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Abstract: 

We examine how immigrants in Canada fare in terms of promotions relative to their native peers. 

Using linked employer-employee data and firm effects, we identify the extent to which 

differences in promotion outcomes result from immigrants sorting into firms offering “dead-end” 

jobs versus facing intra-firm barriers to advancement. We find that while white immigrants 

experience broadly similar promotion outcomes relative to their white native peers, visible 

minority immigrants—particularly those in their first five years in Canada—are substantially less 

likely to have been promoted and have been promoted fewer times with their employers than 

their white native peers. Newly arrived female visible minority immigrants sort into firms 

offering “dead end” jobs, but most of the differences in promotion outcomes between immigrants 

and their native peers result from intra-firm differences in promotion outcomes. The findings 

imply that policies that do not tackle barriers to advancement within firms may be insufficient to 

address the difficulties faced by immigrants in the labor force.  
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I. Introduction 

The comparative labor market performance of immigrants and natives and the extent to 

which immigrants are successful in adjusting to their new labor market conditions are important 

components in debates concerning optimal immigration policies. Most prior studies of the labor 

market performance of immigrants consider either wages or hiring decisions (e.g., Borjas 1993, 

Baker and Benjamin 1994, Green 1999, Friedberg 2000, Aydemir 2003, Ferrer and Riddell 2008, 

Green and Worswick 2012). Promotion outcomes, however, are one of the primary drivers of 

improvements in income and social status for all workers—including immigrants. Strong 

evidence suggests that promotions are associated with large wage increases (e.g., Milkovich 

1989, Lazear 1992). McCue (1996) estimates that promotions explain as much as 15% of wage 

growth over the life cycle.
1
 Promotions are particularly pertinent outcomes when examining 

whether the labor market experiences of immigrants and natives differ as promotion decisions in 

many workplaces are subject to less scrutiny than hiring decisions because of the subjective 

nature of the promotion process—making discrimination difficult to detect. This study 

contributes to the existing literature concerning differences in the labor market experiences of 

natives and immigrants by examining differences in promotion outcomes. To our knowledge, 

this is the first study to investigate differences in intra-firm upward mobility between immigrants 

and their native peers. 

Economists have long documented that newly arrived immigrants earn less than natives 

(e.g., Chiswick 1978, Bloom and Gunderson 1991). More recent studies find that more recent 

cohorts of immigrants experience a larger initial earnings disadvantage relative to natives and do 

less “catching up” to natives in terms of earnings than earlier cohorts of immigrants (Borjas 

                                                           
1
 Baker et al. (1994) find evidence that workers who receive large wage increases early in their stay at one level of 

the job ladder are promoted more quickly to the next. This is consistent with McCue’s (1996) finding of a positive 

relationship between high wages today and the likelihood of promotions tomorrow. 
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1994, Baker and Benjamin 1994, Bloom et al. 1995, Waslander 2003). More recent immigrants 

may do less “catching up” with natives if they experience slower earnings growth by virtue of 

failing to keep pace with their native counterparts in “climbing the corporate ladder.”  

Immigrants may be less likely to be promoted than natives with the same observed 

characteristics if they enjoy lower returns in Canada to their foreign education or foreign work 

experience, lack unobserved skills required to perform at higher levels within a firm (e.g., 

language skills), lack the social networks required to facilitate promotions, or if firms have a 

preference for promoting natives and engage in discrimination. These mechanisms could lead to 

differences in promotion opportunities between observationally equivalent natives and 

immigrants within the same workplace or to the disproportionate sorting of immigrants into 

firms offering fewer promotion opportunities—firms hiring workers into “dead-end” jobs—just 

as Aydemir and Skuterud (2008) and Pendakur and Woodcock (2010) find that immigrants to 

Canada sort into firms offering lower average wages.  

Investigating the extent to which economy-wide differences in promotion opportunities 

operate between firms versus within firms requires information on the promotion outcomes of 

multiple workers within the same firm across many firms. To this end, we employ the Workplace 

and Employee Survey (WES) collected by Statistics Canada, a representative sample of 

employees and their employers in Canada with information concerning the promotion histories 

of multiple workers from each firm. A cursory inspection of our sample suggests that immigrants 

sort non-randomly into different firms than their native peers. Figure 1 plots the distributions of 

immigrants and natives by the percentage of sampled workers at their employers who are 

immigrants. Consistent with studies of immigrant enclaves in the workplace (e.g., Wilson and 
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Portes 1980, Hellerstein and Neumark 2008, Sousa 2011), immigrants are employed in firms 

with significantly higher concentrations of immigrants than their native peers.  

Evidence of immigrant enclaves in the workplace, however, does not necessarily imply 

that this sorting results in differences in advancement opportunities. Figure 2 plots the fraction of 

workers who have ever been promoted with the employer by the percentage of their employer’s 

sampled workers who are immigrants. The fraction of workers who have ever been promoted is 

significantly lower in firms whose sampled workforces consist of more than 90% immigrants 

(27.4%) than in firms in which immigrants make up less than half of the sampled workforce (35-

45%). Whether a worker has ever been promoted may mask differences in promotion 

experiences if some workers are promoted more frequently than others. Figure 3 plots the 

average number of promotions with the employer for workers by the percentage of their 

employer’s sampled workers who are immigrants. Similar to figure 2, the average number of 

promotions declines significantly in firms whose sampled workers are predominantly 

immigrants. Taken together, Figures 1, 2 and 3 provide suggestive but unconditional evidence 

that (a) immigrants sort non-randomly across firms and (b) that workers at firms with more 

immigrants experience fewer promotions.
2
  

We examine differences in promotion outcomes between natives and immigrants and the 

extent to which these differences are driven by disproportionate sorting of immigrants into firms 

with fewer promotion opportunities versus differences in promotion outcomes within firms 

relative to natives. Specifically, we estimate models of the probability of having ever been 

promoted and the number of times a worker has been promoted while working for his/her current 

employer controlling for membership in a minority group (visible minority Canadians, white 

immigrants, and visible minority immigrants) and individual and job characteristics with and 

                                                           
2
 Warman (2007) finds that residential enclaves are negatively related to immigrants’ wages in Canada. 
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without firm effects. We then compare the estimated within-firm differences in promotion 

outcomes to the estimated economy-wide differences to identify the extent to which differences 

result from intra-firm differences in advancement between immigrants and natives or the sorting 

of immigrants into firms offering “dead-end” jobs.  

Economy-wide, we find that male (female) visible minority immigrants are 4.7 (7.6) 

percentage points less likely to have been promoted while working for their current employer 

than their observationally equivalent white native peers, while white immigrants are not 

significantly less likely to have been promoted than their native peers. For comparison, Pergamit 

and Veum (1999) find that women, blacks, and Hispanics in the 1979 National Longitudinal 

Study of Youth were 4, 5, and 6 percentage points less likely to be promoted than their white 

peers. Similarly, we find that male (female) visible minority immigrants have been promoted an 

estimated 0.22 (0.20) fewer times than their observationally equivalent white native peers with 

their current employers; white male immigrants have been promoted an estimated 0.09 fewer 

times than their native peers.  

Among visible minority immigrants, there is significant heterogeneity in promotion 

outcomes based on the number of years immigrants have been in Canada. Female visible 

minority immigrants in their first five years in Canada are an estimated 14.6 percentage points 

less likely to have been promoted and have been promoted an estimated 0.33 fewer times with 

their current employers than observationally equivalent white natives, and significant fractions of 

these differences result from being employed in firms with fewer advancement prospects.
3
 Such 

sorting, however, does not appear to be significant among most other immigrants. Female visible 

minority immigrants with more time in Canada close the gaps in promotion probabilities and 

                                                           
3
 These estimates account for differences in tenure with the current employer between natives and immigrants. As 

reported in our tables, estimates of the differences in promotion outcomes without controlling for tenure are 

significantly larger in magnitude. 
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number of times promoted, but significant differences in promotion outcomes are still evident 

among female visible minority immigrants who have been in Canada for over twenty years. Male 

visible minority immigrants in their first five years in Canada are no less likely to have been 

promoted but have been promoted an estimated 0.19 fewer times than their native white peers in 

their first five years in Canada, and this difference stems entirely from intra-firm differences in 

promotion outcomes rather than sorting across firms. Otherwise, we observe differences between 

male visible minority immigrants and comparable white natives only among immigrants who 

have been in Canada for more than 20 years. Male visible minority immigrants who have been in 

Canada for more than 20 years are an estimated 10.1 percentage points less likely to have been 

promoted and have been promoted an estimated 0.34 fewer times with their current employers 

than their native white peers—differences that stem in part from their employment in firms 

offering fewer advancement opportunities. 

In addition to investigating heterogeneity in immigrants’ promotion experiences based on 

years since immigration, we consider whether immigrants’ promotion experiences depend on 

their skill levels. Oreopolous (2011) finds in a field experiment that the resumes of skilled 

immigrants are less likely to generate interest from potential employers than those of comparable 

natives. If skilled immigrants have a hard time getting “their foot in the door,” they may have 

similar difficulty advancing. Further, skilled and unskilled immigrants potentially operate in very 

different labor markets. Skilled immigrants may face more significant barriers to advancement 

than less skilled immigrants if, for instance, human capital becomes more important for 

advancement on skilled jobs than for less skilled jobs and the human capital of immigrants is 

discounted. Alternatively, skilled immigrants may begin their careers in Canada in jobs for 
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which they are overqualified in some unobserved sense and advance more rapidly than their less 

skilled counterparts as a result.  

To investigate whether the labor markets for skilled and unskilled immigrants result in 

different promotion experiences, we estimate our models of promotion probabilities and the 

number of promotions received fully interacted with an indicator for whether the worker has a 

bachelor’s degree or higher. We find that female visible minority immigrants without a 

bachelor’s degree are much less likely to have been promoted and have been promoted fewer 

times than observationally equivalent white natives, but female visible minority immigrants with 

a bachelor’s degree are for the most part just as likely to have been promoted and have been 

promoted the same number of times as their white native counterparts. Among male immigrants, 

on the other hand, we find few differences across educational groups.  

In our data, the first promotion a worker receives with the current employer is associated 

with estimated wage increases of 6.8% and 6.4% for women and men, respectively. While we do 

not estimate the differences in wages that result from differences in promotion experiences, our 

findings suggest that that intra-firm differences in promotion experiences between natives and 

immigrants—primarily visible minority immigrants who have been in Canada for less than five 

years or more than 20 years—may be a source of wage differences between these groups.
4
 These 

findings have important policy implications for antidiscrimination policies in the labor market. 

Antidiscrimination policies focus on the hiring decision and on pay equity at given levels within 

firms. Employment equity policies promoting equal employment opportunities at firms for all 

workers, however, do not address a mechanism through which immigrants may fall behind in 

terms of wages: the failure to keep pace with their native peers in climbing the corporate ladder 

                                                           
4
 Olson and Becker (1983) find that the difference in promotion rates explains a significant fraction of the male-

female wage differential in the United States.  
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within firms once they have their “foot in the door.” Similarly, pay equity policies do little to 

benefit immigrants if immigrants—even while earning equal pay for equal work—are less able 

to move up the ladder to more demanding—and higher paying—jobs. We find that visible 

minority immigrants are indeed less likely to be promoted and are promoted fewer times than 

their native peers, and these differences in promotion outcomes primarily result from within-firm 

differences in advancement experiences. Existing antidiscrimination policies will be insufficient 

if these promotion outcome differentials are the result of discrimination. If discrimination is to 

blame for the adverse promotion experiences of immigrants and visible minorities more 

generally, then antidiscrimination policies must ensure that such workers face a level playing 

field within firms when competing for promotions. 

II. Data 

Our study uses the Workplace and Employee Survey (WES), a longitudinal survey of employers 

and their employees collected by Statistics Canada between 1999 and 2006—one of only a few 

linked employer-employee databases worldwide and the only such data in Canada. In every year, 

a representative sample of approximately 6,000 employers was surveyed. The target population 

of employers consisted of all business locations in Canada with paid employees in March of each 

surveyed year.
5
 In the 1999, 2001, 2003, and 2005 surveys, the sample of employers was 

refreshed with new employers from the Statistics Canada Business Register to maintain a 

representative cross-section. A maximum of twenty-four employees were interviewed from each 

sampled firm in each odd year and re-interviewed the following year.
6
 Our analysis is based on 

                                                           
5
 Employers in the Yukon, Nunavut and Northwest Territories and employers operating in crop production, animal 

production, fishing, hunting, trapping, private households, religious organizations and public administration were 

excluded from the sample. Public administration includes establishments primarily engaged in the enactment and 

judicial interpretation of laws and their pursuant regulations and the administration of programs based on them.  

Public administration’s share of employment in Canada is around 6.5 percent (Statistics Canada, Table 281-0024). 
6
 The number of workers interviewed from each firm was proportional to firm’s size except for workplaces with 

fewer than four employees in which all employees were surveyed. 
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the pooled 1999, 2001, 2003 and 2005 cross-sections. Following other studies using the WES, 

data from interviews in the even-numbered years are not used to avoid the sample selection 

problems associated with employee attrition.  

We restrict the sample to non-Aboriginal workers between the ages of 24 and 65 from 

firms that have at least two male or female workers sampled over the entire period they appear in 

the data.  The restricted sample includes 32,403 women and 42,467 men from 7,531 firms. We 

observe between two and 63 employees from each firm; the mean (median) number is 12 (10). 

We observe 2,577 firms in all four years, 1,674 firms in three years, 1,609 firms in two years and 

the remaining 1,671 firms in a single year.  

The dependent variables in our study are an indicator for whether the employee has ever 

been promoted while working for the current employer and the number of times the employee 

has been promoted with the current employer. The indicator for whether the employee has ever 

been promoted comes from his/her response to the question, “Have you ever been promoted 

while working for this employer? (By promotion we mean a change in duties/responsibilities that 

led to both an increase in pay and the complexity or responsibility of the job.)”
7
  

Table 1 details the summary statistics for our sample. Differences among white and 

visible minority immigrants are especially evident when we examine promotion outcomes. Only 

33.9% (28.8%) of male (female) visible minority immigrants have ever been promoted with their 

current employers relative to 40.9% (34.2%) of male (female) white immigrants, who are only 

slightly less likely to have been promoted than their white native peers. Further, male (female) 

visible minority immigrants have been promoted only 0.64 (0.47) times on average relative to 

1.00 (0.71) times for white male (female) Canadian-born workers and 0.88 (0.70) times for white 

male (female) immigrants. Visible minority Canadian-borns fare better than visible minority 

                                                           
7
 Changes in pay and responsibilities are two distinguishing features of promotions (Pergamit and Veum 1999). 
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immigrants in terms of the probability of promotion and number of times promoted but are less 

likely to have been promoted and have received fewer promotions than both white immigrants 

and white natives. 

These unconditional differences in promotion outcomes suggest that the promotion 

experiences of visible minority immigrants differ substantially from their Canadian-born peers 

and other immigrants. Immigrants and Canadian-born workers, however, differ in a number of 

observable characteristics—differences which might account for the observed differences in 

promotion outcomes. Male and female visible minority immigrants have less labor market 

experience on average than their white peers (immigrants and non-immigrants), but immigrants 

of both genders and all races are more likely to have completed a post-secondary degree than 

their Canadian-born peers. Visible minority immigrants are much younger on average than white 

immigrants and have been in Canada for shorter periods. Immigrants are much more likely to 

speak a language other than English or French at home than their native peers. Furthermore, all 

immigrants are much more likely to be married and to have larger families than natives. 

Immigrants of all stripes are much less likely to move to Quebec—moving instead to Ontario—

and much more likely to live in Census Metropolitan Areas than Canadian-born workers. 

Perhaps most important for our purposes, immigrants have considerably shorter average tenures 

with their current employers than native workers. This is mechanical for newly arrived 

immigrants: an immigrant who has been in Canada for less than five years cannot have been with 

his current employer for more than five years. Workers who have been with their firms longer 

have necessarily had more opportunities to be considered for promotion, so this difference 

between immigrants and natives is potentially significant in the empirical analysis. 
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In total, 9.8% of observations come from male immigrants, while 7.9% of observations 

come from female immigrants. We create indicators for being a Canadian-born visible minority, 

a white immigrant, or a visible minority immigrant, with white Canadian-born workers serving 

as the reference category. In some specifications we further break the immigrants into four 

additional categories based on their years since arriving in Canada (0 to 5 years, 6 to 10 years, 11 

to 20 years, and 21 or more years in Canada) to account for assimilation and differences among 

immigrant cohorts. We additionally control for the employee’s highest level of schooling (8 

categories), marital status (6 categories), number of dependent children (5 categories), a quartic 

in years of (actual) full-time labor market experience, full-time employment, age (8 categories), 

languages spoken at home and at work, province of residence, residence in a Census 

Metropolitan Area, membership in a union or collective bargaining agreement, and—in some 

specifications—a quadratic function of the worker’s tenure with her employer. In robustness 

checks, we also control for the employee’s occupation (6 categories) and industry (14 

categories). We estimate all specifications using employee sample weights provided by Statistics 

Canada, and the standard errors are estimated following Statistics Canada’s recommended 

procedure using 100 sets of bootstrap sample weights. 
8
  

III. Empirical Methodology  

The probability that an employee has ever been promoted with his/her current employer is of 

special interest given that the first promotions received by workers with their current employers 

in our data are associated with larger wage increases than subsequent promotions. Estimating 

whether a worker has ever been promoted, however, may obscure differences in the 

advancement experiences of immigrants and other minority groups if workers in these groups are 

                                                           
8
 The bootstrap weights take into account the potential non-independence of error terms for workers within the same 

firm and adjust for variation due to the two-stage sampling of employees as well as the complex survey design of the 

WES (Drolet 2002). 
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promoted more or less frequently with their current employers than their white Canadian-born 

peers. Immigrants may succeed in obtaining early promotions—particularly pro forma 

promotions—while still falling behind their Canadian-born peers if these peers enjoy subsequent 

promotions that immigrants do not. As such, we estimate models of both whether a worker has 

ever been promoted with his/her current employer and the number of times the worker has been 

promoted with the current employer. 

We estimate differences in average promotion outcomes between white natives and 

different groups of immigrants conditional on observed individual and job characteristics using 

the linear regression model:
 
 

    ����|��, ��	 = ��
′� + ��

′,    (1) 

where �� is—depending on the regression—either an indicator for having ever been promoted 

with the current employer or the number of times promoted while working for the current 

employer, �� a vector of individual and job characteristics, and �� a vector of indicators for 

membership in a minority group (i.e., white immigrants, visible minority Canadian-borns, and 

visible minority immigrants).
9
 The parameter vector � captures the relationships between 

observed characteristics and promotion outcomes, while  measures the economy-wide 

differences in average promotion outcomes between workers in different minority groups and 

white Canadian-born workers conditional on ��. 

To measure the extent to which the economy-wide differences in average promotion 

outcomes between white natives and immigrants are driven by immigrants sorting into firms 

                                                           
9
 When ��  is an indicator for having ever been promoted with the current employer, this is a linear probability 

model. We also estimated the economy-wide differences in the probability of promotion between immigrants and 

natives using probit and logit estimators; estimates from these models were similar to those reported in tables 2a and 

2b. We use the linear probability model for the ease of incorporating firm effects. Likewise, we estimated models of 

the number of times promoted using a Poisson estimator and obtained similar results to those in tables 3a and 3b. 
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with fewer promotion opportunities, we estimate the within-firm native-immigrant differences in 

average promotion outcomes by adding firm effects to (1): 

  ����|��, �� , ��	 = ��
′� + ��

′ + ��
′�,     (2) 

where �� 	is a vector of indicators for each firm. The vector � captures the firm effects 

representing inter-firm differences in average promotion outcomes conditional on worker and job 

characteristics �� and group membership ��. 

Estimates of the economy-wide differences in average promotion outcomes between 

natives and immigrants in equation (1), �, capture (a) any systematic sorting of minorities into 

firms offering fewer opportunities for advancement, (b) the correlation between minority group 

membership and unobserved worker characteristics related to promotion outcomes and (c) firms’ 

preferences for promoting white Canadian-born workers relative to other workers. In contrast, 

the estimates of  in equation (2), �, measure conditional native-immigrant differences in 

average promotion outcomes within firms. If � < 0 for group g, then members of this group are 

less likely to have been promoted or have been promoted fewer times on average than their white 

Canadian-born peers. If 0 ≥ � > �, then workers in this group systematically sort into jobs at 

firms with fewer opportunities for advancement. If 0 > � = �, then we infer that the average 

difference in promotion outcomes for workers in this group relative to white Canadian-born 

workers results entirely from differences in advancement within firms rather than systematic 

sorting of workers to firms with different advancement opportunities. We use a Hausman test to 

test the null hypothesis that � −	� = 0 (i.e., that there is no systematic sorting of immigrants 

into firms offering different opportunities for advancement).
10

 

                                                           
10

 Under the null hypothesis of no differences between immigrants and natives in sorting across firms, both 

specifications produce consistent estimates of the promotion gap, δ, but the estimates in the specification with firm 

effects are inefficient.  Under the alternative hypothesis of systematic native-immigrant inter-firm sorting, only the 
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When estimating immigrant-native promotion outcome differentials, we face an 

important specification decision: whether to include tenure with the current employer as a 

control. Promotion outcomes and tenure are potentially simultaneously determined as whether 

one has advanced with one’s employer likely influences the decision to remain with the 

employer while employees with longer tenures have necessarily had more opportunities for 

promotion. Omitting tenure from the controls introduces a downward bias in our estimates of the 

native-immigrant promotion outcome differentials if tenure is positively related to promotion 

outcomes—as it is in our data—and immigrants on average have shorter tenures with their 

employers than natives.
11

 As table 1 indicates, visible minority immigrants—especially newly 

arrived immigrants—have considerably shorter average tenures with their current employers than 

native workers in large part because an immigrant’s potential tenure with an employer is 

bounded above by the number of years an immigrant has been in Canada.  

 Including tenure as a control, on the other hand, introduces a simultaneity bias when 

estimating the immigrant-native promotion outcomes differentials. Specifically, if there are 

differences between immigrants and natives in the unobserved factors that affect promotion 

outcomes and if these differences are correlated with tenure, then there will exist a simultaneity 

bias when estimating the immigrant-native promotion outcomes differentials that cannot be 

signed a priori. 

 To assess the importance of the simultaneity bias, we look for minority groups who have 

comparable tenure to white Canadian-born workers. If minority group g and white Canadian-

born workers have comparable tenure, then there will be no omitted variables bias in our 

                                                                                                                                                                                           

estimates from the specification with firm effects are consistent. Pendakur and Woodcock (2010) and Javdani (2012) 

use similar tests for sorting in studies of immigrant-native and male-female wage differences. 
11

 MacDonald and Worswick (1998) evaluate the bias when tenure is omitted when estimating native-immigrant 

wage differentials in Canada.  
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estimates of the immigrant-native promotion outcome differential when we omit tenure as a 

control. In this case, the difference between our estimators with and without tenure reflects the 

simultaneity bias, which allows us to assess the empirical importance of the simultaneity bias 

with tenure included as a control. The simultaneity bias may be trivial if tenure is uncorrelated or 

only weakly correlated with the unobserved differences between natives and immigrants that 

affect promotion outcomes. In light of the potential omitted variables and simultaneity biases, we 

estimate the immigrant-native promotion outcome differentials both with and without tenure as a 

control in the next section. 

Finally, we consider whether university-educated immigrants compete for promotions in 

different labor markets than less educated immigrants and experience different promotion 

outcome differentials relative to their white Canadian-born peers as a result. To do so, we 

estimate (1) and (2) interacting all regressors (except firm effects) with an indicator for education 

greater than a bachelor’s degree. 

IV. Findings  

IV.A Immigration and the Probability of Promotion 

Table 2a presents the estimated differences in the probability of having ever been promoted with 

the current employer for minority groups relative to white natives for women controlling for 

individual and job characteristics and region of residence; Appendix table 1 illustrates that our 

estimates are robust to including controls for the worker’s industry and occupation. The top 

panel of table 2a presents estimates for visible minority Canadian-born workers, white 

immigrants, and visible minority immigrants relative to white Canadian-born workers. Columns 

1 and 2 report estimates of the economy-wide and within-firm promotion differentials ( in 
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equations (1) and (2), respectively) without tenure as a control, while columns 4 and 5 report 

these estimates with tenure included.  

Regardless of whether we include tenure as a control, we find little evidence that female 

white immigrants are less likely to be promoted than their white Canadian-born peers. Female 

visible minorities, however, are significantly less likely to have been promoted with their current 

employers: a female visible minority Canadian-born (immigrant) worker is 8.5 (9.5) percentage 

points less likely to have been promoted with the current employer than an observationally 

equivalent white Canadian-born worker when tenure is not included as control and 8.7 (7.6) 

percentage points less likely to have been promoted when tenure is included. With and without 

tenure as a control, we find statistically significant evidence that female visible minority 

immigrants sort into firms in which they are less likely to be promoted—firms offering “dead-

end” jobs—when comparing the economy-wide estimates in columns 1 and 4 to the within-firm 

estimates in columns 2 and 5. For these women, differential sorting explains 31 percent and 41 

percent of the economy-wide promotion gaps in the specifications without and with tenure, 

respectively. 

The top panel of table 2b reports the same estimates for men. Again, both native and 

immigrant visible minorities—but not white immigrants—are less likely to have been promoted 

regardless of whether we control for tenure. A male visible minority Canadian-born (immigrant) 

worker is 8.4 (6.0) percentage points less likely to have been promoted with the current employer 

than an observationally equivalent white Canadian-born worker when tenure is not included as 

control, and 8.0 (4.7) percentage points less likely to have been promoted when tenure is 

included as a control. In contrast to their female counterparts, we find no evidence of systematic 

sorting into firms offering fewer promotion opportunities among male visible minority 



16 
 

immigrants, implying that the economy-wide difference in the probability of promotion is driven 

by worse promotion outcomes within firms compared to their white native counterparts. 

The estimates in columns 1 and 2 for immigrants in the top panels of tables 2a and 2b 

likely suffer from an omitted variables bias as immigrants have considerably shorter average 

tenures with their current employers. The estimates in columns 4 and 5, on the other hand, 

potentially suffer from a simultaneity bias as tenure is jointly determined with promotion 

outcomes. To assess the omitted variables and simultaneity biases and to explore heterogeneity 

in promotion outcomes among immigrants, we examine differences in the estimated promotion 

probability gaps for immigrants who have been in Canada for various periods relative to their 

white Canadian-born peers with and without controls for tenure in the bottom panels of tables 2a 

and 2b.   

The importance of the omitted variables bias when tenure is omitted is especially evident 

among newly arrived immigrants. Female visible minority immigrants who have been in Canada 

for less than six years are 21.4 percentage points less likely to have been promoted with their 

current employer when tenure is omitted, but only 14.6 percentage points less likely to have been 

promoted when tenure is included as a control, meaning that omitting tenure accounts for 32% of 

the estimated promotion outcome differential in column 1. Similarly white female immigrants 

who have been in Canada for less than six years are 8.6 percentage points less likely to have 

been promoted without controlling for tenure, but this gap essentially disappears when tenure is 

included as a control.  

For men, controlling for tenure is even more important: a male visible minority 

immigrant who has been in Canada for less than six years is an estimated 14.4 percentage points 

less likely to have been promoted with his current employer when tenure is omitted, but only a 
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statistically insignificant 3.3 percentage points less likely to have been promoted when tenure is 

included. The importance of the omitted variable bias among newly arrived immigrants is hardly 

surprising given that in table 1 we see that newly arrived male and female visible minority 

immigrants have on average only 1.9 and 2.2 years of tenure; white Canadian-born workers have 

considerably longer tenures with their employers even after controlling for age and work 

experience. Ignoring tenure greatly overstates the differences between immigrants in their first 

years in Canada and observationally equivalent white Canadian-born workers in terms of the 

probability of promotion. 

By contrast, the simultaneity bias when we control for tenure in column 4 appears to be 

of limited empirical importance. Immigrants who have been in Canada for more than 20 years—

presumably most of their working lives—are much less likely to be systematically different from 

their native peers in terms of tenure as relatively few workers have been with their employers for 

more than 20 years; this is indeed what we observe in table 1. As such, we assume that the 

omitted variables bias in column 1 is small or non-existent for immigrants who have been in 

Canada for more than 20 years and that the difference between the estimates in columns 1 and 4 

for such workers reflects the extent of the simultaneity bias. For both males and females, the 

differences between these estimates are small, and what differences we observe are consistent 

with the small differences in tenure between immigrants who have been in Canada for more than 

20 years and white Canadian-born workers that we observe in table 1.
12

 Similar comparisons of 

the estimates in columns 1 and 4 for visible minority Canadian-born workers who have 

comparable tenures with their employers once we control for age and experience also suggest 

                                                           
12

 The estimated economy-wide difference in promotion probabilities for visible minority males who have been in 

Canada for more than 20 years relate to white natives with tenure included as a control in column 4 is 20 percent 

larger than the corresponding estimate without tenure included as a control, but we fail to reject equality of the two 

estimates. We similarly fail to reject equality of the estimates with and without tenure for all other immigrants of 

both genders who have been in Canada for more than 20 years. 
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that the simultaneity bias is small.
13

 We infer that the simultaneity bias is of limited empirical 

importance and focus on the estimates in columns 4 and 5 for all immigrants in the following 

discussion.
14

 

Contrary to what we might conclude from the upper panels, the differences in promotion 

probabilities between immigrants and their native peers that we observe in columns 4 and 5 in 

the lower panels of tables 2a and 2b are few. For white female immigrants, the estimated 

differences in the probability of promotion relative to white natives in table 2a are statistically 

indistinguishable from zero regardless of how long an immigrant has been in Canada. A female 

visible minority immigrant who has been in Canada for less than five years, however, is an 

estimated 14.6 percentage points less likely to have been promoted with her current employer 

than an observationally equivalent white Canadian-born worker. Furthermore, half of this 

estimated promotion probability differential stems from newly arrived female visible minority 

immigrants being employed in firms in which there is a lower probability of promotion. After the 

first five years in Canada, however, this sorting does not affect the promotion probabilities of 

female visible minority immigrants. Female visible minority immigrants who have been in 

Canada for between six and twenty years are only three percentage points less likely to have 

been promoted—though these estimated promotion differentials are not statistically significant. 

Female visible minority immigrants who have been in Canada for more than 20 years, however, 

are a statistically significant 7.2 percentage points less likely to have ever been promoted with 

her current employer than a white native worker.  

                                                           
13

 The considerably shorter average tenure of visible minority Canadian-born workers in table 1 relative to white 

Canadian-born workers reflects the fact that visible minority Canadian-born workers in our sample are on average 

much younger and have been in the labor force for shorter periods than their white peers. 
14

 Other studies of promotion outcomes (e.g., Pergamit and Veum 1999, Hersch and Viscusi 1996) also ignore the 

potential simultaneity of tenure and promotion outcomes. 
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Among male immigrants, we find no evidence that either white or visible minority 

immigrants are less likely to have been promoted than their white native peers except for visible 

minority immigrants who have been in Canada for more than 20 years who are an estimated 10.1 

percentage points less likely to have been promoted—part of which results from such men being 

employed in firms offering fewer advancement opportunities. Indeed, if anything, white 

immigrants in their first ten years in Canada are more likely to have been promoted than their 

white native peers. The reappearance of the “promotion gap” among male and female visible 

minority immigrants who have been in Canada for more than 20 years is consistent with these 

immigrants encountering a “glass ceiling” blocking their further ascent up the job ladder.
15

 This 

could be due to mechanisms that prevent immigrants from fully assimilating into the labor 

market such as discrimination or smaller social networks, but it could also be driven by changes 

in the “quality” of immigrant cohorts in terms of their unobservable attributes that might result 

from changes in immigration policies (Chiswick 1978; Borjas 1985). Because we use pooled 

cross-sections over just a six year period, we are unable to distinguish between these two 

scenarios.   

IV.B Immigration and the Number of Promotions Received 

While we observe differences in promotion probabilities relative to white natives only for some 

groups of immigrants, these estimates might obscure differences in promotion experiences if 

immigrants are promoted less often than their white native peers. Tables 3a and 3b report the 

estimated differences in number of promotions received with the current employer for minority 

groups relative to white Canadian-born workers for female and male workers, respectively. A 

female (male) visible minority immigrant has received an estimated 0.202 (0.221) fewer 

                                                           
15

 Examining wage differentials between natives and immigrants in Canada, Pendakur and Woodcock (2011) find 

evidence consistent with immigrants facing a “glass ceiling.” Specifically, they find that visible minority immigrants 

are under-represented at the top of the wage distribution conditional on their characteristics.  
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promotions with the current employer than an observationally equivalent white Canadian-born 

worker when tenure is included as control. Among visible minority Canadian-born workers and 

white immigrants, we find that men in these groups have been promoted fewer times than their 

white native peers but no such evidence for women. We find evidence of systematic sorting into 

firms that promote workers less often only among male visible minority immigrants. 

Again we compare the estimates in column 1 to those in column 4 in the bottom panels of 

tables 3a and 3b to assess the importance of the omitted variables bias in the estimates in column 

1 when tenure is omitted and the simultaneity bias in the estimates in column 4 when tenure is 

included as a control. The omitted variables bias when tenure is omitted is potentially more 

significant in models of the number of promotions relative to models of the probability of 

promotion as in spite of shorter tenures newly arrived immigrants may have been with the 

employer long enough to obtain a first, potentially pro forma promotion but not long enough for 

subsequent promotions. Not surprisingly, we find that female (male) visible minority immigrants 

who have been in Canada for less than six years have received an estimated 0.524 (0.564) fewer 

promotions with their current employer when tenure is omitted, but only 0.325 (0.192) fewer 

promotions when tenure is included as a control. Omitting tenure accounts for 38% and 66% of 

the estimated promotion differentials in column 1 for female and male visible minority 

immigrants, respectively. We observe similarly large promotion differentials relative to white 

natives for newly arrived white immigrants as well when tenure is omitted. Clearly for newly 

arrived immigrants, omitting tenure leads to estimates that again significantly overstate the gaps 

in the number of promotions received between newly arrived immigrants and white natives.  

By contrast, we find small differences between the estimates with and without tenure as a 

control for white and visible minority female immigrants and white male immigrants who have 



21 
 

been in Canada for more than 20 years. Likewise, the estimates in columns 1 and 4 are almost 

identical for visible minority Canadian-born workers who have comparable tenure to their white 

native counterparts conditional on age and experience. Only among male visible minority 

immigrants who have been in Canada for more than 20 years do we observe a difference between 

the estimates with and without tenure as a control. These immigrants have received 0.2739 fewer 

promotions than observationally equivalent white natives when we omit tenure and 0.340 fewer 

promotions when tenure is included—though again we fail to reject equality of the estimates. On 

the whole, we infer again that the simultaneity bias in the estimates in column 4 is small and 

focus on the estimates with tenure as a control in columns 4 and 5 of tables 3a and 3b.  

Controlling for tenure, we find no evidence that white immigrants fall behind their native 

peers by receiving fewer promotions with their current employers except among white male 

immigrants who have been in Canada for more than 20 years, who have received an estimated 

0.128 fewer promotions than their native peers. Among visible minorities, the patterns are 

similar to those observed for the probability of promotion. Female visible minority immigrants 

who have been in Canada for less than six years have received an estimated 0.325 fewer 

promotions than an observationally equivalent white Canadian-born peer controlling for tenure 

with the employer. Using the within-firm estimator in column 5, these women have received an 

estimated 0.195 fewer promotions than their white Canadian-born peers, confirming that newly 

arrived female visible minority immigrants sort into firms offering fewer promotions than the 

firms in which their white Canadian-born peers are employed. We again find no evidence that 

this sorting persists. Female visible minority immigrants who have been in Canada for more than 

six years, between six and ten years, eleven to twenty years, and more than twenty years have 

received an estimated 0.099, 0.166, and 0.278 fewer promotions, respectively, than their white 
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native peers, but these economy-wide differences are driven almost entirely by within-firm 

differences in promotion outcomes. The sorting of female visible minority immigrants into firms 

offering “dead-end” jobs is an issue among newly arrived immigrants, but within-firm 

differences in the number of promotions received exist for all female visible minority 

immigrants. 

 Newly arrived male visible minority immigrants were not less likely to have been 

promoted with their current employer according to the estimates in table 2b, but they received an 

estimated 0.192 fewer promotions with their current employers than have observationally 

equivalent white natives. Unlike newly arrived female visible minority immigrants, these men do 

not appear to sort into firms offering fewer promotion opportunities; firms simply promote them 

less often. Male visible minority and white immigrants who have been in Canada for more than 

20 years have received an estimated 0.340 and 0.128 fewer promotions with their current 

employers, respectively, than have observationally equivalent white natives; among visible 

minority immigrants this is in part due to sorting into firms offering fewer promotion 

opportunities. As before, the re-emergence of a promotion outcome differential among 

immigrants who have been in Canada for more than 20 years may either reflect a failure to 

assimilate in the labor market or unobserved changes in immigrant cohort quality.   

IV.C Immigration, Promotion Outcomes, and Education 

Tables 4 (a and b) and 5 (a and b) report the estimates of the models of the probability of 

promotion and the number of times promoted interacting all of the regressors with an indicator 

for whether the worker has a bachelor’s or higher degree. Tables 4a and 4b report the estimated 

promotion probability differentials for women and men, respectively, by education category with 

tenure included as a control; the estimates without tenure are provided in the appendix. Striking 
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differences emerge among female visible minority immigrants. Female visible minority 

immigrants with less than a bachelor’s degree are an estimated 17.4 percentage points less likely 

to have been promoted than observationally equivalent white Canadian-born women in their first 

five years in Canada—a gap which is driven almost entirely by the sorting of these women into 

firms offering fewer promotion opportunities. Further, while the sorting into firms offering fewer 

promotion opportunities abates among less educated female visible minority immigrants who 

have been in Canada for more than 5 years, these women continue to be more than 7 percentage 

points less likely to have been promoted than their white Canadian-born peers. University-

educated female visible minority immigrants, on the other hand, are not statistically less likely at 

any point to have been promoted than comparable white Canadian-born women.  

Using the number of times promoted as the dependent variable in tables 5a and 5b, 

female visible minority immigrants without a bachelor’s degree who have been in Canada for 

less than 5 years have received an estimated 0.343 fewer promotions than their white native 

peers, and this is again almost entirely due to their being employed in firms that promote workers 

less often. This gap shrinks somewhat but remains statistically significant for less educated 

female visible minority immigrants who have been in Canada for more than 10 years, but among 

these immigrants intra-firm differences in promotion outcomes rather than systematic sorting 

into firms offering “dead-end” jobs account for the promotion outcome differential. Newly 

arrived university-educated female visible minority immigrants have received an estimated 0.213 

fewer promotions than their white native peers—entirely the result of intra-firm differences in 

promotion outcomes—but other university-educated female visible minority immigrants have 

not been promoted fewer times than their white native peers. The p-values of the joint 

hypotheses that university-educated and less educated female visible minority immigrants 
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experience the same promotion probabilities and numbers of promotions relative to their white 

native peers are 0.11 and 0.03, respectively. Taken together, the estimates in tables 4a and 5a 

suggest that the promotion outcome differentials we observe in tables 2a and 3a largely reflect 

the advancement experiences of non-university educated female visible minority immigrants. 

 We do not observe comparable differences in promotion experiences for male visible 

minority immigrants with and without a university education. The only difference we observe is 

that newly arrived university-educated male visible minority immigrants have been promoted an 

estimated 0.274 fewer times than their white native peers while newly arrived non-university 

educated male visible minority immigrants have been promoted a similar number of times 

relative to their white native peers.  

Among white immigrants, less educated immigrants are estimated to be between 16 and 

18 percentage points more likely to have been promoted in their first 10 years in Canada, while 

all other white male immigrants of both education types are equally likely to have been promoted 

as their white native counterparts. Likewise, non-university educated white immigrants in their 

first ten years in Canada have been promoted more often than their white native peers while 

similar university-educated white immigrants have been promoted—if anything—fewer times 

than their white native peers. The p-values of the joint hypotheses that university-educated and 

less educated male white immigrants experience the same promotion probabilities and numbers 

of promotions relative to their white native peers are 0.01 and 0.14, respectively.  

V. Discussion & Conclusion 

We examine economy-wide differences between immigrants and natives in the probabilities of 

having been promoted and the number of times promoted for a linked sample of employers and 

employees in Canada between 1999 and 2005. We further investigate the heterogeneity in 
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promotion experiences among immigrants based on how long they have been in Canada and their 

education levels. We find little evidence of significant differences in promotion outcomes for 

white immigrants relative to white natives. Male and female visible minority immigrants, on the 

other hand, are an estimated 4.7 and 7.6 percentage points less likely to have been promoted and 

have received 0.221 and 0.202 fewer promotions with their current employer, respectively, than 

observationally equivalent white Canadian-born workers. Immigrants’ promotion experiences 

are very heterogeneous: primarily newly arrived immigrants and immigrants who have been in 

Canada for more than 20 years experience adverse promotion outcomes. Immigrants’ education 

levels are also related to their promotion experiences. Female visible minority immigrants 

without a bachelor’s degree are less likely to have been promoted and receive fewer promotions 

while university-educated female visible minority immigrants experience similar promotion 

outcomes relative to observationally equivalent white natives. By contrast, non-university 

educated white male immigrants in their first ten years in Canada are actually more likely to have 

been promoted and have been promoted more times than observationally equivalent white 

natives relative to university-educated white male immigrants. Similarly, newly arrived, non-

university-educated male visible minorities have been promoted more often than newly-arrived, 

university-educated male visible minorities. 

Previous evidence suggesting that immigrants sort systematically into different firms in 

terms of wages than natives led us to investigate whether immigrants are disproportionately 

employed in firms offering “dead-end” jobs. We find only limited evidence of such sorting. 

Newly arrived female visible minority immigrants are indeed disproportionately employed in 

firms offering limited opportunities for advancement; this sorting is especially acute among 

newly arrived female visible minority immigrants without a bachelor’s degree. Among other 
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immigrants, we find that male visible minority immigrants who have been in Canada for more 

than 20 years are also employed in firms offering fewer opportunities for advancement. 

Moving up on the job is an important contributor to wage growth over the life cycle. 

Aydemir and Skuterud (2008) and Pendakur and Woodcock (2010) provide evidence that the 

average economy-wide wage gaps experienced by male and female immigrants found in the 

previous literature result both from the disproportionate sorting of immigrants into lower-paying 

firms and from immigrants earning less than their peers within these firms. These findings 

provide support for employment equity policies that aim to help immigrants “get a foot in the 

door” at firms offering better wage prospects and pay equity policies that target wages within 

firms.  

 Our finding that immigrants—particularly newly arrived visible minority immigrants—

are less likely to be promoted in the economy as a whole because they are less likely to be 

promoted within any given employer suggests that these policies may prove insufficient. 

Employment equity policies promoting equal employment opportunities at firms for all workers 

do not address a primary mechanism through which immigrants may fall behind in terms of 

wages: the failure to keep pace with their native peers in climbing the corporate ladder within 

firms once they have their “foot in the door.” Similarly, pay equity policies do little to benefit 

immigrants if immigrants—even while earning equal pay for equal work—are less able to move 

up the ladder to more demanding—and higher paying—jobs. Existing antidiscrimination policies 

will be insufficient if these promotion outcome differentials are the result of discrimination. If 

discrimination is to blame for the adverse promotion experiences of immigrants and visible 

minorities more generally, then antidiscrimination policies must ensure that such workers face a 

level playing field within firms when competing for promotions. Our findings thus suggest that 
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policy-makers seeking to assist immigrants should focus on within-firm processes that govern 

advancement on-the-job.  
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Figure 1: Distributions of immigrants and natives by proportion of employer’s sampled 

employees who are immigrants  
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Figure 2: Promotion rate by proportion of firm's sampled employees who are immigrants 

 

Figure 3: Number of promotions by proportion of firm's sampled employees who are 

immigrants 
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Table 1: Summary Statistics 
 Male Female 

 Canadian-Born Immigrant Canadian-Born Immigrant 

 White Visible 

Minority 

White Visible 

Minority 

White Visible 

Minority 

White Visible 

Minority 

Number of observations 34,797 625 4,265 2,780 26,276 516 3,147 2,464 

Hourly wage 24.082 22.998 25.727 20.216 18.827 17.793 19.275 17.451 

Ever promoted  0.420 0.373 0.409 0.339 0.353 0.314 0.342 0.288 

Number of times promoted   0.996 0.743 0.879 0.637 0.705 0.700 0.702 0.471 

           (including never promoted)         

Personal Characteristics:         

Years of experience 20.493 14.134 22.595 15.423 16.871 13.411 18.347 13.899 

Years since Immigration   26.269 16.103   27.580 17.063 

          0 to 5 years (% in category)   6.93 17.20   6.89 15.66 

          6 to 10 years (% in category)   8.85 18.30   7.37 18.59 

          11 to 20 years (% in category)   19.36 30.71   18.17 27.15 

          21 or more years (% in category)   64.87 33.79   67.57 38.60 

Age 41.836 35.708 45.493 41.796 41.958 35.565 45.176 41.445 

            25-29 (% in category) 11.56 36.87 6.77 7.48 11.95 28.13 7.48 11.29 

            30-34 (% in category) 14.88 16.71 10.46 17.65 12.99 22.76 9.32 14.09 

            35-39 (% in category) 16.41 15.04 12.64 19.87 16.12 20.51 13.85 17.21 

            40-44 (% in category) 17.46 14.33 15.67 18.56 18.64 13.75 13.84 19.18 

            45-49 (% in category) 15.64 8.27 15.16 15.66 16.80 6.83 18.48 17.47 

            50-54 (% in category) 12.87 3.75 17.09 10.79 12.61 4.40 17.79 11.89 

            55-59 (% in category) 8.07 2.60 14.90 6.35 7.81 2.33 12.74 6.30 

            60-65 (% in category) 3.11 2.43 7.32 3.65 3.07 1.30 6.50 2.56 

Highest educational attainment         

Ph.D., Master's, or M.D 0.040 0.037 0.093 0.083 0.036 0.040 0.068 0.073 

Other graduate degree 0.018 0.010 0.034 0.026 0.021 0.044 0.033 0.029 

Bachelor's degree 0.119 0.302 0.153 0.249 0.131 0.198 0.160 0.229 

Some university 0.082 0.105 0.076 0.076 0.086 0.122 0.079 0.063 

Completed college 0.164 0.158 0.171 0.196 0.255 0.221 0.246 0.253 

Some college or trade certificate 0.263 0.196 0.236 0.168 0.218 0.129 0.178 0.159 

High school diploma 0.175 0.116 0.135 0.118 0.176 0.233 0.143 0.132 

Less than high school* 0.135 0.072 0.098 0.079 0.074 0.008 0.090 0.057 

Marital Status         

Married 0.595 0.484 0.717 0.796 0.570 0.439 0.661 0.676 

Common law 0.165 0.113 0.088 0.035 0.148 0.110 0.085 0.032 

Separated 0.024 0.022 0.030 0.017 0.036 0.028 0.031 0.030 

Divorced 0.038 0.023 0.027 0.019 0.079 0.033 0.076 0.060 

Widowed 0.005 0.001 0.003 0.002 0.014 0.001 0.021 0.017 

Single* 0.170 0.354 0.131 0.128 0.151 0.386 0.123 0.181 

Number of Dependent Children         

Zero* 0.483 0.662 0.464 0.332 0.506 0.582 0.518 0.430 

One 0.173 0.131 0.189 0.223 0.177 0.167 0.170 0.231 

Two 0.245 0.128 0.247 0.313 0.233 0.162 0.211 0.260 

Three 0.076 0.065 0.073 0.102 0.067 0.076 0.080 0.060 

Four or more 0.020 0.012 0.025 0.027 0.014 0.010 0.019 0.017 

Language most often spoken at home         

French 0.290 0.067 0.073 0.047 0.255 0.050 0.046 0.023 

English 0.698 0.835 0.669 0.364 0.731 0.777 0.692 0.414 

Other  0.010 0.096 0.257 0.587 0.012 0.171 0.260 0.561 

 
Notes: * indicates the reference category for regressions. All means are computed using sample weights provided in the data. Statistics 
Canada does not permit reporting these means without using the weights. 
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Table 1 continued: Summary Statistics 
 Male Female 

 Canadian-born Immigrant Canadian-born Immigrant 

 White Visible 

Minority 

White Visible 

Minority 

White Visible 

Minority 

White Visible 

Minority 

Geography         

Atlantic 0.076 0.034 0.017 0.002 0.087 0.022 0.019 0.005 

Quebec 0.296 0.157 0.157 0.129 0.258 0.111 0.108 0.081 

Ontario* 0.337 0.374 0.549 0.587 0.366 0.451 0.584 0.595 

Manitoba 0.036 0.036 0.033 0.035 0.040 0.022 0.032 0.023 

Saskatchewan 0.036 0.007 0.007 0.011 0.033 0.016 0.006 0.003 

Alberta 0.111 0.098 0.096 0.077 0.099 0.082 0.087 0.115 

British Columbia 0.105 0.291 0.137 0.157 0.113 0.291 0.161 0.175 

Census Metropolitan Area (CMA) 0.650 0.854 0.853 0.938 0.643 0.835 0.832 0.936 

Job Characteristics:         

Fulltime 0.866 
 

0.871 
 

0.892 
 

0.876 
 

0.545 
 

0.631 
 

0.632 
 

0.717 
 

Member of Union or CBA 0.289 

 

0.222 

 

0.256 

 

0.194 

 

0.303 

 

0.199 

 

0.237 

 

0.191 

 Tenure with current employer 10.111 

 

6.279 

 

10.111 

 

6.987 

 

8.976 

 

6.691 

 

8.722 

 

6.673 

          0 to 5 years since immigration   2.721 1.931   2.092 2.244 

         6 to 10 years since immigration   4.658 4.872   3.865 4.847 

         11 to 20 years since immigration   6.946 6.776   5.764 6.314 

         21 or more years since immigration   12.589 10.900   10.724 9.603 

Language most often spoken at work         

French 0.276 0.074 0.098 0.076 0.246 0.047 0.069 0.041 

English 0.716 0.913 0.875 0.832 0.747 0.942 0.906 0.864 

Other  0.006 0.011 0.025 0.091 0.006 0.009 0.023 0.094 

Home and work language not the same 0.031 0.015 0.026 0.018 0.027 

 

0.011 0.021 0.009 

Occupation         

Manager 0.183 0.180 0.217 0.162 0.094 0.122 0.085 0.090 

Professional 0.134 0.250 0.203 0.172 0.218 0.199 0.203 0.213 

Technical/Trades 0.535 0.366 0.438 0.459 0.321 0.336 0.354 0.351 

Marketing/Sales 0.026 0.063 0.030 0.040 0.093 0.087 0.073 0.073 

Clerical/Administrative 0.057 0.082 0.049 0.080 0.223 0.219 0.200 0.176 

Production Worker* 0.065 0.059 0.063 0.087 0.051 0.037 0.085 0.097 

Industry         

Resource 0.031 0.011 0.010 0.006 0.005 0.002 0.005 0.018 

Labor intensive tertiary manufacturing 0.052 0.069 0.064 0.101 0.032 0.049 0.071 0.086 

Secondary product manufacturing 0.051 0.036 0.068 0.080 0.018 0.008 0.021 0.040 

Capital intensive tertiary manufacturing 0.068 0.076 0.115 0.128 0.028 0.008 0.032 0.031 

Construction 0.082 0.060 0.060 0.018 0.015 0.009 0.003 0.006 

Transportation, warehousing, 0.160 0.151 0.121 0.100 0.070 0.073 0.066 0.063 

            wholesale         

Communication and other utilities 0.030 0.014 0.015 0.013 0.012 0.005 0.011 0.007 

Retail trade and consumer services 0.163 0.195 0.151 0.189 0.213 0.337 0.181 0.244 

Finance and insurance 0.027 0.051 0.022 0.051 0.071 0.089 0.047 0.072 

Real estate, rental and leasing operations 0.017 0.023 0.018 0.007 0.017 0.006 0.019 0.014 

Business services 0.095 0.101 0.140 0.159 0.097 0.119 0.141 0.150 

Education and health services 0.113 0.143 0.127 0.089 0.371 0.242 0.347 0.234 

Information and cultural industries 0.037 0.050 0.038 0.016 0.034 0.033 0.036 0.019 

Primary product manufacturing* 0.067 0.013 0.045 0.036 0.012 0.012 0.014 0.008 

 
Notes: * indicates the reference category for regressions. All means are computed using sample weights provided in the data. Statistics Canada 
does not permit reporting these means without using the weights. 
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Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses; p-values for the Hausman test of the equality of the economy-wide and within-firm estimates are in 

brackets. The reference group for all regressions is white Canadian-born. *** indicates statistically significant at 1%, ** indicates statistically 

significant at 5%, and * indicates statistically significant at 10%. All coefficients are estimated using sampling weights provided by Statistics 

Canada, and the standard errors are computed using 100 sets of bootstrap weights provided by Statistics Canada. Controls include the personal 

characteristics, job characteristics, and geography controls detailed in Table 1 (excluding industry and occupation).  

 

 

 

Table 2a: Estimated Relationships between Minority Status and Probability of  
Promotion For Women  

 Without tenure  With tenure 

 Economy-wide Within firms Sorting  Economy-wide Within firms Sorting 

 (1) (2) (3)  (4) (5) (6) 

Visible Minority Canadian Born -0.085 -0.066* -0.019  -0.087* -0.069** -0.018 

 (0.057) (0.037) [0.661]  (0.050) (0.035) [0.609] 

White Immigrant -0.026 -0.021 -0.005  -0.016 -0.010 -0.006 

 (0.017) (0.018) [0.398]  (0.017) (0.017) [0.190] 

Visible Minority Immigrant -0.095*** -0.065** -0.030**  -0.076** -0.045 -0.031** 

 (0.030) (0.026)  [0.045]  (0.031) (0.028) [0.017] 

    

 Without tenure  With tenure 

 Economy-wide Within firms Sorting  Economy-wide Within firms Sorting 

Visible Minority Canadian Born -0.087 -0.067* -0.02  -0.087* -0.069** -0.018 

 (0.057) (0.037) [0.644]  (0.050) (0.035) [0.614] 

        

White Immigrant after 0 to 5 years -0.086 -0.074 -0.012  -0.004 -0.011 0.006 

 (0.056) (0.054) [0.418]  (0.058) (0.056)  [0.659] 

White Immigrant after 6 to 10 years -0.047 -0.060 0.013  0.007 -0.004 0.011 

 (0.064) (0.053) [0.726]  (0.060) (0.052) [0.720] 

White Immigrant after 11 to 20 -0.030 -0.024 0.006*  0.002 0.007 -0.005 

       years (0.042) (0.042) [0.053]  (0.043) (0.042) [0.619] 

White Immigrant after 21 years -0.019 -0.012 -0.007  -0.023 -0.014 -0.009** 

 (0.021) (0.022) [0.297]  (0.020) (0.020) [0.038] 

        

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.214*** -0.146*** -0.068***  -0.146*** -0.071* -0.075*** 

      0 to 5 years (0.043) (0.038) [0.000]  (0.043) (0.037) [0.000] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.092* -0.073 -0.018*  -0.055 -0.037 -0.018 

      6 to 10 years (0.053) (0.054) [0.071]  (0.053) (0.054) [0.131 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.065* -0.033 -0.031  -0.048 -0.019 -0.029 

      11 to 20 years (0.038) (0.045) [0.181]  (0.037) (0.046) [0.286] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.079** -0.060* -0.019  -0.072** -0.051 -0.022 

      21 years (0.034) (0.031) [0.163]  (0.035) (0.031) [0.160] 
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Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses; p-values for the Hausman test of the equality of the economy-wide and within-firm estimates are in 

brackets. The reference group for all regressions is white Canadian-born. *** indicates statistically significant at 1%, ** indicates statistically 

significant at 5%, and * indicates statistically significant at 10%. All coefficients are estimated using sampling weights provided by Statistics 

Canada, and the standard errors are computed using 100 sets of bootstrap weights provided by Statistics Canada. Controls include the personal 

characteristics, job characteristics, and geography controls detailed in Table 1 (excluding industry and occupation).  

 

 

 

Table 2b: Estimated Relationships between Minority Status and Probability of  
Promotion for Men 

 Without tenure  With tenure 

 Economy-wide Within firms Sorting  Economy-wide Within firms Sorting 

 (1) (2) (3)  (4) (5) (6) 

Visible Minority Canadian Born -0.084** -0.098** 0.014  -0.080* -0.098* 0.018 

 (0.040) (0.046) [0.537]  (0.045) (0.052) [0.468] 

White Immigrant -0.007 -0.019 0.012  -0.004 -0.016 0.012 

 (0.019) (0.016) [0.241]  (0.018) (0.016) [0.180] 

Visible Minority Immigrant -0.060*** -0.051*** -0.009  -0.047** -0.049** 0.001 

 (0.020) (0.019) [0.149]  (0.019) (0.020) [0.772] 

    

 Without tenure  With tenure 

 Economy-wide Within firms Sorting  Economy-wide Within firms Sorting 

Visible Minority Canadian Born -0.083** -0.098** 0.015  -0.076* -0.095* 0.019 

 (0.040) (0.047) [0.543]  (0.045) (0.052) [0.445] 

        

White Immigrant after 0 to 5 years -0.019 0.038 -0.057***  0.079 0.117** -0.038*** 

 (0.053) (0.055) [0.000  (0.054) (0.052) [0.001] 

White Immigrant after 6 to 10 years 0.029 0.025 0.004  0.084** 0.065 0.019 

 (0.043) (0.050) [0.875]  (0.038) (0.041) [0.260] 

White Immigrant after 11 to 20 0.031 -0.006 0.037*  0.043 0.014 0.029 

       years (0.045) (0.039) [0.099]  (0.045) (0.037) [0.251] 

White Immigrant after 21 years -0.021 -.032* 0.011  -0.029 -0.039** 0.010 

 (0.021) (0.018) [0.309]  (0.020) (0.018) [0.276] 

        

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.144*** -0.118* -0.026  -0.034 -0.038 0.005 

      0 to 5 years (0.055) (0.061) [0.324]  (0.051) (0.061) [0.888 
Visible Minority Immigrant after 0.000 -0.020 0.020  0.060 0.030 0.030 

      6 to 10 years (0.053) (0.049) [0.319]  (0.052) (0.047) [0.171] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.009 0.008 -0.017  0.000 0.002 -0.001 

      11 to 20 years (0.034) (0.036) [0.150]  (0.031) (0.033) [0.908] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.082*** -.068*** -0.014***  -0.101*** -0.086*** -0.014* 

      21 years (0.025) (0.025) [0.000]  (0.024) (0.026) [0.085] 
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Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses; p-values for the Hausman test of the equality of the economy-wide and within-firm estimates are in 

brackets. The reference group for all regressions is white Canadian-born. *** indicates statistically significant at 1%, ** indicates statistically 

significant at 5%, and * indicates statistically significant at 10%. All coefficients are estimated using sampling weights provided by Statistics 

Canada, and the standard errors are computed using 100 sets of bootstrap weights provided by Statistics Canada. Controls include the personal 

characteristics, job characteristics, and geography controls detailed in Table 1 (excluding industry and occupation).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3a: Estimated Relationships between Minority Status and Number of Times  
Promoted for Women  

 Without tenure  With tenure 

 Economy-wide Within firms Sorting  Economy-wide Within firms Sorting 

 (1) (2) (3)  (4) (5) (6) 

Visible Minority Canadian Born -0.076 -0.030 -0.046  -0.079 -0.039 -0.040 

 (0.122) (0.092) [0.565  (0.100) (0.080) [0.499] 

White Immigrant  -0.048 -0.065 0.017  -0.009 -0.029 0.020 

 (0.052) (0.044) [0.539]  (0.051) (0.042) [0.482] 

Visible Minority Immigrant  -0.265*** -0.233*** -0.032  -0.202*** -0.172*** -0.030 

 (0.057) (0.044) [0.377]  (0.056) (0.044) [0.371] 

    

 Without tenure  With tenure 

 Economy-wide Within firms Sorting  Economy-wide Within firms Sorting 

Visible Minority Canadian Born -0.083 -0.035 -0.048  -0.079 -0.040 -0.039 

 (0.121) (0.092) [0.541]  (0.101) (0.080) [0.521] 

        

White Immigrant after 0 to 5 years -0.196 -0.066 -0.13**  0.047 0.106 -0.059 

 (0.120) (0.105) [0.025]  (0.128) (0.113) [0.326] 

White Immigrant after 6 to 10 years -0.179 -0.193* 0.013  -0.000 -0.023 0.023 

 (0.135) (0.101) [0.881]  (0.121) (0.099) [0.745] 

White Immigrant after 11 to 20 -0.158** -0.192** 0.033  -0.042 -0.090 0.047 

       years (0.072) (0.083) [0.430]  (0.073) (0.082) [0.207] 

White Immigrant after 21 years 0.004 -0.022 0.026  -0.005 -0.026 0.021 

 (0.074) (.059) [0.556]  (0.071) (0.056) [0.625] 

        

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.524*** -0.398*** -0.126***  -0.325*** -0.195** -0.130*** 

      0 to 5 years (0.071) (0.078) [0.000]  (0.067) (0.077) [0.000] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.217* -0.189** -0.028  -0.099 -0.086 -0.013 

      6 to 10 years (0.115) (0.087) [0.716]  (0.108) (0.081) [0.860] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.234*** -0.192*** -0.042*  -0.166** -0.141** -0.025 

      11 to 20 years (0.074) (0.070) [0.052]  (0.065) (0.069) [0.313] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.240*** -0.240*** 0.000  -0.218*** -0.211*** -0.007 

      21 years (0.066) (0.066) [0.999]  (0.066) (0.063) [0.702] 
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Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses; p-values for the Hausman test of the equality of the economy-wide and within-firm estimates are in 

brackets. The reference group for all regressions is white Canadian-born. *** indicates statistically significant at 1%, ** indicates statistically 

significant at 5%, and * indicates statistically significant at 10%. All coefficients are estimated using sampling weights provided by Statistics 

Canada, and the standard errors are computed using 100 sets of bootstrap weights provided by Statistics Canada. Controls include the personal 

characteristics, job characteristics, and geography controls detailed in Table 1 (excluding industry and occupation).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3b: Estimated Relationships between Minority Status and Number of Times  
Promoted for Men  

 Without tenure  With tenure 

 Economy-wide Within firms Sorting  Economy-wide Within firms Sorting 

 (1) (2) (3)  (4) (5) (6) 

Visible Minority Canadian Born -0.280** -0.330** 0.05  -0.262* -0.322** 0.06*** 

 (0.123) (0.130) [0.234]  (0.140) (0.141) [0.000] 

White Immigrant  -0.122** -0.116** -0.006  -0.094* -0.091* -0.003 

 (0.059) (0.046) [0.870]  (0.056) (0.047) [0.924] 

Visible Minority Immigrant  -0.274*** -0.171*** -0.103***  -0.221*** -0.170*** -0.051*** 

 (0.063) (0.062) [0.000]  (0.058) (0.061) [0.008] 

    

 Without tenure  With tenure 

 Economy-wide Within firms Sorting  Economy-wide Within firms Sorting 

Visible Minority Canadian Born -0.285** -0.334** 0.049  -0.255* -0.318** 0.063*** 

 (0.123) (0.132) [0.306]  (0.141) (0.142) [0.000] 

        

White Immigrant after 0 to 5 years -0.354*** -0.343*** -0.011  -0.013 -0.075 0.062 

 (0.106) (0.130) [0.883]  (0.087) (0.112) [0.379] 

White Immigrant after 6 to 10 years -.1677 -.1246 -0.043  0.051 0.030 0.020 

 (.1188) (.1108) [0.314]  (0.100) (0.102) [0.314] 

White Immigrant after 11 to 20 -.0930 -.1552 0.062  -0.019 -0.063 0.044 

       years (.1327) (.1246) [0.173]  (0.122) (0.112) [0.367] 

White Immigrant after 21 years -.1075* -.0883* -0.019  -0.128** -0.106* -0.022 

 (.0657) (.0542) [0.605]  (0.062) (0.056) [0.422] 

        

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.564*** -0.459*** -0.105  -0.192** -0.219* 0.027 

      0 to 5 years (0.102) (0.138) [0.258]  (0.084) (0.130) [0.786] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -.2652** -.2071** -0.058  -0.039 -0.034 -0.005 

      6 to 10 years (.1086) (.0932) [0.297]  (0.106) (0.088) [0.936] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -.1677* -.0422 -0.125***  -0.112 -0.054 -0.058 

      11 to 20 years (.0949) (.0998) [0.000]  (0.085) (0.096) [0.208] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -.2739*** -.1809** -0.093***  -0.340*** -0.255*** -0.085*** 

      21 years (.0799) (.0737) [0.002]  (0.073) (0.072) [0.000] 
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Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses; p-values for the Hausman test of the equality of the economy-wide and within-firm estimates are in 

brackets. The reference group for all regressions is white Canadian-born. *** indicates statistically significant at 1%, ** indicates statistically 

significant at 5%, and * indicates statistically significant at 10%. All coefficients are estimated using sampling weights provided by Statistics 

Canada, and the standard errors are computed using 100 sets of bootstrap weights provided by Statistics Canada. Controls include the personal 

characteristics, job characteristics, and geography controls detailed in Table 1 (excluding industry and occupation).  

 

 

  

 

Table 4a: Estimated Relationships between Minority Status and Probability of  
Promotion by Education Level for Women (With tenure) 

 Highest Degree Completed <  Bachelor’s  Highest Degree Completed ≥  Bachelor’s 

 Economy-wide Within firms Sorting  Economy-wide Within firms Sorting 

 (1) (2) (3)  (4) (5) (6) 

Visible Minority Canadian Born -0.077 -0.073 -0.004  -0.105* -0.062 -0.044 

 (0.062) (0.046) [0.920]  (0.059) (0.050) [0.160] 

White Immigrant -0.023 -0.021 -0.003  -0.000 0.011 -0.010*** 

 (0.020) (0.019) [0.716]  (0.029) (0.029) [0.010] 

Visible Minority Immigrant -0.109*** -0.068** -0.040***  0.000 0.007 -0.007 

 (0.031) (0.029) [0.000]  (0.057) (0.049) [0.825] 

    

 Highest Degree Completed <  Bachelor’s  Highest Degree Completed ≥  Bachelor’s 

 Economy-wide Within firms Sorting  Economy-wide Within firms Sorting 

Visible Minority Canadian Born -0.077 -0.071 -0.006  -0.100* -0.060 -0.040 

 (0.062) (0.045) [0.886]  (0.059) (0.050) [0.197] 

        

White Immigrant after 0 to 5 years -0.125 -0.115 -0.01  0.152* 0.111 0.041*** 

 (0.077) (0.075) [0.565]  (0.079) (0.080) [0.000] 

White Immigrant after 6 to 10 years 0.002 -0.013 0.015  0.054 0.034 0.020 

 (0.087) (0.067) [0.788]  (0.081) (0.088) [0.557] 

White Immigrant after 11 to 20 -0.010 -0.000 -0.010  0.021 0.013 0.009 

       years (0.053) (0.046) [0.698]  (0.055) (0.072) [0.849] 

White Immigrant after 21 years -0.021 -0.020 -0.001  -0.051 -0.016 -0.035*** 

 (0.024) (0.024) [0.808]  (0.039) (0.039) [0.000] 

        

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.174*** -0.025 -0.149***  -0.057 -0.083 0.026*** 

      0 to 5 years (0.066) (0.040) [0.004]  (0.068) (0.068) [0.000] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.090 -0.083 -0.007  0.042 0.059 -0.017 

      6 to 10 years (0.066) (0.063) [0.726]  (0.116) (0.120) [0.586] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.075* -0.047 -0.028  0.028 0.042 -0.014 

      11 to 20 years (0.042) (0.051) [0.337]  (0.062) (0.059) [0.377] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.116*** -0.083** -0.033**  0.025 0.023 0.001 

      21 years (0.032) (0.035) [0.020]  (0.075) (0.055) [0.981] 
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Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses; p-values for the Hausman test of the equality of the economy-wide and within-firm estimates are in 

brackets. The reference group for all regressions is white Canadian-born. *** indicates statistically significant at 1%, ** indicates statistically 

significant at 5%, and * indicates statistically significant at 10%. All coefficients are estimated using sampling weights provided by Statistics 

Canada, and the standard errors are computed using 100 sets of bootstrap weights provided by Statistics Canada. Controls include the personal 

characteristics, job characteristics, and geography controls detailed in Table 1 (excluding industry and occupation).  

 

 

 

 

Table 4b: Estimated Relationships between Minority Status and Probability of  
Promotion by Education Level  for Men (With Tenure) 

 Highest Degree Completed <  Bachelor’s  Highest Degree Completed ≥  Bachelor’s 

 Economy-wide Within firms Sorting  Economy-wide Within firms Sorting 

 (1) (2) (3)  (4) (5) (6) 

Visible Minority Canadian Born -0.075 -0.082 0.008  -0.093 -0.124* 0.031*** 

 (0.059) (0.070) [0.835]  (0.068) (0.069) [0.008] 

White Immigrant 0.014 -0.001 0.015  -0.043 -0.042 -0.001 

 (0.021) (0.018) [0.156]  (0.032) (0.030) [0.938] 

Visible Minority Immigrant -0.038 -0.043 0.006  -0.061* -0.061* 0.001 

 (0.025) (0.028) [0.673]  (0.035) (0.032) [0.962] 

    

 Highest Degree Completed <  Bachelor’s  Highest Degree Completed ≥  Bachelor’s 

 Economy-wide Within firms Sorting  Economy-wide Within firms Sorting 

Visible Minority Canadian Born -0.070 -0.079 0.009  -0.091 -0.122* 0.031*** 

 (0.059) (0.067) [0.784]  (0.067) (0.068) [0.007] 

        

White Immigrant after 0 to 5 years 0.183** 0.211** -0.028  -0.024 0.030 -0.054* 

 (0.087) (0.084) [0.252]  (0.057) (0.050) [0.053] 

White Immigrant after 6 to 10 years 0.162*** 0.175*** -0.013  -0.027 -0.078 0.051*** 

 (0.053) (0.054) [0.304]  (0.069) (0.071) [0.001] 

White Immigrant after 11 to 20 0.063 0.026 0.037**  -0.006 -0.010 0.004 

       years (0.047) (0.044) [0.037]  (0.085) (0.073) [0.918] 

White Immigrant after 21 years -0.017 -0.032 0.015  -0.054 -0.047 -0.007 

 (0.025) (0.021) [0.261]  (0.038) (0.039) [0.463] 

        

Visible Minority Immigrant after 0.004 -0.023 0.027  -0.060 -0.027 -0.033 

      0 to 5 years (0.074) (0.092) [0.623]  (0.055) (0.063) [0.296] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after 0.077 0.043 0.035**  0.020 -0.001 0.020 

      6 to 10 years (0.069) (0.070) [0.012]  (0.068) (0.056) [0.600] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after 0.010 0.003 0.007  -0.021 -0.008 -0.013 

      11 to 20 years (0.043) (0.049) [0.768]  (0.062) (0.050) [0.717] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.093*** -0.073** -0.021  -0.104** -0.116*** 0.012 

      21 years (0.029) (0.034) [0.229]  (0.041) (0.033) [0.630] 
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Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses; p-values for the Hausman test of the equality of the economy-wide and within-firm estimates are in 

brackets. The reference group for all regressions is white Canadian-born. *** indicates statistically significant at 1%, ** indicates statistically 

significant at 5%, and * indicates statistically significant at 10%. All coefficients are estimated using sampling weights provided by Statistics 

Canada, and the standard errors are computed using 100 sets of bootstrap weights provided by Statistics Canada. Controls include the personal 

characteristics, job characteristics, and geography controls detailed in Table 1 (excluding industry and occupation).  

 

 

 

 

Table 5a: Estimated Relationships between Minority Status and Number of Times   
Promoted by Education Level  for Women (With Tenure) 

 Highest Degree Completed <  Bachelor’s  Highest Degree Completed ≥  Bachelor’s 

 Economy-wide Within firms Sorting  Economy-wide Within firms Sorting 

 (1) (2) (3)  (4) (5) (6) 

Visible Minority Canadian Born -0.032 0.001 -0.033  -0.139 -0.087 -0.052 

 (0.120) (0.108) [0.531]  (0.159) (0.110) [0.649] 

White Immigrant 0.010 -0.034 0.045  -0.093 -0.047 -0.046 

 (0.063) (0.051) [0.240]  (0.078) (0.070) [0.173] 

Visible Minority Immigrant -0.256*** -0.232*** -0.024  -0.071 -0.034 -0.037 

 (0.058) (0.055) [0.152]  (0.098) (0.072) [0.580] 

    

 Highest Degree Completed <  Bachelor’s  Highest Degree Completed ≥  Bachelor’s 

 Economy-wide Within firms Sorting  Economy-wide Within firms Sorting 

Visible Minority Canadian Born -0.031 0.005 -0.035  -0.133 -0.087 -0.046 

 (0.121) (0.107) [0.524]  (0.159) (0.111) [0.687] 

        

White Immigrant after 0 to 5 years -0.044 0.059 -0.103  0.213* 0.227** -0.014 

 (0.223) (0.190) [0.379]  (0.124) (0.105) [0.831] 

White Immigrant after 6 to 10 years 0.048 -0.039 0.087  -0.019 0.068 -0.087** 

 (0.174) (0.134) [0.433]  (0.136) (0.142) [0.032] 

White Immigrant after 11 to 20 -0.025 -0.056 0.032  -0.138 -0.226 0.088 

       years (0.084) (0.078) [0.311]  (0.109) (0.145) [0.357] 

White Immigrant after 21 years 0.022 -0.032 0.055  -0.162 -0.068 -0.093** 

 (0.085) (0.064) [0.323]  (0.114) (0.105) [0.035] 

        

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.343*** -0.081 -0.262***  -0.213* -0.215* 0.002 

      0 to 5 years (0.088) (0.082) [0.000]  (0.122) (0.120) [0.927] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.108 -0.146 0.038  -0.053 0.024 -0.077** 

      6 to 10 years (0.135) (0.107) [0.644]  (0.173) (0.169) [0.036] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.211*** -0.212*** 0.001  -0.024 0.035 -0.058 

      11 to 20 years (0.070) (0.077) [0.973]  (0.145) (0.117) [0.496] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.312*** -0.306*** -0.006  0.004 0.017 -0.013 

      21 years (0.061) (0.078) [0.901]  (0.135) (0.096) [0.892] 

        

        



42 
 

 

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses; p-values for the Hausman test of the equality of the economy-wide and within-firm estimates are in 

brackets. The reference group for all regressions is white Canadian-born. *** indicates statistically significant at 1%, ** indicates statistically 

significant at 5%, and * indicates statistically significant at 10%. All coefficients are estimated using sampling weights provided by Statistics 

Canada, and the standard errors are computed using 100 sets of bootstrap weights provided by Statistics Canada. Controls include the personal 

characteristics, job characteristics, and geography controls detailed in Table 1 (excluding industry and occupation).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5b: Estimated Relationships between Minority Status and Number of Times   
Promoted by Education Level  for Men (With tenure) 

 Highest Degree Completed <  Bachelor’s  Highest Degree Completed ≥  Bachelor’s 

 Economy-wide Within firms Sorting  Economy-wide Within firms Sorting 

 (1) (2) (3)  (4) (5) (6) 

Visible Minority Canadian Born -0.142 -0.223 0.081**  -0.449*** -0.461** 0.012 

 (0.174) (0.177) [0.012]  (0.166) (0.193) [0.902] 

White Immigrant -0.072 -0.068 -0.004  -0.116 -0.123 0.007 

 (0.060) (0.058) [0.823]  (0.103) (0.091) [0.882] 

Visible Minority Immigrant -0.199*** -0.169** -0.03  -0.239** -0.166* -0.073* 

 (0.066) (0.085) [0.573]  (0.095) (0.087) [0.051] 

    

 Highest Degree Completed <  Bachelor’s  Highest Degree Completed ≥  Bachelor’s 

 Economy-wide Within firms Sorting  Economy-wide Within firms Sorting 

Visible Minority Canadian Born -0.133 -0.216 0.083***  -0.448*** -0.458** 0.01 

 (0.174) (0.176) [0.001]  (0.165) (0.192) [0.918] 

        

White Immigrant after 0 to 5 years 0.147 0.045 0.103  -0.121 -0.141 0.02 

 (0.129) (0.171) [0.361]  (0.104) (0.138) [0.825] 

White Immigrant after 6 to 10 years 0.210 0.251** -0.041  -0.154 -0.217 0.063 

 (0.128) (0.112) [0.508]  (0.171) (0.177) [0.167] 

White Immigrant after 11 to 20 0.050 -0.021 0.071*  -0.110 -0.089 -0.021 

       years (0.145) (0.150) [0.064]  (0.177) (0.182) [0.616] 

White Immigrant after 21 years -0.131* -0.107* -0.024  -0.096 -0.092 -0.004 

 (0.067) (0.065) [0.169]  (0.139) (0.121) [0.946] 

        

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.054 -0.179 0.125  -0.274** -0.148 -0.126 

      0 to 5 years (0.099) (0.189) [0.439]  (0.110) (0.141) [0.153] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after 0.014 0.006 0.008  -0.101 -0.080 -0.021 

      6 to 10 years (0.140) (0.118) [0.918]  (0.126) (0.124) [0.352] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.094 -0.069 -0.024  -0.158 -0.007 -0.150** 

      11 to 20 years (0.111) (0.136) [0.757]  (0.140) (0.125) [0.016] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.333*** -0.246*** -0.087  -0.332** -0.293*** -0.039 

      21 years (0.072) (0.091) [0.119]  (0.135) (0.112) [0.604] 
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   Appendix Table 1: Estimated Relationships between Minority Status and 
Probability of Promotion with Alternative Controls 

 Females  Males  

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Visible Minority Canadian Born -0.038 -0.085 -0.087* -0.092** -0.046 -0.084** -0.080* -0.074* 

 (0.068) (0.057) (0.050) (0.044) (0.038) (0.040) (0.045) (0.040) 

White Immigrant -0.010 -0.026 -0.016 -0.013 -0.010 -0.007 -0.003 -0.007 

 (0.016) (0.017) (0.016) (0.018) (0.016) (0.019) (0.018) (0.019) 

Visible Minority Immigrant -0.064*** -0.095*** -0.075** -0.089*** -0.080*** -0.060*** -0.047** -0.054*** 

 (0.021) (0.030) (0.030) (0.027) (0.018) (0.020) (0.019) (0.019) 

         

Number of Observations 32,403 32,403 32,403 32,403 42,467 42,467 42,467 42,467 

         

Geography and year dummies No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes 

Personal Characteristics No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes 

Job Characteristics No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes 

Tenure with employer No No Yes No No No Yes No 

Occupation  No No No Yes No No No Yes 

Industry No No No Yes No No No Yes 

 

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses. The reference group for all regressions is white Canadian-born. *** indicates statistically significant at 

1%, ** indicates statistically significant at 5%, and * indicates statistically significant at 10%. All coefficients are estimated using sampling 

weights provided by Statistics Canada and all the standard errors are computed using 100 sets of bootstrap weights provided by Statistics Canada. 

Controls refer to the personal characteristics, job characteristics, and geography controls detailed in Table 1.  
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Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses; p-values for the Hausman test of the equality of the economy-wide and within-firm estimates are in 

brackets. The reference group for all regressions is white Canadian-born. *** indicates statistically significant at 1%, ** indicates statistically 

significant at 5%, and * indicates statistically significant at 10%. All coefficients are estimated using sampling weights provided by Statistics 

Canada, and the standard errors are computed using 100 sets of bootstrap weights provided by Statistics Canada. Controls include the personal 

characteristics, job characteristics, and geography controls detailed in Table 1 (excluding industry and occupation).  

 

Appendix Table 2a: Estimated Relationships between Minority Status and Probability 
of Promotion by Education Level for Women (Without tenure) 

 Highest Degree Completed <  Bachelor’s  Highest Degree Completed ≥  Bachelor’s 

 Economy-wide Within firms Sorting  Economy-wide Within firms Sorting 

 (1) (2) (3)  (4) (5) (6) 

Visible Minority Canadian Born -0.068 -0.064 -0.004  -0.123** -0.069 -0.053** 

 (0.072) (0.050) [0.944]  (0.058) (0.053) [0.029] 

White Immigrant -0.034 -0.032 -0.002  -0.010 -0.001 -0.009 

 (0.021) (0.020) [0.690]  (0.033) (0.033) [0.221] 

Visible Minority Immigrant -0.122*** -0.083*** -0.039***  -0.033 -0.028 -0.005 

 (0.033) (0.030) [0.001]  (0.056) (0.049) [0.865] 

    

 Highest Degree Completed <  Bachelor’s  Highest Degree Completed ≥  Bachelor’s 

 Economy-wide Within firms Sorting  Economy-wide Within firms Sorting 

Visible Minority Canadian Born -0.070 -0.063 -0.006  -0.123** -0.069 -0.053** 

 (0.071) (0.049) [0.904]  (0.058) (0.053) [0.026] 

        

White Immigrant after 0 to 5 years -0.218*** -0.199*** -0.019  0.065 0.053 0.011 

 (0.070) (0.072) [0.221]  (0.083) (0.081) [0.500] 

White Immigrant after 6 to 10 years -0.036 -0.062 0.027  -0.045 -0.046 0.001 

 (0.092) (0.068) [0.666]  (0.081) (0.090) [0.979] 

White Immigrant after 11 to 20 -0.051 -0.039 -0.012  0.014 0.007 0.007 

       years (0.051) (0.044) [0.642]  (0.057) (0.076) [0.889] 

White Immigrant after 21 years -0.018 -0.017 -0.002  -0.032 -0.009 -0.023*** 

 (0.026) (0.026) [0.506]  (0.044) (0.044) [0.000] 

        

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.222*** -0.084** -0.138***  -0.166** -0.187*** 0.021 

      0 to 5 years (0.066) (0.042) [0.006]  (0.070) (0.069) [0.171] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.134** -0.129** -0.005  0.013 0.032 -0.019 

      6 to 10 years (0.067) (0.063) [0.817]  (0.116) (0.119) [0.478] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.089** -0.053 -0.036  0.004 0.010 -0.006 

      11 to 20 years (0.044) (0.052) [0.177]  (0.063) (0.059) [0.770] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.115*** -0.087** -0.028**  -0.002 0.004 -0.007 

      21 years (0.034) (0.037) [0.040]  (0.075) (0.057) [0.891] 
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Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses; p-values for the Hausman test of the equality of the economy-wide and within-firm estimates are in 

brackets. The reference group for all regressions is white Canadian-born. *** indicates statistically significant at 1%, ** indicates statistically 

significant at 5%, and * indicates statistically significant at 10%. All coefficients are estimated using sampling weights provided by Statistics 

Canada, and the standard errors are computed using 100 sets of bootstrap weights provided by Statistics Canada. Controls include the personal 

characteristics, job characteristics, and geography controls detailed in Table 1 (excluding industry and occupation).  

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix Table 2b: Estimated Relationships between Minority Status and Probability 
of Promotion by Education Level  for Men (Without Tenure) 
 (1)  (2) 

 Highest Degree Completed < Bachelor’s  Highest Degree Completed ≥  Bachelor’s 

 Economy-wide Within firms Sorting  Economy-wide Within firms Sorting 

 (1) (2) (3)  (4) (5) (6) 

Visible Minority Canadian Born -0.089* -0.086 -0.004  -0.062 -0.104 0.042*** 

 (0.052) (0.062) [0.911]  (0.068) (0.066) [0.010] 

White Immigrant 0.015 0.001 0.013  -0.067** -0.070** 0.003 

 (0.022) (0.018) [0.276]  (0.034) (0.031) [0.821] 

Visible Minority Immigrant -0.047* -0.043 -0.004  -0.082** -0.070** -0.011 

 (0.025) (0.029) [0.764]  (0.037) (0.032) [0.540] 

    

 Highest Degree Completed <  Bachelor’s  Highest Degree Completed ≥  Bachelor’s 

 Economy-wide Within firms Sorting  Economy-wide Within firms Sorting 

Visible Minority Canadian Born -0.087* -0.083 -0.004  -0.064 -0.105 0.041** 

 (0.052) (0.061) [0.903]  (0.068) (0.065) [0.037] 

        

White Immigrant after 0 to 5 years 0.077 0.136 -0.059  -0.130* -0.072 -0.059 

 (0.077) (0.090) [0.213]  (0.069) (0.053) [0.166] 

White Immigrant after 6 to 10 years 0.105* 0.136* -0.031  -0.079 -0.121* 0.043* 

 (0.064) (0.071) [0.301]  (0.068) (0.072) [0.067] 

White Immigrant after 11 to 20 0.062 0.011 0.051***  -0.062 -0.060 -0.002 

       years (0.049) (0.048) [0.000]  (0.074) (0.064) [0.958] 

White Immigrant after 21 years -0.008 -0.019 0.012  -0.055 -0.060 0.006 

 (0.026) (0.021) [0.423]  (0.041) (0.039) [0.499] 

        

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.094 -0.092 -0.002  -0.205*** -0.142** -0.063*** 

      0 to 5 years (0.079) (0.094) [0.967]  (0.057) (0.062) [0.010] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after 0.021 -0.008 0.029  -0.051 -0.053 0.002 

      6 to 10 years (0.067) (0.073) [0.323]  (0.069) (0.054) [0.972] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after 0.005 0.008 -0.003  -0.037 0.001 -0.038 

      11 to 20 years (0.045) (0.052) [0.895]  (0.062) (0.049) [0.318] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.078*** -0.056* -0.023  -0.074 -0.091** 0.017 

      21 years (0.029) (0.033) [0.181]  (0.045) (0.037) [0.510] 
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Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses; p-values for the Hausman test of the equality of the economy-wide and within-firm estimates are in 

brackets. The reference group for all regressions is white Canadian-born. *** indicates statistically significant at 1%, ** indicates statistically 

significant at 5%, and * indicates statistically significant at 10%. All coefficients are estimated using sampling weights provided by Statistics 

Canada, and the standard errors are computed using 100 sets of bootstrap weights provided by Statistics Canada. Controls include the personal 

characteristics, job characteristics, and geography controls detailed in Table 1 (excluding industry and occupation).  

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix Table 3a: Estimated Relationships between Minority Status and Number of   
Times Promoted by Education Level  for Women (Without Tenure) 

 Highest Degree Completed <  Bachelor’s  Highest Degree Completed ≥  Bachelor’s 

 Economy-wide Within firms Sorting  Economy-wide Within firms Sorting 

 (1) (2) (3)  (4) (5) (6) 

Visible Minority Canadian Born -0.006 0.028 -0.034  -0.198 -0.111 -0.087 

 (0.145) (0.122) [0.661]  (0.160) (0.124) [0.389] 

White Immigrant -0.024 -0.064 0.040  -0.137 -0.100 -0.037 

 (0.067) (0.054) [0.321]  (0.088) (0.082) [0.237] 

Visible Minority Immigrant -0.301*** -0.271*** -0.03  -0.186* -0.148* -0.038 

 (0.063) (0.059) [0.163]  (0.100) (0.077) [0.548] 

    

 Highest Degree Completed <  Bachelor’s  Highest Degree Completed ≥  Bachelor’s 

 Economy-wide Within firms Sorting  Economy-wide Within firms Sorting 

Visible Minority Canadian Born -0.010 0.030 -0.040  -0.209 -0.118 -0.091 

 (0.144) (0.121) [0.606]  (0.159) (0.124) [0.36] 

        

White Immigrant after 0 to 5 years -0.308 -0.158 -0.15  -0.071 0.036 -0.107 

 (0.202) (0.173) [0.150]  (0.134) (0.112) [0.145] 

White Immigrant after 6 to 10 years -0.077 -0.182 0.105  -0.359** -0.210 -0.149*** 

 (0.195) (0.136) [0.453]  (0.141) (0.143) [0.000] 

White Immigrant after 11 to 20 -0.165** -0.176** 0.011  -0.186* -0.271* 0.085 

       years (0.082) (0.078) [0.668]  (0.113) (0.163) [0.469] 

White Immigrant after 21 years 0.029 -0.024 0.053  -0.112 -0.061 -0.051 

 (0.091) (0.069) [0.367]  (0.127) (0.118) [0.281] 

        

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.475*** -0.229** -0.246***  -0.571*** -0.540*** -0.031 

      0 to 5 years (0.090) (0.089) [0.000]  (0.138) (0.132) [0.441] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.250* -0.270** 0.02  -0.151 -0.063 -0.088* 

      6 to 10 years (0.133) (0.110) [0.789]  (0.194) (0.188) [0.066] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.271*** -0.235*** -0.036***  -0.116 -0.084 -0.031 

      11 to 20 years (0.080) (0.081) [0.002]  (0.165) (0.129) [0.758] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.311*** -0.316*** 0.005  -0.092 -0.050 -0.042 

      21 years (0.067) (0.085) [0.923]  (0.135) (0.108) [0.603] 
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Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses; p-values for the Hausman test of the equality of the economy-wide and within-firm estimates are in 

brackets. The reference group for all regressions is white Canadian-born. *** indicates statistically significant at 1%, ** indicates statistically 

significant at 5%, and * indicates statistically significant at 10%. All coefficients are estimated using sampling weights provided by Statistics 

Canada, and the standard errors are computed using 100 sets of bootstrap weights provided by Statistics Canada. Controls include the personal 

characteristics, job characteristics, and geography controls detailed in Table 1 (excluding industry and occupation).  

 

Appendix Table 3b: Estimated Relationships between Minority Status and  Number of 
Times Promoted by Education Level  for Men (Without tenure) 

 Highest Degree Completed <  Bachelor’s  Highest Degree Completed ≥  Bachelor’s 

 Economy-wide Within firms Sorting  Economy-wide Within firms Sorting 

 (1) (2) (3)  (4) (5) (6) 

Visible Minority Canadian Born -0.199 -0.237 0.038  -0.351** -0.422** 0.071 

 (0.152) (0.163) [0.518]  (0.165) (0.189) [0.441] 

White Immigrant -0.085 -0.066 -0.018  -0.231** -0.251*** 0.02 

 (0.060) (0.055) [0.438]  (0.110) (0.086) [0.769] 

Visible Minority Immigrant -0.235*** -0.159* -0.076  -0.342*** -0.207** -0.135** 

 (0.064) (0.087) [0.198]  (0.108) (0.092) [0.016] 

    

 Highest Degree Completed <  Bachelor’s  Highest Degree Completed ≥  Bachelor’s 

 Economy-wide Within firms Sorting  Economy-wide Within firms Sorting 

Visible Minority Canadian Born -0.198 -0.236 0.038  -0.370** -0.431** 0.061 

 (0.151) (0.164) [0.552]  (0.165) (0.188) [0.498] 

        

White Immigrant after 0 to 5 years -0.212 -0.209 -0.003  -0.532*** -0.510*** -0.022 

 (0.132) (0.199) [0.983]  (0.140) (0.170) [0.819] 

White Immigrant after 6 to 10 years -0.009 0.116 -0.124  -0.399** -0.415** 0.016 

 (0.163) (0.141) [0.127]  (0.180) (0.185) [0.708] 

White Immigrant after 11 to 20 0.020 -0.087 0.107**  -0.395** -0.330** -0.065 

       years (0.157) (0.163) [0.014]  (0.157) (0.165) [0.200] 

White Immigrant after 21 years -0.111 -0.070 -0.041  -0.110 -0.157 0.047 

 (0.068) (0.063) [0.115]  (0.145) (0.109) [0.623] 

        

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.373*** -0.377* 0.004  -0.798*** -0.509*** -0.289*** 

      0 to 5 years (0.114) (0.204) [0.981]  (0.124) (0.149) [0.000] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.192 -0.159 -0.033  -0.411*** -0.290** -0.121*** 

      6 to 10 years (0.130) (0.124) [0.397]  (0.134) (0.135) [0.000] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.127 -0.053 -0.074  -0.294* -0.032 -0.261*** 

      11 to 20 years (0.112) (0.138) [0.358]  (0.168) (0.138) [0.006] 

Visible Minority Immigrant after -0.281*** -0.177* -0.104*  -0.232 -0.206 -0.026 

      21 years (0.075) (0.094) [0.070]  (0.147) (0.126) [0.731] 

        

        


