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Summary

Canada has maintained a relatively high level of immigration for nearly 30 years, a process that 

is fundamentally changing the ethnocultural composition of the Canadian population. This 

change is registered profoundly in Canada’s major metropolitan areas, Montreal, Toronto and 

Vancouver, where two-thirds of the 4.64 million immigrants arriving in Canada between 1980 

and 2011 reside. It is no surprise that the social landscapes of these cities have undergone funda-

mental transformation. The most notable feature of this process has been the growth of enclave 

neighbourhoods, places that have become identified with particular ethnocultural groups and, 

especially, visible minority groups. Broadly, there are two interpretations of minority enclaves: 

some believe that they provide their residents with important tools to facilitate the integration 

of their residents into mainstream society, while others see them in more problematic terms, as 

places of socio-economic marginalization and cultural isolation.

In this study Daniel Hiebert has conducted a statistical analysis of enclaves in these three metro-

politan areas in order to see which of these interpretations is more valid for Canada. His prin-

cipal findings are these: enclave landscapes are becoming prevalent in Toronto and Vancouver 

but less so in Montreal; certain visible minority groups are more prone to reside in enclaves 

than others; the socio-economic characteristics of enclaves vary significantly; minority enclaves 

are places of cultural diversity rather than cultural isolation; there are some systematic differ-

ences between the profiles of the socio-economic profiles of visible minority residents of en-

claves and those living in other residential settings, but these populations do not appear to be 

fundamentally different; and there are more members of visible minority groups experiencing 

poverty who live outside enclaves than there are inside them.

This study is an effort to provide evidence-based knowledge for better policy decisions in 

Canada. Hiebert’s findings suggest that the accelerated development of enclaves in Canadian 

metropolitan areas does not pose a threat but should instead be seen as an opportunity and a 

challenge. He recommends that we consider enclaves as places of opportunity for intercultural 

engagement, especially for newcomers to Canada. They offer their residents a chance to build 

bonding and bridging social capital, since there are significant numbers of co-ethnics as well 

as a diverse array of other groups in the relatively small scale of these neighbourhoods. The 

challenge is that we must reimagine our understanding of integration in Canada. More and 

more, this process is taking place in the setting of suburban enclave neighbourhoods. This is not 

simply the result of the preferences of immigrants and members of visible minority groups but 

is also related to the dynamics of housing markets and the behaviour of “mainstream” popula-

tions. The study concludes with a discussion of the policy implications of Canada’s changing 

urban social landscapes and a further recommendation that municipal governments be granted 

a larger voice in immigration and integration policies.
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Résumé

Durant les 30 dernières années, l’immigration s’est maintenue à un niveau assez élevé au 

Canada, ce qui a fondamentalement modifié la composition ethnoculturelle de la population 

du pays. On observe ce changement surtout dans les régions métropolitaines de Montréal, de 

Toronto et de Vancouver, où vivent les deux tiers des 4,64 millions d’immigrants arrivés au pays 

entre 1980 et 2011. Le paysage social de ces villes a donc subi une profonde transformation, 

dont l’élément le plus marquant est le développement d’enclaves, c’est-à-dire de quartiers qui, 

avec le temps, ont été identifiés à des groupes ethnoculturels particuliers, et tout spécialement 

à des minorités visibles. Globalement, il existe deux façons d’interpréter ce phénomène : pour 

certains, les enclaves offrent des outils à leurs habitants qui facilitent leur intégration dans la so-

ciété canadienne ; pour d’autres, elles sont plutôt des lieux de marginalisation socioéconomique 

et d’isolement culturel.

Afin d’établir laquelle de ces deux interprétations s’applique le mieux au Canada, Daniel Hiebert 

fait dans cette étude une analyse statistique détaillée des enclaves de ces trois grandes agglo-

mérations urbaines canadiennes. Ses principales conclusions sont les suivantes  : les enclaves 

sont un phénomène de plus en plus répandu à Toronto et à Vancouver, mais moins à Mont

réal ; certains groupes de minorités visibles sont plus susceptibles que d’autres à vivre dans des 

enclaves ; les caractéristiques socioéconomiques des enclaves varient considérablement ; et ce 

sont des lieux de grande diversité culturelle plutôt que d’isolement culturel. Par ailleurs, il existe 

quelques différences systématiques entre le profil socioéconomique des membres des minorités 

visibles qui y vivent et celui des membres de ces minorités qui habitent ailleurs, sans que ces 

deux populations soient fondamentalement différentes ; les membres de minorités visibles qui 

sont pauvres sont plus nombreux à vivre à l’extérieur qu’à l’intérieur des enclaves.

L’objectif de cette étude était de fournir des données probantes en vue de l’élaboration de po-

litiques plus efficaces. Ses conclusions indiquent que le développement rapide d’enclaves dans 

les régions métropolitaines canadiennes ne constitue pas une menace, mais plutôt une occasion 

à saisir et un défi à relever. L’auteur propose que l’on considère les enclaves comme des lieux 

qui favorisent la compréhension interculturelle, particulièrement chez les nouveaux arrivants. 

Elles permettent en effet à leurs habitants de bâtir des liens et de développer leur capital social, 

puisque l’on y trouve à la fois — sur un territoire relativement petit — un nombre important 

de membres d’un même groupe et des gens d’autres communautés. Plus est, le phénomène des 

enclaves nous oblige à imaginer de nouvelles façons de favoriser l’intégration des immigrants 

au Canada, entre autres parce que cette intégration se fait de plus en plus dans des banlieues des 

grandes villes. Or cette situation ne résulte pas simplement des préférences des immigrants et 

des membres des minorités visibles, elle est également un reflet des dynamiques des marchés de 

l’habitation et du comportement de la population en général. Daniel Hiebert conclut en discu-

tant de l’incidence de cette transformation du paysage social urbain au Canada sur les politiques 

publiques ; il recommande aussi que l’on accorde une plus grande place aux administrations 

municipales en matière de politiques d’immigration et d’intégration.
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Minority Enclaves in Montreal, Toronto and Vancouver

Daniel Hiebert

In Canada, we may live in a multicultural society, but the evidence suggests that fewer and fewer 
of us are living in multicultural neighbourhoods…We have allowed [our society] to slide into 
self-segregated communities, isolated along ethnic lines. 

Allan Gregg (quoted in Jedwab and Hardwick, 2014, 248)

Canadian-born Italians and Jews are unlikely to consider themselves segregated today, though 
their parents and grandparents probably did when they lived in the same sort of rough, poor 
areas that are now home to Chinese and Pakistanis. “Clustering” helped them make it. 

Are we watching the same thing happen to new waves of immigrants, as they churn through 
the urban machinery, throwing off waves of creation and commerce? Or has the machinery 
broken down, leaving communities trapped and alone? Before we start talking about ghettos, we 
need to answer that question.

Saunders (2009, xx)

The quotations above reflect quite different interpretations of Canadian metropolitan land-

scapes. Both commentators accept that the number and significance of ethnic enclaves 

are growing, and Saunders suggests this is perhaps the most recent chapter in an old story. 

For generations newcomers have carved out co-ethnic spaces in cities and then dispersed over 

time. What is different now is that these areas mainly house people who are non-White. Gregg 

believes a tipping point has been reached and that the growing degree of ethnic segregation 

in Canadian cities is generating isolation among people of different ethnic backgrounds. Like 

many others, he indicates a concern that this could damage social relations in Canada. A com-

mon set of facts leads these two authors to opposite opinions about their significance. 

While Canadians have argued over the impact of immigration on cities for over a century, the 

national government has rarely considered the urban, or local, scale when framing immigration 

policy. Throughout the long postwar era, immigration policy has followed the logic of eco-

nomic need, demography and international humanitarian commitments (see Green and Green 

1999; Li 2003), paying little heed to the impact of immigration on the neighbourhood scale or 

on cities overall. 

The relative isolation the local and national scales in immigration and diversity policy may be 

changing in the twenty-first century, partly because of concern across many affluent countries 

about the increasing concentration of minority populations in metropolitan areas. This calls for 

a spatialized understanding of policies that have long been seen as essentially national in scope. 

Increasingly, policy analysts have begun to appreciate an argument made by urban sociologists 

and geographers for decades: there is a connection between the spatial arrangement of society 

and social relations within it. People are more likely to interact across ethnocultural or religious 

lines, for example, if they live in proximity rather than in separate areas of the city. Com-

monplace encounters in the everyday can lead to cross-cultural understanding (Sandercock 

2003; Germain 1997). On the other hand, sequestered environments foster interaction within 

cultural communities and, arguably, a lack of understanding between cultures. Where people 
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live — the nature of their neighbourhoods — matters, even for national governments, which 

tend to be far removed from the local scale.

Unfortunately, there have been few systematic studies of social life in minority ethnocultural 

enclaves or the personal characteristics of their residents. There are, of course, stereotypes. In 

fact, the initial conceptualization of immigrant settlement in the American city was predicated 

on the idea that residents of enclaves are different from residents in other city areas. In the early 

twentieth century, the leading scholars in urban sociology, who came to be known as the Chica-

go School, argued that when they first arrive, immigrants gravitate to enclaves — places where 

they can come to terms with their new society in the comforting company of peers. The Chicago 

sociologists noted that important institutions develop in such enclaves — religious communities, 

mutual aid societies and ethno-religious schools, for example. As well, enclaves foster a market 

for ethno-specific goods and local services that are typically labour intensive; so there are jobs for 

newcomers that do not require proficiency in the host language and there are entrepreneurial 

possibilities. “Ethnic economies” therefore become enmeshed with the perpetuation of ethno-

cultural identities. 

The Chicago School believed firmly in the process of assimilation, asserting that newcomers 

needed enclaves when they arrived but would leave them when they became fluent in the host 

language and improved their employment situation. Enclaves would remain, but there would 

be a steady cycling through of residents, with newcomers arriving to take the place of those 

moving on to better — and more mixed — residential spaces. 

Theories of immigrant settlement and integration have progressed considerably since then. 

Researchers have become less certain about the trajectory of assimilation, and we have in fact 

stopped using the term “assimilation” in the Canadian context. We now understand ethno-

cultural identities to be more resilient and flexible than previously thought. If people hold their 

ethnocultural distinctiveness longer, especially in an age of multicultural policies, what does 

this mean for the nature of enclaves? Will they be more stable? That is, will they be something 

beyond mere way-stations on the road to integration: places that help people maintain their 

distinct ways of life and identities for long periods of time, perhaps even permanently? If people 

choose to live in enclaves for long periods of time, how does this affect their interaction with 

people from other ethnocultural groups? And, importantly, how does it affect social cohesion 

more generally?

The perceived impact of visible minority and immigrant enclaves on social cohesion has be-

come particularly charged in Europe, where commentators have linked race riots in the United 

Kingdom and France to the effects of segregated urban environments characterized by social 

isolation or “parallel lives” (Amin 2003; Haddad and Balz 2006). Those on the political right see 

concentrated visible minority and immigrant neighbourhoods as being the result of deliberate 

choices made by their inhabitants to embrace cultural isolation, while progressive critics believe 

segregation is a response to racism and economic marginalization. Regardless of one’s political 

affiliation, socio-spatial segregation is seen as a factor in social unrest.
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In order to determine the implications of emerging residential patterns in Canadian cities, we 

need more complete information. The intent of this study is to assist in this regard. My analysis 

covers the three Canadian metropolitan centres that have the largest immigrant and visible 

minority populations: Montreal, Toronto and Vancouver. I will first provide an overview of 

the key terms used to describe residential patterns and summarize the main points made by 

Canadian researchers, and then present an empirical analysis of enclave areas in these cities. 

I introduce the neighbourhood typologies methodology and identify the types of data I have 

used in this analysis. After introducing the six questions that animate this research, I discuss 

the socio-demographic profiles of the three cities, and then proceed to the main analysis of data 

from the National Household Survey (NHS) and the Immigrant Landing File (ILF).1

Framing the Analysis: Key Terms and Canadian Research Findings

Five key terms are used to describe the residential patterns of immigrant and minority groups: 

segregation, dispersion, concentration, enclave and ghetto (or ghettoization). As there is 

confusion over the meaning of these terms, since the ways they are used in academic discourse 

and in popular parlance are different, I will define them carefully and endeavour to use them 

consistently.

The term segregation should be seen as a range of points on a continuum. The degree of segrega-

tion can range from no segregation (dispersion), through medium levels (concentration), to a 

high level (enclave) and finally to an extreme level (ghettoization). 

Dispersion indicates that a group is spread across the urban area in proportions similar to those 

in the rest of the population. The term dispersed is also used to describe members of a group who 

live in areas of the city where they constitute a small proportion of the population.

Concentration indicates a medium degree of segregation. In a general sense, a group is said to 

be concentrated when it is closely associated with an area (or several areas); but its degree of 

segregation is still modest. More importantly, the neighbourhoods inhabited by the group may 

also house many members of other groups. Concentration often indicates that some members of 

a group are dispersed while others congregate, which is a common situation.

Enclave denotes areas in which a specific group dominates the population of a neighbourhood area.  

Moving further along the continuum, a group is said to be highly segregated when most of its 

members live in proximity, and when the areas it inhabits are widely recognized by others to be 

its “turf.” In their residential setting, members of the group mainly encounter people from the 

same ethnocultural group, although some other groups may also be present. 

Ghettoization is the extreme case of segregation. This term should be used carefully, though, and 

only when three conditions apply: (1) the vast majority of the members of a group live in the 

same area or a small number of areas; (2) the group constitutes the vast majority of the popula-

tion of the area or areas; and (3) the areas are also associated with socio-economic deprivation 

(Hiebert 2010). 
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Historically, ghettos have been associated with coercion. The term is believed to have originated 

in sixteenth-century Venice, where Jewish people were confined to a foundry district known as 

Ghetto. In the US, until the 1950s, many suburban municipalities had exclusionary bylaws pro-

hibiting African Americans from living in them, so they were forced to live in inner-city areas 

(Philpott 1978). Instances of contemporary ghettoization are rare. However, modern examples 

include the areas designated for Black residential settlement in South African cities during the 

apartheid regime and, more recently, the decision by several local authorities in Italy — for ex-

ample, the government of Milan — to designate separate spaces for Roma people, with fences 

and gates regulating movement into and from these areas (Sigona 2005). 

Ghettos also emerge when political and/or other institutions, such as the housing market, oper-

ate to restrict the residential choices of certain groups, channelling them into the most undesir-

able neighbourhoods (Thabit 2003; Wacquant 2008). There is always a degree of involuntary 

behaviour in the formation of ghettos, whereas ethnic enclaves arise under more complex cir-

cumstances that involve a combination of choice and constraint (Boal 1976). This point is made 

particularly well by Peach (1996), who distinguishes between “good” (voluntary) and “bad” 

(coerced) segregation. 

The consequences of ethnocultural segregation have been discussed at length by geographers 

and sociologists. For the Chicago School, enclaves were deemed beneficial as long as individuals 

resided in them temporarily. Further, those who remained in enclaves were seen as insufficient-

ly assimilated. Since then, the analysis has been more complex. Some scholars continue to see 

segregation as indicative of a reluctance to integrate, and believe that enclaves and ghettos 

reproduce social exclusion because their inhabitants adopt anti-mainstream attitudes (for an 

example, see Lewis 1969; for a critique, see Bauder 2002). This point is echoed in the American 

“underclass” debate. This term refers to multiply deprived individuals living in stigmatized 

neighbourhoods, who experience a form of poverty from which there is virtually no escape. It 

applies mainly to African and Latin Americans who lack higher education, skills that are in de-

mand and any apparent means to achieve upward social mobility. Many are raised in single-par-

ent families on social assistance. Conservative commentators believe that these places foster 

a cycle of poverty and high rates of social assistance, where youth are often criminalized and 

destined to replicate the marginalized situation of their parents (for Canadian research reaching 

similar conclusions, see Kazemipur and Halli 1997, 2000). I refer to this negative portrayal of 

these urban landscapes as the “stereotypical American view” of enclaves.

Another, more nuanced interpretation focuses on the institutional practices that perpetuate 

segregation (Massey and Denton 1993). From this point of view, segregated landscapes are both 

the result of inequality and a mechanism for the reproduction of inequality. These scholars see 

a close association between the racialization of minorities and their relegation to ghettoized 

environments (Wacquant 2001, 2008).

A third group of scholars have sought to reconcile the classic view of the Chicago School — 

that residents of segregated areas gain certain benefits — with these later perspectives, arguing 

that segregation can have both beneficial and deleterious effects (Peach 1996; Logan, Alba and 
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Zhang 2002). For them, an area of high ethnocultural concentration (an enclave) may or may 

not be associated with limited economic opportunities and disenchanted youth. This is the 

view I adopt in this analysis, with the intention of surveying selected characteristics of minority 

enclaves rather than viewing them as inherently problematic. I view concentration and even 

moderate levels of segregation in essentially neutral terms, unless they are also associated with 

economic marginalization.

Given the prominent role of immigration in Canadian society, there is a large literature on the 

social geography of ethnocultural groups in Canadian cities. Here I will summarize a few of the 

most salient points that have guided my approach in this analysis.

➤	 There is general agreement in the literature that a variety of factors have led immigrants 

to settle in large numbers in suburban locations. This is in contrast to the more traditional 

pattern of initial settlement in inner-city neighbourhoods (Hiebert 2000; Qadeer and Kumar 

2006; Walks and Bourne 2006; Mendez 2009; for an American approach, see Logan, Alba and 

Zhang 2002 and Li 2009).

➤	 With pervasive gentrification of inner-city neighbourhoods in large metropolitan areas, we 

have also seen a greater degree of suburbanization and dispersal of low-income households 

(Ades, Apparicio and Séguin 2012). This has contributed to an increasing proportion of im-

migrants to Canada settling initially in suburban parts of metropolitan areas, in contrast to 

the now outmoded assumption that they begin their lives in Canada in inner-city neigh-

bourhoods (Walks and Maaranen 2008).

➤	 Detailed empirical analysis has shown that immigrants have not formed ghettoized neigh-

bourhoods in Canadian metropolitan areas (Walks and Bourne 2006) and that they do not 

share key characteristics with the “underclass” residents of American cities (Smith and Ley 

2008). It is important to acknowledge that these crucial studies were based on 2001 census 

data and that circumstances may since have changed.

➤	 There is a consensus that patterns of residential behaviour are group- and place-specific 

(Fong and Wilkes 2003; Leloup, Apparicio and Delavar Esfahani 2011). That is, groups differ 

in their residential locations in a given metropolitan area, and one group can exhibit differ-

ent residential trajectories in different cities.

➤	 There is a striking lack of consensus on the methods used by researchers to analyze resi-

dential patterns of social groups in Canadian cities. Some prefer indices of segregation or 

dissimilarity, while others advocate indices of isolation from, versus exposure to, different 

groups. Still others, including myself in this study, utilize neighbourhood typologies (Walks 

and Bourne 2006). It is challenging to compare the findings of studies that use different 

methodologies. 

➤	 Unfortunately, nearly all the studies of ethnocultural residential patterns in Canada are 

cross-sectional in nature, so we know very little about the dynamics leading to these patterns 
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(Oreopoulos 2011). So far, we have lacked sufficient longitudinal data to explore residential 

behaviour over time. For example, do people live in enclaves when they are poor but leave 

as their economic conditions change? To some degree we can infer an answer to this ques-

tion using cross-sectional data, but longitudinal information would provide a much clearer 

answer (Hou 2006).

➤	 Because of the lack of longitudinal research, scholars have been able only to speculate about 

the degree of choice versus constraint in shaping the social geography of immigrant and 

visible minority groups in Canada. Some scholars emphasize choice (that is, that groups res-

ide in concentrated patterns due to a desire to retain cultural traditions or a fear of outside 

influences; see Hou 2006 for an example), while others emphasize constraint (that groups 

congregate in low-cost locations because they cannot afford to live elsewhere; see Kazemipur 

and Halli 2000). Without knowing the particular mix of these factors, it is difficult to ascer-

tain the consequences of residential patterns (Qadeer and Kumar 2006).

➤	 We also lack data that would enable us to explore links between people’s attitudes and their 

residential location (Oreopoulos 2011; Jedwab and Hardwick 2014). As well, there is very 

little research on the residential patterns of religious groups (Fong and Chan 2011).

➤	 Researchers have investigated the relationship between the incomes of immigrant and 

minority groups and their ability to secure housing (Murdie et al. 2006; Canada Mortgage 

and Housing Corporation 2007; Mendez, Hiebert and Wyly 2006; Walks and Bourne 2006; 

Hiebert 2009a; Leloup, Apparicio and Delavar Esfahani 2011; Teixeira 2014). However, the 

consequences of this relationship for the residential behaviour of groups have not been 

thoroughly explored. The work of Myles and Hou (2004) represents an interesting excep-

tion; they analyze home ownership among Black and Chinese Canadians in Toronto, and 

conclude that the former group is associated with residential dispersion while the latter is 

associated with concentration.

Data, Methodology and Key Questions

In this project I incorporate data from the Census of Canada for 1996 to 2006 and the 2011 

National Household Survey of Canada (NHS). Recently, Citizenship and Immigration Canada 

and Statistics Canada linked the administrative records of permanent residents landing in Can-

ada (the Immigrant Landing File, or ILF) with the NHS survey conducted in May 2011.2 This 

presents a new opportunity for research, since we have never before had the capacity to analyze 

the social landscapes of immigrants arriving through different pathways to Canada. For the 

purposes of this study, the dozens of specific categories of admission have been distilled to four: 

Economic Class, Family Class, refugee and other.

This project is based primarily on two types of data for 2011. First, profile statistics from the 

NHS at the metropolitan and census tract scales were directly downloaded from the website of 

Statistics Canada (see the appendix for the definitions of the variables used). The data generally 

include the entire population. Census tract profile data were used to construct tables 4 to 7, 9, 

14 and 15. In addition, I have been able to acquire a series of special tabulations of enhanced 
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NHS/ILF data that generally include all residents of Canada aged 18 or over. However, the vari-

ables on income, participation in the labour force and educational attainment use a more re-

strictive definition and account only for individuals between 18 and 65. These data were used 

to construct tables 2, 8, 11 to 13 and 16.

The fundamental method of analysis employed in this report has been to first categorize all 

of the census tracts of each census metropolitan area (CMA), specifically Montreal, Toronto 

and Vancouver, according to their neighbourhood type, and then to explore the differences 

between the residents of each type of neighbourhood. In some cases, these comparisons in-

clude the total populations of the census tracts in each category (profile-based tables), while in 

others a deeper type of analysis is used, isolating specific social groups within the various types 

of neighbourhoods (special tabulation-based tables). All of the analysis in this study is based 

on descriptive statistics, except for table 14, which employs a simple inferential measure, the 

contingency coefficient.

Neighbourhood typology
To operationalize the concept of enclaves, I have adopted an approach based on the neighbour-

hood typology developed by Poulson, Johnston and Forrest (2001) and adapted for Canada by 

Walks and Bourne (2006). To this end, I have classified each census tract of the three cities into 

one of the following categories:

➤	 Type 1: White areas, where visible minorities constitute less than 20 percent of the population.

➤	 Type 2: White-dominant areas, where visible minorities constitute between 20 and 50 per-

cent of the population.

➤	 Type 3: mixed, visible-minority-dominant areas, where visible minorities constitute 50 to 70 

percent of the population.

➤	 Type 4: mixed-minority enclaves, where visible minorities constitute 70 or more percent of 

the population, with no dominant ethnocultural group.

➤	 Type 5: minority group enclaves, which are the same as type 4, except that a single group is 

at least twice the size of any other.

There are two particularly useful elements of this neighbourhood typology. First, it enables a quick 

identification of enclave areas using a common sense definition that is difficult to fault. Note that 

I also use the simple term enclave to refer to the combination of neighbourhood types 4 and 5. 

Second, the neighbourhood typology is a relatively straightforward and understandable way to 

distinguish between different residential environments of the three cities. We could reasonably 

speculate, for example, that immigrants who first settle in type 1 rather than type 5 neighbour-

hoods will have quite different day-to-day social experiences, and that their integration processes 

might be shaped by these different social settings. And, further, if the concerns expressed in the 

“parallel lives” debate are real, we would find very distinct social patterns in enclave areas.
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The six main questions animating the analysis are the following:

➤	 Are enclaves becoming more prominent in Montreal, Toronto and Vancouver?

➤	 To what extent do immigrants and members of specific visible minority groups live in enclaves? 

➤	 What are the socio-economic profiles of the various neighbourhood types, and do these dif-

fer across the three cities?

➤	 What is the degree of ethnocultural diversity in enclaves compared with other parts of the city?

➤	 Are there systematic differences between members of visible minority groups who live inside 

enclaves and those that live outside them?

➤	 What is the relationship between enclaves and poverty?

Note that this project was not designed to help us understand specific places such as the historic 

immigrant reception neighbourhoods of Kensington Market in Toronto, Saint-Louis in Mon

treal and Strathcona in Vancouver. I generally refrain from mentioning examples of the kinds of 

neighbourhoods under discussion. My intention is to examine broad socio-spatial patterns in a 

more abstract way, to help frame possible policy responses to the concentrations of immigrants 

and visible minority group members in enclaves.

A Statistical Profile of Montreal, Toronto and Vancouver in 2011

Basic information about the residents of Montreal, Toronto and Vancouver and the total 

Canadian population can be found in table 1. Demographically Toronto and Vancou-

ver are distinct from Montreal in that they contain a much larger ratio of immigrants 

and members of visible minority groups. However, Montreal has attracted nearly the same 

relative proportion of immigrants in recent years (see table 2: 5 percent of its population 

arrived between 2006 and 2011, compared with 7 percent in Toronto and 6.6 percent in 

Vancouver), so the challenge of newcomer integration is similar in the three cities. 

Data on the composition of the immigrant population itemizing the main admission cat-

egories of those landing between 1980 and 2011 reveal that arrivals in Montreal, Toronto 

and Vancouver followed very different migration circuits (table 2). The proportion of Family 

Class immigrants is not so different across the three cities, but in the other admission cat-

egories the cities do differ considerably (see the appendix for a description of the admission 

classes).3 The ratio of Economic Class immigrants is lowest in Montreal, and that city has 

attracted the highest proportion of refugees and a higher relative number of immigrants in 

the “other” category. By contrast, more than 60 percent of Vancouver’s immigrants have 

arrived through the Economic Class. Although the data are not sufficiently detailed to cor-

roborate this point, we know that Vancouver has received a highly disproportionate share 

of immigrants admitted under Canada’s Business Class programs (not shown in table 2; 

see Hiebert 2009b). Meanwhile, the relative numbers of refugees and “other” immigrants 
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in Vancouver is lower than those in Montreal or Toronto. The composition of immigrants 

settling in Toronto is generally closer to that of Montreal, though Toronto has a somewhat 

higher ratio of economic immigrants and fewer refugees (in proportional terms). 

These distinct immigrant profiles suggest several important issues that will be revisited through 

this study. We can expect that immigrants to Montreal will face greater financial need, given 

Table 1. Statistical profile of Canada and Montreal, Toronto and Vancouver, 2011 (percent)

Canada Montreal Toronto Vancouver

Population 2011 (N)
Nonimmigrants
Immigrants

32,852,325
78.3
20.6

3,744,355
75.8
22.6

5,499,740
52.3
46.1

2,277,270
57.6
40.1

Immigrants’ arrival period
Pre-1971
1971-80
1981-90
1991-2000
2001-11

3.8
2.7
2.9
4.7
6.6

3.5
2.7
3.1
4.6
8.6

6.7
5.7
7.1

12.2
14.3

5.0
5.0
5.5

11.6
12.9

Population group 
Visible minority
South Asian
Chinese
Black
Filipino
Latin American
Arab
Southeast Asian
West Asian
Korean
Japanese
Other (single visible minority)
Multiple visible minority
Not a visible minority

19.1
4.8
4.0
2.9
1.9
1.2
1.2
0.9
0.6
0.5
0.3
0.3
0.5

80.9

20.3
2.1
1.9
5.8
0.8
2.6
4.0
1.5
0.5
0.1
0.0
0.1
0.3

79.7

47.2
15.1
9.7
7.2
4.2
2.1
1.3
1.6
1.7
1.1
0.3
1.2
1.3

52.8

45.2
11.1
18.1
1.0
4.9
1.2
0.5
1.9
1.6
2.1
1.2
0.1
1.2

54.8

Education level
No certificate
High school 
Some post-secondary
University degree

20.1
25.6
33.5
20.9

19.5
22.0
35.0
23.6

17.0
25.2
27.9
29.9

14.6
26.8
30.9
27.7

Labour market participation
Participation rate
Employment rate
Unemployment rate

66.0
60.9
7.8

66.1
61.0
7.9

67.0
61.2
8.8

66.1
61.4
7.2

Private dwellings (N)
Owned
Pay 30%+ of income for housing
Crowded1

Median household income ($)
Nonofficial home language

13,319,250
69.0
25.2
2.0

61,072
24.1

1,609,645
55.0
27.5
1.8

59,462
32.0

1,981,475
68.2
31.8
4.5

76,793
50.7

889,955
65.4
33.2
4.1

68,475
47.4

Composition of individual income 
Market sources
Government transfers
Median income (aged 15+) ($)
Low income (after-tax) (%)

87.6
12.4

29,878
14.9

85.0
15.0

29,762
17.9

87.6
12.4

31,236
14.9

89.3
10.7

29,584
17.3

Source: Statistics Canada, National Household Survey Profiles, total population.				  
1 Dwellings with more than one person per room are classified as crowded.				  
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the scale of refugee settlement coupled with the fact that relatively few economic immigrants 

have chosen to locate there. The situation of Vancouver, other things being equal, should be 

the opposite, with more favourable indications of economic integration given the high ratio of 

immigrants admitted for their economic potential.

With Montreal’s relatively slower pace of immigration over the past two decades, its ratio of 

visible minority residents is less than half of those of Toronto and Vancouver (just over 20 

percent, compared with more than 45 percent for the other two cities). The compositions 

of the visible minority populations in the three cities are also quite different. In Montreal 

the two largest groups are Black and Arab, and the only other groups that account for at 

least 2 percent of the overall population are those who identify as Latin American or South 

Asian. In Toronto, the South Asian group represents 15 percent of the entire metropolitan 

population. To understand the scale here, this group alone numbered well over 800,000 in 

2011, which is larger than Montreal’s total visible minority population in the same year. 

Metropolitan Toronto is also home to very large numbers of residents who identified them-

selves as Chinese, Black and Filipino, as well as a scattering of residents from every other 

group. Vancouver is in many ways the opposite of Montreal, with nearly 30 percent of its 

population associated with just two visible minority groups: those of Chinese and South 

Asian identity. The largest groups in Montreal (Black and Arab) are hardly present in Van-

couver, in relative terms at least.

Table 2. Composition of the immigrant population by generation status and admission class, 2011

Montreal Toronto Vancouver

N % N % N %

Total 
Third generation or more 
Second generation
Immigrants born abroad
Immigrants’ arrival period

Pre-1980                                 
1980-90
1991-2000
2001-11
2001-05
2006-11

Immigration category1

All immigration categories
Nonpermanent residents and 

Canadians, foreign born
Canadian citizens by birth
Immigrants landed before 1980
Immigrants landed 1980-2011

Immigrants 1980-2011 (not linked)
Immigrants 1980-2011 (linked)

Family Class
Economic Class
Live-in caregivers
Other Economic Class 
Refugees
Other immigrants

2,978,420
1,826,210

323,585
772,130

218,905
132,170
163,725
257,330
109,740
147,590

2,978,420
51,385

2,154,705
218,995
553,330

94,370
458,965
121,304
239,626

7,665
232,007

68,937
29,052

61.3
10.9
25.9

7.3
4.4
5.5
8.6
3.7
5.0

1.7

72.3
7.4

18.6
3.2

15.4
4.1
8.0
0.3
7.8
2.3
1.0

4,324,560
971,560
902,060

2,362,810

647,710
432,140
641,290
641,665
340,660
301,005

4,324,560
79,405

1,881,905
647,870

1,715,385
316,985

1,398,400
459,514
663,960
39,715

624,246
188,784
86,141

22.5
20.9
54.6

15.0
10.0
14.8
14.8
7.9
7.0

1.8

43.5
15.0
39.7
7.3

32.3
10.6
15.4
0.9

14.4
4.4
2.0

1,839,965
569,375
371,320
848,065

214,070
141,320
253,970
238,700
116,450
122,250

1,839,965
45,740

945,950
214,205
634,070
137,675
496,395
152,393
287,711
18,863

268,848
39,761
16,530

30.9
20.2
46.1

11.6
7.7

13.8
13.0
6.3
6.6

2.5

51.4
11.6
34.5
7.5

27.0
8.3

15.6
1.0

14.6
2.2
0.9

Source: Citizenship and Immigration Canada, special tabulation; includes population 18+.					   
1 The immigration category variable is based on a record linkage between the 2011 National Household Survey (NHS) and the administrative Immigrant Landing File (ILF) 
of Citizenship and Immigration Canada. 							     
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Turning to questions of economic well-being, on one level the three cities are quite similar: their 

rates of labour market participation, employment and unemployment vary little. But on another 

measure they differ: median household incomes are highest in Toronto, followed by Vancouver, 

then Montreal (table 1). Toronto’s labour market, therefore, is more rewarding to individuals, 

while Montreal’s is least rewarding. Human capital may account for at least some of these differ-

ences. The ratio of the population that has attained at least a bachelor-level university diploma is 

highest in Toronto, somewhat lower in Vancouver, and several percentage points lower in Mont-

real (the gap in educational attainment between the cities is also present in the Canadian-born 

population; not shown in table 1). These differences in incomes are mirrored by social assistance 

usage in the three cities, with a much higher rate in Montreal. The unexpected pattern, however, 

is the lower ratio of welfare recipients in Vancouver compared with Toronto, despite Vancouver’s 

lower median and average incomes. This outcome is likely more a legacy of the welfare state in 

British Columbia — the difficulty of accessing social assistance — than an indicator of a lower 

level of need. The share of the population categorized as suffering from after-tax low income is 

nearly the same in Montreal and Vancouver (17.9 and 17.3 percent, respectively), and lower in 

Toronto (14.9 percent).

The statistics on low income help us comprehend the combined outcomes of the labour and 

housing markets of the three cities. Relative to Toronto, residents of Montreal are challenged 

by lower incomes, while those of Vancouver are challenged by higher costs of shelter (table 

3). It is not surprising, then, that we find the highest level of home ownership in Toronto, at 

over 68 percent. Given the high cost of housing in Vancouver, it is remarkable that the level 

of home ownership there is not far behind, at 65 percent. Rapid increases in house prices have 

apparently translated into high demand, based on the common wisdom that homes need to be 

purchased as soon as possible because house prices may rise more quickly than a household’s 

ability to save for a down payment. By contrast, low levels of income in Montreal, coupled with 

sluggish house price increases, have translated to a relatively low level of home ownership in 

that city (55 percent).

The social geographies of Montreal, Toronto and Vancouver in 2011
Enclave landscapes
Table 4 demonstrates one of the main uses of the neighbourhood typology, by disaggregat-

ing the overall distributional patterns of Whites versus visible minority groups in the three 

metropolitan areas. To discuss enclave landscapes, I first describe the changes that took 

place between 1996 and 2006, and then turn to more recent patterns for 2011.

Table 3. Basic housing market statistics, by city, 2011

Montreal Toronto Vancouver

Vacancy rate ( 2 bedroom apt.) (%) 2.5 1.4 1.4

Average rent ( 2 bedroom apt. ($) 719 1,149 1,237

Average house price (all types) ($) 323,800 476,400 808,900

Crowded (%)1 1.8 4,5 4,1

Source: CMHC, Market Reports, 2011.			 
1 Dwellings with more than one person per room are classified as crowded.			 
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The degree of change between 1996 and 2006 in the social geography of Montreal was far 

less than in Toronto and Vancouver. Visible minority enclaves did not feature prominently 

in Montreal’s residential landscapes through this period. This likely reflected several fac-

tors, notably the relatively small scale of its visible minority population, the composition 

of its visible minority population (that is, having no particularly dominant visible min-

ority group) and the nature of its housing market. In 2006, three-quarters of Montreal’s 

White population lived in neighbourhoods that were at least 80 percent White, which 

is not surprising given that Whites constituted well over 80 percent of the metropolitan 

population. A small proportion, around 4 percent, of its visible minority population lived 

in enclave neighbourhoods. In 2006, the small number of census tracts categorized as en-

claves in Montreal housed a high proportion of poor residents (see Hiebert 2009).

In contrast, the social landscapes of Toronto and Vancouver changed much more rapidly in the 

1996 to 2006 period. In 2006, nearly two-thirds of the visible minority populations of the two cities 

lived in areas where more than half of the population identified with a visible minority background 

(types 3-5 areas). Further, just over 37 percent of Toronto’s visible minority population lived in areas 

that were at least 70 percent visible minority populations (enclave areas, or types 4 and 5 neighbour-

hoods); this was also the case for nearly 30 percent of Vancouver’s visible minority residents.

What, then, were the main features of the social landscapes of these three cities in 2011? In all 

three the ratio of visible minorities in the population increased by around 4 percentage points. 

Table 4. Distribution of Whites and visible minorities, by neighbourhood type and city, 1996-2011 (percent)

White Visible minority

1996 2001 2006 2011 1996 2001 2006 2011

Montreal
Type 1: White areas
Type 2: mixed, White-dominant
Type 3: mixed, visible-minority-dominant
Total enclaves
Type 4: mixed minority
Type 5: minority-group enclave
Percent visible minority 

82.3
16.7
0.8
0.1
0.1
0.0

82.4
15.8
1.7
0.2
0.2
0.0

75.3
22.3
2.1
0.3
0.2
0.1

65.2
31.2
3.1
0.5
0.3
0.2

42.1
47.7
7.6
3.2
2.9
0.3

12.2

39.4
42.6
13.7
4.0
3.6
0.4

13.6

33.3
47.9
14.5
3.9
3.1
0.8

16.5

24.0
54.0
15.9
6.2
4.3
1.8

20.3

Toronto
Type 1: White areas
Type 2: mixed, White-dominant
Type 3: mixed, visible-minority-dominant
Total enclaves
Type 4: mixed minority
Type 5: minority-group enclave
Percent visible minority 

44.7
44.8
7.2
2.2
1.3
0.9

42.8
41.9
11.8
3.7
1.7
2.0

37.7
41.9
13.7
6.6
2.2
4.4

30.6
45.5
15.2
8.7
2.9
5.8

9.8
47.2
23.4
17.1
9.3
7.8

31.6

8.3
36.4
30.1
25.2
11.7
13.5
36.8

6.0
28.7
27.4
37.3
11.1
26.2
42.9

4.4
26.8
24.9
43.8
12.2
31.6
47.0

Vancouver
Type 1: White areas
Type 2: mixed, White-dominant
Type 3: mixed, visible-minority-dominant
Total enclaves
Type 4: mixed minority
Type 5: minority-group enclave
Percent visible minority

46.8
41.1
9.2
2.1
1.0
1.1

41.7
42.1
13.1
4.1
0.5
3.6

35.1
41.3
18.4
5.2
0.4
4.8

29.2
43.0
19.4
8.4
1.3
7.1

12.6
44.3
30.7
13.0
6.5
6.5

31.1

9.1
35.6
31.6
22.6
3.7

18.9
36.9

6.9
28.4
36.6
28.2
2.7

25.5
41.7

5.0
25.3
32.9
36.8
5.2

31.6
45.3

Sources: For 1996-2006, Hiebert (2009); calculations for 2011 based on Statistics Canada, census tract profiles, total population.
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How was this registered in the distribution of Whites and visible minorities across neighbour-

hood types?

In Montreal, between 2006 and 2011 there was a major decline in the population living in type 

1 areas (those highly dominated by Whites) in favour of type 2 areas (where 50 to 80 percent 

are White). This change is associated with a somewhat greater degree of mixing of White and 

visible minority residents. Turning specifically to the visible minority population, we see that 

over half reside in type 2 neighbourhoods, and another quarter in type 1 neighbourhoods. 

So, in Montreal, most members of visible minority groups live in areas where they represent a 

relatively small fraction of the population. This is not surprising, since if all groups were evenly 

spread across the metropolitan area, the proportion of visible minorities in every census tract 

would be only around 20 percent. Less than one-quarter of the visible minority residents of 

Montreal live in “majority-minority” social spaces (types 3-5) and only about 6 percent live in 

enclaves; of these, most live in mixed-group enclaves. The degree of enclave development in 

Montreal, therefore, continues to be muted.

The situation is quite different in Toronto and Vancouver, where we see much more pronounced 

differences in the social geography of White and visible minority residents. 

In Toronto, the ratio of Whites to visible minority groups in 2011 was about 55:45. Yet 76 percent 

of the White population lives in types 1 and 2 areas where Whites constitute the majority, whereas 

nearly 70 percent of visible minorities live in neighbourhood types where they are in the majority. 

Scanning the figures from 1996 to 2011, we see that this pattern reflects two intersecting dynam-

ics: as the proportion of the visible minority population has increased, the distribution of Whites 

has shifted from type 1 to type 3 areas, while visible minorities have shifted from type 2 to type 5 

areas.4 Note that fully 30 percent of Whites live in areas that are at least 80 percent White, though 

this figure is down from 38 percent in 2006. But in 1996 in Toronto, while 57 percent of its visible 

minority population lived in White-dominated neighbourhoods (types 1 and 2), in 2011 the figure 

was just 31 percent. Meanwhile the proportion in enclaves jumped from 17 to 44 percent, with 

most of this change attributable to the growing numbers in type 5 areas.

The degree of change over time was less pronounced in Vancouver but in the same direction as in 

Toronto. The majority of Whites in Vancouver live where they are dominant demographically (72 

percent live in types 1 and 2 areas), as do visible minorities (nearly 70 percent live in types 3-5 areas). 

The main difference between Vancouver and Toronto is the higher propensity in Vancouver for both 

Whites and visible minorities to live in type 3 neighbourhoods, areas that are dominated by visible 

minorities but generally have highly mixed ethnic compositions. At the same time, in Vancouver 

there are fewer people living in mixed enclaves, type 4 neighbourhoods.

Who lives inside and who lives outside enclaves?
The general profiles of the residents of Montreal, Toronto and Vancouver shown in table 1 have 

been disaggregated into the five neighbourhood types in tables 5 to 7. Each table shows, in the 

first three lines, the proportion of all residents and the number of census tracts for each of the 

neighbourhood types.
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We have seen that the degree of enclave formation in Montreal is far less than in Toronto and 

Vancouver. In Montreal only 10 census tracts are located in type 4 neighbourhoods and just 

5 in are type 5 areas (table 5). Altogether, less than 2 percent of the metropolitan population 

lives in these areas. There are more type 3 census tracts (47), with a majority of visible minority 

residents, but this type still accounts for less than 6 percent of Montreal’s population. Well over 

90 percent of its population as a whole lives in White-majority parts of the city.

Table 5. Characteristics of residents, by neighbourhood type, Montreal, 2011 (percent)

Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Type 4 Type 5 CMA2

Population (N)
Population (%)
Census tracts (N)
Private dwellings

Owned 
Pay 30%+ of income for housing
Crowded1

Median household income ($)
Nonofficial home language
Nonimmigrants
Immigrants

2,136,850
57.1
508

901,530
64.9
23.4
0.6

67,239
17.1
87.8
11.4

1,331,825
35.6
333

594 555
45.5
31.4

2.6
51,793

47.7
63.7
34.2

213,365
5.7
47

89,165
27.9
40.6
7.2

37,374
70.3
43.6
51.5

42,750
1.1
10

16,900
16.1
38.7
10.5

31,782
74.6
34.7
59.3

19,565
0.5

5
7,495
15.6
38.7
10.9

33,518
78.1
36.4
59.7

3,744,355

903
1,609,645

55.0
27.5
1.8

59,462
32.0
75.8
22.6

Immigrants’ arrival period
Pre-1971
1971-80
1981-90
1991-2000
2001-11

2.0
1.6
1.5
2.2
4.0

5.7
4.0
4.7
6.9

12.9

5.8
4.7
7.4

10.9
22.7

2.9
4.5
7.8

14.3
30.0

3.3
4.7
8.7

15.5
27.5

3.5
2.7
3.1
4.6
8.6

Population group
Visible minority
South Asian
Chinese
Black
Filipino
Latin American
Arab
Southeast Asian
West Asian
Korean
Japanese
Other (single visible minority)
Multiple visible minority
Not a visible minority

8.4
0.5
0.7
2.7
0.1
1.3
1.4
0.6
0.2
0.1
0.0
0.1
0.1

91.6

30.9
2.9
3.4
8.4
0.9
3.8
6.5
2.4
0.9
0.2
0.1
0.2
0.6

69.1

57.3
9.5
4.0

15.6
2.9
6.1

12.6
3.8
1.2
0.2
0.0
0.2
0.8

42.7

78.9
12.2
5.4

21.9
8.7
7.7

11.2
8.5
1.4
0.1
0.0
0.5
1.0

21.1

72.9
16.2
4.8

15.8
15.7
5.9
4.9
6.9
0.6
0.0
0.0
0.6
1.1

27.0

20.3
2.1
1.9
5.8
0.8
2.6
4.0
1.5
0.5
0.1
0.0
0.1
0.3

79.7

Education level 
No certificate
High school 
Some post-secondary
University degree

19.0
22.1
37.4
21.5

19.2
21.5
32.3
27.0

24.2
22.8
29.5
23.4

25.3
23.6
27.9
23.2

28.0
24.5
29.5
18.1

19.5
22.0
35.0
23.6

Labour market participation
Participation rate
Employment rate
Unemployment rate

68.8
64.7
6.1

63.3
57.5

9.3

58.2
49.9
14.4

58.0
47.3
18.7

58.2
49.4
15.2

66.1
61.0
7.9

Composition of income 
Market sources
Government transfers
Median income (age 15+) ($)
Low income (after-tax) (%)

87.2
12.8

33,150
12.9

83.6
16.4

26,689
21.9

75.2
24.8

18,703
35.8

72.2
27.8

17,210
44.3

69.4
30.6

16,902
41.4

85.0
15.0

29,762
17.9

Source: Statistics Canada, census tract profiles, total population.						    
1 Dwellings with more than one person per room are classified as crowded.
2 Census metropolitan area.						   



IRPP Study, no. 52, August 2015 17

Ethnocultural Minority Enclaves in Montreal, Toronto and Vancouver

It is clear that the socio-economic and ethnocultural characteristics of the neighbourhood types 

differ a great deal. Residents of enclave areas (types 4 and 5) are far more likely to be immigrants, 

and especially those who have arrived recently. Given the large population of newcomers in 

enclaves, we find that the use of nonofficial languages in the home is much higher in the three 

neighbourhood types where visible minorities are more than half of the population.

Turning to the specific visible minority categories, those who identify themselves as Black and 

Arab are generally the most likely to be found in mixed visible-minority-dominated spaces; 

Blacks are also disproportionately present in type 2 areas, which tend to be diverse social spaces, 

while South Asians and particularly Filipinos are most likely to reside in enclaves.

In general, residents of enclaves and type 3 areas in Montreal are less educated than those in the 

parts of the city where Whites predominate, but the difference is not particularly large. Other 

socio-economic measures are more sharply differentiated across neighbourhood types in Mon

treal. Residents of types 3-5 areas are more likely to be unemployed; depend more substantially 

on government transfers; far less likely to own their dwellings; far more likely to live in crowded 

dwellings; and more likely to be under financial pressure to meet their mortgage or rental pay-

ments. Further, residents of these census tracts typically make do with approximately half the 

income of those in the first two neighbourhood types (by both personal and household meas-

ures) and are far more prone to experience after-tax low income. The socio-economic indica-

tors in Montreal tell a consistent story: areas where visible minorities are the dominant popu-

lation, whether they are ethnoculturally mixed or single-group enclaves, are generally places of 

socio-economic marginalization. The only brighter note in this rather depressing set of figures is 

the modest differentiation in educational attainment across neighbourhood types. This, plus the 

large presence of newcomers in these three neighbourhood types, suggests that they may be sites 

of initial immigrant settlement and that residents may be passing through them as they move to-

ward economic mobility. However, this is simply a conjecture and calls for a longitudinal analysis.

The situation of residents of enclaves in Toronto (table 6) is not as bleak as that in Montreal. The 

distribution of Toronto’s population across the neighbourhood types is decidedly different from that 

in Montreal. In round numbers, 1 million people reside in type 1 areas, 2 million in type 2 areas, 1 

million in type 3 areas and 1.4 million in enclaves. In contrast, only around 62,000 people live in 

enclaves in Montreal. To put this into perspective, the 1.4 million residents of enclaves in Toronto 

easily surpass the total population of Ottawa-Gatineau, Canada’s fourth largest metropolitan area.

Most residents of Toronto’s enclave areas tend to be immigrants who have arrived relatively 

recently, as in Montreal. Just over one-quarter of the Toronto metropolitan population is made 

up of immigrants who have arrived since 1991, but the corresponding figure for residents of 

enclaves (types 4 and 5 together) is over 40 percent. The percentage of households that speak a 

nonofficial language ranges from about one-quarter in White areas to nearly three-quarters in 

single-group-dominated enclaves.

In Toronto the two largest visible minority groups — South Asians and those of Chinese 

descent — rarely live in type 1 neighbourhoods, are somewhat more present in type 2 areas, 
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but are far more prevalent in the three neighbourhood types where visible minorities dom-

inate. The South Asian group has the greatest propensity to reside in enclaves and accounts 

for over one-third of the nearly 1 million residents of type 5 areas (that is, the population 

of South Asians who live in single-group-dominated enclaves in Toronto is larger than the 

total population of metropolitan Halifax). Similarly, the Chinese group is disproportionately 

located in enclaves.

Table 6. Characteristics of residents, by neighbourhood type, Toronto, 2011 (percent)

Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Type 4 Type 5 CMA

Population (N)
Population (%)
Census tracts (N)
Private dwellings

Owned 
Pay 30%+ of income for housing
Crowded1

Median household income ($)
Nonofficial home language
Nonimmigrants
Immigrants

1,009,155
18.3
227

385,980
76.1
24.6
0.9

93,499
25.4

75.5

2,003,455
36.4
397

780,635
65.9
31.4

3.1
77,679

46.5

57.2

1,085,635
19.7
207

388,720
63.2
34.7
6.0

68,696
58.7

43.5

408,120
7.4
75

132,435
58.2
37.3
9.3

62,888
61.6

37.8

993,375
18.1
169

293,705
75.2
35.6
9.0

72,595
71.7

34.2

5,499,740

1,075
1,981,475

68.2
31.8
4.5

76,793
50.7

52.3

Immigrants’ arrival period
Pre-1971
1971-80
1981-90
1991-2000
2001-11

23.6
8.6
3.9
3.2
3.7
4.3

41.2
7.9
5.7
6.3
9.7

11.7

54.4
6.5
6.4
8.5

14.8
18.2

59.6
4.1
6.3
9.5

18.0
21.8

64.0
3.8
6.7

10.5
20.6
22.4

46.1
6.7
5.7
7.1

12.2
14.3

Population group
Visible minority
South Asian
Chinese
Black
Filipino
Latin American
Arab
Southeast Asian
West Asian
Korean
Japanese
Other (single visible minority)
Multiple visible minority
Not a visible minority

11.1
2.2
2.2
1.5
1.2
0.7
0.3
0.5
0.4
0.5
0.3
0.3
0.4

88.9

34.1
8.3
5.7
5.5
3.9
2.4
1.1
1.5
1.6
1.2
0.4
1.0
1.2

65.9

59.7
16.8
11.3
10.1
6.0
3.0
2.0
2.3
2.8
1.7
0.3
1.4
1.6

40.3

79.3
27.7
13.5
17.2
6.6
2.7
1.6
2.3
2.2
0.8
0.1
2.3
2.1

20.7

83.3
35.0
21.7
9.2
4.6
1.7
2.0
2.1
1.9
0.8
0.2
1.9
1.9

16.7

47.2
15.1
9.7
7.2
4.2
2.1
1.3
1.6
1.7
1.1
0.3
1.2
1.3

52.8

Education level 
No certificate
High school 
Some post-secondary
University degree

14.8
24.9
28.8
31.6

16.0
23.9
28.3
31.9

17.7
25.8
27.6
28.8

20.0
28.1
28.4
23.6

19.2
26.4
26.5
27.9

17.0
25.2
27.9
29.9

Labour market participation
Participation rate
Employment rate
Unemployment rate

69.3
64.5
7.0

69.1
63.7

7.9

64.8
58.7
9.5

63.9
56.7
11.5

64.1
57.4
10.5

67.0
61.2
8.8

Composition of income 
Market sources
Government transfers
Median income (age 15+) ($)
Low income (after-tax) (%)

91.5
8.4

39,579
8.5

89.1
10.9

33,612
13.6

85.7
14.3

27,741
18.3

82.2
17.8

24,725
21.5

84.8
15.2

24,461
17.8

87.6
12.4

31,236
14.9

Source: Statistics Canada, census tract profiles, total population.						    
1 Dwellings with more than one person per room are classified as crowded.						    
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Looking at the social geography of the other two relatively large visible minority groups, Blacks 

and Filipinos, their share is largest in types 3 and 4 neighbourhoods, places where the degree 

of ethnocultural diversity is generally quite high. This is also true of most of the smaller visible 

minority groups.

While in Montreal the small number of census tracts defined as enclaves (types 4 and 5 census 

tracts) were often socio-economically marginalized, this pattern is less clear in Toronto. There 

we find strongly differentiated characteristics on some measures, but not on others. For ex-

ample, a far higher proportion of residents of enclave areas live in crowded housing. Median 

personal incomes are about 20 percent below the metropolitan average, and the proportion of 

enclave residents facing after-tax low income is about one-third higher than the average for 

Toronto as a whole. It is therefore not surprising that the use of government transfers is high in 

enclaves. The same trends are apparent for type 3 areas. 

But when we look at other socio-economic indicators for Toronto, the picture becomes less 

clear. While labour market participation and unemployment rates are less favourable in en-

claves, the degree of difference across neighbourhood types is quite small. This is also true of 

the educational attainment statistics; the gap between type 1 and type 5 neighbourhoods in the 

proportion of the population with a completed university degree is only 4 percentage points 

(though the lowest university completion rates are actually in type 4 areas). 

The most surprising statistics for Toronto are associated with household economies and home 

ownership. Household size tends to be larger among immigrants and members of visible min-

ority groups, and it is therefore larger in enclave neighbourhoods compared with households 

in types 1 and 2 neighbourhoods. Household incomes for these groups are typically higher, 

approaching those of the metropolitan region as a whole. Median household income is lowest 

in type 4 neighbourhoods, or mixed visible minority enclaves, at about $63,000, compared 

with the metropolitan average of nearly $77,000. But for the roughly 1 million residents of type 

5 areas, single-group-dominated enclaves, median household incomes are much closer to the 

level of Toronto as a whole, at about $72,600 (a difference of less than 6 percent). In complete 

contrast to what we have seen in Montreal, home ownership rates are fairly consistent across 

neighbourhood types in Toronto, and residents of types 4 and 5 enclaves (taken together) are 

almost as likely to own their dwelling as the average person in the city as a whole. In fact, the 

rate of home ownership in single-group-dominant enclaves is above the metropolitan average 

and virtually the same as in type 1 areas. If enclaves are economically marginalized places in 

Montreal, in Toronto they appear to be places where homes can be purchased by members of 

visible minority groups.

The situation in Vancouver is broadly similar to that in Toronto, with a few interesting excep-

tions (table 7). The distribution of the population across neighbourhood types is very simi-

lar. About 18 percent of the population resides in White areas, and, as in Toronto, the most 

prevalent neighbourhood type is type 2, or areas dominated by Whites. A larger proportion 

of Vancouver’s population is associated with type 3 neighbourhoods, or mixed areas where at 

least half of the residents identify with a visible minority background. Type 4 neighbourhoods, 
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or mixed-group enclaves, are relatively rare in Vancouver, and 18 percent of the population is 

located in type 5 areas.

The tendency for certain ethnocultural groups to locate in enclaves is also seen in Van-

couver, but with several important variations. South Asians and those of Chinese ances-

try are the most likely to live in enclaves, but the Chinese-origin population is the most 

Table 7. Characteristics of residents, by neighbourhood type, Vancouver, 2011 (percent)

Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Type 4 Type 5 CMA

Population (N)
Population (%)
Census tracts (N)
Private dwellings

Owned 
Pay 30%+ of income for housing
Crowded1

Median household income ($)
Nonofficial home language
Nonimmigrants
Immigrants

415,580
18.2

93
169,885

74.5
28.4
0.8

77,471
18.6

78.3

804,155
35.3
157

347,450
61.2
33.6
2.6

73,059
37.2

64.4

580,660
25.5
115

216,525
64.7
34.8
5.5

62,510
58.7

49.3

69,225
3.0
14

2,080
60.6
34.3
9.1

62,432
73.1

38.6

407,650
17.9

76
133,015

67.0
35.4

9.1
59,786

76.2

38.1

2,277,270

455
889,955

65.4
33.2
4.1

68,475
47.4

57.6

Immigrants’ arrival period
Pre-1971
1971-80
1981-90
1991-2000
2001-11

20.3
6.1
3.3
2.4
3.9
4.6

32.8
4.9
4.4
4.3
8.7

10.5

48.2
5.2
5.8
6.7

14.4
16.1

58.3
3.7
7.3
8.4

18.4
20.6

59.7
4.1
6.6
8.9

20.2
20.0

40.1
5.0
5.0
5.5

11.6
12.9

Population group
Visible minority
South Asian
Chinese
Black
Filipino
Latin American
Arab
Southeast Asian
West Asian
Korean
Japanese
Other (single visible minority)
Multiple visible minority
Not a visible minority

12.6
2.5
3.3
0.5
1.4
0.6
0.1
0.7
0.6
1.0
0.8
0.1
0.4

87.4

32.5
5.3

11.2
1.1
3.7
1.4
0.5
1.3
2.5
2.6
1.6
0.1
1.0

67.5

58.7
13.1
24.8
1.2
6.6
1.5
0.7
2.8
1.7
2.9
1.2
0.2
1.7

41.3

77.1
18.2
28.3
1.4

16.8
1.4
0.5
3.4
1.8
1.6
0.8
0.3
2.4

22.9

79.1
27.1
35.2

0.8
6.5
1.2
0.4
3.0
0.7
1.2
0.9
0.2
1.5

20.9

45.2
11.1
18.1
1.0
4.9
1.2
0.5
1.9
1.6
2.1
1.2
0.1
1.2

54.8

Education level 
No certificate
High school 
Some post-secondary
University degree

12.8
28.0
35.6
23.6

11.1
24.6
32.0
32.4

16.3
27.2
29.6
26.9

18.9
26.7
29.8
24.5

20.4
29.3
26.3
24.0

14.6
26.8
30.9
27.7

Labour market participation
Participation rate
Employment rate
Unemployment rate

68.1
63.8
6.2

69.1
64.6
6.7

63.6
58.7
7.7

66.6
61.2
8.0

61.8
56.5

8.4

66.1
61.4
7.2

Composition of income 
Market sources
Government transfers
Median income (age 15+) ($)
Low income (after-tax) (%)

90.3
9.7

35,155
11.8

91.5
8.4

34,010
15.6

87.9
12.1

25,747
20.3

87.4
12.6

23,578
19.8

86.2
13.8

21,656
21.8

89.3
10.7

29,584
17.3

Source: Statistics Canada, census tract profiles, total population.						    
1 Dwellings with more than one person per room are classified as crowded.						    
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dispersed across the neighbourhood types. So while members of the Chinese group are 

the most prevalent in enclaves, other members of the group are dispersed in nearly all of 

the neighbourhood types. The Black population in Vancouver is tiny in comparison with 

Montreal and Toronto, and its distribution is not associated with any particular neigh-

bourhood type. Vancouver’s Filipino population is relatively large and, in contrast to the 

situation in Toronto, is likely to live in type 4 enclaves, those that have no dominant 

visible minority group. 

The other visible minority groups are much smaller, but there are several intriguing resi-

dential dynamics at work in Vancouver. For example, Southeast Asians, who are primar-

ily of Vietnamese background, reside mainly in enclave neighbourhoods. On the other 

hand, West Asians (mainly of Iranian origin in the Vancouver case), Koreans and those of 

Japanese origin rarely live in type 4 or type 5 neighbourhoods. The nature and degree of 

socio-economic differentiation across neighbourhood types in Vancouver is very similar 

to the pattern described for Toronto: incomes are lower in enclave and type 3 neighbour-

hoods; more people rely on government transfers; and poverty rates are higher. But at 

the same time many socio-economic indicators are quite consistent across neighbourhood 

types and, as in Toronto, enclaves are not especially associated with an economic penalty 

for their residents.

When we look at the tendency for visible minority groups to live in enclaves (table 8), along 

with the social geography of admission categories,5 it is quite evident that certain groups are 

much more associated with enclave settlement than others, notably Filipinos in Montreal and 

people of Chinese and South Asian origin in Toronto and Vancouver.

The bottom portion of table 8 helps us understand some of these patterns. In Montreal, nearly 

everyone living in enclaves is either an immigrant or a nonpermanent resident. Among immi-

grants, the proportion of live-in caregivers residing in enclaves is exceptionally high compared 

with immigrants in other admission categories. As table 8 shows, although only 1.5 percent of 

Montreal residents live in enclaves, the corresponding figure for live-in caregivers is over 27 

percent. Given that such a high proportion of immigrants from the Philippines have entered 

Canada through this program, the exceptional figure for the proportion of Filipinos in enclaves 

in Montreal can be more readily understood. Nevertheless, the pattern is still surprising, since 

one would expect most live-in caregivers to reside in more affluent parts of the city where mid-

dle-class families can afford to pay for their services. Refugees are also disproportionately found 

in enclaves in Montreal, though to a lesser degree than live-in caregivers. This stands to reason 

because refugees typically enter Canada with few financial resources, and almost all of the en-

clave areas in Montreal are associated with poverty. 

Altogether in Toronto nearly one-quarter of the population lives in enclave areas. This ratio 

is a little lower for immigrants who arrived before 1980 and much lower for individuals born 

in Canada. In complete contrast to what we have seen in Montreal, live-in caregivers have 

only an average tendency to locate in enclaves in Toronto. There, family-class immigrants 

and the “other” category are the most likely to live in enclave environments, followed by 



22 IRPP Study, no. 52, August 2015

Ethnocultural Minority Enclaves in Montreal, Toronto and Vancouver

refugees and economic immigrants. These patterns reflect the fact that residents of enclaves 

are not particularly socio-economically marginalized in Toronto, at least compared with the 

situation of Montreal.

The patterns in Vancouver are similar to those in Toronto, with one twist. In Vancouver, 

refugees are the least likely immigrant category to be located in enclaves. This is because 

enclaves in Vancouver are mainly associated with people from South Asia and China, which 

have not been the source of many of Vancouver’s refugees. It is also possible that refugees 

are drawn to the cheapest housing in the metropolitan area: that is, neighbourhoods that 

are the most socio-economically marginalized (not generally enclaves). 

For another perspective on the nature of enclaves in the three cities I look at the distri-

bution of religious groups across neighbourhood types (table 9).6 There is a much closer 

correspondence between certain religious orientations and specific ethnocultural groups 

than for other orientations. The clearest examples in the table are Hindus and Sikhs, who 

are overwhelmingly South Asian, and people who identify as Jewish (who generally specify 

Table 8. Proportion of immigrants residing in enclave areas (neighbourhood types 4 and 5), by city, 2011

Montreal Toronto Vancouver

N Enclave (%) N Enclave (%) N Enclave (%)

Total immigrant population
Total visible minority population

South Asian
Chinese
Black
Filipino
Latin American
Arab
Southeast Asian
West Asian
Korean
Japanese

Other single visible minority
Multiple visible minorities
Not a visible minority
Immigration category1

All immigration categories
Nonpermanent residents and

Canadians, foreign born
Canadian citizens by birth
Immigrants landed before 1980
Immigrants landed 1980-2011

Immigrants 1980-2011 (not linked)
Immigrants 1980-2011 (linked)

Family Class
Economic Class
Live-in caregivers
Other Economic Class 
Refugees
Other immigrants

2,978,420
549,495

56,725
56,450

150,750
23,075
74,730

104,275
45,390
16,805
4,375
2,345
5,295
9,285

2,428,925

2,978,420

51,385
2,154,705

218,995
553,330

94,370
458,965
121,304
239,626

7,665
232,007

68,937
29,052

1.5
6.2
9.3
4.6
5.6

22.6
4.3
3.8
8.5
3.0
1.3
0.9
4.6
5.4
0.5

1.5

5.6
0.5
1.9
5.2
5.9
5.0
5.5
4.1

27.3
3.3
7.1
6.1

4,324,560
1,941,065

602,720
430,345
277,530
175,600
92,835
54,870
70,030
74,825
49,575
16,000
51,030
45,720

2,383,490

4,324,560

79,405
1,881,905

647,870
1,715,385

316,985
1,398,400

459,514
663,960
39,715

624,246
188,784
86,141

24.5
43.8
54.6
51.4
39.9
31.6
22.9
34.5
33.0
28.5
18.8
14.9
41.8
36.5
8.7

24.5

30.9
11.8
20.7
39.5
37.1
40.0
45.7
36.5
24.5
37.3
37.5
42.0

1,839,965
798,855
187,350
335,855
15,695
84,240
23,290
8,605

33,600
30,375
37,505
22,410
3,105

16,810
1,041,110

1,839,965

45,740
945,950
214,205
634,070
137,675
496,395
152,393
287,711
18,863

268,848
39,761
16,530

20.7
36.8
48.2
40.6
18.8
34.0
20.4
20.0
33.3
11.4
12.4
16.7
24.8
30.4
8.4

20.7

21.6
11.1
21.8
34.6
36.5
34.1
41.5
30.6
36.2
30.2
28.4
39.5

Source: Citizenship and Immigration Canada, special tabulation; includes population 18+				  
1 The immigration category variable is based on a record linkage between the 2011 National Household Survey (NHS) and the administrative Immigrant Landing File (ILF) 
of Citizenship and Immigration Canada. 
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their ethnicity as Jewish as well). All of the other religions and the nonreligious category 

have more diverse ethnocultural profiles.

Once again the patterns evident in Montreal are very different from those found in the other 

metropolitan areas. In Montreal, three-quarters of the population identifies with Christianity, far 

more than the corresponding figures of 57 and 42 percent for Toronto and Vancouver, respectively. 

Accounting for the 15 percent of Montreal residents who do not have a religious affiliation, only 10 

percent of the population is associated with a non-Christian religion. Of these people, the largest 

groups are Muslim (6 percent) and Jewish (just over 2 percent). Montreal’s Jewish, Christian and 

nonreligious groups are primarily located in types 1 and 2 neighbourhoods. Members of the other 

non-Christian religious groups are scattered across neighbourhood types, but the only groups with 

a significant presence in enclaves are Hindus and Sikhs. This stands to reason since we know that, 

of all visible minority groups, South Asians are the most likely to be located in enclaves in Mont-

real, and particularly in type 5 neighbourhoods.

The non-Christian religious population is much larger in Toronto, at about 22 percent. The only 

group that is largely absent from enclaves in this metropolitan area is people who identify as Jew-

ish. The degree of spatial isolation of the Jewish ethnic category in Toronto is actually the highest 

of any of the groups examined, but this group is not located in visible minority enclaves.7 As in 

Montreal, in Toronto Christians and nonreligious people tend to live outside enclaves, but in To-

ronto there are modest numbers of both these groups in type 5 areas. This is likely because these 

religious identities are often associated with immigrant, visible minority individuals (for example, 

Table 9. Religious affiliation, by neighbourhood type and city,  2011 (percent)

Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Type 4 Type 5 Total (N)

Montreal
Buddhist
Christian
Hindu
Jewish
Muslim
Sikh
No religion

21.5
61.4
9.3

48.9
20.1
10.2
57.3

56.2
32.9
48.8
43.5
56.2
56.9
36.7

13.8
4.4

28.5
6.4

18.3
27.3
4.7

6.4
0.8
8.7
0.3
4.1
1.3
0.9

2.1
0.4
4.8
0.8
1.3
4.2
0.4

45,200
2,784,360

30,900
80,840

220,315
8,595

559,100

Toronto
Buddhist
Christian
Hindu
Jewish
Muslim
Sikh
No religion

4.8
21.4
2.0

29.9
2.9
1.9

22.2

30.9
39.8
18.0
54.4
26.3
11.6
37.6

24.6
19.7
21.2
12.9
27.8
16.0
17.5

9.6
6.4

16.7
0.4

12.7
9.6
6.1

30.1
12.6
42.1
2.4

30.3
61.0
16.6

123,090
3,113,775

324,110
165,305
424,295
157,745

1,158,900

Vancouver
Buddhist
Christian
Hindu
Jewish
Muslim
Sikh
No religion

4.7
21.6
3.1

15.3
4.9
3.4

20.1

23.9
37.9
17.2
44.2
36.2
12.7
37.7

33.9
24.9
34.4
25.2
32.8
28.1
24.1

5.1
3.0
8.5
1.7
4.3
4.5
2.4

32.4
12.6
36.7
13.6
21.9
51.2
15.7

78,110
948,900
39,425
17,520
73,025

155,225
943,365

Source: Statistics Canada, census tract profiles, total population.		
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there are many Chinese and Filipino Christian churches in suburban Toronto and Vancouver, and 

at the same time there are also many Chinese Canadians who do not have a religious affiliation, 

given the avowed atheist stance of the Chinese government).8 

Toronto’s remaining non-Christian groups have contrasting social geographies. Hindus and Sikhs 

are highly concentrated in enclaves. More than 60 percent of Toronto’s Sikh residents are located in 

single-group-dominated enclaves, one of the highest degrees of association between a religious group 

and a neighbourhood type in any of the three cities. Followers of Islam and Buddhism — non-Chris-

tian religions that draw adherents from many ethnocultural groups — are widely dispersed across 

types 2-5 neighbourhoods. That is, some live in social environments where Whites and visible min-

orities are intermixed, while others reside in visible minority enclaves.

Again, we see that the patterns found in Toronto are similar to those found in Vancouver, with 

some important differences. First, there is a very large nonreligious population in Vancouver (in 

Montreal the ratio of Christians to those without a religious affiliation is nearly 5:1, in Toronto 

it is about 2.5:1, but in Vancouver it is 1:1, with around 42 percent in both categories). Second, 

Vancouver’s relatively small Jewish population is much more dispersed across neighbourhood 

types than in the other two cities. In all other cases, the spatial distribution of religious groups 

in Vancouver is strikingly similar to that in Toronto.

Micro-geographies of ethnocultural diversity
In the popular imagination, enclaves are generally thought of as monocultural residential 

spaces. This assumption is deeply embedded in European concerns over cultural isolation 

and “parallel lives.” Is it valid in Canada? Are enclaves less culturally diverse than other 

parts of our cities? To address this question I designed a very simple method to measure the 

degree of cultural diversity in small geographical units, using NHS data on ethnic origin 

to count how many distinct ethnic origins were present in each dissemination area (DA). 

I conducted this part of the analysis at the DA scale, the most finely grained scale of data 

provided by Statistics Canada (see the appendix). The average DA in Vancouver, for ex-

ample, houses about 700 people, or a little over 300 households (there are over 3,400 DAs 

in the Vancouver CMA).

This process resulted in an average count of the number of ethnic groups per DA at the metro-

politan scale and for each neighbourhood type, as a measure of diversity at the local scale. For 

each city I also computed another statistic that adds perspective to the diversity measure: I 

identified the largest ethnic category and computed its share of the population, to provide an 

indication of the average degree of ethnocultural dominance in these city neighbourhoods. 

(Note that approximately 200 ethnic categories are provided in the DA profile tables.)

Starting at the metropolitan scale, we are reminded of the distinctiveness of Montreal relative 

to the other two cities. On average, the largest ethnic group in a DA in Montreal accounts for 

nearly half of the total DA population (table 10). At the same time, the average DA in Montreal 

contains about 10 ethnic groups. The degree of micro-scale diversity is considerably greater in 

both Toronto and Vancouver, where the average degree of ethnic dominance in a DA is about 



IRPP Study, no. 52, August 2015 25

Ethnocultural Minority Enclaves in Montreal, Toronto and Vancouver

35 percent, and the average number of ethnic identities in a DA is close to 15. It is worth re-

flecting on this number. A typical DA is only about 10 city blocks, and in that small area, people 

encounter residents of 15 different cultural backgrounds.

In Montreal, the degree of diversity increases as we move up the neighbourhood types. Type 1, 

or White, areas are the least diverse, with an average of about 8 groups per DA. The degree of 

diversity is a little higher in type 2 neighbourhoods but highest in types 3 and 4, places where 

visible minorities predominate but there is not a high degree of ethnic dominance. Neverthe-

less, even type 5 neighbourhoods, single-group-dominated enclaves, tend to be more culturally 

diverse than type 1 areas, where Whites form the majority of the population.

In Toronto, we find the greatest degree of consistency in cultural diversity across neighbour-

hood types. Again, though, DAs in the type 1 neighbourhoods tend to be less diverse than in 

all the other types.

In Vancouver, the relationship between diversity and neighbourhood type is the inverse of the 

Montreal case. In Vancouver, enclaves are the least culturally diverse parts of the metropol-

itan area, particularly single-group-dominated enclaves. That said, it is worth noting that the 

average DA in a type 5 area in Vancouver houses people from 10 different cultural groups. No 

doubt this outcome is related to the high degree of dominance of two particular visible minority 

groups, those of Chinese and South Asian origin.

To summarize this section, any assumption that enclaves are monocultural is decidedly in-

correct. We see that in Montreal, enclaves are more diverse than other parts of the city, and in 

Toronto they are just as diverse as other parts of that city. Even in Vancouver, enclaves tend to 

be highly diverse social settings. Other kinds of diversity are also present in these landscapes, 

including religious diversity, socio-economic diversity and significant differences in legal im-

migration status (for example, temporary residents, permanent residents and citizens). This 

layering of diversity has led Steven Vertovec (2007) to introduce the term “super-diversity” as a 

way of conceptualizing the complexity of contemporary urban society. I believe this is a highly 

relevant idea for large Canadian metropolitan areas.

Visible minorities inside and outside enclaves
The special tabulations commissioned for this study enable us to investigate the role 

that enclave areas may play for members of visible minority groups. At the outset of this 

study I noted that researchers have not reached a consensus about the causes of enclave 

Table 10. Average number of ethnic origin groups, by neighbourhood type and city, 2011

Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Type 4 Type 5 Total Dominance1

Montreal 8.1 11.9 13.0 14.3 12.6 9.8 48.8

Toronto 12.9 15.6 16.3 16.0 14.0 14.7 33.6

Vancouver 15.2 16.4 15.2 12.1 10.4 14.6 38.2

Source: Statistics Canada, dissemination area profiles, total population						    
1 Dominance is defined as the percentage of the largest ethnic origin category in a dissemination area.			 
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development. This is related to the fact that various factors may lead people to congregate. 

For example:

➤	 Members of minority groups may be forced to live separately from the mainstream because 

of deliberately exclusionary policies (ghettoization). Although there were several instances 

of this process in Canadian history, this is not a factor for immigrants and members of visible 

minority groups in Canada today.

➤	 Members of minority groups may be socio-economically marginalized, and their economic 

situation may reduce their housing options. Where low income obliges them to settle in 

areas of the city where housing is the most affordable, economic processes may translate into 

ethnocultural segregation, not because of residential racial discrimination but because of the 

challenges of low income and savings.

➤	 If members of the majority shun minorities (the popular term is “White flight”), enclaves will 

develop wherever minorities find housing, since these areas will be vacated by the majority.

➤	 Members of minority groups may elect to live in proximity with their co-ethnics in an ef-

fort to maintain their social networks and, perhaps, to maintain their cultural practices and 

orientations. This may occur consciously, with people actively seeking areas associated with 

their ethnocultural group, or passively (for example, when real estate or rental agents assume 

that people wish to live with co-ethnics and present only these choices to them; Teixeira 

1995). Further, enclaves may appeal especially to newcomers who appreciate and need the 

services available in them, while long-settled individuals may move on to other parts of the 

city as they become more financially and culturally independent. Enclaves may also appeal 

to people through their entire lifetime if they wish to be part of an alternative social and 

cultural system.

The exclusionary case is largely irrelevant to Canada, a point that has effectively been made 

by Walks and Bourne (2006). We are therefore left with three distinct pathways to enclave 

settlement. The first two have little to do with the agency of minority groups, while the latter 

emphasizes the choices they make. While it would be exceedingly difficult to ascertain through 

a quantitative analysis the reasons each person lives in an enclave, it is important to understand 

that several factors are at work in generating these outcomes. Also, the data might provide us 

with some clues about why enclaves form and are maintained. For example, if all of the mem-

bers of visible minority groups living in enclaves are poor, and all of those living in other parts 

of the city are better off, that would give us a strong indication that enclaves are associated with 

economic marginalization.

In order to see whether there are systematic socio-economic or socio-cultural differences be-

tween members of visible minority groups inside and outside enclave environments, I have 

isolated the visible minority residents in each of the three cities (tables 11-13; these tables more 

or less replicate tables 4-6 but with selected populations).9 
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In Montreal we see a fairly clear inverse relationship between the long-term integration process 

and the propensity for members of visible minority groups to live in enclaves (table 11). That is, 

relative newcomers are disproportionately located in enclaves compared with long-settled immi-

grants, and compared especially with the Canadian-born members of visible minority groups. This 

pattern is also reflected in the statistics on the use of nonofficial languages in the home. The distri-

bution of admission categories across neighbourhood types has already been discussed.

I have noted that the relationship between educational attainment and neighbourhood 

type is not especially strong in Montreal (see table 5). When we isolate members of visible 

Table 11. Characteristics of visible minority residents (age 15 + ), by neighbourhood type, Montreal (percent)

N Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Type 4 Type 5 Total

Total visible minority population (N)
Canadian born

Third+ generation
Second generation

Immigrants

506,775
76,840
7,210

69,630
397,885

122,685
19.3
2.5

16.8
76.2

271,960
15.1
1.2

13.9
78.8

80,900
11.2
0.9

10.4
79.5

21,985
10.3
0.8
9.5

80.4

9,245
7.6
0.8
6.9

85.9

506,775
15.2

1.4
13.7
78.5

Immigrants’ arrival period
Pre-1980
1980-90
1991-2000
2001-11

Nonpermanent residents1

39,165
79,795

106,470
172,455
32,045

9.2
16.8
19.5
30.8
4.4

8.1
15.8
21.3
33.7
6.1

5.5
14.9
21.3
37.8
9.3

4.7
13.1
22.3
40.4
9.3

4.2
15.3
26.0
40.4
6.4

7.7
15.7
21.0
34.0

6.3

Immigration category2

Family Class
Economic Class
Live-in caregiver
Other Economic Class
Refugees
Other immigrants

298,050
85,895

136,410
7,335

129,080

28.8
46.3
1.0

45.3
17.3
7.6

27.9
47.7
1.8

45.9
17.3
7.1

31.9
40.6
3.5

37.0
19.4
8.1

27.7
41.5
8.4

33.2
22.8
8.0

32.1
39.6
14.9
24.6
20.5
7.9

28.8
45.8

2.5
43.3
18.0

7.4

Educational attainment
No certificate
High school
Some post-secondary
University degree

70,780
106,815
170,960
158,215

11.5
18.3
35.8
34.3

12.9
21.1
33.7
32.4

18.8
23.6
31.7
25.9

20.1
25.5
30.2
24.2

21.7
25.3
33.2
19.7

14.0
21.1
33.7
31.2

Educational attainment (2nd 
generation)

No certificate
High school
Some post-secondary
University degree

6,725
19,530
26,425
16,955

9.1
24.2
39.8
26.9

9.0
28.3
37.5
25.2

13.7
33.1
35.7
17.5

10.3
38.4
36.5
15.1

15.7
38.6
33.9
11.8

9.7
28.0
38.0
24.4

Employment
Labour force participation
Employed
Unemployed

368,505
319,580
48,925

78.1
70.3
7.8

72.8
63.1
9.7

66.4
55.1
11.2

66.5
53.5
13.0

69.1
58.6
10.4

72.7
63.1

9.7

Nonofficial home language
Home ownership
Pay 30%+ of income for housing

115,325
227,280
162,670

15.3
63.3
27.1

22.5
45.5
32.7

30.7
26.7
38.6

32.3
13.6
34.1

37.8
14.8
33.1

22.8
44.8
32.4

Income
Low income (after-tax)
Above median income

151,695
136,950

20.6
38.3

29.5
27.5

40.4
14.4

44.5
11.3

40.3
10.3

29.9
27.0

Source: CIC, special tabulations, ages 18-65.
1 Includes Canadians born abroad and individuals in Canada on temporary visas.
2 The immigration category variable is based on a record linkage between the 2011 National Household Survey (NHS) and the administrative Immigrant Landing File
(ILF) of Citizenship and Immigration Canada.
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minority groups, however, we see a fairly clear differentiation between types 1 and 2 and 

types 3-5 neighbourhoods. That is, visible minority residents living in enclaves are less edu-

cated than those living in other, White-majority parts of the city. Here I have added a section 

on the educational attainment of Canadian-born members of visible minority groups, most 

of whom are the children of immigrants. In the case of Montreal, we see that the educational 

gradient of the entire visible minority population is replicated for the Canadian-born cohort. 

Those who live in areas dominated by visible minorities — and especially those who live in 

enclaves — are much less likely to have completed a university degree than their counter-

parts in “majority” neighbourhoods.

Table 12. Characteristics of visible minority residents (age 15+ ), by neighbourhood type, Toronto (percent)

N Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Type 4 Type 5 Total

Total visible minority population (N)
Canadian born
Third+ generation
Second generation
Immigrants

1,742,655
265,710

16,785
248,925

1,414,400

76,575
25.5
3.8

21.7
69.2

469,300
18.5
1.5

17.0
77.6

435,145
14.2
0.8

13.4
82.0

214,675
13.6
0.6

13.1
82.5

546,960
12.5
0.4

12.1
84.7

1,742,655      
15.2
1.0

14.3
81.2

Immigrants’ arrival period
Pre-1980
1980-90
1991-2000
2001-11

Nonpermanent residents1

163,325
281,725
464,815
504,540

62,545

15.3
15.7
17.4
20.9
5.2

10.9
16.3
23.3
27.1
4.0

8.9
16.2
26.7
30.2
3.8

8.2
15.7
28.1
30.5
3.9

8.0
16.3
30.3
30.1
2.7

9.4
16.2
26.7
29.0
3.6

Immigration category2

Family Class
Economic Class
Live-in caregiver
Other Economic Class
Refugees
Other immigrants

1,027,730
322,145
507,255

36,635
470,615
133,880

28.4
51.7
7.2

44.5
12.9
7.0

28.0
51.8
5.5

46.4
13.8
6.3

28.8
52.5
4.3

48.2
12.7
6.0

35.8
41.4
3.2

38.2
15.8
7.0

34.3
48.0
1.5

46.5
11.7
6.1

31.3
49.4
3.6

45.8
13.0
6.3

Educational attainment
No certificate
High school
Some post-secondary
University degree

184,520
446,660
505,895
605,575

6.6
21.0
30.0
42.3

8.8
23.6
29.6
38.1

10.1
25.6
29.0
35.3

12.8
28.7
30.3
28.2

12.2
26.9
28.0
33.0

10.6
25.6
29.0
34.8

Educational attainment
(2nd generation)

No certificate
High school
Some post-secondary
University degree

15,240
84,080
66,175
83,435

4.4
25.5
23.9
46.2

5.8
30.5
25.6
38.1

6.8
33.8
27.4
32.1

7.2
39.2
28.9
24.7

5.9
37.6
26.7
29.8

6.1
33.8
26.6
33.5

Employment
Labour force participation
Employed
Unemployed

1,314,615
1,181,100

133,515

81.1
74.9
6.2

78.0
70.7
7.2

74.3
66.7
7.7

73.4
64.9
8.4

74.2
66.2
7.9

75.4
67.8
7.7

Nonofficial home language
Home ownership
Pay 30%+ of income for housing

446,635
1,232,685

565,910

13.3
71.8
27.0

20.4
66.7
32.2

24.9
66.8
33.3

27.1
64.4
33.6

31.8
79.7
32.8

25.6
70.7
32.6

Income
Low income (after-tax)
Above median income

326,785
824,005

13.2
60.7

17.8
51.1

20.5
45.8

21.3
39.6

18.0
46.4

18.8
47.3

Source: CIC, special tabulations, ages 18-65.							     
1 Includes Canadians born abroad and individuals in Canada on temporary visas.							     
2 The immigration category variable is based on a record linkage between the 2011 National Household Survey (NHS) and the administrative Immigrant Landing File (ILF) 
of Citizenship and Immigration Canada. 							     
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The trends for all of the other socio-economic indicators are similar. Members of visible min-

ority groups who live outside enclaves are, simply stated, better off. The only socio-economic 

variable that is somewhat at odds with this clear pattern is the ratio of residents paying more 

than 30 percent of their income on housing. While figures for this variable are considerably 

lower in type 1 neighbourhoods, they vary little across the other neighbourhood types. Appar-

ently, individuals in nearly all parts of Montreal stretch their budgets to secure the best housing 

they can (Walks 2013). 

In Toronto, recently arrived members of visible minority groups are also more likely to live in 

enclave neighbourhoods (table 12). There appears to be a transition point in the settlement 

pattern of visible minorities: those who arrived before 1980 and those who were born in 

Canada rarely live in enclave environments. In Toronto we would be hard pressed to identify 

the formation of enclaves with any particular immigrant admission category. The Family 

Class is the only category with higher representation in enclave neighbourhoods, and this 

is fairly marginal. Significantly, Economic Class immigrants and refugees are widely spread 

across neighbourhood types.

In metropolitan Toronto as a whole, 34 percent of the population between the ages of 18 and 65 

has a completed university degree.10 Interestingly, this figure is roughly the same for members 

of visible minority groups in general (34.8 percent) and second generation visible minorities 

(33.5 percent). Members of visible minority groups and their children living in type 1 neigh-

bourhoods and, to a lesser degree, in type 2 areas are better educated than their counterparts 

in “majority-minority” (types 3-5) parts of the city. At the same time, the level of university 

completion among visible minorities living in enclaves is still quite robust, at over 30 percent 

for types 4 and 5 areas taken together.

The other socio-economic indicators show similar patterns: visible minority residents of type 1 

and type 2 neighbourhoods are more likely to be employed, more likely to have incomes above 

the metropolitan median and less likely to fall into the low-income category. But these tend 

not to be dramatic differences; note, for example, that the proportion in low income is virtually 

identical for type 2 and type 5 neighbourhoods, and also that the low-income rate for residents 

of type 5 neighbourhoods is actually marginally below the average for visible minorities across 

the entire metropolitan area. The same is true of the range of values for the proportion paying 

a large share of their income for housing: it is relatively low in type 1 neighbourhoods, and it 

hardly varies across the other neighbourhood types.

In Toronto, the ratio of home ownership across neighbourhood types is an important indicator 

showing that enclaves are not simply marginalized spaces. The level of home ownership for 

members of all visible minority groups is generally high, at over 70 percent (compared with 

just 23 percent in Montreal). But it is highest in single-group-dominated enclaves, at nearly 80 

percent, followed by White areas, and it is relatively high in all neighbourhood types.

In Vancouver, the tendency for newcomers from visible minority groups to congregate in en-

claves, compared with long-settled immigrants, is not strong (table 13). As in Toronto, the 
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relationship between admission category and neighbourhood type is modest. Family Class im-

migrants are more likely to be found in enclaves, while a higher ratio of those who arrived 

through the general economic programs (except live-in caregivers) and refugees reside in neigh-

bourhood types 1 to 3. None of these are very strong tendencies, though.

As we have seen in the Toronto case, in Vancouver the relationship between socio-economic indica-

tors and the propensity for members of visible minority groups to live in enclaves is complex and not 

unidirectional. Again, visible minority residents of enclaves, in comparison with those living in type 

1 and type 2 neighbourhoods, are not as well educated and are less likely to receive incomes above 

Table 13. Characteristics of visible minority residents (age 15  and over), by neighbourhood type, Vancouver (percent)

N Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Type 4 Type 5 Total

Total visible minority population (N)
Canadian born

Third+ generation
Second generation

Immigrants

706,185
121,800
14,060

107,740
550,135

36,105
24.3
5.5

18.8
70.3

181,745
19.7
3.0

16.7
73.1

232,350
16.6
1.8

14.8
78.9

36,720
15.7
1.0

14.8
79.4

219,260
14.9
0.9

14.0
81.8

706,185
17.2
2.0

15.3
77.9

Immigrants’ arrival period
Pre-1980
1980-90
1991-2000
2001-11

Nonpermanent residents1

66,250
96,420

193,700
193,765
34,245

11.4
13.3
22.3
23.3
5.3

9.1
12.4
25.0
26.6
7.1

9.5
13.9
27.6
27.9
4.5

10.1
13.8
27.4
28.1
4.8

9.0
14.5
30.1
28.2
3.3

9.4
13.7
27.4
27.4
4.8

Immigration category2

Family Class
Economic Class
Live-in caregiver
Other Economic Class
Refugees
Other immigrants

380,270
106,855
235,235
17,570

217,665
27,555

23.1
65.1
5.2

59.9
9.5
2.3

21.4
67.8
5.1

62.7
8.1
2.7

26.7
63.4
4.1

59.3
7.3
2.6

29.4
58.7
10.0
48.8
8.5
3.4

35.1
55.8
3.8

52.0
6.1
3.0

28.1
61.9
4.6

57.2
7.2
2.8

Educational attainment
No certificate
High school
Some post-secondary
University degree

69,820
190,575
202,855
242,935

6.1
24.2
30.7
39.0

6.3
23.2
29.4
41.1

9.5
26.9
29.2
34.3

11.4
28.1
31.3
29.2

13.6
30.5
26.9
29.1

9.9
27.0
28.7
34.4

Educational attainment
(2nd generation)

No certificate
High school
Some post-secondary
University degree

4,505
35,795
33,140
34,300

3.9
31.3
29.7
35.1

3.6
28.2
29.1
39.1

3.9
34.2
30.8
31.1

6.1
36.1
33.7
24.3

4.8
37.0
32.1
26.1

4.2
33.2
30.8
31.8

Employment
Labour force participation
Employed
Unemployed

517,065
475,405
41,660

77.5
71.7
5.8

74.1
68.1
5.9

72.2
66.5
5.7

77.3
71.4
6.0

72.2
66.2
6.1

73.2
67.3
5.9

Nonofficial home language
Home ownership
Pay 30%+ of income for housing

237,195
506,550
242,190

20.4
77.7
33.5

26.6
67.5
37.2

33.7
73.7
34.5

32.0
68.8
30.6

41.8
72.6
33.2

33.6
71.7
34.5

Income
Low income (after-tax)
Above median income

157,530
321, 415

18.3
53.8

22.8
48.3

22.8
45.0

19.1
46.1

22.6
42.2

22.3
45.5

Source: CIC, special tabulations, ages 18-65.							     
1 Includes Canadians born abroad and individuals in Canada on temporary visas							     
2 The immigration category variable is based on a record linkage between the 2011 National Household Survey (NHS) and the administrative Immigrant Landing File (ILF) 
of Citizenship and Immigration Canada. 			 



IRPP Study, no. 52, August 2015 31

Ethnocultural Minority Enclaves in Montreal, Toronto and Vancouver

the metropolitan median. But the values of several socio-economic variables are quite consistent 

across neighbourhood types; there is little differentiation in unemployment rates, the percentage of 

those paying a high proportion of their income on housing and, perhaps most surprisingly, the rate 

of after-tax low income. Also in keeping with the Toronto case, members of visible minority groups 

have attained high levels of home ownership across all of the neighbourhood types, and the rate of 

ownership is disproportionately high in types 1, 3 and 5 neighbourhoods.

Enclaves and the landscapes of urban poverty
My analysis so far has incorporated measures of income, including low income, into a general 

exploration of the socio-economic status of residents inside and outside enclaves. I will now 

examine this issue more directly by looking at, first, the characteristics of those parts of the city 

that are both enclaves and poor and, second, the characteristics of members of visible minority 

groups who are categorized as low income, comparing those who live inside with those who 

live outside enclaves.

A useful starting point for a discussion of the issue of enclaves and poverty is to classify each 

census tract into one of four categories (table 14): 

➤	 Areas that are not enclaves (type 1 to type 3) and where the proportion of the population 

in after-tax low income is less than 30 percent (this cut-off point was selected because it is 

twice the Canadian average and therefore identifies areas of deep poverty; it also coincides 

with the methodology used by Smith and Ley [2008] in their important work on immigrant 

poverty in Canadian cities).

➤	 Areas that are not enclaves and where at least 30 percent of the population is experiencing 

low income.

➤	 Areas that are enclaves and where less than 30 percent of the population is experiencing low 

income.

➤	 Areas that are enclaves and where at least 30 percent of the population is experiencing low 

income.

For the three cities under review, the visible minority population in each of these four types 

of census tracts has been recorded. If enclaves fit the stereotypical American view that they are 

places of sustained socio-economic marginalization, we should expect the first and fourth types 

to dominate, with few people in the second and third types. In statistical terminology, these 

are the “concordant” versus “discordant” cells in a contingency table,11 and the contingency 

coefficient statistic is routinely used to test for statistical significance in the relationship be-

tween the row and column variables of this kind of table in order to gauge the strength of that 

relationship. Generally, relationships are considered weak when the coefficient is less than 0.1 

and strong when it is more than 0.3.

In Montreal, there is a fairly strong relationship between these variables (the contingency co-

efficient is more than 0.3). Of the visible minority population that resides outside enclaves, 

about 28 percent live in high-poverty areas, while 95 percent of the visible minority residents 

of enclaves are in high-poverty areas. In Toronto and Vancouver, however, these variables are 
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much more weakly associated, with low contingency coefficients in both cases. Putting this 

another way, in Montreal, if we know that a member of a visible minority group lives in an en-

clave, we can be reasonably sure that he or she is also living in an area where a high proportion 

of people are poor. This is much less true for Toronto and Vancouver.

The data used to build table 14 have also been incorporated into maps that enable us to visual-

ize the relationship between enclaves and the landscapes of poverty in the three cities (figures 

1 to 3). These maps do not isolate the visible minority population (as table 14 does) but simply 

show the degree of independence and overlap between the two variables, across all of the cen-

sus tracts of each city. The areas with blue hatched lines are those where at least 30 percent of 

the population is classified as experiencing after-tax low income. The areas in orange are type 4 

enclaves — they do not have a dominant group — while areas in red are type 5, single-group-

dominant enclaves.

The map of Montreal (figure 1) shows the very extensive landscapes of poverty in that metropol-

itan area. Nearly all of the enclave areas of Montreal are part of the larger landscape of poverty. 

In Toronto (figure 2) and Vancouver (figure 3) this is not the case. In these two cities, the num-

ber of places where these variables overlap is significantly less than the number of places where 

they do not overlap. It is worth noting that in all three cities there are virtually no enclaves in 

inner-city locations. For the most part, enclaves are associated with middle-distance suburbs.

Turning to the ethnocultural and socio-economic profile of high-poverty enclaves for each city, 

in all three the majority of residents of these areas are immigrants, with a disproportionate 

number of relative newcomers (those arriving since 1991). Nonofficial languages are commonly 

used in the households in these areas (table 15).

Table 14. Prevalence of low income among the visible minority population in enclaves, by city

Low income in census tract

 Not extreme poverty Extreme poverty1 Total

N % N % N

Montreal
Enclaves
Other areas
Total

Contingency coefficient

2,500
513,910
516,410

0.328

5.2
72.0

45,505
200,035
245,540

94.8
28.0

48,005
713,945
761,950

Toronto
Enclaves
Other areas
Total

Contingency coefficient

1,004,375
1,347,375
2,351,750

0.104

87.2
93.4

146,835
95,930

242,765

12.8
6.6

1,151,210
1,443,305
2,594,515

Vancouver
Enclaves
Other areas
Total

Contingency coefficient

323,985
605,870
929,855

0.103

86.2
92.6

51,835
48,530

100,365

13.8
7.4

375,820
654,400

1,030,220

Source: Statistics Canada, census tract profiles, total population.					   
1 Census tracts are defined as areas of extreme poverty when the ratio of low-income residents is twice that of the Canadian average (i.e., when at least 30 percent of 
the total population is defined as experiencing after-tax low income).
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Figure 1. Enclaves and areas of extreme low income, Montreal, 2011

Source: Prepared by the author based on data used for this study (see above pp. 8-9). 

At least 30 percent have
after-tax low income 

Type 4 – enclaves with 
no dominant group

Type 5 – single-group- 
dominant enclaves
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The distribution of visible minority groups in these poor enclave areas is perhaps the most 

interesting phenomenon. In Montreal the ranking of visible minority groups with a sub-

stantial presence in these areas is, in descending order, Black, South Asian, Filipino, Arab 

and Southeast Asian. In Toronto we find the following groups most prevalent in poor 

enclaves: South Asian, Black and Chinese. In Vancouver those of Chinese origin form the 

majority of the population of poor enclave areas.12 The data point to the conclusion that 

different visible minority groups tend to be located in poor enclaves in the three cities.

For the most part the socio-economic profile of residents of poor enclaves is depressing; 

by definition, these individuals make do with personal and household incomes that are 

far below the metropolitan averages (recall that these are areas where at least 30 percent 

of the population is in after-tax low income). The average level of educational attainment 

in these areas is far below that of the cities’ populations as a whole, suggesting that the 

scope for economic mobility is limited. The attachment to the labour market is generally 

weak in poor enclaves, and, except in Vancouver, dependence on government transfers is 

concomitantly high. 

Figure 2. Enclaves and areas of extreme low income, Toronto, 2011

Source: Prepared by the author based on data used for this study (see above pp. 8-9). 
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As might be expected, the ratio of crowded homes in these areas is far above the figures for the 

metropolitan areas, and a high proportion of residents dedicate more than 30 percent of their 

total income to housing. Finally, the rate of home ownership is low in poor enclaves, although 

Vancouver, where a surprising number of the residents of poor enclaves own their dwellings, is 

an exception to this pattern. 

For a final perspective on the relationship between enclaves and poverty, I used special 

tabulations commissioned by Citizenship and Immigration Canada for this study (table 

16). These data enable us to compare the characteristics of members of visible minority 

groups who have low after-tax incomes and live in the types 1-3 neighbourhoods with the 

characteristics of those who live in types 4 and 5, the two enclave types. 

Across the three cities we see that most of the members of visible minority groups experiencing low 

income are either nonpermanent residents or first-generation immigrants, and a disproportionate 

Figure 3. Enclaves and areas of extreme low income, Vancouver, 2011

Source: Prepared by the author based on data used for this study (see above pp. 8-9). 
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number of them have come to Canada since 1991. Relatively few children of earlier immigrants and 

hardly any in the third-plus generation are experiencing low income.

Overall, the proportion of visible minority immigrants admitted under the Family Class who are 

experiencing low income is disproportionately low. These immigrants are most likely to benefit from 

Table 15. Profile of enclaves and high poverty areas, by city, 2011 (percent)

Montreal Toronto Vancouver

Population 2011 (N)
Proportion in high poverty enclaves
Census tracts (N)
Private dwellings (N)
Owned 
Pay 30%+ of income for housing
Crowded1

Median household income ($)
Nonofficial language at home 

58,815
1.6
11

22,855
14.6
38.7
10.8

31,838
75.5

180,525
3.3
37

68,210
29.1
43.3
14.6

39,279
70.1

64,510
2.8
12

26,870
59.1
46.9
9.4

42,362
80.6

Immigrant status  
Nonimmigrants
Immigrants

35.5
59.2

32.4
62.8

25.4
69.6

Immigrants’ arrival period
Pre-1971
1971-80
1981-90
1991-2000
2001-11

3.0
4.6
8.2

14.8
28.7

2.9
4.2
7.5

17.4
30.8

3.5
4.8
7.0

24.2
30.1

Population group 
Visible minority
South Asian
Chinese
Black
Filipino
Latin American
Arab
Southeast Asian
West Asian
Korean
Japanese
Other (single visible minority)
Multiple visible minority
Not a visible minority

77.4
13.0
5.0

20.4
11.1
7.1
9.5
8.2
1.0
0.1
0.0
0.5
1.0

22.7

81.3
29.7
12.8
16.2
5.5
2.6
2.0
2.7
4.1
1.8
0.2
1.9
1.5

18.7

80.4
3.8

59.0
0.4
6.7
0.9
1.1
1.2
1.3
2.4
1.4
0.1
1.9

19.7

Education level
No certificate
High school 
Some post-secondary
University degree

26.7
24.1
49.2
9.1

20.7
27.8
51.5
4.8

14.4
26.5
59.0
5.1

Labour market participation
Participation rate
Employment rate
Unemployment rate

57.8
47.4
18.0

57.8
48.8
15.6

57.7
52.7
8.5

Composition of income 
  Market sources
  Government transfers

70.7
29.3

74.7
25.3

87.1
12.9

Median income (age 15+) ($)
Low income (after-tax) (%)

16,902
44.2

19,050
38.5

18,564
35.3

Source: Statistics Canada, census tract profiles, total population.		
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the help of their sponsors and other family members: that is, they have access to social capital. The 

ratio of low-income economic immigrants is disproportionately low in Montreal and Toronto, but 

not in Vancouver. The ratio of low income for refugees is high in Montreal and Toronto but, again, 

not in Vancouver. The patterns in the data conform somewhat to expectations, but not universally.

Looking at the socio-economic profile of the low-income visible minority populations, these groups 

have a relatively weak attachment to the labour market, above-average rates of unemployment and 

an especially high ratio of households that are pressed to manage their expenses for shelter. Again, 

though, there are nuances to this picture. In Vancouver, while the labour force participation rate 

of low-income visible minorities is low, relatively few individuals in this category are unemployed. 

Meanwhile, the home ownership rate among low-income visible minorities in that city is unexpect-

edly high owing to, I suspect, the legacy of the Business Class immigration program.

The more important contribution of these data, however, is the light they shed on the distinct-

iveness of members of visible minority groups who are struggling economically and who live in 

enclaves, compared with those who do not live in enclaves (keeping in mind that in all three 

metropolitan areas, the low-income visible minority population living inside enclaves is much 

Table 16. Profile of visible minority groups in low income in enclaves and other neighbourhood types, by city, 2011 (percent)

Montreal Toronto Vancouver

Other areas Enclaves Other areas Enclaves Other areas Enclaves

Total population (N) 138,170 13,525 182,865 45,630 100,945 56,575

Canadian born
Third generation+
Second generation

1.2
9.0

1.1
7.8

1.1
10.8

1.0
9.1

1.5
8.4

0.5
8.0

Immigrants 78.0 79.9 80.4 80.5 77.8 84.5

Immigrants’ arrival period
Pre-1980                                 
1980-90
1991-2000
2001-11

4.6
10.8
17.6
44.9

3.4
11.9
21.8
42.8

6.4
12.4
22.4
39.2

5.4
11.3
25.8
37.9

4.8
9.2

25.3
38.4

5.4
11.6
29.3
38.2

Nonpermanent residents and
Canadians born abroad 11.8 11.3 7.6 9.4 12.4 7.0

Immigration category (1980+ linked)1

Family Class
Economic Class
Live-in caregivers
Other Economic Class
Refugees
Other immigrants

25.4
49.2
1.3

47.9
18.9
6.6

28.4
38.4
5.7

32.6
24.1
9.2

25.1
49.9
3.9

46.0
18.1
6.9

33.0
38.2
2.5

35.7
21.0
7.8

16.5
72.5

2.5
70.1

8.3
2.6

24.4
65.0
2.6

62.4
7.4
3.2

Labour market participation
Participation rate
Employment rate
Unemployment rate

Nonofficial home language
Home ownership
Pay 30%+ of income for housing

55.4
40.0
15.4
27.2
19.0
77.3

52.9
35.8
17.2
35.7
6.6

68.5

56.0
44.7
11.3
31.0
41.5
84.6

53.4
40.9
12.5
33.2
37.5
82.1

50.8
42.4

8.5
42.8
55.6
85.4

52.5
44.8
7.7

50.5
60.4
79.4

Source: Citizenship and Immigration Canada special tabulations, population aged 18-65.					     1 The 
immigration category variable is based on a record linkage between the 2011 National Household Survey (NHS) and the administrative Immigrant Landing File (ILF) of 
Citizenship and Immigration Canada. 
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smaller than that living outside them). In Montreal and Toronto, those living inside enclaves are 

worse off on all of the socio-economic indicators than those living outside them. In those cities, 

there may be a fraction of the visible minority population that is “trapped” in poor enclave en-

vironments, though this point can be verified only through a longitudinal analysis. In Vancouver, 

although the low-income visible minority population living in enclaves is a little less economic-

ally marginalized than their counterparts in other neighbourhood types. We can conclude that 

there is no consistent pattern across the three cities that would suggest that the poorest members 

of visible minority groups are disproportionately drawn to enclave environments.

Discussion 

In introducing this study I considered the relationship between important national policies — 

most notably immigration and multiculturalism — and local landscapes. In Europe the per-

ception that socio-cultural groups are not mixing, not integrating, in urban spaces has led to pro-

found concern and a repudiation of the policy regimes that appear to have led to this outcome. 

My primary focus has been to see whether there is evidence that enclaves lead to their residents 

living “parallel lives” characterized by distinct cultural practices as well as socio-economic dis-

advantage. I have attempted to answer six specific questions, and I report my findings here.

First, the proportion of visible minority residents living in enclaves has not increased dramat-

ically in Montreal, but it has in Toronto and Vancouver. Perhaps in the latter two metropolitan 

areas, once a critical mass has been achieved, enclaves beget enclaves, generating a series of 

residential landscapes that foster institutional development within ethnocultural communities. 

This in turn may facilitate the development of social capital for people inhabiting these areas.

Second, the likelihood of living in an enclave varies dramatically across visible minority groups; 

in fact, we sometimes find highly differentiated rates of enclave settlement in the three cities 

under review for the same ethnocultural group. No group in any of the three cities is located 

only in enclaves. In virtually every visible minority group, there is a component of the popu-

lation located in enclaves and another component living in other parts of the city. Thus, the 

neighbourhoods of each city generally, and its enclaves in particular, are characterized by a 

complex mixture of patterns of ethnic clustering or dominance and, at the same time, pervasive 

ethnocultural diversity. In Montreal, several visible minority groups contribute to the popula-

tion of enclaves, although individuals of Filipino, South Asian and Southeast Asian origin are 

the most numerous. In Toronto and Vancouver enclaves mainly house South Asian and Chinese 

groups, and this is especially the case in Vancouver. It is also noteworthy that enclaves are a key 

component in the suburbanization of immigrant settlement. 

There is more consistency, however, in the fact that relatively recent immigrants are more prone 

to settle in enclaves, although the intensity of this pattern varies. This suggests that enclaves, 

at least for some, are starting points in the process of coming to terms with Canadian society. 

However, this is only part of the story, since there are also residents of enclaves who have been 

in Canada for more than two decades; and there is even a small proportion who are second- and 

third-generation Canadians.



IRPP Study, no. 52, August 2015 39

Ethnocultural Minority Enclaves in Montreal, Toronto and Vancouver

The research reported here allows several important new insights into the nature of enclaves. 

For example, we can now see the surprisingly strong presence of live-in caregivers in Mon

treal’s enclaves; the importance of enclave environments for the settlement of Family Class 

immigrants in Toronto and Vancouver; and the fact that, in those cities, refugees are less likely 

to settle in enclaves than are those in other immigrant categories. These patterns suggest that 

enclaves are not places of last resort, a point to which I will return.

The 2011 NHS included a question on religious identity, which adds additional perspective to our 

understanding of enclaves. Most of the residents of Montreal identify with Christianity and live in 

neighbourhoods associated with the White majority, where they are joined by people of Jewish faith 

and those without a religious affiliation. The groups that are most likely to be found in enclaves are 

Hindus, Sikhs and Buddhists. In Toronto and Vancouver, with their much more extensive landscapes 

of enclave neighbourhoods, members of all religious persuasions except Judaism can be found in 

enclaves. The two groups with the highest probability of locating in enclaves are highly associated 

with a particular visible minority background, Sikhs and Hindus. There are also substantial numbers 

of Buddhists and Muslims in enclaves in these cities, but they are from many different ethnocultural 

groups and are scattered across the other neighbourhood types.

Third, there is no simple way to summarize the socio-economic characteristics of individuals 

living in enclaves compared with those of people living in other parts of a city. Montreal is 

somewhat exceptional in this instance as its enclaves are connected to two more widespread 

socio-economic features: members of visible minority groups are the most economically chal-

lenged to find work and achieve economic mobility in Montreal, relative to the other two cities; 

and the relative scale of poverty in Montreal is quite extensive, for Whites as well as for visible 

minorities. In Montreal, enclaves are one component of a much larger landscape of poverty.

The socio-economic profile of residents of enclaves in Toronto and Vancouver is much more 

complex. In both of these cities, some socio-economic indicators would suggest that enclaves 

are places of socio-economic marginalization, but other factors challenge such a simplistic view. 

The fact that residents of enclaves have average and, in some cases, high levels of home owner-

ship and education contradicts any portrayal of enclaves as places of nonconforming values, 

since the quest for a home and raising successful children are intrinsic elements of the Western 

middle-class imagination. Another adjective could well be added to this phrase: Western sub-

urban middle-class imagination. 

Fourth, the data examined here challenge the assumption that enclaves are monocultural places, 

that is, places occupied by single dominant groups that are able to maintain their cultures in iso-

lation from the rest of society. The vast majority of enclaves, even those where a particular group 

is dominant, are characterized by profound ethnocultural diversity — a feature they have in com-

mon with most other parts of the city. This finding has important implications. The combination of 

dominance and diversity in enclaves suggests that they may foster both “bonding” (in-group) and 

“bridging” (out-group) social capital. Residents of enclaves typically encounter many people from 

their own group in their residential setting, as well as people from many other groups. In some sense 

this could be seen as an ideal setting for socio-cultural integration in a multicultural society. The 
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challenge, however, is that enclaves typically have few residents who are White, which may inhibit 

the extent to which newcomers and members of visible minority groups can extend their social net-

works into the traditionally dominant group in Canada. In this sense the “parallel lives” literature 

may have some relevance for Canada, although the data examined here do not support the view that 

enclaves are monocultural spaces of social isolation.

Fifth, in an effort to be more precise in identifying the causes and consequences of enclave 

development, I narrowed the comparison of people living inside enclaves and those living 

outside them by focusing on only the visible minority population. I outlined three alternative 

reasons for people to live in enclaves: economic reasons; avoidance of minorities on the part 

of the majority population; and a desire to live in clustered ethnocultural communities. These 

factors could be operating individually or in combination. Although the data are insufficient to 

definitively determine which of these factors are the most relevant in the growth of enclaves in 

Montreal, Toronto and Vancouver, they do provide some important hints. 

In Montreal, enclaves have typically been formed by visible minorities concentrated in specific 

areas of a much larger low-income landscape. They are virtually all places of socio-economic 

marginalization. The difference, therefore, between visible minorities inside these areas and 

those outside them is fairly distinct, with a much higher ratio of poor visible minorities inside 

enclaves. However, this appears to be particularly the case for two groups: immigrants from 

generally South Asian backgrounds and Filipinos associated with the live-in caregiver program.

We need to think more broadly about why enclaves have become such important elements of 

the urban landscape in Toronto and Vancouver, to remember the rapidity of growth of the vis-

ible minority population and appreciate its scale. To put it starkly, very large numbers of visible 

minority newcomers have to live somewhere! It is also crucial to remember that the incoming 

immigrant population arriving in these cities is highly variegated from a socio-economic point 

of view. Some are virtually penniless; others are wealthy. Some have access to social capital (for 

example, those sponsored by family members already settled in Canada); others do not (such as 

refugees who are from groups that have never had a presence in their destination city). Enclave 

neighbourhoods are therefore also variegated. Some resemble enclaves in Montreal and have 

mainly low-income populations, but these are actually more exceptional than one might think. 

Census tracts that are categorized as both enclaves and poor account for only about 3 percent of 

the populations of Toronto and Vancouver. For the most part, enclaves are places for members 

of visible minority groups who have arrived in Canada since 199113 and who are struggling to 

either purchase a home or pay for a mortgage. They are places of aspiration. 

Sixth, in the final part of the analysis I focused directly on enclaves with high ratios of poverty, 

and members of visible minority groups who are classified as experiencing low income. In that 

section, we encountered people and places that are either struggling financially or, worse, cap-

tured in systemic poverty. Amidst the depressing aspects of this analysis, it is important to note 

that enclaves do not appear to play a determining role in the processes that lead to systemic 

poverty. I find absolutely no evidence that enclaves are the problem; rather, certain enclaves 

house many people who are poor, so in that sense they may look like the problem. I reach this 
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conclusion for two reasons: more poor members of visible minorities live outside enclaves than 

inside them; and the socio-economic characteristics of visible minority residents of poor en-

claves are complex, particularly in Vancouver, where a majority own their dwellings.

It is also worth noting that, in general, the residents of type 4 neighbourhoods — ethnoculturally 

mixed enclaves — are more likely to be struggling economically than their counterparts inside sin-

gle-group-dominated enclaves. This result suggests that living in the midst of a large co-ethnic group 

may actually be beneficial, perhaps by enabling people to access social capital, or perhaps through 

the employment opportunities that may arise in what sociologists have called ethnic economies.14 

This is consistent with the argument of Myles and Hou (2004) that suburban single-group-domin-

ated enclaves may be a sign of socio-economic attainment (also see Logan, Alba and Zhang 2002).

Conclusion

Canada, like Europe, has seen a pronounced increase in the extent of enclave neighbour-

hoods in major metropolitan areas. There is no indication this trajectory of change will 

stop. Also as in Europe, Canadians have noticed this change, even if they have not yet fully 

processed its significance. In Europe, enclaves are seen as places set apart from mainstream soci-

ety, where members of minority groups lead “parallel lives” that are socially separate and often 

economically deprived. Although the evidence is far from complete, the data at our disposal 

give a strong sense that Canadian enclaves are different from the areas that are seen as deeply 

problematic in Europe. For the most part, enclaves in Toronto, Vancouver and Montreal would 

hardly be recognizable to a European — particularly the extent of home ownership. To put it an-

other way, “Canadian exceptionalism” in the resilience of multiculturalism might be facilitated 

by “Canadian exceptionalism” in the socio-economic fabric of Canadian cities.

I do not wish to imply that Canada has somehow resolved its long-standing challenge of fos-

tering social equality for members of visible minority groups or that the issue of immigrant eco-

nomic integration is no longer problematic. These are central concerns for Canadians and they 

remain highly relevant. What I hope to have shown is that the growing landscape of enclaves 

in Canadian cities — especially in Toronto and Vancouver — is not contributing significantly to 

these challenges. If anything, single-group-dominated enclaves may provide economic assist-

ance to their residents. I have also emphasized that enclaves, like other parts of the city, contain 

diverse populations — ethnoculturally, socio-economically and in terms of people’s religious 

affiliations. They are, in effect, super-diverse, highly complex residential environments, a key 

component in what could be called the new residential order of Canadian cities.

These findings are important for the development of Canadian immigration and integration 

policy. They help us understand why certain policy interventions would not be advisable. 

➤	 In Europe a number of governments and housing authorities have attempted to disperse minority 

ethnocultural groups from enclaves, under the assumption that over-concentration has negative 

effects. Harrison, Law and Philips (2005, 3), in an extensive review of these policies, “find little sol-

id evidence that could justify seeing involuntary spatial mixing as an appropriate route towards 

social integration.” In Canada, such an approach would be unlikely to survive a legal challenge 
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based on the Charter of Rights and Freedoms. In addition, while it might appear attractive to dis-

perse enclaves characterized by deep poverty in an effort to prevent the propagation of a “culture 

of poverty,” attempts to relocate economically marginalized populations do not resolve the prob-

lem of poverty. It is also worth noting that, particularly in Toronto and Montreal, a number of 

poor enclaves are located in large social housing complexes where there may be vitally important 

services for economically struggling individuals and families.

➤	 There is an insistent call from dedicated anti-immigration activists in Canada to reduce 

immigration based on the perceived over-concentration of newcomers in cities.15 This logic 

is presented by Francis (2002, 80): “Ethnic networks exist in these urban areas and provide 

members with information about how to tap into public housing, welfare and health care 

or how to find a job, earn cash under the table, or commit crimes.” This is one of the justi-

fications for her argument to reduce net immigration to Canada to zero. This assumes that 

enclaves inhibit integration, but the evidence does not point in that direction. I believe that 

Canada should continue to set its policy on the level of immigration according to other cri-

teria, and the increased immigration target for 2015 suggests that this is indeed the case.

➤	 Krikorian claims that “mass immigration itself is incompatible with national security,” because 

it “creates large immigrant communities that shield and incubate terrorists” (2008, 37). He links 

this argument directly to the formation of enclaves. It might be tempting, if this were true, to 

intensify surveillance in these areas, to effectively securitize enclaves to prevent terrorism. How-

ever, the evidence I have presented here indicates that enclaves are generally places of aspir-

ation and diversity, rather than places of deprivation and cultural isolation. Moreover, recent 

terrorist incidents in Canada (or carried out by Canadians abroad) have not been perpetrated 

by residents of Muslim enclaves. Recall the 2014 attempt to bomb the British Columbia legisla-

ture, the Canadians killed in the gas plant explosion in Algeria in the same year and the attacks 

in Saint-Jean-sur-Richelieu and Ottawa in October 2014 — none of which were perpetrated by 

individuals residing in enclave environments. Given the statistical evidence on home ownership 

and second-generation educational attainment, there is no signal in these data that residents of 

enclaves harbour anti-mainstream values to a greater extent than do other Canadians.

On the other hand, certain policy directions or reorientations are likely to yield productive results.

➤	 Integration policy should more fully acknowledge the changing socio-cultural settings ex-

perienced by newcomers (places that are characterized by both the dominance of one par-

ticular group and, more generally, super-diversity). 

➤	 We should resist identifying enclaves by their dominant groups. It may be convenient to 

label a neighbourhood Chinatown or Little Punjab, but this erases from view the many 

smaller groups residing in those areas.

➤	 We should resist thinking of enclaves as arising exclusively from culturally based choices 

made by members of minority groups. They arise for complex reasons, including the dynam-

ics of the housing market and the behaviour of the majority. 
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➤	 We should stop using the term ghetto when discussing ethnocultural enclaves in Canada. 

These social landscapes simply do not conform to the full definition of a ghetto and, in any 

case, they are far too complex to be labelled with such a pejorative term.

➤	 We should dispense with the widely held assumption that enclaves are antithetical to economic 

and cultural integration. We should resist the temptation to import European worries about en-

claves or American concerns about an emerging “underclass” into Canadian policy-making and 

recognize that ethnocultural enclaves in European cities and highly excluded neighbourhoods 

in US inner cities have characteristics that are fundamentally different from those found in most 

enclaves in Canada, particularly those in Toronto and Vancouver.

These suggestions can be summarized in a more general point: more attention should be given 

to local processes and outcomes when we evaluate the results of national policies, particularly 

immigration and multiculturalism. At the outset of this study I noted that the national and 

local have been seen as completely distinct policy milieux in Canada, and that events or out-

comes at one scale have been ignored at the other. This reflects jurisdictional decisions made 

nearly 150 years ago when Canada was a very different country. At that time immigration was 

assumed to be essential to the expansion of rural settlement but not to urban development. 

Immigration continues to fuel population growth in Canada but, in our era, this happens pri-

marily through initial settlement in metropolitan centres, particularly in the rapidly expanding 

suburban landscapes of these cities. 

Further, it is overwhelmingly in cities that newcomers find public spaces and encounter each 

other and Canadian society more generally. This is where, one hopes, they become part of con-

vivial local cultures. Cities also provide most of the services that enable newcomers to thrive in 

Canada, most notably education but also libraries, parks and recreation, public transportation 

and of course public safety and security. Newcomers also learn English or French locally.

Despite all this, municipal governments are not included in the key federal-provincial-territor-

ial (FTP) conversations that have helped steer immigration policy. To put this in the starkest 

terms, there were 382,000 newcomers (those arriving between 2006 and 2011) in metropolitan 

Toronto in 2011, compared with a little over 250,000 for the three territories, the four Atlan-

tic provinces, Alberta, Saskatchewan and Manitoba combined. The latter jurisdictions send 10 

representatives to FPT immigration tables, while the municipality of Toronto sends none. Gov-

ernments need to find meaningful ways of engaging municipal representatives in policy and 

program development in this field. I hope that this study demonstrates the utility of learning 

from the local level and shows that national policies such as immigration and multiculturalism 

can be enriched by understanding that these processes mainly unfold on the streets and in the 

neighbourhoods of Canadian cities.
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Appendix: Variables Used in the Analysis

Immigrant generation. This variable includes categories for first-generation immigrants (persons 

born outside of Canada who have been granted the right to live in Canada permanently, and 

who may or may not have been naturalized); second-generation Canadians (persons with at 

least one parent born outside Canada); and third-plus-generation Canadians (persons born in 

Canada to parents who were both born in Canada). For this study nonpermanent residents are 

a combined group that includes both individuals who were born abroad as Canadian citizens 

(they are nonimmigrants, but also not Canadian-born) and individuals who are in Canada on 

temporary visas.

Immigration period. This variable is defined in the standard way used by Statistics Canada, includ-

ing individuals born abroad, and includes the following cohorts, based on the official landing 

date of the individual: up to 1970; 1971 to 1980; 1981 to 1990; 1991 to 2000; and 2001 to 2011.

Immigration category. As noted,the categories for this variable are Economic Class16 (for the most 

part this group is considered as a whole, but in some tables the specific admission category of 

live-in caregivers is listed separately); Family Class; refugee; and other. Note that a tiny number of 

people with an unknown category of admission have been excluded from this analysis.

Ethnocultural group. This variable includes two major categories: those who do and those who 

do not identify as members of a visible minority group.17 The former is disaggregated into 

specific groups (the largest of these are South Asian, Chinese, and Black, and an additional nine 

categories are used). It is important for readers to know that the NHS question for this variable 

includes a list of possible categories (plus the ability for the respondent to specify “other”), and 

the individual respondent chooses the category(ies) that make sense — that is, classification as 

a visible minority is based on a self-identification process. The profile tables simply utilize the 

Statistics Canada definition of visible minorities and “nonvisible” minorities. However, for the 

definition of neighbourhood types and the distribution of visible minorities and Whites across 

them (table 4), individuals with Aboriginal ancestry have been omitted (this group represents a 

small proportion of the population in Montreal and Toronto — less than 1 percent, and a mod-

est one in Vancouver — 2.3 percent). This was done to ensure that immigrants and members 

of visible minority groups can be compared with the majority, or mainstream, populations in 

the three metropolitan areas. This precision is especially important in Vancouver, where Ab-

original people constitute a considerable fraction (around 4 percent) of the nonvisible-minority 

category. Aboriginal people have historically faced the most extreme forms of discrimination in 

Canadian society, and to include them along with the majority population would be unwise. 

Given this adjustment to the data, we can think of the nonvisible-minority population in this 

study as representative of Whites, or people of European origin. For all of the tables showing the 

profile of individuals in neighbourhood types, though, the total population has been used (i.e., 

the nonvisible-minority category includes both Whites and those of Aboriginal origin).

Educational attainment. This variable has been derived from questions in the NHS about the edu-

cational qualifications of the individual. For the study four categories are used: no certificate of 
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any kind; a high school diploma; post-secondary education, not including a university degree; 

and a completed university degree or diploma.

Labour market participation. Standard measures are used here (I used only data for the population 

aged 15 to 64): participation rate; employment rate; and unemployment rate.

Housing indicators. Statistics Canada profile data were used to extract the variable on crowded 

dwellings, which are defined as dwellings with more than one person per room. I consulted 

annual reports of the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation to obtain statistics on aver-

age housing prices, rents and vacancy rates for Montreal, Toronto and Vancouver in 2011. The 

remaining housing variables were included in the special tabulations of the NHS. Individuals 

living in owned dwellings are differentiated from those living in rented dwellings. Note that 

this variable is based on the individual rather than on the family as the unit of analysis. There-

fore, readers cannot extrapolate, based on the statistic of home ownership, from the individual 

to a group. That is, if 60 percent of, say, Chinese Canadians are classified as living in a family 

that owns its dwelling, this does not mean that Chinese Canadians have a home ownership rate 

of 60 percent (though it is worth noting that the true figure would be close to this level). The 

latter statistic is normally assigned to a group based on the household as the scale of analysis. 

A second housing variable distinguishes between those living in a household that spends less 

than 30 percent of gross household income on shelter (including mortgage or rental payments, 

plus municipal tax and the cost of services) and those living in a household that spends 30 

percent or more.

Income indicators. Median individual income and median household income were extracted 

from standard Statistics Canada profile data, and these figures include income from all sources, 

for the calendar year 2010. Note that median household income was extracted from Statistics 

Canada for profile tables, but was also provided in the special tabulations used for the other 

tables in this report. Income composition was also used in this study as a second indicator of  

well-being. In this case, income was classified into market income (wages, salaries, interest and 

dividends, profits from self-employment, pensions and so on) and income from government 

transfers. Finally, the variable “low income after-tax” was used. A person is included in the 

low-income category when he or she lives in a household that has a total income that is no 

more than half the Canadian median income, adjusted for the size of household (that is, there 

are no regional adjustments made for this variable, and the same cut-off points were applied in 

all three cities).

Home language. This is a derived variable that classifies anyone who answered in the NHS that 

English or French is the language most often spoken in their home, or that English or French is 

regularly spoken in their home (these are two separate questions). The remainder of the popu-

lation is classified as using a nonofficial language at home.

Ethnic origin. In order to measure the degree of ethnocultural diversity in the different nei

ghbourhood types of the three cities, data on ethnic origin were downloaded from Statistics 

Canada. This was the only variable extracted at the dissemination area (DA) scale. Data on 
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ethnic origin include the total population and are structured in a complex way. For each dis-

semination area, Statistics Canada provides the number of people who identify with each of the 

200 or so ethnic origin categories used, whether they have done so singly or in combination. 

Individuals are entitled to name multiple ethnic origins in the NHS, and Statistics Canada 

records up to four origins for each person in its NHS master file. A person who indicates only 

Chinese ethnicity, for example, would be registered just once, in the Chinese category for a DA. 

However, a person who indicates multiple origins of, say, Chinese, English and Swedish would 

be registered three times, once for each of the three categories. Given the complexity of Can-

adian society, where so many people have multiple ancestries, the sum of the counts across all 

ethnic categories in a DA is typically greater than the total population of the DA. The variable I 

have created for this study is based on a simple count of all of the ethnic origin categories that 

are indicated by the residents of each DA. DAs with little ethnic diversity will have a low value 

on this variable, while those with a great deal of diversity will have a high one. In practice, the 

range of this variable across the three CMAs was from 1 to approximately 50.
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Notes
I thank the two anonymous reviewers of this study, who were 
extremely thoughtful in their criticisms of an earlier draft and 
who took the time to offer valuable suggestions for revision. The 
study is definitely better for their intervention, though it was 
impossible to accommodate all of their suggestions without sub-
stantially increasing the scale of the analysis and the size of the 
study. I also thank the IRPP for its highly professional standards 
and its patience in receiving this project. I also owe a debt to the 
Research and Evaluation Branch of Citizenship and Immigra-
tion Canada (CIC) for access to the data explored in this study. 
This study was originally commissioned by CIC and conducted 
through a contractual arrangement. I am responsible for the an-
alysis and interpretations offered in this study and for any errors 
that may have been committed.

1 	 In 2011 the National Household Survey replaced the long form 
portion of the Census of Canada. The long form census was 
mandatory and achieved a response level of approximately 96 
percent. The Conservative government decided that a manda-
tory census that included detailed questions was too intrusive 
and mandated Statistics Canada to replace it with a voluntary 
format. The sample proportion for the NHS was raised to 33 
percent, from the 20 percent used for the long form census, in 
an effort to enhance representativeness. However, the response 
rate fell to approximately 74 percent. Efforts were also made by 
Statistics Canada to address the potential for bias in NHS results. 
Nevertheless, most social scientists believe that individuals in 
vulnerable situations, as well as those without the capacity to 
communicate in an official language and those who are excep-
tionally wealthy are underrepresented in the NHS (see Hiebert 
2014). For the purposes of this study, this would indicate that 
the degree of enclave development may be underestimated in 
the data used here, as well as the ratio of members of visible 
minority groups living in poverty. My personal view is that these 
issues are real but not sufficiently large to cast doubt on the basic 
conclusions reached in this study.

2 	 The immigration category variable is based on a record link-
age between the 2011 National Household Survey (NHS) and 
the administrative Immigrant Landing File (ILF) of Citizen-
ship and Immigration Canada. The ILF includes immigrants 
who officially landed in Canada between 1980 and 2011. The 
process of linkage is based on exact matching techniques (full 
name, age and so on) that are precise but also incomplete. 
Approximately 20 percent of individuals indicating in the 
NHS that they immigrated to Canada between 1980 and 
2011 could not be matched in this way. More specifically, the 
linkage rates for the three cities examined here are Montreal, 
81.7 percent; Toronto, 81.0 percent; and Vancouver, 77.8 
percent. In some of the tables in this study that show immi-
grants by their admission category, I have provided all the 
information possible, including immigrants landed in 1980 
to 2011 in total, and immigrants landed in 1980 to 2011 who 
were linked between the NHS and ILF, plus the variety of 
admission classes available. In some cases I have abbreviated 
this information and provided only the total of linked immi-
grants and the main admission categories.

3	 Note that percentile figures in the table relate to the total 
population. In order to see the patterns described in the 
text, readers should scale the admission figures to the im-
migrant population for each city. Doing this, we see that 26 
percent of the ‘linked’ 1980-2011 immigrants in Montreal 
were admitted through the family class, while the corres-
ponding figures for Toronto and Vancouver, respectively, are 
33 and 31 percent.

4 	 Of course, this does not mean that individuals actually made 
these moves, only that the aggregate patterns of these groups 
evolved in this way.

5 	 In this case I have presented just the proportion of each 
group that resides in the types 4 and 5 neighbourhood in 
each city. These data are derived from a special tabulation of 
the NHS that has been enhanced by a linkage with Citizen-
ship and Immigration Canada’s record of immigrant landings 
(the ILF), and includes only individuals who are at least 18 
years old. Therefore the figures on enclave location do not 
quite match those provided in tables 5 to 7. For example, ac-
cording to table 5, 24.4 percent of the Filipino population of 

Montreal is located in enclave neighbourhoods, but the value 
for this group in table 8 is 22.6 percent. The former statistic 
includes children while the latter does not.

6 	 Note that for this table percentages have been calculated by 
rows rather than columns; therefore, for example, the value 
of 21.5 for Buddhists in type 1 areas in Montreal means that 
21.5 percent of the roughly 45,000 Buddhists in Montreal 
live in type 1 areas.  

7 	 This conclusion is based on a different statistical analysis, 
using the Index of Segregation measure; see Hiebert (2009c).

8 	 I have access to cross-tabular data on ethnic origin and 
religion, but it is only tangentially relevant for this study. 
However, the data show a wide variety of religious affiliations 
among a number of visible minority groups in Toronto and 
Vancouver.

9 	 Note that in these tables, the figures presented are column 
percentages. The figures in each row can be scaled against the 
value of the final column, which indicates the percentage of 
that category for the entire city.

10 	 This figure is not shown in table 12, but it was calculated 
using the same procedure so it is directly comparable with 
the figures in the table.

11 	 Cells are defined as concordant when the values of the two 
variables are in sync (low:low or high:high). When the 
number of observations in concordant cells is high and the 
number in discordant cells is low, the variables are positively 
associated; when the number of observations in discordant 
cells is high and the number in the concordant cells is low, 
the variables are negatively associated. When observations 
are equally distributed in concordant and discordant cells, 
there is no statistical relationship between the variables.

12 	 It is beyond the scope of this study to delve more deeply into 
these outcomes, which would require a careful study of the 
relationship between immigration pathways, cultural groups, 
labour market integration and other relevant variables.

13 	 The association between enclaves and time of landing is 
stronger in Toronto than Vancouver.

14 	 Ethnic economies are situations where entrepreneurs in a 
group employ co-ethnics and specialize in particular indus-
trial sectors; for example, Vietnamese immigrants in nail 
salons in New York City or Indian immigrants in the Amer-
ican hotel sector. See Light and Gold (2000).

15 	 An Internet search with the terms “Canada stop immigra-
tion” revealed a number of websites advocating this view.

16 	 The economic category includes both the principal appli-
cant (PA), the person who was actually admitted to Canada 
based on his or her human capital, and those members of 
the family who accompanied the PA during the process of 
officially landing in Canada. Family members who may have 
been sponsored by the PA at a later date would be in the 
Family Class category.

17 	 According to the federal Employment Equity Act (section 3), 
members of visible minorities are “persons, other than ab-
original peoples, who are non-Caucasian in race or non-white 
in colour” (http://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/E-5.401/
FullText.html). In practice, the census visible minority cat-
egory includes people of the following backgrounds: “Chi-
nese, South Asian, Black, Filipino, Latin American, Southeast 
Asian, Arab, West Asian, Korean, Japanese, in addition to 
those who identify as being part of multiple groups on this 
list and those who identify as a part of a visible minority 
group not specified. Anyone not from one of these groups or 
anyone self-identifying as aboriginal is considered to be not a 
visible minority” (http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census- 
recensement/2006/ref/rp-guides/visible_minority-minorites_
visibles-eng.cfm#Classifications).
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