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Divided Cities in 3

Globalized, Financialized, Neoliberal Age

A new socio-spatial order with
stronger more rigid divisions,

and greater inequality.

— Peter Marcuse & Ronald van Kempen, 2000.
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2010
REPORT

The 2010
report has
a web
version
with many
related
resources

http://3cities.neighbourhoodchange.ca

Page 4 of 38



NATIONAL CONTEXT

FOR URBAN INEQUALITY & SPATIAL POLARIZATION
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Why does Income Inequality Matter?
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Socio-spatial Trends,
2010 compared to 1970
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Neighbourhood Income Change: City of Chicago, 2010 vs. 1970
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Neighbourhood Income Change: City of Toronto, 2010 vs. 1970

Steeles Ave

—
—
e | 2

o 5
o
,. SheppadAv -.. ]

Highways

_.-0~.~.
]

Bloor-Danforth subway

Scarborough RT

Yonge-University-Spadina
subway

Former City of Toronto (1996)

[__eo |
mmCmmm Sheppard East subway
[ e |
e

Not Available

N Change in census tract average Individual income for persons 15 and over,
w . . . . from all sources, before-tax.
e 0 125 25 5 individual income compared to the on it ) . .
ange is in terms of percentage points.
‘ Kiomelres Toronto CMA average, 2010 versus 1970 115010 average individual income of the
Increase of 20% or More census tract is divided by the metropolitan area
. . : for that year and the same is done for
Data Sources: 131 CTs; 25% of the Cit average for | ; _
Statistics Canada, Census Profile Series 1971 ( . ) 1979- The difference (2010 minus 1970) is
Canada Revenue Agency, Taxfiler data, 2010 Increase or Decrease is Less than 20% multiplied by 100 to produce the percentage
(177 CTs; 34% of the City) point change for each census tract.

Census tract boundaries are held constant to

0,
Decrease of 20% or More Census 2001 (515 CTs),

(207 CTs; 40% of the City)
Neighbourhood Change Research Partnership
www.NeighbourhoodChange.ca June 2014

Venice International University, 9 December 2015 Page 15 of 38 Contact: david.hulchanski@utoronto.ca



Neighbourhood Change Research Partnership, University of Toronto www.NeighbourhoodChange.ca

Neighbourhood Income Change: City of Toronto, 2010 vs. 1970

Change in census tract average
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Socio-spatial Income Change,
1970 to 2010
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Average Individual Income, City of Chicago, 1970
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Average Individual Income, City of Chicago, 2010
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Average Individual Income, Metro Toronto, 1970

www.NeighbourhoodChange.ca

Steeles Ave

Finch Ave
b

|-North.York Il st

g

Etoblcoke
L]

-h

Bloor St
[ o O o 00

Gaer
o

t-’ir

Kilometers

Source: (1) Statistics Canada,
Census Profile Series, 1971
(2) Statistics Canada, Census
Road Network, 2011

Bloor-Danforth subway (2011)
Sheppard East subway (2011)

Scarborough RT (2011)

Yonge-University-Spadina subway
(2011)

Highways (2011)

Notes: (1)Census tract and
municipal boundaries are for 1971.

(2) Average Individual Income is for
persons 15 and over and includes
income from all sources, before-tax.
City of Toronto

Priority Neighbourhoods (2005)

Ol

www.NeighbourhoodChange.ca

pparg

A
EastaYork J
an orth Ave
| 1/

Metro Toronto in 1971 was a regional
municipality which included Scarborough,
North York, Etobicoke, York, East York and
City of Toronto. This is not to be confused
with the Toronto Census Metropolitan Area
(CMA) which is the larger region that also
includes municipalities in the "905 region"
adjacent to Metro Toronto.

[ ] Municipalities (1971)

Census Tract Average
Individual Income compared to
the Toronto Census Metropolitan

Area Average of $5,756
[ ]

Very High - 140% to 396%
(30 CTs, 9% of the City)

High - 120% to 140%
(23 CTs, 7% of the City)

Middle Income - 80% to 120%
(197 CTs, 58% of the City)

Low - 60% to 80%
(83 CTs, 24% of the City)

Very Low - 52% to 60%
(7 CTs, 2% of the City)

Not Available

A

November 2012

Venice International University, 9 December 2015 P

age 23 of 38

Contact: david.hulchanski@utoronto.ca



Neighbourhood Change Research Partnership, University of Toronto

Average Individual Income, City of Toronto, 2010
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Census Tract Income Distribution, 1970-2010
City of Chicago and City of Toronto
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Income Definition: Census Tract average individual income from all sources, Data Sources: United States Census 1970-2000,
before-tax for persons 15 and over. Income is measured relative to the metropolitan American Community Survey 2010, Canada Census 1971-2001,
area average each year using CT boundaries as they existed each census year. Canada Revenue Agency Taxfiler data 2010.

Venice International University, 9 December 2015 Page 26 of 38 Contact: david.hulchanski@utoronto.ca




Neighbourhood Change Research Partnership, University of Toronto

www.NeighbourhoodChange.ca

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

Percentage of Total Census Tracts

10%

0%

Share of Middle Income Census Tracts
City of Chicago and City of Toronto, 1970-2010

Middle income defined as census tract average individual income
within 20% (above or below) the metropolitan area average.

JAN
A
7AN
pAY
A Toronto
M ==() Chicago
1970 1980 1990 2000 2010

Note: Based on census tract average individual income for
persons 15 and over, from all sources, before-tax. Census tract

boundaries correspond to those that existed in each census year.

Data Sources: United States Census 1970-2000,
American Community Survey 2010, Canada Census 1971-2001,
Canada Revenue Agency Taxfiler data 2010.

Venice International University, 9 December 2015

Page 27 of 38 Contact: david.hulchanski@utoronto.ca




Neighbourhood Change Research Partnership, University of Toronto www.NeighbourhoodChange.ca

Toronto’s Segregated
Ethno-Cultural Population, 2006
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Summary
Socio-spatial Change, 1970-2010
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Summary: Increasingly Divided Cities
Growing Socio-spatial Divides

Trends in the Chicago and Toronto are the same:

greater income inequality and greater geographic
polarization since 1970.

1. Similar trends: Chicago’s income divides were

greater and occurred earlier than Toronto’s; starting
in the 1990’s Toronto began to approach Chicago’s
levels of socio-spatial divides. Both have very high

levels of, and continuing increases in, inequality and
polarization.
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Summary: Increasingly Divided Cities
Growing Socio-spatial Divides

2. Greater neighbourhood segregation by

iIncome: The trajectories of the social spatial-divides
in the two metropolitan areas have some distinct
patterns but are heading in the same direction:

 more very high and very low income
neighbourhoods (due to growing income inequality),

* fewer middle income neighbourhoods (due to
growing income polarization).

Segregation is the result: greater spatial
concentrations of different social groups.
31
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Summary: Increasingly Divided Cities
Growing Socio-spatial Divides

3. More unequal life chances: The location where
one lives and grows up becomes an increasingly
important factor in opportunities and life chances,
which in turn exacerbates the growing social spatial
divide if nothing is being down about it.

4. Importance of public policies: Public policies
have contributed to and are necessary for the
amelioration of socio-spatial polarization.

32
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Why worry about more
rigid socio-spatial divisions
and greater inequality?

“Inequality promotes strategies that are
more self-interested, less affiliative, often
highly antisocial, more stressful, and likely
to give rise to higher levels of violence,
poorer community relations, and worse

”
h ed It h . — Richard Wilkinson, The Impact of Inequality, 2005:22
33
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What is the cause?
What can be done?

Policy options

~ Economic INEQUALITY

www.NeighbourhoodChange.ca

- Socio-spatial POLARIZATION / EXCLUSION

Spatial SEGREGATION & DISADVANTAGE
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Cause? Solution?

Federal & Provincial Policies in 4 areas

Effecpvg Ar)h- Affordable
Discrimination

Strategy Housing Strategy

Income Labour

Support ESSENTIAL Market

Strategy Government Strategy
Policy Actions
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For further information

www.NeighbourhoodChange.ca

Larry Bourne, David Ley, Richard Maaranen, Robert Murdie, Damaris Rose, Alan Walks
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Research methods and
analytic framework
developed by

Larry Bourne

Jill Grant

David Hulchanski
David Ley
Richard Maaranen
Robert Murdie
Damaris Rose
Janet Smith

Ivan Townshend
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