Vancouver Centre of Excellence

Research on Immigration and
Integration in the Metropolis
Working Paper Series

No. 05-12
Visible Minorities and Aboriginals in Vancouver’s Labour Market
Krishna Pendakur
May 2005

RIIM
Research on Immigration and Integration in the Metropolis
The Vancouver Centre is funded by grants from the Social Sciences and
Humanities Research Council of Canada, Citizenship & Immigration Canada,
Simon Fraser University, the University of British Columbia and the University of
Victoria. We also wish to acknowledge the financial support of the Metropolis
partner agencies:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Health Canada
Human Resources Development Canada
Department of Canadian Heritage
Department of the Solicitor General of Canada
Status of Women Canada
Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation
Correctional Service of Canada
Immigration & Refugee Board

Views expressed in this manuscript are those of the author(s) alone. For more
information, contact the Co-directors of the Centre, Dr. Don DeVoretz,
Department of Economics, SFU (e-mail: devoretz@sfu.ca) or Dr. Daniel Hiebert,
Department of Geography, UBC (e-mail: dhiebert@geog.ubc.ca).

Visible Minorities and Aboriginals in Vancouver’s Labour Market

by

Krishna Pendakur
Department of Economics
Simon Fraser University
Burnaby, BC V5A 1S6
pendakur@sfu.ca

May 2005

2

Abstract
Canada’s visible minority and Aboriginal populations have increased rapidly since the 1960s. In 1961,
only 2 percent of the population (about 300,000 of a population of 18 million people) could be classified
as visible minority and less than 1 percent as Aboriginal. Forty years later, through a combination of
immigration, births and intermarriage, the 2001 Census recorded four million visible minorities and
almost one million Aboriginals. Vancouver has become massively more diverse over recent decades. In
1981, less than 7% of the population was visible minority, and about 1% was Aboriginal. By 2001, these
proportions had grown to 37% and 2%, respectively. Are visible minorities and Aboriginals
disenfranchised minorities in Vancouver’s labour market, or have the stunning changes in Vancouver’s
ethnic composition delivered an ethnically unstratified labour market? This paper presents recent
evidence on the labour market performance of visible minorities and Aboriginals in Vancouver.
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1.

Introduction

Canada’s visible minority and Aboriginal populations have increased rapidly since the 1960s. For visible
minorities, the impetus occurred in 1961 when a change in immigration regulations allowed substantial
intake from Asia and Africa. For Aboriginals the impetus has been a combination of a relatively recent
baby-boom and a 1985 change in regulations regarding registered Indian status. Bill C31, which allowed
Aboriginal women who had married outside the Aboriginal community to reclaim their registered status,
resulted in a total increase of about 176,000 registered Aboriginals. In 1961, only 2 percent of the
population (about 300,000 of a population of 18 million people) could be classified as visible minority
and less than 1 percent as Aboriginal. Forty years later, through a combination of immigration, births and
intermarriage the 2001 Census recorded four million visible minorities and almost one million
Aboriginals.
The last forty years has also seen a massive move toward urbanization and rapid technological
change. Further the last fifteen years has seen stagnant incomes, and growing socio- economic
polarization (Myles, Morrissette & Picot 1994). So, an increasingly diverse population is sharing — or
fighting over — a roughly fixed pie.
Vancouver has become massively more diverse over recent decades. In 1981, less than 7% of the
population was visible minority, and about 1% was Aboriginal (1981 Census public-use micro-data). By
2001, these proportions had grown to 37% and 2%, respectively. Are visible minorities and Aboriginals
disenfranchised minorities in Vancouver’s labour market, or have the stunning changes in Vancouver’s
ethnic composition delivered an ethnically unstratified labour market? This paper presents recent
evidence on the labour market performance of visible minorities and Aboriginals in Vancouver.
2.

Visible Minorities and Aboriginals in Vancouver

The Employment Equity Act of 1986 classifies as ‘Aboriginal’ anyone whose ancestry is at least partly
Aboriginal or ‘native.’ It classifies as a visible minority anyone whose ancestors are neither entirely
European nor partly Aboriginal. These rather clunky definitions were created to capture ‘nonwhiteness’
and ‘nativeness’ for policy purposes. The visible minority category is comprised of highly heterogeneous
groups with quite distinct migration and social histories — visible minorities include both the Canadianborn and immigrants, and are comprised of both single- and multiple-origin people. The visible minority
category includes such diverse groups as the descendants of 19th century Japanese migrants, and Chineseorigin people who immigrated in the 1990s. The Aboriginal category is also heterogeneous, including
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Metis, Inuit and a culturally diverse grouping of North American Indians. To facilitate discussion and
empirical work, we take these classifications as given and proceed.
Since this paper is focussed on labour market outcomes for visible minority and Aboriginal
workers, it is natural to first look at the education levels of these groups. Education is the single most
important predictor of earnings in labour markets in all developed countries. If one discovers disparities in
earnings across groups, education is the first place to look for an explanation. Table 1 shows the
education distributions for visible minorities and Aboriginals aged 15 and over in 2001 in the Vancouver
census metropolitan area (CMA). The data are public-use tables from the 2001 Census of Canada
(Statistics Canada 2004).
Table 1: Education

Total - Highest Level of Schooling
Less Than Grade 9
Grade 9-13 Without Secondary Certificate
Grade 9-13 With Secondary Certificate
Trades Certificate or Diploma
Some Other Non-university Without Certificate
Other Non-university With Trades or Certificate
Some University Without Univ. Cert./Degree
University Cert./Diploma Below Bachelor Level
Bachelor's Degree(s)
Degree in Medicine, Dentistry, Veterinary ...
University Cert./Diploma Above Bachelor Level
Master's Degree(s)
Earned Doctorate
Index of dissimilarity

Total
Aboriginal Peoples Visible Minorities
No.
%
No.
%
No.
%
1,620,920 100.0
27,130 100.0
576,495 100.0
100,975
6.2
1,685
6.2
59,925 10.4
302,050 18.6
8,390 30.9
103,130 17.9
197,500 12.2
3,165 11.7
69,475 12.1
157,435
9.7
3,435 12.7
35,505 6.2
114,010
7.0
2,665
9.8
34,375 6.0
199,690 12.3
3,600 13.3
52,840 9.2
157,680
9.7
1,895
7.0
58,920 10.2
55,875
3.4
570
2.1
26,565 4.6
219,010 13.5
1,200
4.4
94,820 16.4
10,615
0.7
10
0.0
4,525 0.8
34,520
2.1
230
0.8
11,235 1.9
59,695
3.7
245
0.9
21,560 3.7
11,865
0.7
40
0.1
3,635 0.6
19.1
8.8

The last line of the table provides the index of dissimilarity (ID) between the total population and
the Aboriginal and visible minority population. The ID tells us what proportion of one group would have
to be redistributed to match the distribution of the comparison group. Thus, 20% of Aboriginal Persons
would have to change their schooling profile to match the profile of the total population. The same is true
for 8.8% of visible minorities. However, where Aboriginal schooling is tilted towards the bottom of the
distribution, Visible minority schooling is tilted towards the top of the schooling distribution. For
example, 16.5% of visible minorities have Bachelor’s Degrees as their highest level of schooling in
comparison with 13.5% for the population as a whole. Aboriginals, on the other hand, have much lower
distribution of education than the population as a whole. For example, only 4.4% of Aboriginals have a
Bachelor’s Degree as their highest level of schooling. Considering those who have not completed
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secondary school, 37.1% (6.2%+30.9%) of Aboriginals in Vancouver do not have a secondary certificate
in comparison with 24.8% for the population as a whole.
Education is an input to labour market success. Table 2 shows the occupational distribution for
employed visible minorities and Aboriginals aged 15 and over in 2001 in the Vancouver census
metropolitan area (CMA). The data are public-use tables from the 2001 Census of Canada (Statistics
Canada 2004).
The index of dissimilarity for Aboriginal persons is 14.4% and for Visible minorities it is 8.4%,
suggesting that, compared to visible minorities, a far greater proportion of Aboriginal persons would have
to be redistributed to achieve the occupation distribution of the population as a whole. Here, we see that
although visible minorities are fairly well-represented in the Professional and managerial categories,
Aboriginals are not. Whereas 15.2% of visible minorities and 17.5% of the population as a whole are
professionals, only 10% of Aboriginals are in this category. Similarly, whereas 9.2% of visible minorities
and 10% of the population as a whole are middle and other managers, only 5.3% of Aboriginals are in this
category. At the other end of the occupational distribution, we see about 4% of visible minorities and 3%
of the population as a whole fall into ‘other manual workers’, but more than 6% of Aboriginals are in this
classification.
Table 2: Occupations
All
Total
Senior Managers
Middle and Other Managers
Professionals
Semi-Professionals and Technicians
Supervisors
Supervisors: Crafts and Trades
Administrative and Senior Clerical…..
Skilled Sales and Service Personnel
Skilled Crafts and Trades Workers
Clerical Personnel
Intermediate Sales and Service………
Semi-Skilled Manual Workers
Other Sales and Service Personnel
Other Manual Workers
Index of dissimilarity

100
1.5
10.0
17.5
8.7
1.1
1.4
6.0
4.5
6.3
10.3
12.7
7.9
9.0
2.9

Aboriginals
Visible Minorities
100
100
0.8
1.0
5.3
9.2
10.0
15.2
9.7
7.5
1.2
1.0
1.5
0.9
5.0
4.5
4.2
5.5
8.7
4.8
11.8
10.5
13.9
14.0
9.1
9.6
12.8
12.3
6.1
3.8
14.4
8.4

So, we learn from the preceding that Aboriginals have much less education than other groups, and
perform relatively poorly in Vancouver’s labour market. However, we do not learn whether or not they do
poorly given their low education levels. That is, we cannot tell from the preceding whether or not lower
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education levels explains the poor labour market performance of Aboriginals, or whether there is
something else going on.
Similarly, slightly more visible minorities get Bachelor’s Degrees than do people in the
population as a whole, but slightly fewer visible minorities end up as professionals and managers than
people in the population as a whole. If they are slightly more educated, shouldn’t they be slightly more
represented at the top of the occupation distribution? Resolving questions like these requires more than
the tabular approach above — it requires us to ask about variation in labour market outcomes across
ethnic groups which controls for differences in, among other things, the education levels of people in
those groups.
3.

The Earnings Differential as an Indicator of Labour Market Discrimination

The rest of this paper is devoted to creating an indicator of labour market discrimination faced by visible
minorities and Aboriginals in Vancouver, and assessing its evolution over time. The indicator developed
is the differential in attained earnings across groups where the differential controls for observable
differences in people’s characteristics including their age and education level. Thus, a reported
differential of 20% for, say, Aboriginal men, would imply that Aboriginal men earn 20% than white men
who have the same age, level of education and other observable characteristics. This reported differential
is therefore not polluted with differences in the education distributions between white and Aboriginal
workers. Given this, one may take such differentials as measures of labour market discrimination against
the group in question, and look at its level and evolution over time. Examination of such differentials may
thus inform us about whether or not the labour market is rife with discrimination, and how that has
changed over the past 3 decades.
3.1

Earnings Differentials

The 1990s witnessed a growing flow of research devoted to examining the degree to which ethnic
minorities are subject to labour market discrimination in Canada (see for example, Akbari 1992; Howland
and Sakellariou 1993; Stelcner and Kyriazis 1995; Christofides and Swidinsky 1994; Baker and Benjamin
1997; Hum and Simpson 1998; Pendakur and Pendakur 1998; Lian and Matthews 1998). While these
authors have generally concluded that immigrant groups often face significant and substantial labour
market disadvantage, there is debate over the degree to which minorities born in Canada are subject to
similar disadvantage (see Stelcner 2000). In this paper, I evaluate the scope of labour market disadvantage
in the Vancouver Census Metropolitan area with six specially created micro datasets which contain all the
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‘long form’ records collected by Statistics Canada for the 1971, 1981, 1986, 1991, 1996 and 2001
Censuses of Canada. These datasets are very large and allow consistent definitions of variables over the
period 1971 to 1996, and allow the assessment of earnings differentials facing ethnic minorities in the
Canadian-born population. In the work that follows, we will use the above data to answer the question: In
Vancouver, what are the earnings differentials between white and visible minority workers and between
white and Aboriginal workers holding constant their age, education and other personal characteristics?
3.2

Earnings Differentials and Discrimination

In what sense can the presence of a significant earnings differential between white and visible minority
workers or between white and Aboriginal workers point to discrimination against minorities in labour
markets? The differentials reported below control for a variety of personal characteristics including age
and education, but do not control for any job characteristics, such as occupation, industry, or work hours.
Thus, even if all workers in the same occupation and industry groupings get the same earnings regardless
of their ethnicity, our empirical strategy might find earnings differentials due to the concentration of white
workers in higher paying occupations and industries compared to non-white workers.
However, it could be argued that the job characteristics of workers — such as occupation and
industry — are at least as susceptible to ethnic discrimination as the wages paid to workers. In fact, the
case is made by Becker (1996) and others that in competitive labour markets, ethnic discrimination by
employers, workers or customers results not in wage differentials for workers in identical jobs but in
segregation of workers into different jobs by ethnicity. With competitive product and labour markets, this
segregation results in a ‘separate-but-equal’ type of world where ethnic discrimination results in dividing
the economy into sub-economies composed of single ethnic groups with identical wage and earnings
outcomes across sub-economies.
If either of these competitive assumptions are relaxed, the ‘separate-but-equal’ conclusions do not
follow. For example, if product markets are not competitive so that some firms make excess profits which
are partially shared with (possibly unionized) workers, then workers in those firms make more money
than seemingly identical workers in other firms with less excess profits (see, e.g., Dickens and Lang
1986). If ethnic discrimination on the part of employers, workers or customers results in white workers
ending up in the high-profit firms and non-white workers ending up in the low-profit firms, then the
segregation of workers across firms by ethnicity results in differential outcomes. An alternative example
may be seen by relaxing the restriction that labour markets are competitive (see, e.g., Shapiro and Stiglitz
1984). For example, consider the occupation of investment banker. This job might pay a lot because
investment bankers must have something to lose if their investors are to trust them. Since these jobs
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perform well relative to the alternatives, there are more workers who want the job than there are jobs. If
white workers have a better chance of getting these ‘good jobs’ as compared to nonwhite workers, then
occupation segregation results in earnings differentials between white and nonwhite workers. However,
such differentials, because these are the very factors affected by ethnic discrimination, will only be
observed if the researcher does NOT control for job characteristics such as occupation and industry,.
Thus, to the extent that ethnic discrimination may manifest both in the allocation of workers to
jobs and the remuneration commensurate with those jobs, it seems prudent to estimate models that do not
control for job characteristics.1 A second reason to exclude job characteristics is that the occupational
coding in the Census main bases changed dramatically over time. A consistent occupational coding
structure useable across all the census periods would capture only about 40% of workers — the other 60%
would be in a category called ‘other occupations.’
3.3

Estimating Earnings Differentials

This paper builds on results for 1971-1996 presented in Pendakur and Pendakur (2002) by updating them
to 2001. The data consist of six customized micro data files which initially contained information from all
2

the long form records collected for the 1971, 1981, 1986, 1991, 1996 and 2001 Censuses of Canada. The
population examined consists of all male Canadian-born residents of the Vancouver Census Metropolitan
Area, 25 to 64 years of age, whose primary source of income is from wages and salaries. People without
any schooling were dropped from the sample as were those who did not report any income.
Table 3 shows weighted counts for populations by ethnic origin. As per Statistics Canada
guidelines, we are unable to release exact counts, but we note that weighted counts are approximately 5
times the actual numbers of observations of men for 1981 to 2001 and 3 times the actual numbers of men
for 1971. The key feature of Table 3 is that it shows the very large size of the data sets used.
Table 3: Weighted Counts
Vancouver: White
Visible Minorities
Aboriginal Persons

1
2

1971

1981

1986

1991

1996

2001

134,085
2,810
800

156,360
4,220
3,050

169,750
5,885
4,070

176,995
7,935
6,135

200,730
10,610
4,820

261,260
13,965
6,995

For the same reason, we do not include hours of work, weeks of work and full-time/part-time status.
The 1971 long form was given to 33 percent of all households. In subsequent census periods, the long form data
was collected from 20 percent of households.
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The dependent variable in all regressions is the natural logarithm of earnings from wages and
salaries during the previous year. The logarithmic function de-skews the distribution of earnings, which is
useful because it decreases the influence of very high earnings reporters. However, it also increases the
influence of very low earnings reporters. (Regressions which drop all observations with less than $100 in
annual earnings yield qualitatively identical results.)
We use a variety of independent variables to control for the personal characteristics of workers in
our samples:
Age:

Eight age cohorts as dummy variables (age 25 to 29, 30 to 34, 35 to 39, 40 to 44,
45 to 49, 50 to 54, 55 to 59 and 60 to 64). Age 25 to 29 is the left-out dummy
variable.

Schooling:

Twelve levels of schooling as dummy variables (less than 5 years of school, 5 to
8 years of school, nine to ten years of high school, more than 10 years of high
school (includes high school graduates), some post secondary schooling without
a certificate, post secondary certificate, trades certificate, some university without
a certificate, some university with a trades or other certificate, a university
diploma below the BA level, bachelors degree, first professional degree, masters
degree or PhD).3 Less than 5 years of schooling is the left-out dummy variable.

Marital Status:

Five dummy variables indicating marital status (Single– never married, married,
separated, divorced, widowed). Single is the left-out dummy variable.

Household size:

A dummy variable indicating a single person household and a continuous
variable indicating the number of family members for other households.

Official Language:

Three dummy variables (English, French, bilingual– English and French).
English is the left-out dummy variable. We note that because our sample is
entirely Canadian-born, every observation reports speaking either English or
French. This also eliminates the much variation in quality of language knowledge
that plagues the estimation of earnings differentials across ethnic groups.

Group Status:

Three dummy variables indicating group status (White, Visible Minority,
Aboriginal person). White is the left-out dummy variable.

One might argue that since educational, marital and locational choices may themselves be
constrained by discriminatory forces, controls for education, marital and family structure and city should
also be left out of the model, yielding a ‘total measure’ of earnings disparity. In practise, one must draw
the line somewhere, and in order to focus on labour market disadvantage (rather than all disadvantage),
we include all available personal characteristics but leave out all job characteristics.
Group status (white, visible minority or Aboriginal) is the primary independent variable of
interest. These three groups are quite coarse, and are chosen because of their use in federal employment
equity policy. The earnings differential faced by each group in each year may be taken as a measure of
3

The 1971 census question on schooling does not include a flag for high school. We therefore combine the
categories for 10 years of highschool or more for 1971 through to 1996.
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labour market discrimination faced by that group in that year. I reiterate that only Canadian-born males
are included in the sample, so that there are no immigration effects to consider.
4.

Results

Table 4 shows results from 24 separate regressions. A separate model was run for Canada as a whole and
for each of 3 CMAs/regions in each of 6 census periods. The coefficients are approximately equal to the
percentage difference in annual wages and salaries between Canadian-born white and Aboriginal or
visible minority persons, holding personal characteristics constant. For large coefficients (especially those
larger in absolute value than 0.10) this approximation will overestimate the percentage difference for
negative coefficients and underestimate the percentage difference for positive coefficients.
Table 4. Coefficients from Log-Earnings Regression Models, Males, 1970–2000
Canada-wide
Coefficient
Aboriginal

Visible
Minority

Year
1970
1980
1985
1990
1995
2000
1970
1980
1985
1990
1995
2000

coef
-0.48
-0.37
-0.44
-0.48
-0.57
-0.53
-0.05
-0.03
-0.07
-0.06
-0.15
-0.13

***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***

Montreal
std err coef
std err
0.01 -0.13 ***
0.03
0.00 -0.06 **
0.03
0.00 -0.14 ***
0.03
0.00 -0.10 ***
0.02
0.00 -0.27 ***
0.05
0.00 -0.33 ***
0.05
0.01 -0.11 ***
0.03
0.01 -0.12 ***
0.04
0.01 -0.10 ***
0.04
0.01 -0.21 ***
0.03
0.01 -0.21 ***
0.04
0.01 -0.23 ***
0.03

coef
-0.24
-0.16
-0.13
-0.16
-0.49
-0.20
-0.11
-0.09
-0.08
-0.11
-0.17
-0.16

CMA
Toronto
std err
***
0.03
***
0.03
***
0.02
***
0.02
***
0.04
***
0.03
***
0.02
***
0.03
***
0.02
***
0.02
***
0.02
***
0.01

Vancouver
coef
std err
-0.40 ***
0.04
-0.12 ***
0.03
-0.26 ***
0.03
-0.32 ***
0.02
-0.52 ***
0.03
-0.50 ***
0.02
-0.10 ***
0.02
-0.08 ***
0.03
-0.04
0.03
0.00
0.02
-0.06 ***
0.02
-0.06 ***
0.02

Figures 1 and 2 display the information in Table 4 graphically. Confidence bands with 95%
coverage are provided for Canada-wide and Vancouver coefficients; for Montreal and Toronto,
confidence bands are suppressed to prevent clutter.
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Figure 1: Aboriginal-White Earnings Differentials,
Males, Canada and 3 CMAs, 1970 to 2000
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There are at least three features of Figure 1 that merit attention. First, the Canada-wide regression
shows that Aboriginal men attain about half the earnings of similarly educated and aged white men. This
is similar to findings in George and Kuhn (1994), and is largely due to the lower labour force attachment
of Aboriginal people in comparison with whites. However, even if we control for weeks, hours and full
time status the observed differential reduces in size, but is still very substantial. Evidence presented in
Pendakur and Pendakur (1998) suggests that about half the differential is ‘explained’ by such job
characteristics.
Second, although there was some improvement at the Canada-wide level over the 1970s, this
indicator of relative labour market performance shows bad news for Aboriginal men since then. The
differential increased from 40% to almost 60% between 1980 and 1995, and reduced somewhat to 53% in
2000.
Third, turning to the results for Vancouver, we see that Aboriginal men fare better than at the
Canada-wide level, but worse in Vancouver than in Toronto or Montreal. This is due to at least two
factors: Vancouver has large reserves within its CMA boundaries, which hold many comparatively lower-
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skilled residents; and earnings differentials are vastly worse for Aboriginals outside Canada’s cities, so
that the three large CMAs show better relative performance than Canada as a whole (see Pendakur and
Pendakur 1998 and George and Kuhn 1994). The over-time trajectory of Aboriginal earnings in
Vancouver is similar to that of Canada as a whole — there was great improvement over the 1970s and
steady erosion between 1970 and 1996. However, whereas there was a sharp and statistically significant
improvement in the late 1990s for Aboriginals in Canada as whole, there was no such sharp or statistically
significant improvement in Vancouver during the late 1990s.

Figure 2: Visible Minority-White Earnings Differentials,
Males, Canada and 3 CMAs, 1970 to 2000
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In Figure 2, we see the same information graphed for visible minorities. Here again, there are at
least three features which merit discussion. First, note that the scale for earnings differentials is the same
as in Figure 1. The most important feature of Aboriginal and visible minority earnings differentials is that
Aboriginals face much much steeper earnings differentials than do visible minorities. This feature of the
data is well-known, but often neglected in policy discourse. By any measure, Aboriginals are the worst
off ethnic group in Canada (see also Pendakur and Pendakur 1998, 2002).

13
The second feature worth noting in Figure 2 is the over-time pattern. At the Canada-wide level,
we observe a qualitatively similar pattern from that seen for Aboriginals: there was significant
improvement in relative earnings over the 1970s, and deterioration thereafter. In 1970, visible minority
men earned 5% less than similarly aged and educated white men, and in 1980, this differential was only
3%. However in 1985 and 1990, the differential rose to 6-7%, and in 1995 and 2000, it rose again to 1315%. The increase after 1986 — the implementation of the Employment Equity Act — is particularly
striking. However, before concluding that the implementation of the Act had perverse consequences on
the earnings of visible minorities, we should remember that the 1990s was a period of rising earnings
inequality, so that even if placement in the earnings distribution remained constant, the proportionate gap
between people would have risen.
The third feature to draw from Figure 3 is the difference between Vancouver and Canada’s other
large metropolitan areas. In all three large CMAs during the 1970s, earnings differentials faced by visible
minority men were larger than in Canada as a whole. Visible minorities who lived in smaller urban areas
and in rural areas performed relatively better than those in the biggest cities. In 1970, the earnings
differential was about 10% in all three CMAs in comparison with 5% for Canada as a whole. Over the
1970s, not much changed in the three CMAs, and over the 1980s and 1990s, the pattern for Montreal and
Toronto was qualitatively similar to that in Canada as a whole — sharp deterioration in visible minority
earnings between 1985 and 2000.
In Vancouver, we saw a different pattern. Between 1980 and 1990, visible minority earnings
converged towards white earnings. Indeed, in 1990, visible minority men earned the same as white men
who had the same personal characteristics. However, the deterioration during the 1990s in the relative
earnings observed in Montreal, Toronto and Canada as a whole is also seen in Vancouver. The differential
grew from nothing in 1990 to 6% in 1995 and 2000.
5.

Conclusions

This paper presents evidence on the evolution of discrimination against visible minorities and Aboriginals
in the Vancouver labour market. I use as an indicator of labour market discrimination the earnings
differential between groups — whites, visible minorities and Aboriginals — holding constant observable
characteristics of people including their age and education level. This indicator of labour market
discrimination is estimated only for men, but evidence in Pendakur and Pendakur (1998, 2002) suggests
that qualitatively similar patterns hold for women.
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Concerning Aboriginals, there two major features of the data to report. First, Aboriginal men in
Vancouver (as for Canada as a whole) earn much less than white men throughout the period. In 2000,
Aboriginal men earned approximately half of what similarly aged and educated white men earned.
Second, although there was a great convergence between Aboriginal and white earnings during the 1970s,
this was entirely undone during the next two decades. Between 1980 and 2000, the earnings differential
between Aboriginal and white men in Vancouver approximately doubled.
Concerning visible minorities, there are two major findings. First, visible minority men in
Vancouver earned less than white men throughout the period, but the disparity is much less severe than
for Aboriginals. In 2000, visible minority men earned 6% less than similarly aged and educated white
men. Second, whereas visible minority men earned about 10% less than white men in all three of
Canada’s largest in 1970, Vancouver emerged in the 1980s and 1990s as a comparatively better earnings
environment for visible minorities. In 2000, visible minority men earned about 12% less than white men
in Toronto, and over 20% less in Montreal. Thus, differentials in Canada’s other large cities are two or
three times as large as in Vancouver.
In terms of discrimination, there are two lessons to draw. First, to the extent that these earnings
differentials may be taken as a measure of economic discrimination in the labour market, Aboriginals are
by far the most marginalised ethnic grouping. Any policy aimed at equity across ethnic groups must aim
first at the problems faced by Aboriginals in both education acquisition and in translating education into
earnings. Second, the passage of time does not seem to be improving things much. Labour market
outcomes across these broad ethnic categories seemed to be converging in the 1970s, but have markedly
diverged since then. This divergence has continued even during the 1990s, a period of massively
increased diversity in Canada’s cities, most especially in Vancouver. So, policy which seeks equity must
do so in an environment where diversity does not automatically generate equity.

15
References
Akbari, A. 1992. Economics of immigration and racial discrimination: a literature survey (1970-1989).
Ottawa: Multiculturalism and Citizenship.
———. 1992b. Ethnicity and Earnings Discrimination in Canadian Labour Markets: Some Evidence
from the 1986 Census, Ottawa: Multiculturalism and Citizenship.
Baker, M and D. Benjamin. 1995. Ethnicity, foreign birth and earnings: A Canada/US comparison. In
Transition and Structural Change in the North American Labour Market, ed. M. Abbott, C.
Beach and R Chaykowski. Kingston Ontario: IRC Press, Queen’s University.
Basran, G. and L. Zong. 1997. Visible minority immigrant professionals and evaluation of their
credentials. Prairie Centre of Excellence for Research on Immigration and Integration working
paper.
Beach, C. and C. Worswick. 1993. Is there a double-negative effect on the earnings of immigrant women?
Canadian Public Policy 19 (1): 36-53.
Becker, G. S. 1996 [1957]. Accounting for Tastes. Cambridge and London: Harvard University Press.
Beaudry, P. and D. Green. 1997. Cohort patterns in Canadian earnings and the skill-biased technical
change hypothesis. University of British Columbia, Department of Economics Discussion Paper:
97/03, January.
Boyd, M. 1992. Gender, visible minority and immigrant earnings inequality: Reassessing an employment
equity premise. In Deconstructing a Nation: Immigration, Multiculturalism and Racism in 90s
Canada, ed. V. Satzewich, 279-321. Halifax: Fernwood Publishing.
Christofides, L.N. and R. Swidinsky. 1994. Wage Determination by Gender and Visible Minority Status:
Evidence from the 1989 LMAS. Canadian Public Policy 20 (1) March: 34-51.
deSilva, A. 1999. Wage discrimination against natives. Canadian Public Policy 25 (1) March: 65-85.
———. 1992. Earnings of immigrants: A comparative analysis. Ottawa: Economic Council of Canada
Working Paper Series.
De Silva, A. and C. Dougherty. 1996. Discrimination against visible minority men. Ottawa: HRDC
Applied Research Branch, Strategic Policy Document, W-96-6E.
Dickens, W. and K. Lang. 1993. Labor market segmentation theory: Reconsidering the evidence. In
Labor Economics: Problems in Analyzing Labor Markets, ed. W. Darity Jr., 141-80. Norwell,
Mass: Kluwer Academic.
George, P. and P. Kuhn. The size and structure of Native-White differentials in Canada. Canadian
Journal of Economics 27 (1): 20-42.
Henry, F. and E. Ginsberg. 1989. Who gets the work: A test of racial discrimination in employment.
Ottawa: Multiculturalism Canada.
Hiebert, D. 1997 The colour of work.: Labour market segmentation in Montréal, Toronto and Vancouver.
Vancouver: RIIM Working Paper Series No. 97-02.
Howland, J and C. Sakellariou. 1993. Wage discrimination, occupational segregation and visible
minorities in Canada. Applied Economics 25: 1413-22.
Hum, D. and W. Simpson. 1998. Wage opportunities for visible minorities in Canada. The Income and
Labour Dynamics Working Paper Series. Ottawa: Statistics Canada.
Kazemipur, A. and S. Halli. 2000. The colour of poverty: A study of the poverty of ethnic and immigrant
groups in Canada. International Migration 38 (1): 89-108.

16
Kelly, K. 1995. Visible minorities: A diverse group. Canadian Social Trends No. 37:2-8. Ottawa:
Statistics Canada.
Li, 1998. The market value and the social value of race. In Racism and Social Inequality in Canada, ed.
V. Satzewich. Toronto: Thompson.
Lian, J. and D. Mathews. 1998. Does the vertical mosaic still exist? Ethnicity and income in 1991.
Canadian Review of Sociology and Anthropology 35 (4): 461-82.
Mata, F. and R. Pendakur. 1998. Patterns of ethnic identification and the Canadian response. Canadian
Ethnic Studies 30 (2)
McDade, K. 1988. Barriers to recognition of the credentials of immigrants in Canada. Ottawa: Institute
for Research in Public Policy.
Miles, R. and V. Satzewich. 1990. Migration, racism and postmodern capitalism. Economy and Society
19:334-58.
Mincer, J. 1974. Schooling, Experience, and Earnings. New York: Columbia University Press.
Oaxaca, R.L. 1973. Male-female wage differentials in urban labor markets. International Economic
Review August: 693-709.
Pendakur, R. 2001. Immigrants and the Labour Force: Policy, Regulation and Impact. Montreal and
Kingston: McGill-Queen’s University Press.
Pendakur, K. and R. Pendakur. 1998. The colour of money: Earnings differentials among ethnic groups in
Canada. Canadian Journal of Economics 31 (3): 518-48.
———. 2001. Speaking in tongues: Language knowledge as human capital and ethnicity. International
Migration Review, forthcoming.
Porter, J. 1965. The Vertical Mosaic. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.
Shapiro, C. and J. Stiglitz. 1984. Equilibrium unemployment as a worker discipline device American
Economic Review 74, no. 3 (June): 433-44.
Statistics Canada. 1996. 1996 Census Dictionary. Ottawa: Statistics Canada.
Stelcner, M. 2000. Earnings differentials among ethnic groups in Canada: A review of the research.
Review of Social Economy 58 (3): 295-317.
Stelcner, M and N. Kyriazis. 1995. An empirical analysis of earnings among ethic groups in Canada.
International Journal of Contemporary Sociology 32 (1): 41-79.
Trejo, S. 1998. Intergenerational progress of Mexican-Origin workers in the U.S. labor market. University
of California, Santa Barbara, Working Papers in Economics: 98/16, September.
Torczyner, J. 1997. Diversity, mobility and change: The dynamics of Black communities in Canada.
McGill Consortium for Ethnicity and Strategic Planning, executive summary presented to the
Multiculturalism Branch, Department of Canadian Heritage, Ottawa.
Wanner, R. 1998a. Prejudice, profit, or productivity: Explaining returns to human capital among male
immigrants to Canada. Canadian Ethnic Studies 30:24-55.
———. 1998b. Shifting origins, shifting labour markets: Trends in the occupational attainment of
immigrants to Canada. Prairie Centre of Excellence for Research on Immigration and Integration
working paper.

No.

Author(s)

Title

Date

03-01

David Ley

Offsetting Immigration and Domestic Migration I Gateway
Cities: Canadian and Australian Reflections on an ‘American
Dilemma’

01/03

03-02

Don DeVoretz and Kangqing
Zhang

Citizenship, Passports and the Brain Exchange Triangle

01/03

03-03

Johanna L. Waters and Sin Yih
Teo

Social and Cultural Impacts of Immigration: An Examination of
the Concept of ‘Social Cohesion’ with Implications for British
Columbia

01/03

03-04

June Beynon, Roumiana Ilieva,
and Marela Dichupa

“Do you know your language?” How Teachers of Punjabi and
Chinese Ancestries Construct their Family Languages in their
Personal and Professional Lives

01/03

03-05

Daniel Hiebert, Jock Collins,
and Paul Spoonley

Uneven Globalization: Neoliberal Regimes, Immigration, and
Multiculturalism in Australia, Canada, and New Zealand

02/03

03-06

Daniel Hiebert

Are Immigrants Welcome? Introducing the Vancouver
Community Studies Survey

03/03

03-07

Yan Shi

The Impact of Canada’s Immigration Act on Chinese
Independent Immigrants

04/03

03-08

Roger Andersson

Settlement Dispersal of Immigrants and Refugees in Europe:
Policy and Outcomes

03/03

03-09

Daniel Hiebert and Ravi
Pendakur

Who’s Cooking? The Changing Ethnic Division of Labour in
Canada, 1971-1996

03/03

03-10

Serviy Pivnenko and Don
DeVoretz

Economic Performance of Ukrainian Immigrants in Canada and
the United States

03/03

03-11

Don J. DeVoretz, Sergiy
Pivnenko, Diane Coulombe

The Immigrant Triangle: Québec, Canada and the Rest of the
World

05/03

03-12

David W. Edgington, Michael
A. Goldberg,and Thomas A.
Hutton
Margaret Walton-Roberts and
Geraldine Pratt

The Hong Kong Chinese in Vancouver

04/03

Mobile Modernities: One South Asian Family Negotiates
Immigration, Gender and Class

09/03

03-14

Leonie Sandercock

Rethinking Multiculturalism for the 21st Century

10/03

03-15

Daniel Hiebert and David Ley

Characteristics of Immigrant Transnationalism in Vancouver

10/03

03-16

Sin Yih Teo

Imagining Canada: The Cultural Logics of Migration Amongst
PRC Immigrants

10/03

03-17

Daniel Hiebert, Lisa Oliver and
Brian Klinkenberg

Immigration and Greater Vancouver: A 2001 Census Atlas
(Online format only)

10/03

03-18

Geraldine Pratt (in
collaboration with The
Philippine Women Centre)

From Migrant to Immigrant: Domestic Workers Settle in
Vancouver, Canada

11/03

03-13

No.

Author(s)

Title

Date

03-19

Paul Spoonley

The Labour Market Incorporation of Immigrants in Post-Welfare 11/03
New Zeland

03-20

Leonie Sandercock

Integrating Immigrants: The Challenge for Cities, City
Governments, and the City-Building Professions

12/03

04-01

Rosa Sevy and John Torpey

Commemoration, Redress, and Reconciliation in the Integration
of Immigrant Communities: The Cases of Japanese-Canadians
and Japanese-Americans

02/04

04-02

Don DeVoretz and Sergiy
Pivnenko

Immigrant Public Finance Transfers: A Comparative Analysis by 02/04
City

04-03

Margaret Walton-Roberts

Regional Immigration and Dispersal: Lessons from Small- and
Medium-sized Urban Centres in British Columbia

02/04

04-04

Don J. DeVoretz, Sergiy
Pivnenko, and Morton Beiser

The Economic Experiences of Refugees in Canada

02/04

04-05

Isabel Dyck

Immigration, Place and Health: South Asian Women’s Accounts
of Health, Illness and Everyday Life

02/04

04-06

Kathy Sherrell, Jennifer
Hyndman and Fisnik Preniqi

Sharing the Wealth, Spreading the “Burden”? The Settlement of
Kosovar Refugees in Smaller B.C. Cities

02/04

04-07

Nicolas Marceau and Steeve
Mongrain

Interjurisdictional Competition in Law Enforcement

03/04

04-08

Shibao Guo

Responding to the Changing Needs of the Chinese Community in 04/04
Vancouver: The Contribution of SUCCESS (1973-1998

04-09

Amanda Aizlewood and Ravi
Pendakur

Ethnicity and Social Capital in Canada

04-10

Kathy Sherrell and Jennifer
Hyndman

Global Minds, Local Bodies: Kosovar Transnational Connections 05/04
Beyond British Columbia

04-11

Krishna Pendakur and Ravi
Pendakur

Colour my World: Hs the Minority-Majority Earnings Gap
Changed over Time?

05/04

04-12

Leonie Sandercock with Leslie
Dickout and Ranja Winkler

The Quest for an Inclusive City: An Exploration of Sri Lankan
Tamil Experience of Integration in Toronto and Vancouver

05/04

04-13

Don DeVoretz

Immigration Policy: Methods of Economic Assessment

06/04

04-14

Min-Jung Kwak

An Exploration of the Korean-Canadian Community in
Vancouver

07/04

04-15

Daniel Hiebert and Min-Jung
Kwak

Transnational Economies of Export Education

07/04

04-16

Harald Bauder

Attitudes Towards Work: Ethnic Minorities and Immigrant
Groups in Vancouver

07/04

04-17

Leslie Dickout

The Quest to Negotiate Equitable Civic Engagement: Response
of Toronto’s Sri Lankan Tamil Community to Social
Development Planning in Canada’s Largest Multicultural
Metropolis

08/04

04/04

No.

Author(s)

Title

Date

04-18

Zheng Wu and Christoph M.
Schimmele

Immigrant Status and Unmet Health Care Needs in British
Columbia

08/04

04-19

Jennifer Hyndman and Nadine
Schuurman

Size Matters: Attracting new Immigrants to Canadian Cities

10/04

04-20

Heather A. Smith

The Evolving Relationship between Immigrant Settlement and
Neighbourhood Disadvantage in Canadian Cities, 1991-2001

10/04

04-21

Don J. DeVoretz and Sergiy
Pivnenko

The Economic Causes and Consequences of Canadian
Citizenship

11/04

04-22

Kenny Zhang and Minghuan Li

To Stay or to Move? Chinese Migrant Workers in Cities

12/04

05-01

David Ley

Indicators of Entrepreneurial Success among Business
Immigrants in Canada

01/05

05-02

Diane Dagenais and Patricia
Lamarre

Representations of Language among Multilingual Youth in Two
Canadian Cities

01/05

05-03

Kelleen Toohey and Natalia
Gajdamaschko

Communities of Practice, Figured Worlds and Learning
Initiative in the Second Language Education of Immigrant
Students

01/05

05-04

Kelleen Toohey

Assigning Marginality: The Case of an “ESL/learning
Disabled” Student

01/05

05-05

Loren B. Landau

Urbanization, Nativism, and the Rule of Law in South Africa’s
‘Forbidden’ Cities

01/05

05-06

Gillian Creese

Negotiating Belonging: Bordered Spaces and Imagined
Communities in Vancouver, Canada

01/05

05-07

Don J. DeVoretz and Sergiy
Pivnenko

Self-Selection, Immigrant Public Finance Performance and
Canadian Citizenship

02/05

05-08

Shibao Guo and Don J.
DeVoretz

The Changing Faces of Chinese Immigrants in Canada

02/05

05-09

David Ley and Audrey
Kobayashi

Back in Hong Kong: Return Migration or Transnational
Sojourn?

04/05

05-10

Krishna Pendakur and Ravi
Pendakur

Ethnic Identity and the Labour Market

05/05

05-11

Krishna Pendakur

Visible Minorities in Canada’s Workplaces: A Perspective on
the 2017 Projection

05/05

For information on papers previous to 2003, please see our Website
http://www.riim.metropolis.net/research/policy
Back issues of working papers are available for $5 from
Vancouver Centre of Excellence: Immigration, WMX4653, Simon Fraser University, 8888 University
Drive, Burnaby, B.C, Canada V5A 1S6. Tel: (604) 291-4575 Fax: (604) 291-5336
E-mail: riim@sfu.ca
http://www.riim.metropolis.net/

