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The	
  research	
  

Ini1ated	
  in	
  2005	
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  focus	
  on	
  
Toronto	
  

In	
  2012	
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to	
  other	
  metro	
  
areas	
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Ci1es	
  have	
  always	
  been	
  divided	
  

Rich	
  &	
  poor	
  &	
  in-­‐between	
  areas	
  

So	
  …	
  

What	
  is	
  new	
  or	
  different?	
  

DIVIDED	
  CITIES	
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Today:	
  	
  A	
  new	
  socio-­‐spa1al	
  order	
  	
  
with	
  stronger	
  (more	
  rigid)	
  divisions,	
  	
  
and	
  greater	
  inequality	
  

“Those	
  changes	
  may	
  be	
  
summarized	
  as	
  an	
  	
  
increase	
  in	
  the	
  strength	
  of	
  
divisions	
  in	
  the	
  city	
  and	
  	
  
the	
  inequality	
  among	
  them.”	
  	
  	
  
	
  –	
  Peter	
  Marcuse	
  &	
  Ronald	
  van	
  Kempen,	
  2000,	
  p.272	
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Socio-­‐spa1al	
  change	
  in	
  metropolitan	
  areas	
  	
  
What	
  are	
  the	
  

TRENDS,	
  	
  PROCESSES,	
  	
  CONSEQUENCES,	
  POLICY	
  INTERVENTIONS	
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hep://3ci1es.neighbourhoodchange.ca	
  

The	
  2010	
  
report	
  has	
  
a	
  web	
  
version	
  
with	
  many	
  
related	
  
resources	
  

2010	
  
REPORT	
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2010	
  REPORT:	
  If	
  Nothing	
  Changes	
  (last	
  page)	
  

City	
  #3	
  	
  =	
  	
  60%	
  

City	
  #1	
  	
  =	
  	
  30%	
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UPDATE	
  of	
  the	
  “Three	
  Ci1es”	
  Trend	
  

from	
  	
  

1970	
  –	
  2005	
  
to	
  
1970	
  –	
  2010	
  
1970	
  –	
  2012	
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35	
  Year	
  Trend,	
  Toronto,	
  1970-­‐2005	
  

Comparing	
  	
  
2005	
  CT	
  avg.	
  
incomes	
  to	
  1970	
  

40% 

40% 

20% 

Change	
  in	
  census	
  tract	
  average	
  individual	
  income	
  
compared	
  to	
  the	
  Toronto	
  CMA	
  average,	
  2005	
  versus	
  1970	
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Comparing	
  	
  
2010	
  CT	
  avg.	
  
incomes	
  to	
  1970	
  

40% 

35% 

25% 

40	
  Year	
  Trend,	
  Toronto,	
  1970-­‐2010	
  
Change	
  in	
  census	
  tract	
  average	
  individual	
  income	
  
compared	
  to	
  the	
  Toronto	
  CMA	
  average,	
  2010	
  versus	
  1970	
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40% 
40% 

20% 

42	
  Year	
  Trend,	
  Toronto,	
  1970-­‐2012	
  
Change	
  in	
  census	
  tract	
  average	
  individual	
  income	
  
compared	
  to	
  the	
  Toronto	
  CMA	
  average,	
  2012	
  versus	
  1970	
  	
  	
  	
  

28% 

32% 

40% 
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35%	
  

56%	
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Similar	
  trends	
  
outside	
  City	
  
of	
  Toronto	
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Changing Income Distribution in the

City of Toronto, 1970-2012 

Middle Income Census Tracts:
from 58% (1970) to 30% (2012) 

High Income Census Tracts:
from 16% (1970) to 21% (2012) 

Low Income Census Tracts: 
from 26% (1970) to 49% (2012) 

Income Categories 
Low income: more 
than 20% below the 
Toronto average 
Middle income: 
within 20% of the 
Toronto average 
High Income: more 
than 20% above the 
Toronto average 

Notes 
Census tract average  
individual income from  all 
sources, before-tax.  
Income is measured  
relative to the Toronto 
metropolitan area  
average each year.  
Income 1970-2005 is from 
the Census. Income for 
2010-2012 is Canada  
Revenue Agency taxfiler  
data.  

Data provided by the 2011 
National Household Survey 
(NHS) has been proven to be 
untrustworthy. No NHS data is 
used here.  

 
   

    
     

    

The	
  following	
  set	
  of	
  maps,	
  decade-­‐by-­‐decade,	
  
show	
  the	
  loss	
  of	
  middle	
  income	
  census	
  tracts	
  
(the	
  disappearing	
  yellow	
  on	
  the	
  maps)	
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Neighbourhood Income & Population, 
City of Toronto, 1970-2010 

High Income (More than 
20% Above) 
Middle Income (Within 
20%) 
Low Income (More than 
20% Below) 

Income Definition Notes: 
Individual income is for persons  
15 and over, from all sources, before-tax.  
Census tract boundaries correspond to  
those that existed in each census year.  
Income for 2010 is based on all taxfilers  
for 2006 CT boundaries. 

Census Tract Average Income  
compared to the CMA Average 
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Neighbourhood Income & Population, 
Toronto's "905 Region", 1970-2010 

High Income (More than 
20% Above) 
Middle Income (Within 
20%) 
Low Income (More than 
20% Below) 

Income Definition Notes: 
Individual income is for persons  
15 and over, from all sources, before-tax.  
Census tract boundaries correspond to  
those that existed in each census year.  
Income for 2010 is based on all taxfilers  
for 2006 CT boundaries. 

Census Tract Average Income  
compared to the CMA Average 

Toronto's "905 Region" is defined 
as the census tracts outside the 
City of Toronto and within the 
Toronto census metropolitan area. 
This area consists of Peel region, 
York region and large parts of 
Durham and Halton regions which 
together are commonly referred 
to as "outer suburbs" of Toronto. 

8, 1% 
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Why	
  worry	
  about	
  more	
  	
  
rigid	
  socio-­‐spa1al	
  divisions	
  	
  
and	
  greater	
  inequality?	
  

“Inequality	
  promotes	
  strategies	
  that	
  are	
  
more	
  self-­‐interested,	
  less	
  affilia1ve,	
  ooen	
  
highly	
  an1social,	
  more	
  stressful,	
  and	
  likely	
  
to	
  give	
  rise	
  to	
  higher	
  levels	
  of	
  violence,	
  
poorer	
  community	
  rela1ons,	
  and	
  worse	
  
health.”       –	
  Richard	
  Wilkinson,	
  The	
  Impact	
  of	
  Inequality,	
  2005:22	
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Why	
  does	
  Income	
  Inequality	
  Maeer?	
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Toronto’s	
  	
  Segregated	
  
Ethno-­‐Cultural	
  Popula1on,	
  2006	
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What	
  can	
  be	
  done?	
  
	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Policy	
  op3ons	
  

Economic	
  	
  INEQUALITY	
  

Socio-­‐spa3al	
  	
  POLARIZATION	
  /	
  EXCLUSION	
  

Spa3al	
  	
  SEGREGATION	
  &	
  DISADVANTAGE	
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Policy	
  	
  Op3ons	
  	
  	
  
for	
  the	
  Divided	
  City	
  

	
  

For some, 

Why policy options? 

What is the problem? 

“There is no problem.” 
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What	
  can	
  be	
  done?	
  	
  
	
  

Federal	
  	
  &	
  	
  Provincial	
  	
  Policy	
  	
  Ac1on	
  

	
  

ESSENTIAL	
  	
  
Government	
  
Policy	
  Ac1ons	
  

Income	
  
Support	
  
Strategy	
  

Effec1ve	
  An1-­‐
Discrimina1on	
  

Strategy	
  
Affordable	
  

Housing	
  Strategy	
  

Labour	
  
Market	
  
Strategy	
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“There is ... no justification for the level 
or condition of poverty that coexists with 
this wealth.”   

“Poverty does not directly cause violence ...  
 

If not ameliorated it can nonetheless play a 
central role in generating  

•   alienation,   
•   a lack of hope or opportunity,  
•   low self-esteem,  
•   a sense of having no future, and  
•   other immediate risk factors” 

1.  The level of poverty 
2.  The concentration of poverty 
3.  The circumstances of poverty 
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If City #3 was a separate Census Metropolitan Area (CMA),  
it would be Canada’s 4th largest.  

 

It lacks the rapid transit and many services of a CMA. 
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What	
  happened	
  to	
  Transit	
  City?	
  	
  

- $4 Billion 
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SOCIAL INJUSTICE NOW “NORMAL” 

Five	
  new	
  tenets	
  of	
  injus1ce	
  
1.	
  Eli1sm	
  is	
  efficient	
  
2.	
  Exclusion	
  is	
  necessary	
  

3.	
  Prejudice	
  is	
  natural	
  
4.	
  Greed	
  is	
  good	
  

5.	
  Despair	
  is	
  inevitable	
  Daniel Dorling 
University of Sheffield 
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For  fu r ther  in fo rmat ion  

www.NeighbourhoodChange.ca 

Larry Bourne, David Ley, Richard Maaranen, Robert Murdie, Damaris Rose, Alan Walks 
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