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Abstract 

The focus of this paper is on the determinants of the initial location decision of recent immigrants to 
Canada. Particular attention is given to the role of 'ethnic networks' in this location decision. The 
ethnic network - the concentration of people in the same geographic area who are of similar ethnic 
background, culture and language - can be an important source of financial or personal support, 
information and guidance, and social mores. Evidence is found that the presence of ethnic networks 
does have a significant effect on the location decisions of recent immigrants, but the magnitude of 
the effects depends on personal characteristics of the immigrant such as language and education. 
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1 Introduction 

Canada is now more than ever a nation of immigrants. As the Canadian government's large- 

- 

	

	scale immigration program continues apace (over 229,000 immigrants entered Canada in 2000), 

expanding our understanding of the social and economic experiences of immigrants, as well as the 

social and economic effects of immigration on the native-born population, becomes vitally important 

for the evaluation and formation of government policy. Although an extensive literature has 

developed on many dimensions of immigrants and immigration, one area that remains relatively 

underdeveloped is also one of far-reaching importance - where in Canada do new immigrants choose 

to settle? Immigrants' location decisions directly affect their subsequent social and economic 

assimilation - because of local employment opportunities, access to settlement and language 

programs, support from the local ethnic community, and so on. Immigrants' location decisions also 

directly affect the welfare of the domestic population - both positively through stimuli to the local 

economy provided by new immigration (particularly if immigrants have investment capital or skills 

in short supply) and negatively through increased strain on urban infrastructure, and increased use of 

health services and social/income support programs. 

The negative effects of immigration have gained greater media attention because of the distinct 

settlement patterns of recent immigrants, and the popular perception that immigrants to Canada live 

primarily in Canada's largest cities is confirmed by Canadian Census data. In 1996, over 60% of 

overseas born people were located in Toronto, Montreal and Vancouver, compared with 

approximately 27% of the native-born Canadian population. Although in 1996 17.2% of the 

Canadian population was born outside of Canada, 41.6% of people living in the Toronto Census 

Metropolitan Area (CMA) and 35% of people living in the Vancouver CMA were born outside of 

Canada. Further, the continued growth in population of Canada's major cities is being driven 



primarily by new immigration. Over the period 1996-200 1, Toronto CMA gained 445,000 new 

immigrants (or 19 per 1000 of population) and this added 2% per year to Toronto's population. Over 

the same period, 180,000 new immigrants settled in Vancouver and 126,000 new immigrants settled 

in Montreal (CIC, 2000). One question that arises is whether increasing concentrations of 

immigrants in particular areas becomes a magnet for further immigration to those areas, thereby 

increasing the rate of population growth in areas already experiencing significant population 

increases. 

The focus of this paper is on the determinants of the initial location decision of recent 

immigrants to Canada. Particular attention is given to the role of 'ethnic networks' in this location 

decision. The ethnic network - the concentration of people in the same geographic area who are of 

similar ethnic background, culture and language - can be an important source of financial or personal 

support, information and guidance, and social mores. I restrict attention to new immigrants since, as 

Borjas (1999) suggests, the fixed costs of moving normally associated with geographic mobility are 

less of a factor for new immigrants since they are a self-selected sample of people who have already 

chosen to bear the fixed costs of moving to Canada.1  Further, the decision about where to locate in 

Canada is almost entirely at the discretion of the individual migrant since there are few legislative 

restrictions on this decision. The recognition that immigration can spur economic growth and meet 

skill shortages is one reason why policies have been developed to encourage immigration into 

particular areas - for example, through immigrant investor programs (Green and Green, 1995, p. 

443) and through Provincial Nominees Agreements between the Federal Government and some 

Canadian Provinces.2  However, the proportion of the total immigrant intake falling under these 

categories is very small. In a similar vein, sponsors of immigrants migrating to Canada under the 

'Day and Winer (2001) find moving costs to be one of the most important determinants of inter-provincial mobility 
flows. 
2 In fact the immigrant investor program does not require that the investor physically settle in a particular province, only 
that his or her investment capital is invested in the province. 
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'family' category must guarantee to provide financial support to the new migrant (if needed) for up 

to 10 years after migration. This increases the likelihood that new immigrants will choose to locate 

in relatively close geographic proximity to their sponsors, but there is no requirement to do so. 

Sponsors must sign an 'undertaking' with the Government of Canada, but sponsored immigrants are 

not excluded from accessing government assistance nor are there any institutional restrictions on 

their geographic mobility.3  

The plan of the paper is as follows. After a review of previous work and a discussion of 

econometric methodology, I outline the data sources, sample selection and creation of the measures 

of ethnic networks. I then present results from estimation of a model of location choice and the 

predicted geographic distribution of recent immigrants under a range of alternative hypothetical 

assumptions about the geographic distribution of immigrants already in Canada. I conclude with 

implications for economic policy and directions for further research. 

2 Literature and Methodology 

2.1 Geographic Mobility and Ethnic Networks 

There is an extensive empirical literature in Canada on the determinants of geographic mobility, 

including recent work by Osberg, Gordon and Lin (1994), Finnie (2000) and Day and Winer (2001). 

(See Day and Winer, 1994, for a review of earlier work.) In general, studies of geographic mobility 

(typically inter-provincial mobility) find that the major determinants of mobility are differences in 

labour market characteristics across regions, for example, differences in earnings and employment 

prospects, and moving costs. Differences in the public policy environment across provinces, 

According to CIC (1997), sponsors who fail to support those accepted into Canada as sponsored immigrants may lose 
their right to sponsor additional immigrants, and may be expected to pay back any financial assistance collected by the 
sponsored relative. Limitations on sponsored immigrants are limited to the possibility that sponsors' income may be 
considered in assessing an immigrant's eligibility for government financial assistance. 
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reflected in parameters of Employment Insurance and social assistance schemes, direct and indirect 

tax rates, and direct spending by governments on health and education, are typically found to have 

only small effects on inter-provincial mobility.4  

Econometric literature specifically on the geographic mobility of immigrants in Canada is more 

limited. Lin (1998) uses the Labour Market Activity Survey of Statistics Canada to compare the 

inter-provincial mobility of foreign born and native-born Canadians. He finds that while immigrants 

are relatively less likely to move provinces, this difference is due to distributional and compositional 

differences between immigrants and native-born Canadians rather than structural differences in the 

determinants of mobility. Newbold (1996) uses the 1986 Canadian Census to examine inter-

provincial migration of immigrants to Canada, and finds that after controlling for personal and 

ecological effects, country-of-birth explains relatively little of the observed differences in mobility 

between immigrants and the native born. However, Newbold's study is noteworthy because he 

includes a variable for what he terms cultural similarity - the proportional share of the 1981 

provincial population that belong to an immigrant's ethnic group - and finds it is positively 

correlated with inter-provincial migration. 

The principal focus of the current study is on the role that local ethnic networks may have in 

influencing the initial location decision of new immigrants. Ethnic networks refer to the externalities 

- both positive and negative - that arise from living in proximity to people of similar culture, 

ethnicity or language.5  Intuition suggests that for immigrants considering where to live in Canada, 

the fact that certain areas already have relatively high concentrations of immigrants from the same 

country of origin may make those areas more attractive destinations. Local ethnic communities can 

An exception is Finnie (2000) who finds that receipt of employment insurance and social assistance significantly 
increases the probability that an individual changes provinces. 

The concept of network effects is much broader than the specific role of local ethnic network effects considered in this 
paper. See for example, Montgomery (1991) and Benabou (1996). Borjas (1992, 1995) develops the idea of ethnic 
capital in which higher ethnic group average earnings and stronger networks based on ethnicity will drive differences in 
educational attainment, earnings and intergenerational mobility. 
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provide an important support system for new immigrants, through for example, the provision of 

information about social assistance programs and employment opportunities, or through the 

provision of direct financial assistance and support. More generally, the ethnic network can provide 

a sense of community and security to immigrants moving to a new and unfamiliar country. In 

addition, large communities of immigrants may imply greater availability of services directly tailored 

to new immigrants - for example, English language courses and immigrant adjustment programs 

offered by Federal, Provincial and local governments.6  The role of ethnic networks in immigrant 

location decisions has been a feature of some US research, for example, Bartel (1989), Dunlevy 

(1991), Zavodny (1999), and Funkhouser (2000). A common result of these papers is that the 

presence of other foreign-born people is an important determinant of the location decision of 

immigrants. Zavodny, for example, finds that the fraction of a state's population that is foreign born 

is the primary determinant of location choice of new immigrants, and this is true for immigrant 

groups disaggregated by both country of origin and admission category. 

One question that follows directly from this idea is whether ethnic networks assist or inhibit 

social and economic assimilation of recent immigrants. Though not analyzed in this paper, the links 

between ethnic networks and other dimensions of economic behavior of immigrants have been the 

subject of a growing body of research. This includes links between ethnic networks and educational 

attainment (Borjas, 1995, Cardak and McDonald, 2001), and between ethnic networks and welfare 

participation (Borjas, 1999, Bertrand et.al., 2000, Dodson, 2001). There is also an important 

literature that has focused on the effects of immigrant location choices on the mobility patterns of the 

native-born population or immigrants already resident in the US. See, for example, Frey (1996), 

Borjas (1998), and Funkhouser (2000). 

6  This discussion suggests some testable hypotheses that will be explored later in the paper. For example, it seems 
reasonable to expect that ethnic networks will be most important for those recent immigrants most likely to rely on them 
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2.2 Empirical Framework 

The theoretical starting point for most analyses of geographic mobility is the notion that 

individuals compare the (expected) utility that they would receive across all of the regions to which 

they potentially could settle. For individuals already resident in Canada, this choice set would also 

include the option to stay where they are - i.e., not move regions. Utility is typically specified to be 

a function of a variety of factors that differ across regions and may be individual-specific, including 

earnings and employment opportunities, generosity of welfare and other social assistance, cost of 

living, level of amenities, climate, financial and psychic moving costs, and so on. The impact of 

many of these attributes on the mobility decision will be strongly correlated with personal 

characteristics of the potential mover - for example, moving costs will be higher for married couples 

and families with children. To control for these factors, I include a set of individual-specific 

demographic characteristics typically found to be significant determinants of inter-provincial 

mobility in the literature: age (which enters as a quadratic), education level, marital status, and 

presence of children in the household. 

Language fluency is likely to be a crucial determinant of location choice, and while language 

fluency at time of migration would be the ideal measure to use, this information is unavailable. 

Three alternative measures of language fluency are available in the Census files - fluency in one or 

both of Canada's official languages as of the Census date, the language normally spoken at home, 

and the respondent's self-identified 'mother tongue'. It is likely that language fluency at Census 

date is endogenous to the mobility decision, for example if an immigrant moves to a particular area 

that has easy access to English language programs. As well, mother tongue will be highly correlated 

with controls for country of origin and may have little to do with language fluency. For this reason, I 

- for example, immigrants without English or French language skills, or immigrants with low levels of human capital. 



control for language fluency using dummy variables reflecting whether the language normally 

spoken at home is French or English. 

The key question of interest in this paper is the importance of ethnic network effects on location 

choice of immigrants, and in the next section I detail the construction of alternative measures of 

ethnic network concentration to gauge these effects. However, while the focus of this paper is on 

ethnic network effects rather than the determinants of mobility per Se, it is still necessary to control 

for all potentially important (and possibly unobserved) determinants of utility that may affect 

location choice. Failing to control for unobserved effects may give rise to a finding of significant 

ethnic network effects when none in fact exist.7  For this reason, I adopt the approach of assuming 

time-invariant region-specific characteristics (such as urban infrastructure and climate) are reflected 

in a set of region dummy variables, and that time varying region specific characteristics (such as 

economic conditions, changes in cost of living or changes in the availability of government 

settlement programs) are captured by a time dummy variable interacted with each of the regions.8  

Similarly, it is also important to be able to distinguish local ethnic network effects from ethnic group 

unobserved heterogeneity that affects location choice. To control for unobserved time-invariant 

characteristics important to location choice and specific to country of origin, I include a full set of 

dummy variables for region of origin interacted with dummy variables for the Canadian regions. 

(The identification of network effects when both ethnic group and region dummy variables are 

included is also discussed in the next section.) 

I estimate the model using a Conditional Logit specification (McFadden, 1973) given by: 

See also the discussion of the 'reflection problem' in identifying endogenous social effects in Manski (1993). 
8 In the empirical analysis I experiment with additional interaction terms to allow for changes over time in a region's 
characteristics to have differential effects on different groups of people in the sample. For example, including a time 
dummy variable interacted with region dummy variables and education levels allows for changed economic conditions 
across regions over time to affect people with a university degree differently from people with less than high school 
education. None of these interactions affected the main results. 
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Pr(y =l/z1 ) = F(a1  + z1 J3) 	 (1) 

where F(.) is the Logistic distribution. The dependent variable Yij  is a binary indicator variable that 

takes the value 1 if person i chooses to reside in region j and zero otherwise. The vector zij = [x1  w1] 

is a set of explanatory variables that includes attributes of the choice x (ethnic concentration 

measures in the current context), and attributes of the individual w1  (demographic and other 

controls). Each variable in w1  is interacted with a set of Canadian region dummy variables in the 

estimating equation.9  

3 Data Sources and Specification of Network Effects 

The data are drawn from the public use files of the Statistics Canada census files for 1991 and 

1996. In order to focus on the initial location decisions of new immigrants, I focus on two groups of 

immigrants. The first group consists of those people in the 1991 Census born outside of Canada who 

arrived in Canada within the five-year period 1986-1991. The second group consists of those people 

in the 1996 census born outside of Canada who arrived in Canada within the five-year period 1991-

1996. The Census files report year of landed residency rather than year of arrival in Canada so I 

define recent arrivals to be those individuals who were granted residency status in Canada in the five 

years preceding the census and who reported living outside Canada five years before the census 

date.'°  In order to exclude those people whose initial location decision reflected choice of 

educational facility, I restrict the sample to include only adults aged between 25 and 64. For this 

paper, I also restrict the sample to men. 

Omitting the attribute of the choice xi, means (I) is equivalent to a multinomial Logit model. 
10  One weakness of this approach is that since some of the recent immigrant may have already been in Canada for up to 
four years prior to the Census date, current region of residence may reflect internal mobility after moving to Canada. I 
experiment with more restricted definitions of recent immigrants in the empirical analysis. 
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A number of metropolitan areas are identified in the public use Census files. However, given 

the tradeoff between the level of disaggregation and intra-region sample size as well as anecdotal 

evidence that immigrants tend to concentrate in Canada's three largest cities - Toronto, Vancouver 

and Montreal, I define the following distinct regions in the analysis: Montreal, rest of Quebec, 

Toronto, rest of Ontario, Prairies (Manitoba and Saskatchewan), Alberta, Vancouver, rest of British 

Columbia. Region-of-birth categories for immigrants living in the Atlantic Provinces and Canadian 

Territories are too broadly defined to be useful, so I omit from the sample individuals living in these 

areas of Canada." 

Measures of ethnic networks are computed using characteristics of the Canadian population 

inferred from the most recent Canadian census prior to the five-year migration window of each 

arrival group. Thus, for the recent arrivals in the 1991 Census, I compute network concentration 

statistics from the 1986 Census. For the recent arrivals in the 1996 Census, I use the 1991 Census. 

In defining distinct regions of origin outside Canada, consistency is required across all three Census 

files. Given this limitation, it is possible to define 16 distinct regions of birth outside of Canada that 

are consistent across the three Census surveys. These regions include seven for Europe: UK and 

Ireland, French-speaking parts of Europe, other Western European countries, Mediterranean 

countries, Poland, Slavic countries, and other European countries (a heterogeneous mix of 

Scandinavian countries, Turkey, and the former Czechoslovakia); four for Asia: Middle Eastern and 

Western Asian countries, South Asian countries, China and Hong Kong, and South East Asian 

countries; and five for the rest of the world: African countries, the Caribbean, South and Central 

America, USA, and Other regions.'2  

Even if disaggregated data on country of origin were available, small sample sizes for many cells would make 
estimation difficult. Only 1.4% of the sample of recent immigrants in each Census year reside in Atlantic Canada and the 
Canadian Territories. 
12  The reported categories for region of birth are markedly different in the 1981 Census compared to later Census years, 
and this precludes inclusion of recent immigrants in the 1986 Census in the current analysis. 



It is possible to proxy for network effects in a variety of ways and I will focus on three similar 

methods that have been used in the literature. The first involves computing the share of a particular 

ethnic group that lives in each region of Canada (see Bartel, 1989, and Borjas, 1999). This measures 

how dispersed a particular ethnic group is across Canada, and is computed as: 

A1 = 
	 (2) 

where i indexes the country/area of origin, and j indexes the Canadian region of residence. Pij is the 

number of adults from country/area i living in region of Canada j. A second method involves 

computing, for each country/area of birth and for each of the eight defined regions of residence in 

Canada, the proportion of the total adult population residing in that Canadian region that was born in 

the particular country/area (see Borjas, 1999, and Bertrand et.al., 2000). This measure is computed 

as 

B1 = 
	 (3) 

Note that the index i includes the subgroup of the total population that was born in Canada. Bertrand 

et.al  (2000) also compute a variation of this measure in which the proportion of a region's population 

that is from a particular country/area of origin is scaled by dividing by that ethnic group's share of 

the total Canadian population. That is, they compute a relative concentration measure given by: 

or 



The expression for Rij is closely related to the expression for Aij  in equation (1). In fact, multiplying 

R1  by the proportion of the total Canadian population resident in Canadian region j yields the 

expression for A: 

Rij has the convenient property that if immigrants from a particular country/area are equally 

distributed across the Canadian regions, each of the Rij values for group i is equal to 1. I focus on 

this measure as the main proxy for network effects, although I investigate the sensitivity of the 

results to the alternative measures A1  and B1 . All of the network measures are computed using the 

full adult sample from the most recent Census file prior to the arrival of the immigrant group in 

Canada. 

The network effects are identified in the presence of ethnic group fixed effects and region-

time interactions through changes between the Census years in the intra-region ethnic group specific 

concentration measure. Thus if the distribution of immigrants across Canadian regions did not 

change between the two Census years, it would not be possible to disentangle network effects from 

the unobserved fixed effects.'3  In addition, allowing for a single magnitude of effect of ethnic 

networks for all immigrants irrespective of demographic characteristics may be overly restrictive. 

To this end, I allow for more flexible specifications in which interactions of the network variable 

with education level, language fluency, and broad region of origin also enter as regressors. A priori, 

if immigrants are choosing where to live at least in part because of potential support from Canadian 

residents of similar background, culture and language, the effects should be weaker for immigrants 

who can assimilate more easily - for example, individuals from English-speaking backgrounds or 

individuals with tertiary educational qualifications. I test these conjectures in the next section. 

13  Differences between 1986 and 1991 will arise for two reasons - the location decisions of the immigrants arriving 
between 1986 and 1991, and the inter-regional movements of other immigrant and native-born Canadians during the 
period. 
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4 Econometric Results 

To provide some context for the econometric analysis, I first present some descriptive 

statistics on the characteristics of recent immigrants and their geographic distribution in Canada. 

Table 1 reports the distribution of immigrant men by region of origin for three groups: recent 

immigrants in the 1991 Census, recent immigrants in the 1996 Census (these two groups compose 

the estimating sample), and all other immigrants in the pooled Census files. Sample means of the 

regional distribution and demographic controls for the same three groups are reported in Table 2. For 

illustration, I also include sample means for native-born men aged 25-64. All means are weighted to 

reflect the population. 

[Table 1 herel 

It is clear from Table 1 that there have been pronounced shifts over time in the composition 

of immigrant inflows by region of origin, mainly from European immigrants to immigrants from 

Asia. For example the proportion of recent immigrants from Asia is over 50% in the 1991 census 

and over 60% in the 1996 census, compared to around 25% for other immigrants. There is also some 

volatility in the regional composition of recent immigrants across the two census years, reflecting 

events such as the war in the former-Yugoslavia in the early 1990s. 

[Table 2 herel 

Table 2 illustrates substantial differences in the choice of region of residence between recent 

immigrants and native-born men, with over 70% of recent immigrants residing in Canada's three 

largest cities (over 40% in Toronto alone) compared to 29% of native born men. Recent immigrants 

are also more likely than other immigrants to be residents of Toronto and Vancouver. In terms of 

demographic characteristics, recent immigrants are more likely to be younger and have a university 

degree compared with other immigrants and native-born men. They are also substantially more 
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likely to speak a language other than French or English at home, and to identify their mother tongue 

as a language other than French or English. 

Since the magnitude of the coefficients obtained from estimation of the conditional Logit do 

not have a simple interpretation, I present estimation results in two parts. First I report the levels of 

significance of the network effects and their directions of effect, and I examine the sensitivity of the 

results to alternative specifications and parameterizations of the network variables. Second, I 

examine the magnitudes of the network effects for various groups of recent immigrants, and conduct 

some simulations of location choice under a variety of alternative (hypothetical) population 

structures. 

ITable 3a herd 

For brevity, Table 3a contains coefficient estimates of the network effects only, for three 

alternative specifications. In the first column, relative concentration (RC) is included on its own as 

the control for ethnic networks. This assumes that ethnic networks affect the location decisions of 

immigrants from all regions of the world similarly, regardless of language or education. The 

coefficient has a positive sign but is not significant at conventional levels. In the second column, RC 

is interacted with indicator variables for 1) whether the person has a university degree, and 2) if the 

person's language normally used at home is neither French nor English. Both interactions are highly 

significant. If the person's language spoken at home is not French or English, that person is 

significantly more likely to settle in a region of Canada with a relatively higher concentration of 

people from that person's country or region of origin. That is, after controlling for demographic 

characteristics (including language), ethnic group fixed effects, region fixed effects and 

macroeconomic conditions, there is evidence that the location decisions of earlier immigrants exert a 

significant influence on the location decisions of the immigrants who follow. However this is only 

true for recent immigrants who speak neither English nor French. 

13 



in contrast, the coefficient on the interaction of RC and a dummy variable for university degree 

is negative and highly significant. This implies that highly educated new immigrants are more likely 

to settle in a region with a relatively lower concentration of people from their country or region of 

origin, ceteris paribus. Further, this result is not simply reflecting improved economic opportunities 

for university graduates in areas with low immigrant concentrations. Including a set of year-region 

dummy variables interacted with a dummy variable for university degree leaves these network 

effects almost unchanged.'4  

In column 3, I allow for network effects by language also to differ by broad area of origin: 1) 

Asia and Africa, 2) continental Europe, and 3) English speaking regions.'5  Consider first immigrants 

without a university degree. The location decisions of immigrants from English speaking regions are 

not affected by network concentrations, as expected. Immigrants from Asia or Africa who speak a 

language other than English or French at home are more likely to reside in a location if the 

concentration of people from the same country or region is larger, but this is not the case for 

immigrants who speak English or French at home. For immigrants from continental Europe, the 

pattern is more complex. While the coefficient on relative concentration for immigrants who do not 

speak English or French at home is positive and significant, the coefficient on the network effect for 

all European born immigrants is negative and significant. However this latter result appears to be 

driven by the inclusion of the aggregate 'other Europe' as a homogeneous ethnic group. Omitting 

people from 'other Europe' from the sample leaves the coefficient on relative concentration for 

other-language immigrants from Europe almost unchanged (0.615 with a standard error of 0.127), 

while the coefficient on relative concentration for all European immigrants is reduced to 

14  When more flexible specifications are estimated, significant university effects are also found separately for immigrants 
from both English speaking and non-English speaking backgrounds. However the effect appears to be limited to 
university education. An interaction of the network variable with a dummy variable for other post-secondary education 
was not significant. 
15  Identification of network effects is driven by variations in relative concentration of immigrants across immigrant 
groups within each broad area. 
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insignificance (-0.480 with a standard error of 0.482).16  Column 4 summarizes this by omitting 

'other Europe' from the sample as well as dropping other insignificant terms. As can be seen, the 

main results are qualitatively the same as in column 3. Finally, the coefficient on relative 

concentration interacted with university degree continues to be negative and significant, indicating 

that the magnitude of the positive network effect is significantly less for other-language immigrants 

with degrees, and negative for English or French language immigrants with degrees. Allowing 

additional interactions of this term with broad area of origin yields no new insights. As before, the 

university effect appears to be present for immigrants from each broad area of origin, including 

immigrants from predominantly English-speaking countries.' 7  

Results for the other potential determinants of location mobility are contained in Appendix 

Table Al. Due to the large number of coefficient estimates obtained from the conditional Logit, I 

report instead p-values from a series of Wald tests on groups of estimated coefficients. (Recall that 

choice-invariant regressors are interacted with a set of N-I region dummy variables. A joint test of 

these terms is a test of whether the individual attribute has any significant effect on the location 

choice of the individual.) Results of these tests indicate that age, university education, presence of 

children, and language spoken at home are all significant determinants of immigrants' location 

choice. In addition, region fixed effects are highly significant, as are the interactions of region fixed 

effects with a year dummy variable for 1996. Finally, the country/region of origin fixed effects are 

also highly significant determinants of location choice, both jointly and for each country/region of 

origin. 

16  To check whether other results are being driven by particular groups of immigrants, I re-estimated the models after 
sequentially dropping immigrants from each of the countries/areas of origin available in the data. The results are not 
sensitive to the exclusion of any particular group of immigrants except those from 'other Europe'. 
'' Another sensitivity check involved restricting the sample to immigrants gaining residency in 1989, 1990 or 1991 from 
the 1991 Census, and immigrants gaining residency in 1994, 1995, and 1996 from the 1996 Census. Results based on 
this subsample are qualitatively the same as those reported in the text. 
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Table 3b presents results from sensitivity checks based on the two alternative specifications of 

the network effects discussed in the previous section. While the magnitudes of the coefficient 

estimates differ because of differences in the mean value of the particular measure of network effects 

used, in both cases the sets of results are qualitatively very similar to those reported in Table 3a. The 

only difference is that in specifications (1) and (5) with the single network variable, this term is now 

significant and positively signed. 

[Table 3b here] 

In the first part of the econometric results, evidence was found that ethnic networks exert a 

statistically significant influence on recent immigrants' location decisions. However as the results do 

not have a straight-forward economic interpretation, they give no insight into whether this influence 

is economically significant. To investigate this issue, I use the regression results to predict the 

probability that a recent immigrant with a given set of characteristics will settle in each of the eight 

Canadian regions that I have defined. I then simulate what the probabilities would have been under a 

range of alternative hypothetical assumptions. Results of this simulation exercise are reported in 

Tables 4a - 4e and are discussed below. For exposition purposes, I use an individual with the 

following set of characteristics as my 'base case': age 30, single, no children at home, and high 

school education. 

In the top panel and the first column of Table 4a, I present the predicted location choice of a 

base-case individual from China (the largest single group of immigrants in the data) who speaks a 

language other than English or French at home, and using as the relative concentrations of Chinese 

already resident in Canada the actual figures reported in the 1986 Census. It is clearly evident that 

the recent immigrant is far more likely to settle in Toronto (49.6% probability) and Vancouver 

(28.2% probability) than anywhere else in Canada. Column 2 contains the predicted location choices 

of the same immigrant but under the hypothetical assumption that immigrants from China already 
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resident in Canada are dispersed according to the same distributional pattern as that of native-born 

Canadians. Column 3 repeats the simulation but uses instead the distributional patterns of English 

speaking native-born Canadians only, and Column 4 assumes a uniform distributional pattern in 

which Chinese immigrants already resident in Canada are assumed to be equally likely to reside in 

each of Canada's regions. In comparison to Column 1, recent Chinese immigrants would be much 

less likely to settle in Vancouver (7.4% compared to 28.2%) and more likely to settle in most other 

regions of Canada if Chinese immigrants already resident in Canada were not so concentrated in 

Vancouver. In particular, they would be more likely to settle in Ontario (outside of Toronto), 

Montreal, the Prairies and Alberta. However, regardless of the distributional assumption, close to 

50% of recent Chinese immigrants would still choose to reside in Toronto. 

[Table 4a and Table 4b herd 

The second and third panels of Table 4a repeat this analysis for two other groups of immigrants 

from Asia: immigrants from South-East Asian countries and immigrants from the Middle East. 

Immigrants from South-East Asia are predicted to be more evenly distributed across regions of 

Canada than immigrants from China, but are still relatively concentrated in Toronto and Vancouver. 

Alternative hypothetical distributions of SE Asian immigrants already in Canada suggest new 

immigrants would be less likely to settle in Vancouver and more likely to settle in Ontario outside of 

Toronto. Similarly for recent immigrants from the Middle East, a more even distribution of Middle 

Eastern immigrants already resident in Canada would see recent immigrants more likely to settle in 

Ontario and less likely to settle in Montreal and Toronto. 

Table 4b presents a similar set of results but for recent immigrants from selected areas of 

Europe. Although the predicted distribution of location choices differs somewhat across the groups, 

for each it is the case that a more even distribution of immigrant residents from that group makes 

recent immigrants substantially more likely to settle in the rest of Ontario rather than Toronto. For 
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example, if immigrants from Poland already resident in Canada were distributed across Canadian 

regions similarly to native-born Canadians, the probability a recent Polish immigrant resides in 

Toronto falls from 45% to 28%, and the probability the immigrant resides in the rest of Ontario 

increases from 3 1 % to 53%•18 

Tables 4c - 4e use simulations to examine the effect that language, education and period of 

migration have on the location decisions of recent immigrants. In Table 4c I present the results of 

simulations for two groups of immigrants from predominantly NESB regions - Africa and Southern 

Asia - but with significant proportions of recent immigrants whose usual language at home is 

English. (The vast majority of immigrants from continental Europe and the other regions of Asia 

speak a language other than English or French at home.) From the top panel of Table 4c, recent 

immigrants from Africa who speak a language other than French or English at home are most likely 

to settle in Toronto (38%) or Montreal (28%). In contrast, African immigrants who speak English at 

home are much less likely to settle in Montreal (9%), and more likely to settle in every other region 

of Canada except Quebec. Not surprisingly, immigrants who speak French at home are 

overwhelmingly likely to settle in Montreal. Similar results are obtained for recent immigrants fom 

Southern Asia, although the magnitude of the changes is smaller. 

[Tables 4c, 4d and 4e here] 

Since the determinants of location choice are significantly different for recent immigrants with 

a university degree, it is useful to examine the magnitude of these differences. For illustration 

purposes, I focus on recent immigrants from China although the tenor of the results will be similar 

for other ethnic groups. The right panel of Table 4d presents the same set of simulations as before 

but for recent Chinese immigrants with university degrees. For ease of comparison, the left panel of 

18 Though not reported in the Tables, the predicted location choice of recent immigrants from the UK and the USA are 
broadly similar to the population concentrations of native-born English speaking Canadians. Immigrants from the UK 
and USA are less likely to settle in the Prairie provinces, and are marginally more likely to settle in BC outside of 
Vancouver, Toronto, and the rest of Ontario. 
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Table 4d repeats the top panel of Table 4a (recent Chinese immigrants with high school education). 

Comparing predicted location distribution based on the actual distribution of Chinese immigrants 

already in Canada, it can be seen that recent immigrants with a university degree are relatively more 

likely to settle in Toronto and Montreal and less likely to settle in Vancouver. However, a more 

evenly distributed population of Chinese immigrants already in Canada would have a smaller effect 

on the location decisions of recent Chinese with degrees. 

The final set of simulations is presented in Table 4e and illustrates predicted changes in the 

location decisions of recent immigrants in 1996 compared to 1991 (again for recent Chinese 

immigrants). Comparing columns 1 and 2, it can be seen that Chinese immigrants arriving in Canada 

in the period 1991-96 are around 8 percentage points more likely to settle in Vancouver than 

comparable Chinese immigrants arriving in Canada in 1986-91, and less likely to settle in almost 

every other region of Canada. This change is not due to changing location patterns of immigrant 

Chinese already resident in Canada. From Column 3, if the composition of settled immigrants in 

1991 was the same as in 1986, the estimated shift to Vancouver would have been even larger. In 

additional regressions not reported here, I attempted to parameterize changing macroeconomic 

conditions between 1986 and 1991 that might explain the shift. Using Census data, I constructed 

series of unemployment rates and average earnings decomposed by region, education level and broad 

age group and included them as additional regressors. However they were uniformly insignificant 

and had no impact on the estimated year-region interaction terms. 

5 Extension - the importance of immigrant visa class 

One potentially important source of omitted variable bias is that the Canadian Census files do 

not record the visa category in which immigrants were accepted into Canada. Immigrants migrate to 

Canada in one of three broad categories - family, independent, and refugee - and the composition of 



immigrant inflows has changed somewhat over the sample period. From Citizenship and 

Immigration Canada (CIC) aggregate data on immigrant intakes (CIC, 1996), the proportion of 

immigrants entering as refugees declined from 18.2% in the 1986-90 period to 15.5% in the 1991-96 

period. As long as changes over time in the aggregate figures are due to a changing mix of 

immigrants by country of origin and not changes in composition within country of origin, then any 

effects on location choice of changing composition of visa class will be captured by the ethnic group 

dummy variables. However, it is evident from Figures 1 and 2 that this is not the case - within a 

number of particular countries or areas of origin there have been substantial compositional changes 

by visa class.'9  

[Figures 1 and 2 about here] 

The most striking example is for immigrants from Poland. Almost 80% of immigrants from 

Poland who became permanent residents in 1989 were admitted as refugees, while less than 5% of 

new Polish immigrants in 1994 were refugees. If visa category is an important determinant of 

location choice of new immigrants, then the significant ethnic network effects identified earlier may 

in fact be reflecting the changing mix over time of immigrants by visa category. While it is not 

possible to examine this issue precisely due to data limitations, some insight can be gained by 

combining immigrant flows data from Citizenship and Information Canada with the Census data. I 

proceed as follows. First I compute the proportion of immigrants who were refugees for each year 

from 1986 to 1996 for each of the 16 regions of the world identified earlier in the paper. Since year 

of residency is available in the Census data, I then assign the relevant refugee proportion to each 

observation in the dataset. (Note that this variable is an individual-specific characteristic that is 

19  I focus only on the proportion of immigrants who are admitted to Canada as refugees on the assumption that this is the 
key demarcation likely to affect mobility. It might be expected that refugees will have different determinants of location 
choice since the decision to migrate to Canada is presumably based more on safety from persecution than economic 
factors. Future work will examine the importance of other visa categories. 

20 



invariant to location choice.) Finally I re-estimate conditional Logit specifications that include 

controls for visa composition. 

Before presenting the results, it is important to mention two caveats about the immigration data. 

First, the refugee statistics are generated from immigrant flows for men and women together, since 

data are not reported disaggregated by country of origin and gender. Second, the country of origin 

reported in the immigration statistics is the country of last permanent residence rather than country of 

birth as in the Census data. Thus the matching of composition data to Census micro data is not 

exact. 

Results are reported in Table 5 and are based on the same specifications as in Table 3a but with 

the addition of a term reflecting the interaction of ethnic density and the visa class composition 

variable. Each regression also includes the same set of demographic controls as before, plus a full 

set of interactions of the regional dummy variables with the visa class composition variable, and each 

of these terms further interacted with a dummy variable for a language other than English or French 

spoken at home. It can be seen from Table 5 that the inclusion of the visa category controls does not 

alter the significance of the ethnic network variables, although the interaction of visa category and 

ethnic density is negative and significant. This implies that the higher the proportion of immigrants 

from a country/area that are refugees, the weaker is the attraction of ethnic networks. However since 

the average proportion of refugees is around 0.16 (with a maximum of 0.77), the magnitude of the 

reduction is generally relatively small. Further, for no group of immigrants speaking a language 

other than English or French at home is the net effect negative. Although the results imply a 

negative ethnic network effect for immigrants speaking French or English at home, most of the 

immigrants of these language groups are from countries or areas of the world with only small 

numbers of refugees (which again implies a small effect). 
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6 Discussion and Conclusions 

As Canada's ambitious immigration program continues, the settlement pattern of immigrants is 

an increasingly important issue in assessing the benefits and costs of immigration policy. The key 

result of this paper is that ethnic networks do play a significant role in the affecting the location 

choice of recent immigrants to Canada, even after controlling for a range of observed and 

unobserved factors. This implies first that the geographic distribution of future immigrants will 

continue to reflect a strong urban bias because of the current concentration of immigrants in 

Canada's three major cities, in particular Toronto. Second, the results imply that government policy 

designed to encourage immigration to other areas of Canada may have a positive spillover effect for 

future immigration. However simulations show that even with radically different population 

distributions that would not be observed in practice, Canada's major cities will continue to attract the 

lion's share of new immigrants. 

The current project has some obvious extensions. First it would be interesting to examine the 

role of ethnic networks in affecting internal migration of immigrants and native-born Canadians. 

One focus of this future work could be on the location decisions of new entrants to the labour market 

since they are also a group of individuals for whom mobility costs should be relatively low. 

Specifically it would be of interest to see whether new labour market entrants show a similar 

tendency to locate in Canada's major cities. 
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Table 1: Re2ion of 062in of Recent Immi2rant Men 

UK and Ireland 

Arrived 1986-9 1 Arrived 199 1-96 
[1991 Census] 	[1996 Census] 

All other 
Immigrants 

0.038 	0.031 0.151 

French speaking 0.009 0.017 0.014 

Mediterranean 0.036 0.009 0.172 
Eastern 
European/Slavic 0.027 0.088 0.037 

Poland 0.085 0.025 0.029 

Western Europe 0.018 0.014 0.106 

Other Europe 0.031 0.028 0.044 

Middle East and 
Western Asia 0.104 0.065 0.035 

Southern Asia 0.111 0.157 0.066 

South-East Asia 0.146 0.169 0.082 
China and Hong 
Kong 0.172 0.232 0.065 

Caribbean 0.029 0.028 0.040 
South/Central 
America 0.089 0.051 0.065 

Africa 0.085 0.068 0.046 

USA 0.017 0.014 0.042 

Other regions 0.002 0.003 0.003 

Sample Size 5205 5140 77238 
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Table 2: Sample Means of Immigrant and Native-born Men aged 25-64 

Age 

Arrived 1986-9 1 Arrived 199 1-96 
[1991 Census] 	[1996 Census] 

All other 
Immigrants 

All native born 
men 

37.3 	39.1 	 45.0 41.2 

Married 0.745 0.760 0.755 0.611 
At least one child at 
home 0.309 0.327 0.297 0.304 

University degree 0.392 0.446 0.319 0.247 

Other post-secondary 0.257 0.217 0.313 0.322 

High school only 0.135 0.131 0.099 0.139 

Some secondary sch. 0.122 0.125 0.143 0.201 
Primary school only 0.094 0.081 0.126 0.090 

Language Spoken at 
home 
English 0.240 0.184 0.588 0.685 

French 0.039 0.039 0.047 0.306 
Other 0.724 0.778 0.368 0.013 

Mother tongue 
English 0.154 0.118 0.316 0.627 
French 0.025 0.029 0.032 0.327 
Other 0.822 0.854 0.653 0.050 

Region of Residence 
Toronto 0.429 0.404 0.355 0.104 

Montreal 0.149 0.123 0.123 0.130 
Vancouver 0.138 0.223 0.112 0.054 
Rest of Quebec 0.013 0.016 0.017 0.188 
Rest of Ontario 0.138 0.109 0.208 0.257 
Prairies 0.035 0.029 0.038 0.086 
Alberta 0.080 0.072 0.089 0.108 
Rest ofBC 0.019 0.025 0.057 0.073 

% of pooled census 
file dataset 1.3 1.3 19.8 77.6 

sample size 5205 5140 77238 60390 
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Table 3a: Selected Econometric Results - Network Effects a,b 

Variable (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Relative Concentration (RC) 0.162 0.072 
(.137) (.148) 

RC(Other Home Language)' 0.229" 

(.061) 

RC*University Degree -0.1 83" 0. 174" -0.1 
53*** 

(.035) (.035) (.035) 

RC * (European Born) 0.725** 

(.314) 

RC * (UK or USA Born) -0.102 

(1.217) 

RC * (Asia or Africa Born) 0.075 

(.165) 

RC * (Other Home Language) 0.582 0.590" 
*(European  Born) (.122) (.123) 

RC * (Other Home Language) 0.352" 0.391" 
*(Asia  or Africa Born) (.064) (.062) 

Log likelihood -14022.7 	-14000 	-13985 13505d 

Pseudo R2 0.296 0.2972 0.298 0.300 

robust standard errors in parentheses 
* denotes significance at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, 	at the 1% level 
language normally spoken at home is neither French nor English 
Log-likelihood values are not directly comparable since the underlying sample size for the specification estimated in 

column (4) is smaller due to the exclusion of immigrants from 'other Europe'. 
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Variable 

Concentration (C) 

C*University Degree 

C*(Other Home 
Language)' 

C * (European Born) 

C*(UK/USAiCarib 
Born) 

C * (AsialAfrica Born) 

C *(European  Born) 
*(Other  Home 
Language) 

C *(AsialAfrica  Born) 
*(Other  Home 
Language) 

Log likelihood 
Pseudo R2 

-0.040' 
(.024) 

-0.03 1 	 -0.065 
(.173) 
	

(.064) 

-0.018 
	

0.018 
(.085) 
	

(.012) 

0.209" 0.219" 
	

0.038" 0.043**' 
(.052) 	(.051) 
	

(.007) 	(.007) 

0.266'" 0.282" 0.024" 0.03 1" 
(.051) (.043) (.005) (.005) 

-14020.8 	-13995.9 	-13987.8 13506.3 
-14020.6 	-14000.2 -13982.8 -13982.8" 

0.2961 	0.2974 	0.2978 0.2994 0.2961 	0.2972 	- 0.298 0.2995 

res of INetwork EtTects 
% of 

Populationd 

(1) 	(2) 	(3) 	(4) 

	

0.137's 	0.039 

	

(.060) 	(.069) 

-0.110'" -0.107'" -0.096" 

	

(.025) 	(.025) 	(.025) 

0.186'" 
(.039) 

0.019 
(.235) 

% of 
Ethnic 
Groupe 

(5) 	(6) 	(7) 	(8) 

	

0.024" 	0.023" 

	

(.010) 	(.011) 

-0.019'" -0.018" -0.015"' 

	

(.003) 	(.003) 	(.003) 

0.011" 
(.005) 

robust standard errors in parentheses 
* denotes significance at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, """ at the 1% level 

C: language normally spoken at home is neither French nor English 
'% of Population' is the percentage of the population of a Canadian region that belong to a particular ethnic group 
'% of Ethnic Group' is the percentage of the ethnic group that reside in a particular Canadian region 
Log-likelihood values are not directly comparable since the underlying sample size for the specifications estimated in 

columns (4) and (8) is smaller due to the exclusion of immigrants from 'other Europe'. 
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Table 4a: Predicted Location Choices - Immi2rants from Asia 
Language other than English or French Spoken at Home 

1986 Non-French 
Actual 1986 1986 Native-Born Native-Born 

China/IlK Distribution Distribution Distribution Equal Distribution 
Montreal .057 .122 .085 .128 
Rest of Quebec .002 .005 .003 .005 
Toronto .496 .473 .501 .460 
Rest of Ontario .050 .163 .180 .116 
Prairies .024 .044 .043 .054 
Alberta .086 .112 .111 .131 
Vancouver .282 .074 .071 .099 
Rest of BC .004 .007 .006 .009 

SE Asia 
Montreal .106 .125 .102 .126 
Rest of Quebec .006 .009 .006 .009 
Toronto .425 .394 .412 .379 
Rest of Ontario .076 .130 .140 .104 
Prairies .075 .076 .076 .084 
Alberta .098 .098 .099 .105 
Vancouver .206 .159 .157 .184 
Rest of BC .008 .009 .009 .010 

Middle East 
Montreal .364 .240 .171 .276 
Rest of Quebec .007 .013 .008 .014 
Toronto .325 .244 .265 .260 
Rest of Ontario .208 .399 .452 .311 
Prairies .012 .017 .017 .023 
Alberta .049 .054 .055 .070 
Vancouver .033 .029 .029 .042 
Rest of BC .002 .003 .003 .004 
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Table 4b: Predicted Location Choices - Immi2rants from Europe 
Language other than English or French Spoken at Home 

1986 Non-French 
Actual 1986 1986 Native-Born Native-Born 

Poland Distribution Distribution Distribution Equal Distribution 

Montreal .053 .052 .029 .067 

Rest of Quebec .003 .006 .002 .007 

Toronto .450 .278 .281 .321 

Rest of Ontario .312 .533 .570 .398 

Prairies .038 .023 .021 .037 

Alberta .091 .065 .060 .097 

Vancouver .046 .036 .032 .064 

Rest of BC .007 .005 .005 .010 

Mediterranean 
Montreal .059 .052 .029 .066 

Rest of Quebec .002 .006 .002 .006 

Toronto .612 .275 .278 .316 

Rest of Ontario .220 .528 .564 .391 

Prairies .022 .034 .030 .053 

Alberta .044 .064 .060 .095 

Vancouver .038 .036 .031 .063 

Rest of BC .004 .005 .005 .009 

Eastern Europe 
Montreal .119 .149 .090 .176 

Rest of Quebec .019 .039 .017 .042 

Toronto .463 .275 .300 .295 

Rest of Ontario .227 .388 .447 .269 

Prairies .038 .030 .029 .044 

Alberta .082 .082 .082 .114 

Vancouver .048 .034 .032 .056 

Rest of BC .003 .003 .002 .004 
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Table 4c: Predicted Location Choices - Effect of Langua2e Normally Spoken at Home 

Other Lan2ua2e Spoken at Home En2lish French 
Spoken at Spoken at 

Non-French Home Home 
Actual Native-Born Native-Born Equal Actual Actual 

Africa Distribution Distribution Distribution Distribution Distribution Distribution 
Montreal .278 .195 .142 .216 .088 .774 
Rest ofQuebec .010 .016 .010 .017 .003 .101 
Toronto .380 .297 .319 .307 .487 .043 
Rest of Ontario .165 .334 .372 .259 .198 .058 
Prairies .037 .047 .046 .060 .042 .002 
Alberta .076 .070 .071 .086 .092 .012 
Vancouver .047 .032 .031 .044 .073 .005 
Rest of BC .007 .009 .009 .012 .017 .004 

Southern Asia 
Montreal .130 .193 .140 .206 .073 n/a 
Rest of Quebec .002 .004 .002 .004 .001 
Toronto .553 .428 .459 .427 .595 
Rest of Ontario .096 .211 .235 .158 .106 
Prairies .019 .025 .025 .031 .019 
Alberta .063 .070 .071 .083 .078 
Vancouver .117 .053 .052 .071 .102 
Rest of BC .020 .016 .015 .021 .026 
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Table 4d: Predicted Location Choices - Effect of Tertiary Education 

liih School Education University De2ree 
Non-French Non-French 

Actual Native-Born Native-Born Equal Actual Native-Born Native-Born Equal 
China/IlK Distribution Distribution Distribution Distribution Distribution Distribution Distribution Distribution 
Montreal .057 .122 .085 .128 .071 .114 .092 .116 
Rest of Quebec .002 .005 .003 .005 .002 .004 .003 .004 
Toronto .496 .473 .501 .460 .528 .526 .546 .512 
Rest of Ontario .050 .163 .180 .116 .049 .100 .107 .081 
Prairies .024 .044 .043 .054 .032 .046 .046 .052 
Alberta .086 .112 .111 .131 .078 .093 .093 .101 
Vancouver .282 .074 .071 .099 .237 .111 .108 .129 
Rest of BC .004 .007 .006 .009 .004 .005 .005 .006 

Table 4e: Predicted Location Choices - 1991 compared to 1996 

Arrived 1986-91 Arrived 1991-96 Arrived 1991-96 
1986 Distribution 1991 Distribution 1986 Distribution 

China 
Montreal .057 .045 .045 
Rest of Quebec .002 .002 .002 
Toronto .496 .446 .425 
Rest of Ontario .050 .044 .045 
Prairies .024 .021 .021 
Alberta .086 .075 .080 
Vancouver .282 .360 .375 
Rest of BC .004 .006 .006 
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Table 5: Selected Econometric Results - Controls for Visa Cate2orvab 

Variable (1) (2) (3) 

Relative Concentration (RC) -0.014 

(.165) 

RC(Other Home Language)' 0.323*1* 

(.069) 

RC*Umversity Degree 0.182*1* 0.174*1* 0.155*1* 

(.035) (.035) (.035) 

RC * (European Born) -0.695" 

(.341) 

RC *(JJ}(OrUSA  Born) 0.010 

(1.221) 

RC * (Asia or Africa Born) -0.055 

(.182) 

RC * (Other Home Language) 0.612'" 0.617'" 
*(EopeanBorn) (.126) (.127) 

RC * (Other Home Language) 0.458" 0.482'" 
or Africa Born) (.070) (.068) 

RC * (%Refugees) -0.614" -0.528" -0.627" 
(.254) (.258) (.258) 

Log likelihood -13986.1 	-13970.1 

Pseudo R2 0.2979 0.2987 0.3002 

robust standard errors in parentheses 
* denotes significance at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, "" at the 1% level 
language normally spoken at home is neither French nor English 
Log-likelihood values are not directly comparable since the underlying sample size for the specification estimated in 

column (3) is smaller due to the exclusion of immigrants from 'other Europe'. 
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Appendix Table Al: Selected Econometric Results - Demographic Variables 
(Wald test p-values of the null hypothesis that the variable does not affect location choice across the 
specified regions of Canada) 

Variable Group 
No effect across all 

regions 

No effect across 
English speaking 

regions 

No effect across 
regions other than 

Tor, Van, Mtl 

Married .3802 .4322 .6381 

Kids .0337 .1122 .1820 

Less than High School .0851 .0307 .0948 

Post secondary .2376 .2901 .3561 

University .0012 .0002 .6710 

Age-squared .3743 .4205 .1752 

Age and age-squared .0000 .0000 .0034 

French spoken at home .0000 .0224 .0000 
Language other than 
FrenchlEnglish at home .0000 .0000 .0000 

Region fixed effects .0000 .0034 .0017 

Region fixed effects in 1996 .0000 .0000 .0095 

Country/area ofbirtha .0000 .0000 .0000 

a: the significance of the set of ethnic group-specific regional dummy variables is tested separately 
for each ethnic group. In each case, the regional dummy variables are highly significant. 
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Source: Author's calculations based on data contained in 'Citizenship and Immigration Statistics', an 
annual report published by Citizenship and Immigration Canada 
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