals 5 years and older whose

place of| residence is in a municipality with a
| s

populatxfon greater than 30,000.

Proportion of individuals 5 years and older whose
place of residence is in a municipality with a
population of 1,000 or over, and a density of at

least 1,000 per square mile.

Proportion of individuals 5 years and older whose
place of residence is in a non-urban municipality

but not situated on g farm.
K o B
¥ d

v
[

]
Proportion of individuals 5 'year; and older whose
plade of residence is j‘:n a non-urban :aunicipalyity
énd situated on an agricultural holding of one or
more, acres and with sales of agricultural produce

of $50.00 or more in 1970.
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NATIVE

IMIG

POSWAR

GRPSIZ

DISCAP

i

Proportion of all individuals who were born in

Canada.

Proportion of individuals 5 years and older whose

place of residence in 1966 was either in a province

other than Ontario, or outside of Canada.
R

Proportion of individuals 15 years and 3ider who

immigrated into Canada between 1946 and 1971.

Proportion of the total group population residing

in each Census Division.

. Straight line distance in miles from Toronto to

.. largest population centre in each Census Division.

) - B = Socio-cultural Variables

!

ROMAN

" PROTES .

Proportion of all individuals affiliated with

the Roman Catholic¢ denomination.

Proporti?n of all individuals affiliated with

the Protestant denomination.
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- RELIG

ENGTON

ENGHOM

OTHHOM

BRIMAR

SINGLE

Prortion of all individuals affiliated with .
the Roman Catholic or any other religious

denomination except Protestant.

Proportion of all individuals whose mother tongue,

or language first learned in childhood and still 1

understood-is English.

Proportion of all individuals who speak English

most frequently at home.’

Proportion of all individnals with a mother tongue
Y .
other than English who speak RBnglish most often

at home.

Proportion of husband and wife families in which ‘ k

one spouse is of British ethnic origin.

Proportion of all individuals who are separated,

divorced, and never married.

C = Sociow-economic Variables
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EDUCAT Proportion of individuals between ages 25 and 65

with some university or college education.

& : I

|
UNEMP Proportion of individuals 15 years and ¢lder in !‘

¥

|

labour force who are unemployed. iy ﬁ
- |

|

4

BUSEMP Proportion of individuals 15 years ‘and older in
i
labour force who are self-smployed in business.

#

-—_ t

MANAGE Proportion of individuals 15 years and older {n

i ; /? ";'

labour force with managerial, administrative, and YT
and

o
—

related occupations.

PROFES Proportion of individuals 15 yeéars and older in ;
'Labour force with occupations in natural sciences,
. engineering and mathematics,. social sciences and
related fields, rel?gion, teaching and related,
medicine and health, artistic, literary, ) ;

recr;étiqnal and related.

CLERIC Proportion of individuals 15 years and older in | |
labour force with occupations in clerical and

|
|
retall, sales, and services. |
|

" |

PRIMAR Proportion of individuals 15 years and older in |
| % ‘1

2 |

1
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labour force with occupations in Taraing,
horticulture, and animal husbandry, fiéhing,
hunting, trapping and related, forestry and-
t logging, mining, and quarrying including oil

and gas fields.

§ »

i?ADE Proportion of individuals 15 years and g}der in

. labour force with occugations in processsing,

maching and related, product fabricating,

assembly and repairing, construction trades.
PRITRA Combination of PRIMAR and TRADE categories.

HISTAT Proportion of individuals 15 years and older in
MANAGE and PROFESS occupation categories earning
. 2
wages and salaries grealer Lhan or equal to

$10,000.

LOSTAT Proportion of individuals 15 years and older in
- [ PRITRA occupation category earning wages and

) |
salaries less than or equal to $4,999.

D ~ Income Variables
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FAMINC

LOWINC

INDINC

AVINC

Proportion of families in which the sum of total
incomes received by all members%bf the ramilf
15 years and older is less than or equal to

$7,999. o

Proportion of individuals between 25 and 65 years

with total 4incomes less than or equal to $4,999.

Proportion of individuals between 25 and 65 years
with total ineomeg'greater than or ;qual to
$8,000.

Average total .’mucom1 per fear for largesat athnic
origin group in ethnic category. {ie. British,
French, Germwan, Ukrainian, Jews, Italian, Chinese,

Native Indian )

Total income refers to all income received during

1970 from wages and salaries, business and
professional pvactice,ﬂrarm operations, family and
youth allowances, government old age pensiona,

other government payments, retirement pensions,

bond and deposit interest and dividends, other

~196-




i
| ’ g
| = -
| investment sources. BRI -
g .
\‘7 -
|
J
) -
|
J{ 2 Wages and salaries includes income earned from .
| ’ : : ]
.i employment in 1970 before deductions for income -tax,
; pensions, and unemployment insurance. - .
i -7 '
1
: ,
[ b
| .
|
1! i
| 4
}i ér t '
w‘\ o —
|
|
‘& —~
i
4 :
’ v
.
L .
|
i
A
p a .
) «197 - ~ I
{
i It




I\\t

TABLE A-2 - Index to Ethnic Categories

Ethnic Categories Cenisus Ethnic Groups

N

1871
Census of Canada 1870-71, Vol. 1 Table III: Origins of the

Paople pp 252-281.

1t British - English, Irish, Scotch, Welsh

2 French
3 Northern European Dutch, German, Jewish, Russian-

Polish, Scandinavian, Swiss

4 Southern European Greek, Italian, Spanish-

Portuguese
.5 Visible Minorities

African, Hindoo
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6 Native Indian

T Other _

Halfbreed, Indian

Other, and Not Given

# -

1911

Census of Canada 1910<11, Vol. IT Table ¥Ii: Origins of

fo

‘the People by Subdistrict pp. 20U-253

1 British
2 French

3 Northern European

¥ Southern Buropean

v

English, Irish, Scotch, Welsh

-German, Austro-Hungarian,
Belgian, Bulgarian, Dutch,
Je“iSh, POIiSh’ RUSSiaﬁy ©

Seandinavian, Swiss

Greek, Italian
¥
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5 Visible Minorities Chinese, Hindu, Japanese, Negro

5 Native Indian indian
’ Pf
; 1 .
7 Other Unspecified.
1931

Census of Canada 1930-31, Vol. II Table 32. Population,
Male and Female, classified aecording to racial origin, by

counties or census divisions. pp. 308-313

1 British English, Irish, Scottish, Other
2 French
3 Northern EBuropean Austrian, Belgian, Bulgarian,

Czech and Slovak, Daaish,
Dutch, Finnish, Gsrman, Hebrew,
Hungarian, Icelandie, Jugo-

Slavic, Lithuanian, Norweglan,

_ =200~
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4 Southern European

. v

5 Visible Minorities

6 Native Indian

T Other

Polish, Roumanian, Russlan,
Swedish, Ukrainian, Other

European

Greek, Italian
*

AT
o

Chinese, Japanese, Other Asian,

Negro

Indian, Eskimo

%

Various, Unspecified

1951

Census of Canada 1950-51, Vol. 1 Table 34, Population by

origin and sex, for counties and census divisions, 1951

pp. 3U=11 to 3U-16

1 British

British Isles
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2 French
3 Northern European

v el L

I Southern Euroibean

- 6 Yative Indian

/

T Other

5 Visible Minorities '

Auéf n, dzech and Slovak,
Fi?nish, German, Hunﬂ;arian, i
Jewish, Ngtherlands; Polish,
Russian, Scandinavian,

Ukrainian, Other European

Italian -

-

.Chinese, Japanese, Other Asiatic

1]

Indian, Eskimo

Various, Unspecified

1971 -«

Census of Canada 1979-71, Vol. 1 Pt. 3 Table 4. Population

by Ethnic Group and Sex for Census Divisions, 1971.

pos Ue15 to Y422,
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1 British T

e - =

i

-

2 French

3 Northern European

a) Western European

b) Eastern European

¢} Jews

. »
I Southern European

‘ i ”

|

i

5 Visible Minorities

- American, British Isles,

-
Canadian

[

Austrian, Belgian, Danish,
Y‘Finnish, German, Hungarilan,

I¢elandic, Netherlands,

Nofwegian, Other Buropean,\
Swe&isﬁ, Scandinavian |

e —

7Byelorussian, Czech, Estonian,
Latvian, Lithuanian, Polish,
Roumanian, Russian, Slovak,

Ukrainian, Yugoslavic

Greek, Italian, Portuguese,

Spanish, Syrian-Lebanese

Chinese, East Indian, Japanese,
Negro, Other Asiatic,

-
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West fndian
<
P 6 Native Indian Eskimo, Native Indlan
* “ -
! T Other Unknown, All Other
. N
P
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Table A-3
Simple Correlation Coefficients ( x 1000)

\ BRITISH

|

j F I F U E S .U B - P D

| A M A& ® D I N R A R I

| M M ® B U ¥ E I N I S

\ I t M A € 6 M M 4 HL ¢
N ¢ ‘N A L P & G A A
¢ T E R E B‘ P

“4 FAMINC 1000 =607 706 =526 <785 <71 -240 330 -671 503 =60
| IMMIG  ~607 1000 -332 399 754 318 "68 -U53 722 -254 2u8
| FARM 706 -332 1000 -531 -494 124 -625 239 -408 651 -91

URBAN  -526 399 -531 1000 472 69 310 ~144 UoS -43 !

EDUCAT -785 754 ~U9U4 472 1000 44 124 -159 879 -509 =60
| "SINGLE  -~T1 318 124 69 Ll 1000 26 -762 -85 313 S04
o UNEMP  -240 68 -625 310 124 26 1000 <278 21 -H18 126
; BRIMAR 330 -453 239 =144 ~159 ~762 -278 1000 =98 -166 -675
; MANAGE -671 722 -408 405 879 -85 21 -98 1000 -392 -12
PRIMAR 503 =254 651 =435 -509 313 =418 -166 -392 1000 200
DISCAP  -60 248 -91 - 4 ~60 504 126 -675 =12 200 1000

FRENCH

1000 =505 U432 -U03 -508 80 53 U9 -321 189 62
-505 1000 «225 225 386 74 -246 112 318 10 ~104
§32 <225 1000 -439 =265 252 W17 <109 -152 324 2
-H03 225 -439 1000 379 3 239 -79 214 -273 U0
~508 386 -265 379 1000 -248 -189 1T W17 -432 -366
80 -T4 252 3 -248 1000 127 -4U6 50 302 349
53 246 41T 239 -189 127 1000 -241 -127 -145  B1
=49 112 <109 -79 B17 -u446 -241 1000 1 =330 -455
321 318 152 214 417 50 -127 1 1000 -296 ~124
189 10 324 -273 =832 302 -145 -330 296 1000 410
62 -104 2 -30 -366 349 81 -455 -124 U410, 1000
. !
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121

=32

467

1000

1000 <366 594 -539 -6U43

-366 1000
594 ~171
-539 319
51
-1

21
-242
430
-171
217

115
167

3T
15

1000
192
668

192
1000
391
-8
341
<279
w24 532
-263 =175
65 420
155 =333
22 33

-7
-

-11
-11.1000
389 16

=113 <16

6 =325
84 295
308 65
224 .502
~30 «319
248 61

WESTERN EUROPEAN

-171 319

~488 1000

-418 502 1000 -124

115 -121
514 -1
502 -235 199
110

167 -325

21 242 #30 -171
1000 -483 218 654 -520 -192 -288 579

37 268
=29 491

654 -235 -124 1000 -292 -124 -182

=520 199
-192 37
-288 268

110 =292 1000
29 -124

173 1000
491 -182 -119

173 =119
21
21 1000

579 -377 =567 240 -2T1 =333 <460

~13

~-17 264

26

EASTERN EUROPEAN

668 467 -UUT

391

1000 -371 -206

=371 1000
~206
-18
T 438
-208
276

196 ~170 -384
@8 -207

-95
%

389 =113

16 16 -325 -295
1000 ~415 «147

415! 1000

<147
26
169

-3
511 -318

198 125 -58

198 1000 -287 -408 uoY
125 -287 1000

55

SOUTHERN EUROPEAN
\

26
-68

169
-7

80

v'5
2 157 <173

4% B24 -263
-8 341 -219 532 -175
-18 438 208

6 81 308
65 =502 -319

15 -185
~T 1000 500 -110 411
-68 500 1000
1% -110
101 -185 411

149 -106 =43

-65
420
276

10
554

10 =317 ,-351
10 1000 =336 -193 =105
43 uol -317 =336 1000

10 554 351 =193
133 -105'
45 ~137

10

10 1000
=52 =261
15

224  -30

101, -3
| -53
«-114

253 (=123

80 1000 -102 =115
253 71?2 1000 332
=53 =114 =123 -1

332 1000

=T 120

372
217
-73
-17

-26U

~377
-567

240
«271
333
~1160
1000

136

149
<106
-3
136
1000

[

155
-333
196
-170
-384
133

-~22
33
-95
38
-207
55
15
-137
15
81
1000

52
-261
1000

81

248
61
511
-318
2
ts7
=173
-7
120
1000

15!
-157

27
118
\65
103
-17
119
97

15 -157 «147 27 118 65 103 <17 119 |97 1000

|

i
i

-147"
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1000
27
492

.2l2

=557
268
22
=308
-460
~164
79

1000
88
-97
-2U1
=315
~76

‘=126

=22
-126
303
89

1000
=400
-149
-428
-390

=72 =132 =45 92 <267 1000

JEW

=27 W92 -242 557
1000 48 20 199
~48 1000 -133 =159

20 -133 1000 209
199 -159 209 1000
-62 27 2u8 .89
252 488 ~154 177
127 <98 -9, 305
-840 <133 271 271

) 25109 69
238 4 «2T7 =113

VISIBLE MINORITY

88 -97 -241 -315
1000 ~203 194 531
-203 1000 -140 -8

194 ~140 1000 307
531 -8 307 1000

268 422 -308 -460 -164 79

~62 252
=27 488
248 -154
-89 177
1000 46
~46 1000
=15 <12
-62 -134

127 <40 4 238
~98 -133 2 i
-9 271 =109 =27
305 271 69 -113
-15 -62 24 136
-12 2134 -62 50
1000 39 -116 =220
39 1000 298 -114

24 .62 -116 298 1000 351
136 50 -220 -114 351 1000

76 «-126

~22 -126 303 89

253 19% -198 45 168 .23
151 -165 ~105 82 183 -122

216 .86
410 302

253 151 216 410 1000 -8

194 165 -86 302
-198 ~105 93 -60

93 «102 32 19
-60 268 188 -93
15 149 124 .95

~8 1000 -164 U428 ~163 -t1
15 =164 1000 -39 11 4y

45 82 -102 268 149 428
168 183 32 188 121 -163
=23 =122 19 -93 -95 -u

NATIVE INDIAN

-400 -149 -428 -390

115 1000 -239 288
364 -239 1000 177

=39 1000, ~156 -107
11 -156 1000 63
44 107 63 1000

-T2 73 -395 <438 257 273
1000 115 364 365 -132 -231 =163 306 -120 -105

~45 173
-92 .38

365 288 177 1000 -267 96

73 -231 =173 . -38 96

-29 1000

-395 -163
~438 306
257 -120
273 -105

88 178. 156 -166
~T1 208 448 ~110
310 -158 <99 68
=92 -176 =256 1Tt
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83 -71 310 -2
178 208 -158 -176
156 448 .99 256

=29 -166 -110 68 171

32 17Tt 203 43

32 1000 151 -227 -u21

177

151 1000 -162 -4

203 -227 -162 1000 414

<43 U421

-4 41l 1000
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APPENDIX -2 - Statistical Methods

§
!
. !

v

A - Group Proportions and Location Quotients ‘
i

The rirst measure used to describe the spatilal distributions of
ethnic¢ groups 1s the percentage of a group's total population found
within a particular census division. These percentages, found in Table

V-1 were calculated as follows:

Percentage of French French Population in Toronto

. S * 100

"

in Toronto French Population in Ontario

71885
9.75

e # 100

737360 ' : ‘ ;

In Chapter V| the location quotient 1is used to compare the
percentage of an ethnic group within a particular census division to
thehperoentagé of the total provincial population in that census
division, The values mapped in Figures V-1 to V-8 were calculated as

§

follows: - :
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] French Population in Toronto
1

‘ N - - e i i .

Location Qoutient Total Population in Toronto

of =

5 French in Toronto French Population in Province

4 Total Population in Province

*
|
ir 71885
|
i ) " S i S A . >
I
1} ’ . 2086020 -
i ¥
1[ ' - 36 = o A 20 e W W
? ¢ 737360
’% ‘ . - .St S -~
. . 7703105

& B - Centrographlc Method

The centrographic method used in Chapter VI provides a summary
. |

| !
| measure of the distribution of groups across the 54 census divi$ions

| in Ontario. Most applications of this technique have heen at a ﬁrban
| {
L : scale of which their are several detailed descriptions [ Hecht§1972;

!

\
|

.- LN /




Jones,19801., In general the centrographic technique uses several
statistiga%» measures to describe the characteristics of a pattern of
points Qn‘ terms of their relative Ilocation, dispersion, and
orientatfon‘ In énis study points were asssiqned to the SU counties in
Ontaric c&rresponding to the major populétion centres in those
couﬁties. Each of these points was assigned x and y values derived

from a co—drdinate system superimposed on a scale map of Ontario (see

|
1

Figure A~ZD In the centrographic analysis of an ethnic category each
af the 54 péints were given weightad values equal to the group's
populatioﬁ ’in each of the 54 counties. The distribution of a group's
population Jcross the 54 points was then sumqifized with several
astatistical measures that make up the standard deviational ellipse.
These statistics were calculated on the computer using equations
slightly modified from Ebdon [1977:106-119].

The location of each ethnic category is represented by the

weighted mean centre of the population among the 5U points. The

co-ordinates of_the weighted mean cubre are given by:

. s
X = I x*w
Y oael
- 54
VY = I y-w
o=l

where X and ¥y are the c¢o-ordinates of the points, 4 denotes the
population waighting assigned to each pyint, and Ew, §w, the weighted

maan centre co-ordinates.

~210~
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. i
The dispersion and orientation of a group's population around the

‘mean centre can be shown graphically with the standard devaitional

ellipse. The calculation of this ellipse involves four steps:

-1 - Transposing the x and y co-ordinate system so that the origin |

“(x=0, ¥=0)} is moved to the weighted mean centre.

2 - Rotation of the x and y axis to best fit the distribution of

weighted point values using the following equation:

I - — - _ 2 2 i \7‘
tan2d Zax ay ! g - ay T‘

3 - Calculation of the standard deviation of w“?ighted point

i
i

values along the x-axis using the following equation:

;_ch cogd - 3?1 sin9)2
n

!
% - Caleulation of the standard deviation of weighted point

values along the y-axis using the following equation:

'\/ E(xl sing +j1 (:cvsg)2
. n

The distr-ibutious of the eight ethnic categories can be compared

o usigg these four statistics alone. Hcmgyer,,, in this study these

statisbws jwere used to draw standard deviational ellipses on th
original scale map of Ontario enabling a graphic comparison cf

different gréup distr‘ibutious.‘

C - Infereatial Statistics
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-

The t-test is used in Table VII-1 to 3ignify if there is a
difference between the spatial means of the British majority (u,) and
each the ethnic minority groupa(uz). The null hypothesis for this test
is that the means of the two samples are drawn from the same

populations.
L
Hoapy = uy
and the alternate hypothesis is that the two means are different;

, H tulﬁ B, -
The t statistics were calculated by computer using the T-Test

subprogram of SPSS (Nie,1975:267-275]1. This program enabled a

comparison of means while accounting for the unequal variance between

British and minority groups. The equation for determining t is:

: ) (xl - xz) - (111 - 112)
T T - - 2 ) 2 ]
‘ \/Slful-!'szfnz

where lland ;Qare the means of the two samples, nland n, are the

. 2 2
size of the two samples, and 8; ans 3, are the variaaces of the

'

sémp"les . R
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v

The equalitykiﬂ;quality of variance between British and mlnority |
g;roups was also determined by the same T-Test subprogram using an F
test of variance. F is computed as the ratio between the varlance (s%)
of the larger sample to the variance of the smaller sample (sg)':
' , - f
larger a?
F o= R

smalier. 32

In both these statistical tests of equality/inequality it the
probability of F i3 less than or equal to 0.05, the null hypothesis ias

rejected, signifying a differsnce Of mean of' variance between the two

g

Samples,
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