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Abstract’

In this paper we explore disparity in the income and earnings disparity faced by
Aboriginal peoplein Canada. Using the entire (confidential) database of the 2001
Census of Canada, we consider the economic outcomes of 7 groups of Aboriginal
people defined along their legal registry under the Indian Act, their self-reported
identity, and their ethnic ancestry. We explore several dimensions of economic
disadvantage: (1) conditional mean disparity, the most common indicator in the
literature on economic discrimination; (2) disparity in the income return to
education; (3) disparity across the conditional distribution, to assess the
importance of glass ceilings for these groups; (4) disparity across cities, to
illuminate the role of co-ethnic community size.
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Abstract

In this paper we explore disparity in the incomd aarnings disparity faced by
Aboriginal people in Canada. Using the entire {ramtial) database of the 2001
Census of Canada, we consider the economic outcoffegroups of Aboriginal
people defined along their legal registry underltitgan Act, their self-reported
identity, and their ethnic ancestry. We exploreesal dimensions of economic
disadvantage: (1) conditional mean disparity, tlestngommon indicator in the
literature on economic discrimination; (2) dispgaiit the income return to
education; (3) disparity across the conditionalritistion, to assess the
importance of glass ceilings for these groupsp(dparity across cities, to
illuminate the role of co-ethnic community size.

In Canada, Aboriginal people number approximatefyillion (Census of Canada 2001),
or about 3% of the population, and the Federal gowent of Canada spends nearly 10 billion
dollars per year on Aboriginal programs and affé@@svernment of Canada, 2007, p 90). In
spite of this, the social integration and econosuiccess of Aboriginal people has been generally
abysmal. Consequently, Aboriginal policy findslfsn the spotlight of public debates in
Canada (eg, Richards 2006), as well as in the WgAJenkins 2007) and Australia (eg,

Tomkinson 2007).

While policy literature has been active, especiallyeducation issues (see, eg, Jenkins,
2007; Mendelson 2006; Walters et al 2004; Hull 208fademic literature has also focused on
fertility (eg, Trovato 1987), and assimilation (&ghn and Sweetman 2002). However there has
been little work assessing the labour market pratspend performance of Aboriginal people. At
least part of this may be a product of the sma# sif Aboriginal populations which results in
Aborginal counts on most publically available mictata sets challenging (e.g.: Pendakur and

Pendakur, 1998; Kuhn and Sweetman, 2002).

1. We wish to thank John Clement at Indian andtiNon Affairs Canada (INAC) for his comments antphéne
also wish to acknowledge the financial and logistipport of INAC.
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In this paper, we circumvent this problem by udimg entire (confidential) main base of
the 2001 Census of Canada which includes recordsdighly 20% of all households. We are
thus able to examine the labour market outcomésofiginal people in Canada along several
important dimensions. First, how do Aboriginaldien) legal registration, Aboriginal identity
and Aboriginal ancestry play into the patternsaheng disparity? Are these different types, or
possibly degrees, of ‘Aboriginality’ associatedwitifferent patterns of economic disadvantage?
Second, while we know that education levels for Adinal people are on average low. Does
schooling allow Aboriginal workers to overcome eags disparity? Third, to what degree does
earnings disparity change across the distributibnparticular, is disparity driven by a glass
ceiling in the sense of poor access to the verydbg? Fourth, how does Aboriginal labour
market disparity vary across urban labour markatd, does this variation correlate with the size

of Aboriginal communities within cities?

We use regression methods applied to the laboutehaarnings and total incomes of
Canadian-born workers. We run separate regreskomsen and women, comparing
Aboriginal to majority people in each case. Ooeér regressions condition on typical labour
market controls, including age, education and ptdaesidence. Our exploration of glass

ceilings uses analogous quantile regression methods

We find that Aboriginal men and women face sevaraiags disparity relative to
majority persons with similar personal charactesssuch as age and education. Further, we
find that within the Aboriginal population, registel Indians fare worst, persons with self-
reported Aboriginal identity fare somewhat bettergd persons with Aboriginal ancestry (but not

identity or registry) fare better still. Howevenen those in the last category face disparity on
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par with the most disadvantaged non-Aboriginal ethmnorities in Canada (see Pendakur and

Pendakur 2002, 2007).

Although it is well-documented that Aboriginal pé® have very poor educational
outcomes, we find that even those who attain regklk of education still face substantial
earnings disparity. Indeed, we see little evidesfoeconomic integration even at the highest

levels of schooling.

The fact that labour market disparity is importewén for Aboriginal people with high
levels of education suggests that glass ceilingslmeaa driver of economic disparity. However,
our investigation of glass ceilings belies this.fdct, we observe something more like a ‘sticky
floor’ (see Dela Rica et al), wherein the most sewisparity is actually at the bottom of the
conditional earnings distribution, and disparitgmsaller---though still present---at the top of the

conditional earnings distribution.

Because our dataset is very large, we are aldertsider economic disparity at the level
of the local labour market. We observe a grealt aleaariation in measured Aboriginal earnings
disparity across Canadian cities. Past researcluggested larger co-ethnic populations can
reduce the level of disparity for group members(Réur and Pendakur 2002). In this work, we
find that this is not the pattern for Aboriginalgpte---indeed, it seems that the greater the dize o
Aboriginal communities within a city, the worse @ne economic outcomes for members of

those communities.

Previous Work

In this paper, we use 2001 Canadian census datady 7 groupings of Aboriginal
people defined by their registry under the Indiant, Aheir self-reported identity, and their self-
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reported ancestry. Thus, we jointly consider aemel---legal--definition, an internal---identity-
based---definition and a definition based purelyaonestry. Previous research based on Census
data has focused on a broad Aboriginal categorghvhimps all these groupings together
(George and Kuhn, 1994, Drost 1994, Pendakur anddkarr, 1998, Kuhn and Sweetman, 1998,
2002). Most of these studies use 1991 CanadauSalada, though Drost (1994) uses the 1986
Census PUMF and Mendelson (2004) and PendakuremtRur (2007) use the 2001 Census.
Clatworthy et al. (1995) uses the 1991 Post-Cehatiginal Peoples Survey (APS) and
associated 1991 Census PUMF data. These papetbeogstablish that the incomes of
Aboriginal people in Canada are extremely low reéato those of non-Aboriginal population,

but they leave open the question of how this dispaaries across the groups which comprise

the Aboriginal population.

Other papers have used smaller data sources, &teokven more severely hampered by
the fact that Aboriginals comprise only a smalltdithe Canadian population. In particular,
Patrinos and Sakellariou (1992) use 1986 Laboukbtakctivity Survey data to decompose
wage differentials between Aboriginals and non-Adfioals in Canadian labour market, and
Wannell and Caron (1994) use data from the 199 NaitGraduates Survey to examine
earnings of 1990 post-secondary graduates for gihals, visible minorities and whites.

Despite Aboriginals comprising less than 3% ofrilatively small samples at their disposal,
these authors still found significant wage dispaogtween Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal

workers.

Other authors have pointed to the importance aftlon and identity. George and Kuhn
(1994) establish great labour market disparity leetwAboriginal and non-Aboriginal workers.

Kuhn and Sweetman (1998) evaluate whether or notiginal identity matters in the context of
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disparity, and find that those persons with thesfubsst’ Aboriginal identity fare the worst in the
labour market. Drost and Richards (2004) assesshehor not off-reserve Aboriginals fare
better than on-reserve Aboriginals and show thaatatter group perform poorly compared to the
former group. We are able to add to these findiagd to show that these patterns have

persisted into the new millennium.

Regression-based studies (such as Kuhn and Sweét82®) and Pendakur and
Pendakur (2007)) control for level of schoolingovirever, few studies have looked explicitly at
the link between schooling and incomes for Aboia¢gnin Canada. Notable exceptions include
Jenkins (2007), Mendelson (2006), and Hull (2008icWv used census tables to look at link

between income and education for Aboriginals. Mgswoh (2006) found that:

... on average the Aboriginal population suffers froigher unemployment,
lower levels of education, below average incomesraany other indicators of
limited socioeconomic circumstances. [p39]

Hull (2000) found that registered Indians and thadaening Aboriginal identity faced far
higher levels of unemployment than majority people] also that improvement in
employment rates as education rises is strongengshoegistered Indians than among
non-registered Aboriginal people. These papersigeoa detailed picture of the
relationship between schooling and average earmngsy given age-sex Aboriginal
cohort. However, because they use exclusivelyléaloethods, they don’t control for
many variables. Our work extends this researcimcome and education for Aboriginal

people by using regression methods to assess so#gtions.

A few recent studies have focused on differencesiirority earnings outcomes
across the conditional distribution (see, eg, Plemdand Pendakur 2007, delaRica et al

2006). These papers have asked whether or nat gggléngs are at work in determining
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the wages of minorities. In this paper, we extdrad line of research to illuminate the

conditional income distribution of our 7 groupsAdforiginal people.

Very little research has focused on how Aborigiabbur market attainment
varies across urban labour markets. To our knaydednly Pendakur and Pendakur
(2002) studied this, but that work used older dawa aggregated our 7 groups into one
category. In sum, our work extends previous warthis area in several important
dimensions: we consider 3 different types of ‘Algorality’ (registry, identity and
ancestry); we estimate income-education profilesHfese groups; we consider disparity

across the conditional distribution; and, we askessdisparity varies across cities.
2. Data and M ethodology

Our data come from a customized micro data filevdrecom the master file of the 2001
Census of Canada. This file contains informatiamfall the long form records collected. So,
we have records for about 20 per cent of householgsneral, and 100 per cent of households
living on those Aboriginal reserves participatingfie Censu$. From this master datafile we
select all people age 25 to 65, who are Canadiaees by birth. Our working database

consists of nearly 2 million cases, roughly 3 partoof whom are aboriginal.

We explore two aspects of income disparity. Rirstuse OLS regressions to measure
the difference in the conditional mean of log-eagsiand log-total-income between Aboriginal
and non-Aboriginal workers for Canada as a whé&arnings regressions use the log of total

earnings from wages and salaries as the dependeable, and include only those people who

2 In 2001, a total of 30 Indian reserves and Indiettlements were incompletely enumerated byéhsus. The
populations of these 30 communities are not inaudehe census counts (Statistics Canada - Cat. No
97F0011XCB2001001).
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work for someone else and whose primary sourcamiigs is from wages and salaries. Total
income regressions use the log of total income fatirmources as the dependent variable, and
include everyone with positive incomes from anyrseuncluding wages and salaries as well as
self-employment, investment and government transt@me. Earnings and income are

reported for the previous year, which is 2000 Far 2001 Census year.

Earnings regressions are comparable with previesearch in the literature (eg,
Pendakur and Pendakur 2002, 2007, 2008), and #hlewesearcher to focus on possible labour
market discrimination (which cannot easily be sieetnansfer payments and self-employment
income). Total income regressions are particuliatigresting in the examination of the returns
to education, because education decisions depetitedntal return to education, rather than just

returns flowing through wages and salaries.

Our regressions control for a variety of persomaracteristics. These are: age (8
categories), marital status (5 categories), nurabkRousehold members, knowledge of English
and/or French (3 categories), 12 area-of-resideatagories (10 Census Metropolitan Areas
(CMAs), a small CMA identifier and a non-CMA idefigr), 31 non-Aboriginal ethnic origin
controls and, finally, 7 categories of Aboriginagple defined on registry, identity and ethnic
origin (detailed below). Regressions controllingthese personal characteristics can be thought
of as comparing the earnings of Aboriginal and Atoriginal persons with similar skill and

background sets.

% One may worry that leaving out job characterisjie®s a slanted picture of income disparity. Ha Appendix,
we include regressions which in addition contraldovariety of work (job) characteristics. Regressilabeled
‘work’ include all personal characteristics plud fime-part time status (2 categories), weeks ofky(11
categories), occupation (10 categories) and ind2@ categories). Coefficients from these redossscompare
the earnings of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal persaharing both skill sets and job characteristinsaddition, as
noted in Pendakur and Woodcock (2008), the diffegen the coefficients between regressions coimgpfor
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In addition to these control variables, we includfermation on the education of the
respondent, either as a control (Tables 2 and 8% @rregressor-of-interest (Table 4). We use
three types of information on education. When atlon is used as a control variable to assess
the average earnings differential between Aborigama majority groups we include 13
categories of highest-level-of-schooling. Thegegaries are chosen to ensure comparability
with previous work in the area (see, Pendakur axti&ur 2002, 2007). When education is
used as a regressor-of-interest, we use 22 cadsgairhighest-level-of-schooling, expanded to

capture the highest grade-level for high schoolommpleters (a large proportion of Aboriginal

people).

Our investigation of Aboriginal income and earnimiggparity focuses on seven
categories of Aboriginal people differentiated @dagal, identity and ancestry dimensions. The
legal dimension is that of registry under the Indé&t; the identity dimension is illuminated by
self-reported identity; the ancestry dimensionlisninated by self-reported ethno-cultural
ancestry. We use two categories of self-reportegidtered Indian status derived from question
21 of the 2001 Census long form, “Is this persdmeaty Indian or a Registered Indian as

defined by the Indian Act of Canada?”

1. Registered Aboriginals living on-reserve;
2. Registered Aboriginals living off-reserve.
The 2001 census includesidentity question which asks: “Is this person an Aboriginal
person?” There are three tick-boxes for “North Aicen Indian”, “Métis” and “Inuit” as

responses. Persons reporting registry under thiarirAct without ticking one of the boxes have

personal characteristics and controlling for bathspnal and work coefficients may be understoati@soefficient
in an (artificial) regression of the dollar-valufeveork characteristics on personal characteristivg ethnic origin.

8|Page



an imputed (positive) response to the identity aes Thus, in these data, every registered
Indian has Aboriginal identity, but not vice versall registered persons are captured by the two
categories listed above. We create three categofienregistered persons with self-reported

Aboriginal identity as follows:

3. North American Indian (including multiple respongesks));
4, Métis;
5. Inuit (Eskimo).

The five categories above capture all people végorted or imputed Aboriginal identity. Our
last two categories capture people who have Abmalgincestry but not Aboriginal identity, and
are derived from responses to the question “To lvhatbnic or cultural group(s) did this
person’s ancestors belong?” Respondents may wiriip to six responses to this question. We

use the first two responses to identify people vdported:

6. Single Aboriginal ancestry, but not Aboriginal ndity;

7. Multiple origin Aboriginal ancestry (for example Abginal origin and British
origin), but not Aboriginal identity.

Our cabtegorisation of Aboriginal peoples allowdaslifferentiate those classified as
Aboriginal for policy and program purposesdistry) from those who self-identify as Aboriginal
people {dentity) from those who neither register nor self-iden{dgcestry). Registry under the
Indian Act is associated with considerable poliog @arogram attention. Persons with
Aboriginal identity (but not registry) receive l@tor no targeted government financial support,
but nonetheless self-identify as Aboriginal. Thihgse people see themselves as Aboriginal

even though the state does not formally recogtes Aboriginal status through financial
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transfers. Finally, the Aboriginal ancestry catggmaptures those people who acknowledge at

least some Aboriginal heritage, but do not selfitdg as Aboriginal.

3. Results

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics

Table 1 shows schooling and earnings data for Ajwal and majority persoris Results
from the table show two important differences be&mvenajority and Aboriginal groups. First,
on average, the Aboriginal population is not ad eglicated. We see that 39% of registered
females and 44% of registered males do not hawghasishool certificate (almost double the rate
for majority Canadians). While about 15% of thgority population has a university degree,
this is true for less than 10% of females, andtleas 5% of males, who self-identify as
Aboriginal. The index of dissimilarity between ttegistered Indian and majority population is
24% for women and 23% for men suggesting that aboeatquarter of the Aboriginal population

would have to increase their schooling to matchstti®oling profile of the majority population.

The bottom half of Table 1 shows the log of earaifrgm wages and salaries and the log
of total income from all sources for men and worbgmajority and Aboriginal group status.

For small differences (eg, less than 0.10), thiedihces between the two figures can be

* . Confidentiality guidelines do not allow usdiaw tables from the census database that we amg. uShese data
are drawn from the 2001 census public use micrdddigidual file. As such we are only able to prdwidata for
the rollup of registered Indians (both on and eferve).

° . The index of dissimilarity defines the proportiof people from one group who would have to sitifibutes to
match the attributes of another group. It is caltad by taking half the sum of the absolute perddéfdrence
between two groups . lItis calculated as follows:

18, r
ID== Z |- m [,
2 R M
where [ =the number of people in group 1 (in this caseAheriginal population) with a particular characstic

(i.e. a highschool certificate), R=the number adgle in group 1, arthe number of people in the comparison group
(in this case the majority) with the same charastier and M=the total number of people in the migjacategory.
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interpreted as proportionate differences in aveesgrings. For example, the average of log
total income for majority women is 9.72. For wonwaith multiple-origin Aboriginal ancestry,

it is 9.67, suggesting that they earn about 5%tless majority women (9.67-9.72=-0.05). We
see for both women and men, all Aboriginal grouggehlower earnings and income than
majority people. In our regression analysis, wi sde that this is true even controlling for
important characteristics like age and educatimplying that Aboriginal people are poorer than
can be explained by their low education levels ihative youth compared to the majority

population.

It is typical to interpret coefficients in log-depent variable regressions as above.
However, for larger differences, this approximatewes not work as well. For example, the
average of log total income for is 10.28 and 9atanfigjority and registered Indian men,
respectively, yielding a difference in the logq@#6-10.28=) -0.82, which might suggest that
registered Indian men have 82% lower income thgoniyamen (yielding only 18% the income
of majority men). However, tharoportionate difference in total income which corresponds
with this difference in log income is in fact exp{8)/exp(10.28)-1=-0.56, so that registered
Indian men in fact have incomes about 56% smaik@n majority men. Thus, when we report
regression results, we also report the proporteddterence in income or earnings associated

with the estimates.

3.1  Total Incomeand Earnings Disparity

To begin our investigation of income and earninigpatity, we first present overall
earnings and income gaps, by regressing the lagcome or earnings on personal

characteristics and group status. Income regnessise the entire population of either men or
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women reporting positive income from any sourcarnihgs regressions use only those men or
women who report positive earnings from wages ataties. The coefficients on group
membership may be taken as indicators of overatliegs and income disparity under the
restriction that the returns to education (anatder characteristics) are the same for all groups
(a restriction we relax in table 3). We reportficents, standard errors and estimated
proportionate differences (definedexp(b)-1, whereb is the estimated coefficient). We do not
report t-statistics or p-values for significancst$efor two reasons: first, virtually everything is
statistically significant; and second, they addeg®essary clutter since these objects are easily

computed from the information in the tables.

For Table 2, the comparison group is people repgdnly British origin. However, we
note that there is no significant difference inngags between people who respond British,
French, Canadian, or combinations of these threepg: Thus, we take our results to indicate

disparity between Aboriginal origin and majoritygn respondents.

Table 2: income and earnings regressions

We see three related patterns in Table 2. Fiigh, ane exceptioh we find that
regardless of type of income, sex or Aboriginalugrahe differential between majority and
Aboriginal Canadians is always negative and steéiby significant at conventional levels. The
degree of disparity is very large. The estimategbprtionate gaps are on the order of 10%-20%
for women and 20%-50% for men. To get a sensemtext, the comparable earnings disparity

faced by non-Aboriginal ethnic minorities in Canasl@%-10% for women and 0%-20% for

. That exception is Inuit women. Compared tgomig origin women, Inuit women have total inconefsabout

27% more than majority women. We find throughdig tvork that the Inuit face quite different patter
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men (Pendakur and Pendakur 2007). Thus, Aborigimalps are by a long measure the most

disadvantaged ethnic groupings in Canada.

Second, we see a rank-ordering in the income amings attainment of our various
categories of Aboriginal people. For both men aodhen, registered Indians face the greatest
disparity. For women, considering either incomeamings, registered Indians face disparity of
over 20% and for men disparity is more than 30%rt rEgistered men, disparity is greater on-
reserve where registered men have incomes apprtetintalf those of majority men. For
women, disparity is greater off-reserve. Thesdifigs add nuance to Drost and Richards’
(2003) finding that although incomes are very lawdrban Aboriginal people, on-reserve
Aboriginal people---most of whom live outside thies---are even poorer. We corroborate this
finding for registered Indian men, but find the opje for registered Indian women (who

perform slightly better on- than off-reserve).

One might argue that registry, and especially aemee registry, is correlated with the
remoteness of place of residence, so that theregtdisparity observed for registered Indians is
really due to their extreme remoteness. We wdl tbat when we run regressions by city, so that
we are considering exclusively urban Aboriginatsnge of whom live on urban reserves), a
similar pattern of disparity is seen. Thus, allovemoteness exacerbates the income disparity

faced by registered Indians, it does not explain it

The next most disadvantaged group of Aboriginalpees the group of people with self-
reported Aboriginal identity (but not legal registinder the Indian Act). Here, we see disparity
on the order of 10%-20% and 20%-40% for women aad, respectively. For both women and

men, persons reporting North American Indian idgrtave lower earnings and income than
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persons reporting Métis identity. Inuit are anlieain this investigation. For women, Inuit have
higher incomes and earnings than majority people, whedmasen, Inuit have much lower
incomes and earnings than majority people. We dtaee an explanation for this pattern, but
we do note that the Inuit live mainly in the fartioof Canada in very small communities, and

so face quite different labour market conditiorentido other Aboriginal people.

The least disadvantaged group of Aboriginal peapthat comprised of people who
report Aboriginal ancestry, but who neither repedistry under the Indian Act nor who self-
identify as Aboriginal. However, this group sfdices disparity of approximately 10% for
women and 10%-20% for men. This degree of digparibn par with the income disparity
faced by the most disadvantaged non-Aboriginalietroups in Canada. Pendakur and
Pendakur (2007) report comparable numbers foriatyasf Canadian-born ethnic minority
groups, and find that Canadian-born South AsianBladk men both face earnings disparity of
16% and Canadian-born South Asian and Black woraea éarnings disparity of 6% and 12%,

respectively. Even a little ‘Aboriginality’ is assiated with very poor labour market outcomes.

The third pattern we observe in Table 2 is thatltmicome disparity is similar to
earnings disparity. Some of the public debateandda has focused on the fact that registered
Indians have access (in principle) to a large spublic transfer programs. Thus, earnings
disparity may overstate the true economic dispdaited by this group. However, we see in
Table 2 that proportionate income and earningsaglitgpare both 50% for registered on-reserve
men, and are 21% and 19%, respectively, for regidten-reserve women. We do not see much
difference between disparity measured on earniegsug income, and so conclude that public

transfers are not substantially mitigating the disatage that we observe.
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3.2 Income, Earningsand Education Levels

Table 2 showed the average differentials in eitb&l income or earnings faced by
different groups of Aboriginal men and women as parad to British origin men and women
controlling for schooling and other characteristiefowever, one might suspect that the return to
schooling may be different for Aboriginal versusnboriginal people for at least two reasons.
First, it is well-known (and shown in Table 1) tiAdioriginal people have lower education
levels. One might reasonably believe this to benected to low returns to education, in
comparison with the returns to education for méjygreople. Second, because transfer
programs focus on registered Indian Aboriginalsl because such transfers typically have
higher incidence for poorer persons, one mightectsihat the total income return (including

transfer income) might be lower for Aboriginal thauajority people.

Alternatively, one might expect that, because Adpogl people are the target of federal
and provincial government preferential hiring prags, the extreme disparity observed on
average for Aboriginal people would be less sef@réhose Aboriginals with high levels of
education. In this case, the total income retareducation would be higher than for majority
people. In this section, we examine the incomeglihg profiles (or, equivalently, naive

returns to education) for our 7 groups of Aboridipeople.

Figures 1 and 2 (and Table 1 in the Appendix) skelected estimated coefficients from
regressions done on men and women in each of gtoups in interest, as well as majority men
and women. The coefficients are those for valddsghest level of schooling ranging from
grade 6 to an earned graduate degree, with highosdiploma normalized to equal zero (we

don’t report estimates for less than grade 6). dlbpe of each line in this figure gives the return
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to schooling for a particular group. In all figarehe thick black line gives the return to

schooling for majority people.

The basic finding from these graphs is that, algothere is a lot of noise in the
estimates, one can see by inspection that the ie@ucation profiles for Aboriginal people in
large measure very similar to those for majoritggle. There are a few exceptions. For
women, registered on-reserve women seem to hayhglglhigher returns than majority women
at high levels of post-secondary schooling, butdoreturns for lower levels of post-secondary
schooling. A similar pattern is seen for registeoa-reserve men, but in addition, we see that
for this group, the return to years of high schedlication seems lower than that of majority
men. That returns are low for men and women wbkaegistered under the Indian Act, and thus
eligible in principle for large social transfersiggests that transfers may play a role in reducing
the return to education. However, that this reiducin the return to education is only observed

for on-reserve (and not off-reserve) registeredalnsl leaves this explanation wanting.

The main message that we take from these figuriswith the exception of registered
on-reserve Aboriginals, even Aboriginal people wetatively high levels of education still face
great income disparity. In addition, the fact ttiegt slopes of the income education profiles are
very similar for Aboriginal and majority people gi&sts that low returns to schooling may not

be the place to look for an explanation for the Emucational attainment of Aboriginal people.

Closer inspection of the income-earnings profileggests that ‘sheepskin effects’ might
be comparatively important for some groups of Agioial men. Consider registered Indian men
living on reserve. High-school dropouts (who nex@mplete) face log-income gaps relative to

high school completion of 0.65 and 0.50 for grada@ grade 10, respectively. In contrast, for
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majority men, these gaps are 0.37 and 0.28, rasphct Thus, the naive returns to high-school
completion---that is, getting a sheepskin in theffof a high-school certificate---are much
higher for on-reserve registered Indian men thamfajority men. Another interesting example
is the difference between post-secondary educatitnno certificate versus with trades
certificate. Here, majority men gain 0.10 log-in@points but registered on-reserve men gain

0.20 log-income points. This again points to géasheepskin effect for this group.

The key message from our examination of income-&ilure profiles is that, given the
enormous size of Aboriginal income disparity, thea# differences between the income-
education profiles of Aboriginal and majority peeg@lre not sufficient to undo that overall

disparity. Thus, even highly educated Aboriginebple face substantial income disparity.

3.3  Earnings Disparity acrossthe Conditional Distribution

Our work so far has looked at the degree to whielnet are differences in the conditional
mean of earnings for Aboriginal compared to mayonibrkers. Here, we will focus on the
degree to which there are differences in the canrdit quantiles of earnings, for example,
differences in the top decile of earnings condgiamm personal characteristics. Pendakur and
Pendakur (2007) and Albrecht et al (2002) exantieeconditional quantiles of labour market
outcomes to assess the relevance of glass ceibrmggority workers and to women,
respectively. These papers investigate whethaobdisparity is greater at the top of the
distribution than at the bottom, taking such agratto indicate the presence of a ‘glass ceiling'.
As we detail below, we find that Aboriginal workexgidence the opposite pattern, which has
been called a ‘sticky floor’ in the literature oonditional wage distributions (eg, Dolado and

Llorens 2004).

17 |Page



We use quantile regression to estimate the comditip'th quantile of log earnings
attributable to Aboriginal group membership coratiil on observable characteristics (see
Buchinsky 1998a for a review of these methods ie@nomics context). For any given set of
right-hand side conditioning variable§,and left-hand side response variablethe quantile

regression finds parameters to fit the model:
PlY<XB]=p.

Whenp=0.50, this corresponds to median regression, whosereais can be found by
minimizing the sum of absolute deviations of Y frtime regression line. Whegncorresponds to
a different quantile, the spirit of the optimizatis to minimize asymmetrically weighted
functions of absolute deviations. Because quargggession can be computationally expensive
with large samples, we use 20% of majority worlkerd 100% of minority workers in all
reported estimates. However, because the var@restimated differentials between groups
depends most strongly on highest variance comppsantpling majority workers does not

much increase the variance of our coefficientstdriest.

Table 3 shows estimated earnings differentialangsgtic standard errors and
proportional differences, controlling for personhbracteristics, at the 20th, 50th, 80th and 90th
percentiles. These regressions are estimateddidwens whose major source of income is wages
and salaries and who have positive earnings. It cases, we find that the disparity faced by
Aboriginal workers is greatest at bottom quintifelee conditional distribution and smallest at
the top quintile and decile of the conditional dizition. This means that the mean regression
may be somewhat misleading: disparity at the neamuch smaller in many cases than

disparity at the bottom.
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For women at the bottom quintile of conditionalreags, the estimated disparity ranges
from no disparity for those reporting single-origiboriginal ancestry to 36% for registered
women living off-reserve. In contrast, at the tigeile of conditional earnings, the estimated
disparity ranges no disparity for women reportimgke-origin ancestry to 15% for registered
women living on-reserve. An interesting outlierdes Inuit women, who face great disparity at

the bottom of the distribution, but nearly as gr&tantage at the top of the distribution.

For men at the bottom quintile, the estimated propaate differences range from 18%
and 12% for men reporting single- and multiple-origboriginal ancestry, respectively, to 64%
for registered men living on-reserve. At the tegite, the estimated proportionate differences
range from 2% and 5% for people with Aboriginal @stcy to 33% for registered men living on-
reserve. Thus, taking men and women in all 7 ggdagether, we see that the disparity at the

bottom is two to three times as severe as théiestop of the conditional distribution.

One may read these results in terms of the withanyg inequality of members of these
Aboriginal groups. When disparity at the bottonfaiger than that at the top, the distribution of
earnings for the Aboriginal group is stretched podhed towards low earnings compared with
the distribution of earnings in the majority pogida. This is broadly consistent with findings
on Aboriginal inequality in Vining and Richards (). They find (without conditioning on
characteristics) that incomes are low, but inedydlgh, for Aboriginal people. The combined
view from our OLS and quantile regressions showsstime picture, even as we condition out

observable characteristics.

The pattern we see, where disparity is greateasiedbottom of the conditional

distribution, has been called a ‘sticky floor’ bplado and Llorens (2004). They interpret this
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pattern in terms of differential labour market eltaent at the bottom and top of the conditional
distribution: that is, workers at the bottom of ttenditional distribution have weak labour force

attachment and low earnings for that reason.

We see an alternative explanation in our contéxCanada, Aboriginal people are an
explicit target group for preferential governmemntpboyment ia the Employment Equity Act
(1988, 1998). If government employers seek out Ajoaal workers, they may ‘cream’ the
distribution for those with highly productive un@pged characteristics, and offer them highly
paid government jobs. In this case, disparity \wdaé diminished, but only at the top of the
conditional distribution. However, if this wergoemary driver of sticky floors, we would also
expect government employers to cream on obsena@cteristics, such as education. But, as
we discussed above, there is little evidence thetridinal income disparity is much smaller for

highly educated Aboriginal workers.

34 Patter ns Across Cities

In this subsection, we examine Aboriginal earnidigparity in 12 urban labour markets.
There are two important reasons to consider urld@original people in a city-specific way.
First, from the material above, it is clear thgiséered Indians living on reserve face the most
severe earnings and income disparity. Howevecesinost reserves are very remote from cities
and their associated economic activity, one might@ that this disparity is really about
location. In this subsection, we show that thisasthe case: on-reserve registered Indians
living in large cities face severe economic digyariSecond, Aboriginal people are distributed
guite unevenly across Canadian cities. Other reBem the economic outcomes of the ethnic

minorities in Canada has shown that ethnic mingrégple perform better in cities with large
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numbers of co-ethnic residents (Pendakur and Pen@&K2). This suggests a favourable
enclave effect, wherein large urban ethnic enclangsove the outcomes of their members. In
this subsection, we show that this is not the éasAboriginal people: indeed, Aboriginal

people living in cities with large numbers of Alginals tend to fare particularly poorly.

Table 4: Earnings Disparity In Urban Labour Markets

Table 4 presents selected coefficients from regrasdike those for earnings in Table 2,
but run separately in each of 12 Canadian citi¥s. report coefficients for 4 of our Aboriginal
groups: registered Indians living on- and off-resesnd the North American Indian and Metis
identity groups. We do not report results for tnsince they don't live in great numbers in the
southern cities, nor do we report results for peayth Aboriginal ancestry (but not registry or
identity). The top panel shows earnings dispddtyegistered Indians living on-reserve in
cities. All these estimates are significantly rtegaor insignificantly different from zero. The
estimated earnings differential ranges from indigantly different from zero to 78% for women
in Saskatoon and Halifax, respectively. For mbka,dstimated earnings differentials range from

insignificantly different from zero to 72% in Hadit and Calgary, respectively.

Empty cells in Table indicate cities with no resesv However, even some cities with
reserves have very few reserve residents. Evesiadening only those western cities where there
are enough on-reserve people to get tight staretaods, that is, Calgary to Victoria, disparity
ranges from 21% to 62% for women and 52% to 72%rfen. Thus, neither statistical
imprecision nor remoteness is the sole driver efaktremely severe earnings disparity we

observe for registered Indians living on reserve.
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Aboriginal are not spread evenly across Canadigsci If we aggregate all the
Aboriginals types, they comprise at least 1% ofghpulation in all of the 12 cities we examine.
In Montreal, Toronto, Hamilton and Vancouver theg eelatively small fractions, comprising
1.51%, 1.00%, 2.12% and 2.72%, respectively. We tiat this group includes Canada’s
largest three cities. Aboriginal people make up3%of the population in Halifax, Ottawa,
Calgary and Victoria and make up more than 5% innifieg, Saskatoon, Regina and
Edmonton. The highest concentration is found imimieg where more than 11% of the

residents are Aboriginal.

Looking first at registered Indians living off-rege, we see that for both men and
women, the estimated disparity is highest in tterr cities of Winnipeg, Regina and Saskatoon
where we have very large Aboriginal populationsirning to the identity groups, we see that

North American Indian and Metis follow a roughlyngiar pattern.

Whereas other research in Canada has found that etimorities have better economic
performance in the presence of large numbers @ftlonics, we do not see such a pattern for any
group of Aboriginal people. In fact, what we sesuggestive of the opposite. In Winnipeg,
where Aboriginals constitute more than 11% of thpydation, Aboriginal disparity is amongst
the most severe of any of the 12 cities we studycontrast, in Toronto, Aboriginals comprise
only 1% of the population, and here, Aboriginalpdisty is amongst the least severe of the 12

cities we study.

Conclusion:

We find that Aboriginal men and women face sevamaiegs and income disparity

relative to majority persons in Canada. Furthéthiw the Aboriginal population, registered
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Indians fare worst, persons with self-reported Adioal identity fare somewhat better, and
persons with Aboriginal ancestry fare better stilowever, even those in the last category face
disparity on par with the most disadvantaged noofAjinal ethnic minorities in Canada (see
Pendakur and Pendakur 2002, 2007). We also faidthie economic prospects of Aboriginal
people living in cities with large Aboriginal po@mtions are worse still. That is, the beneficial
enclave effects noted for other ethnic groups ind@a do not seem to work for Aboriginal

people, and may even work to their harm.

Our analysis of the returns to education and gfatisy across the conditional
distribution are similarly depressing. We findlétevidence of high returns to education for
Aboriginal people in any of our groups. This sugjgehat although Aboriginal incomes do rise
with education, even those Aboriginal people wiighHevels of education face considerable
economic disparity. We also find little evidenbattAboriginal workers face a glass ceiling.
Since the main antidiscrimination policy tool inr@ala is a preferential hiring policy for
government employers, the lack of a glass ceilugpsests that this type of policy may not have
a big bite in dealing with Aboriginal disparityndeed, the sticky floor pattern that we observe
suggests that policy attention is most neededeabditom of the conditional distribution, a place

where government employers seldom shop for emptoyee

Aboriginal people have nearly twice the fertilitiyraon-Aboriginal people in Canada, and
higher fertility than all other non-immigrant etbrdiommunities. Taken together with our
findings above, we have that Aboriginal groupstheefastest growing and poorest ethnic groups
in Canada. Thus, the disenfranchisement of Abaaigieople from Canadian society faces

considerable risk of growing over time.

23|Page



5. References

Agocs, C., 2002. Canada's Employment Equity Letysiaand Policy, 1987-2000: The Gap
between Policy and Practice, International Jouohdanpower, 2002, v. 23 (3) pp. 256-
76, http://www.emeraldinsight.com/ijm.htm.

Albrecht, J., Bjorkland, A. & Vroman S. (2003).tleere a Glass Ceiling in Sweden? Journal of
Labor Economics, 21(1): 145-77.

Buchinsky, M. 1994. Changes in the US Wage Strectl®63-1987: Application of Quantile
Regression. Econometrica 65(1): 109-154.

Buchinsky, Moshe. 1998. Recent Advances in QuaRtdgression Models: A Practical
Guideline for Empirical Research. Journal of HurRasources 33(1):88-126.

Census of Canada, 2001, Public-Use Census Talalesus tables, Statistics Canada, Ottawa,
Canada.

Dolado, J. J., & Llorens, V. (2004). "Gender Waggp&by Education in Spain: Glass Floor vs
Glass Ceilings.", CEPR Discussion Paper 4203.

Drost, H. 1994. Schooling, Vocational training amemployment: the case of Canadian
Aboriginals, Canadian Public Policy, 20(1), Mar®94, pages 52-65.
http://feconomics.ca/cgi/jab?journal=cpp&view=v20DRPv20n1p052.pdf

Drost, H. and J. Richards. 2003. Income On- aneR@ferve:How Aboriginals are Faring?
Toronto: CD Howe Institute.

George, P. and P. Kuhn. 1994. The Size and SteicfuXative-White Wage Differentials in
Canada, The Canadian Journal of Economics, VoIN®7,1. (Feb., 1994), pp. 20-42.

Government of Canada, 2007, Budget Plan 2007, kingf Supply and Services, Ottawa,
Canada, http://www.budget.gc.ca/2007/pdf/bp2007e.pd

Hull, J. 2000, Aboriginal post-secondary educatod labour market outcomes Canada, 1996,
http://epe.lac-bac.gc.ca/100/200/301/inac-aincigbwl_ps_edu-e/pse_e.pdf

Jenkins, A. (2007, January 15). Indigenous postisdary institutions in Canada and the U.S.,
Higher Education Perspectives, 3(1).
http://aries.oise.utoronto.ca/highered/viewarttg.?id=80.

Kuhn, P. and A. Sweetman. 1998. Assimilation aodri®mic Success in an Aboriginal
Population: Evidence from Canada. http://www.cilomaster.ca/papers/cilnwp18.pdf

Kuhn, P. and A. Sweetman. 2002. Aboriginals as WUimgilmmigrants: Contact, Assimilation
and Labour Market Outcomes, Journal of Populaticonémics, 2002, V15, pp. 331-355

Mendelson, M. 2004. Aboriginal People in Canadabdur Market: Work and Unemployment,
Today and Tomorrow. http://www.caledoninst.org/Redtions/PDF/471ENG.pdf

24|Page



Mendelson, M., 2006. Aboriginal Peoples and Peste8dary Education, Toronto, ON:
Caledon Institute, 52 pages.

Mincer, J. 1974. Schooling, Experience, and EasiNgw York: Columbia University Press.

Patrinos, H. and C. Sakellariou. 1992. North Aerilndians in the Canadian labour market: A
decomposition of wage differentials, Economics dti€ation Review, V.11, No. 3, pp.
257-266, 1992. http://ideas.repec.org/a/eee/edoitiyl 992i3p257-266.html

Pendakur, K. and R. Pendakur, 2007, Minority EagsiAcross the Distribution, Canadian
Public Policy, Volume 33 Number 1, pp. 41-62.

Richards, John, 2006, Aboriginal Policy: Creatingp@es, Toronto ON: CD Howe Institute,
http://lwww.sfu.ca/mpp/pdf_news/800-04%20creatingicés-10may.pdf.

Tonkinson, Robert, 2007, Aboriginal 'DifferencetidAutonomy’ Then and Now: Four Decades
of Change in a Western Desert Society, Anthropeoldgrorum, Volume 17, Issue 1 March
2007 , pages 41 - 60.

Statistics Canada - Cat. No. 97F0011XCB200100hwatt Statistics Canada.

Travato, F., 1987, A Macrosociological AnalysisNztive Indian Fertility in Canada: 1961,
1971, and 1981, Social Forces, Vol. 66, No. 2 (DEe87), pp. 463-485.

Walters, D; J. White and P. Maxim. 2004. Does $asindary Education Benefit Aboriginal
Canadians? An Examination of Earnings and Employ@®emcomes for Recent
Aboriginal Graduates, Canadian Public Policy, Sapiter 2004, v. 30 (3) pp. 283-301

Wannell, T. and N. Caron. 1994. A Look at Employtrequity Groups among Recent
Postsecondary Graduates: Visible Minorities, AbioagPeoples and the Activity Limited.
Ottawa: Statistics Canada. 11FO019MPF No.69.
http://www.statcan.ca/english/research/11FO019MIEOD19MIE1994069.pdf.

25|Page



Figure 1: Total income payoffs to different levels of schooling , Majority and Aboriginal
identity groups, Males
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Table 1
Highest level of Schooling, Majority and selected Aboriginal groups, Canada 2001

Majority Reg. NAI Metis Inuit Abor Abor
(both on- Ancestry Ancestry
and off- (single (multiple
reserve) origin) origin)
Schooling
female Total 108,263 3,435 652 1,498 241 369 3,074
Less than Grade 5 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.09 0.01 0.00
Grades 5to 8 0.05 0.11 0.07 0.06 0.17 0.08 0.03
Grades 9to 13 0.17 0.24 0.25 0.25 0.19 0.30 0.16
Secondary - high scho 0.18 0.08 0.12 0.10 0.05 0.17 0.15
Trades certificate or 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.03
College: Without trad 0.06 0.10 0.09 0.09 0.14 0.07 0.08
College: With trades 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.10 0.05 0.08 0.08
College: With college 0.17 0.13 0.15 0.17 0.15 0.11 0.21
University: Without ¢ 0.02 0.06 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.04
University: With univ 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.09
University: With bach 0.11 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.03 0.04 0.10
University: With cert 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.01 - 0.01 0.02
University: With mast 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 - 0.00 0.02
Index of dissimilarity 0.23 0.16 0.16 0.30 0.19 0.11
Males Total 107,398 2,975 661 1,562 231 407 2,615
Less than Grade 5 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.01 0.01
Grades 5to 8 0.06 0.13 0.09 0.08 0.18 0.12 0.05
Grades 9to 13 0.19 0.27 0.29 0.27 0.21 0.29 0.20
Secondary - high scho 0.15 0.08 0.11 0.10 0.04 0.11 0.11
Trades certificate or 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.06
College: Without trad 0.06 0.10 0.08 0.07 0.16 0.07 0.09
College: With trades 0.10 0.11 0.12 0.16 0.14 0.10 0.13
College: With college 0.12 0.08 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.09 0.14
University: Without ¢ 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.00 0.05 0.04
University: With univ 0.06 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.01 0.03 0.06
University: With bach 0.11 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.01 0.03 0.08
University: With cert 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01
University: With mast 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.01 - 0.00 0.02
Index of dissimilarity 0.24 0.18 0.18 0.34 0.21 0.11
Income
females log of wages and salaries 9.89 9.38 9.72 9.59 9.70 9.68 9.73
log of total income 9.72 9.24 9.49 9.51 9.61 9.50 9.67
males log of wages and salaries 10.39 9.66 10.03 10.04 9.73 10.12 10.28
log of total income 10.28 9.46 9.74 9.91 9.69 9.88 10.18

Sourc: drawn from 2001 census public use microdata individual file




Table 2
Selected Results from Regressons controlling for personal characteristics.

Region Females Males
coef. S.E. sig. % dif coef. S.E. sig. %dif
Canada Adj R2 0.13 0.17
Reg. on reserve -0.22 0.01 *** 0.13 -0.70 0.01 *** 0.17
Reg. off reserve -0.29 0.01 *** -0.19 -0.42 0.01 *** -0.50
N. Amer. Indian -0.19 0.02 *** -0.25 -0.31 0.02 *** -0.34
Metis -0.17 0.01 *** -0.17 -0.24 0.01 *** -0.27
Inuit 0.05 0.02 *** -0.16 -0.46 0.01 *** -0.22
Abor Ancestry (single origin) -0.12 0.02 *** 0.05 -0.16 0.02 *** -0.37
Abor Ancestry (multiple origin) -0.11 0.01 *** -0.11 -0.11 0.01 *** -0.15
Source: Custom microdata file for individuals, 2001 Census of Canada, population age 25-64 not in

school full time. Individuals whose primary source of income is wages and salaries
Significance: *:0.1 level; **: 0.05 level; ***:0.01 level




Table 3

Selected coefficients from quantile regressions at the 20th, 50th, 80th and 90th quantiles

quantile
q20 q50 q80 q90
sex Group Coef. S.E. % dif |Coef. S.E. % dif |Coef. S.E. % dif |Coef. S.E.  %dif
females R2 0.07 0.10 0.12 0.12
Reg. on reserve -0.44 0.02 -0.36 -0.19 0.01 -0.17 -0.17 0.00 -0.15 -0.17 0.00 -0.15
Reg. off reserve -0.56 0.02 -0.43 -0.20 0.01 -0.18 -0.09 0.01 -0.09 -0.07 0.01 -0.07
N. Amer Indian -0.31 0.04 -0.27 -0.15 0.01 -0.14 -0.09 0.01 -0.08 -0.08 0.01 -0.08
Metis -0.31 0.03 -0.27 -0.16 0.01 -0.15 -0.09 0.01 -0.09 -0.06 0.01 -0.06
Inuit -0.38 0.04 -0.31 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.21 0.01 0.24 0.27 0.01 0.30
Abor. Ancestry (single origin) 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 o0.01
Abor. Ancestry (multiple origin) -0.16 0.03 -0.15 -0.09 0.01 -0.08 -0.05 0.01 -0.05 -0.05 0.01 -0.05
males R2 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.13
Reg. on reserve -1.01 0.01 -0.64 -0.63 0.01 -0.47 -0.46 0.00 -0.37 -0.41 0.01 -0.33
Reg. off reserve -0.70 0.04 -0.50 -0.28 0.01 -0.25 -0.14 0.01 -0.13 -0.11 0.01 -0.11
N. Amer Indian -0.48 0.04 -0.38 -0.22 0.02 -0.20 -0.13 0.01 -0.12 -0.12 0.01 -0.11
Metis -0.40 0.02 -0.33 -0.17 0.01 -0.16 -0.10 0.01 -0.09 -0.06 0.01 -0.06
Inuit -0.91 0.03 -0.60 -0.36 0.02 -0.30 -0.13 0.01 -0.13 -0.09 0.01 -0.09
Abor. Ancestry (single origin) -0.19 0.03 -0.18 -0.08 0.01 -0.08 -0.03 0.01 -0.03 -0.02 0.02 -0.02
Abor. Ancestry (multiple origin) -0.13 0.02 -0.12 -0.07 0.01 -0.07 -0.04 0.01 -0.04 -0.05 0.01 -0.05




Table 4

Earnings disparities in urban labour markets

women men
coef. S.E. % coef. S.E. %
variable region difference difference
Reg. on reserve Halifax -1.53 0.41 -0.78 -0.36 0.40 -0.30
t Montreal
Tt Ottawa-Hull
Toronto -0.60 0.16 -0.45 -0.40 0.15 -0.33
Tt Hamilton
Winnipeg -0.42 0.13 -0.34 -0.76 0.11 -0.53
T+ Regina
Saskatoon 0.20 0.22 0.23 -0.76 0.20 -0.53
Calgary -0.51 0.10 -0.40 -1.26 0.09 -0.72
Edmonton -0.23 0.06 -0.21 -0.89 0.05 -0.59
Vancouver -0.50 0.06 -0.39 -0.74 0.05 -0.52
Victoria -0.97 0.09 -0.62 -1.15 0.09 -0.68
Reg. off reserve Halifax -0.20 0.15 -0.19 -0.47 0.15 -0.38
Montreal -0.22 0.08 -0.20 -0.26 0.07 -0.23
Ottawa-Hull 0.03 0.07 0.04 -0.29 0.06 -0.25
Toronto -0.26 0.05 -0.23 -0.19 0.05 -0.18
Hamilton -0.15 0.09 -0.14 -0.21 0.08 -0.19
Winnipeg -0.48 0.05 -0.38 -0.64 0.04 -0.47
Regina -0.58 0.08 -0.44 -0.76 0.08 -0.53
Saskatoon -0.58 0.09 -0.44 -1.00 0.08 -0.63
Calgary -0.40 0.06 -0.33 -0.43 0.06 -0.35
Edmonton -0.30 0.05 -0.26 -0.48 0.05 -0.38
Vancouver -0.51 0.04 -0.40 -0.52 0.04 -0.40
Victoria -0.38 0.12 -0.32 -0.43 0.11 -0.35
N. Amer. Indian  Halifax -0.09 0.18 -0.09 -0.21 0.14 -0.19
Montreal -0.15 0.10 -0.14 -0.24 0.10 -0.21
Ottawa-Hull -0.11 0.08 -0.10 -0.17 0.08 -0.16
Toronto -0.27 0.06 -0.24 -0.18 0.06 -0.17
Hamilton -0.04 0.14 -0.04 -0.20 0.09 -0.18
Winnipeg -0.31 0.10 -0.27 -0.55 0.08 -0.42
Regina 0.00 0.25 0.00 -0.12 0.25 -0.11
Saskatoon -0.31 0.24 -0.26 -0.68 0.19 -0.49
Calgary -0.44 0.10 -0.36 -0.30 0.08 -0.26
Edmonton -0.34 0.11 -0.29 -0.25 0.08 -0.22
Vancouver -0.29 0.07 -0.25 -0.46 0.06 -0.37
Victoria -0.30 0.14 -0.26 -0.19 0.14 -0.17




Table 4
Earnings disparities in urban labour markets

women men
coef. S.E. % coef. S.E. %

variable region difference difference

Metis Halifax -0.68 0.18 -0.49 -0.23 0.16 -0.21
Montreal -0.32 0.11 -0.28 -0.34 0.09 -0.29
Ottawa-Hull -0.10 0.08 -0.09 -0.38 0.07 -0.32
Toronto -0.16 0.08 -0.14 -0.25 0.07 -0.22
Hamilton -0.50 0.17 -0.40 -0.01 0.15 -0.01
Winnipeg -0.14 0.04 -0.13 -0.30 0.03 -0.26
Regina -0.17 0.08 -0.16 -0.33 0.08 -0.28
Saskatoon 0.01 0.08 0.01 -0.27 0.07 -0.24
Calgary -0.26 0.06 -0.23 -0.14 0.05 -0.13
Edmonton -0.18 0.05 -0.17 -0.21 0.04 -0.19
Vancouver -0.09 0.05 -0.09 -0.32 0.05 -0.27
Victoria -0.14 0.11 -0.13 -0.20 0.11 -0.18

Source: Custom microdata file for individuals, 2001 Census of Canada, population age 25-64 not in
school full time. Individuals whose primary source of income is wages and salaries

+ Reserves close to Montreal did not take part in the 2001 Census.

L There are no Indian reserves in these Census Metropolitan Areas




Appendix Table 1

Total income returns to schooling for Majority and Aboriginal groups, Canada 2000

Majority Reg on reserve Reg off reserve NAI Metis Inuit Abor. ancestry (single [Abor. Ancestry
origin) (multiple origin)
sex variable coef S.E. coef S.E. coef S.E. coef S.E. coef S.E. coef S.E. coef S.E. coef S.E.
female constant 9.67 0.01 10 0.03 9.67 0 9.58 0.08 10 0.05 9.92 0 9.90 0.11 10 0.05
grl-4 -0.36 0.02 -0.39 0.05 -0.48 0.12 -0.06 0.26 -0.67 0.15 -0.61 0.10 -1.14 0.30 -0.17 0.27
gr5 -0.41 0.03 -0.40 0.06 -0.58 0.17 0.04 0.30 -0.61 0.15 -0.62 0.10 -0.03 0.32 0.13 0.38
gré -0.45 0.02 -0.40 0.04 -0.40 0.10 -0.38 0.18 -0.47 0.12 -0.53 0.09 -0.55 0.25 -0.43 0.21
gr7 -0.41 0.01 -0.34 0.03 -0.50 0.09 -0.16 0.19 -0.56 0.08 -0.45 0.07 -0.58 0.20 -0.41 0.13
gr8 -0.39 0.01 -0.30 0.03 -0.37 0.06 -0.36 0.10 -0.29 0.06 -0.39 0.07 -0.37 0.14 -0.35 0.09
gr9 -0.31 0.01 -0.27 0.02 -0.32 0.05 -0.23 0.09 -0.29 0.05 -0.30 0.07 -0.24 0.12 -0.43 0.08
gr10 -0.26 0.01 -0.23 0.02 -0.23 0.04 -0.35 0.07 -0.23 0.04 -0.21 0.07 -0.40 0.09 -0.29 0.05
gril -0.19 0.01 -0.18 0.03 -0.13 0.05 -0.17 0.08 -0.26 0.04 -0.23 0.08 -0.26 0.09 -0.11 0.06
gr12-13 -0.04 0.01 -0.15 0.04 -0.01 0.05 -0.04 0.08 -0.05 0.04 -0.34 0.12 -0.23 0.09 0.00 0.05
trades cert 0.02 0.01 -0.04 0.02 -0.05 0.05 -0.04 0.09 0.02 0.04 -0.02 0.07 -0.11 0.11 0.10 0.06
ps no cert 0.03 0.01 -0.07 0.02 -0.08 0.04 -0.09 0.06 -0.01 0.03 -0.20 0.06 -0.07 0.08 0.04 0.04
ps w trades 0.01 0.01 -0.04 0.02 -0.05 0.04 0.03 0.06 0.02 0.03 -0.08 0.07 -0.11 0.08 -0.04 0.04
ps cert 0.23 0.00 0.10 0.02 0.19 0.03 0.22 0.05 0.16 0.03 0.09 0.06 0.05 0.07 0.20 0.03
univ no cert 0.19 0.01 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.15 0.08 0.14 0.05 0.14 0.11 -0.15 0.12 0.16 0.06
univ w trades 0.16 0.02 0.00 0.04 0.08 0.08 0.32 0.16 -0.07 0.08 -0.23 0.19 -0.16 0.20 0.13 0.10
univ ps cert 0.32 0.01 0.17 0.02 0.19 0.04 0.32 0.07 0.28 0.04 0.35 0.09 0.16 0.11 0.30 0.05
univ cert < BA 0.41 0.01 0.24 0.04 0.40 0.06 0.41 0.13 0.38 0.07 0.42 0.14 0.18 0.21 0.35 0.08
BA 0.54 0.00 0.48 0.02 0.44 0.04 0.46 0.07 0.56 0.04 0.59 0.09 0.48 0.09 0.48 0.04
BA plus 0.62 0.01 0.55 0.05 0.56 0.08 0.62 0.18 0.63 0.09 0.39 0.26 0.38 0.23 0.59 0.09
MA PhD 0.69 0.01 0.72 0.06 0.68 0.08 0.60 0.13 0.69 0.08 0.66 0.32 -0.02 0.18 0.61 0.07




Appendix Table 1

Total income returns to schooling for Majority and Aboriginal groups, Canada 2000

Majority Reg on reserve Reg off reserve NAI Metis Inuit Abor. ancestry (single [Abor. Ancestry
origin) (multiple origin)
sex variable coef S.E. coef S.E. coef S.E. coef S.E. coef S.E. coef S.E. coef S.E. coef S.E.
males  constant 9.62 0.01 9 0.04 9.29 0 9.04 0.10 9 0.05 9.39 0 9.73 0.12 10 0.07
grl-4 -0.70 0.01 -0.36 0.04 -0.99 0.09 -0.74 0.13 -0.91 0.07 -0.52 0.10 -0.61 0.16 -0.76 0.12
gr5 -0.63 0.02 -0.41 0.04 -0.74 0.11 -1.17 0.18 -0.80 0.09 -0.57 0.11 -0.45 0.24 -0.87 0.17
gré -0.61 0.01 -0.33 0.04 -0.61 0.08 -0.70 0.14 -0.65 0.07 -0.47 0.10 -0.62 0.18 -0.89 0.12
gr7 -0.46 0.01 -0.27 0.03 -0.63 0.08 -0.55 0.12 -0.47 0.06 -0.52 0.08 -0.50 0.15 -0.58 0.10
gr8 -0.45 0.01 -0.24 0.03 -0.55 0.06 -0.48 0.09 -0.52 0.05 -0.40 0.08 -0.68 0.11 -0.52 0.07
gr9 -0.37 0.01 -0.21 0.03 -0.65 0.06 -0.40 0.09 -0.44 0.05 -0.46 0.08 -0.38 0.11 -0.28 0.06
gr10 -0.28 0.01 -0.20 0.03 -0.50 0.05 -0.20 0.07 -0.35 0.04 -0.31 0.08 -0.49 0.09 -0.28 0.05
gril -0.20 0.01 -0.12 0.03 -0.15 0.06 -0.17 0.08 -0.22 0.05 -0.10 0.09 -0.46 0.10 -0.22 0.06
gr12-13 -0.12 0.01 -0.05 0.04 -0.24 0.06 -0.01 0.09 -0.07 0.05 -0.28 0.14 -0.33 0.10 -0.12 0.06
trades cert 0.04 0.01 0.17 0.03 -0.11 0.06 -0.02 0.09 -0.11 0.04 -0.01 0.08 -0.02 0.10 0.04 0.05
ps no cert -0.01 0.01 0.04 0.03 -0.28 0.05 -0.02 0.08 -0.18 0.04 -0.23 0.07 -0.12 0.10 -0.09 0.05
ps w trades 0.09 0.01 0.24 0.03 0.08 0.05 0.16 0.07 0.10 0.04 0.06 0.07 -0.02 0.08 0.05 0.04
ps cert 0.24 0.01 0.34 0.03 0.16 0.05 0.23 0.07 0.09 0.04 0.16 0.08 0.02 0.09 0.15 0.04
univ no cert 0.09 0.01 0.11 0.04 -0.12 0.06 0.14 0.11 -0.03 0.06 0.06 0.15 -0.22 0.12 0.12 0.07
univ w trades 0.15 0.02 0.20 0.05 -0.20 0.11 0.02 0.17 0.16 0.09 0.45 0.25 -0.22 0.22 0.02 0.11
univ ps cert 0.25 0.01 0.41 0.04 0.16 0.07 0.36 0.12 0.19 0.06 0.62 0.13 0.02 0.14 0.15 0.07
univ cert < BA 0.30 0.01 0.46 0.07 0.12 0.13 -0.08 0.25 0.18 0.11 0.84 0.29 -0.18 0.34 0.16 0.12
BA 0.49 0.01 0.68 0.05 0.43 0.07 0.39 0.11 0.39 0.05 0.73 0.16 0.26 0.12 0.29 0.05
BA plus 0.50 0.01 0.66 0.11 0.32 0.17 0.34 0.23 0.45 0.13 0.16 0.46 0.47 0.34 0.40 0.11
MA PhD 0.59 0.01 0.89 0.11 0.52 0.14 0.48 0.17 0.47 0.10 0.41 0.43 0.17 0.23 0.37 0.08
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